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THE EUGENIAN RECENSION OF STEPHANITES
AND ICHNELATES: PROLOGUE AND PARATEXTS*

The Eugenian recension of Stephanites and Ichnelates is named after
Eugenios of Palermo, the well-known poet, translator and senior official
active at the Norman court of Sicily in the second half of the twelfth
century (born c. 1130, died after 1202), who is mentioned in a dedicatory
epigram in a number of manuscripts that transmit the text of Stephanites
and Ichnelates'. Since the epigram identifies Eugenios of Palermo as
aunpdc («admiral», «<emir»), a title he acquired in 1190 under king Tancred
(1189-94) and lost when the Hohenstaufens took over, the Eugenian
recension dates to 1190-1194. The dedicatory epigram is not the only
prefatory text in the manuscripts that belong to the Eugenian recension:
there is a whole set of paratexts that form the basis of this study. These
paratexts include metrical headings (PT 1), the dedicatory epigram (PT
2), a prologue (PT 3), a caption to a no longer extant miniature (PT 4),
a summary of the contents of Stephanites and Ichnelates (PT s), and three
scholia (S 1-3). PT 1-3 and s and S 1-3 were published by Vittorio Pun-
toni in 1889 in a mangled state and, frankly, in such a bewildering fash-
ion that the texts are nearly incomprehensible2. There are also a number
of paratexts in the first introductory chapter of Stephanites and Ichnelates:
these rubrics (R 1-9), apart from the first one, were published by Lars
Olof §joberg in 1962 in an equally unsatisfactory manner3. I shall repub-
lish all these paratexts, the most important of which is the prologue (PT

* I refer to the two principal editions using the names of the respective editors,
Puntoni and Sjoberg, followed by page and line numbering. I refer to the manu-
scripts of Stephanites and Ichnelates using the sigla of Sjoberg.

! For the life of Eugenios, see E. JamisoN, Admiral Eugenius of Sicily: His Life and
Work and the Authorship of the Epistola ad Petrum and the Historia Hugonis Falcandi
Siculi, London 1957, and V. VON FALKENHAUSEN, Eugenio da Palermo, in Dizionario
biografico degli Italiani, XLIII, Roma 1993, pp. $02-505.

2 V. PUNTONI, Ztepavitng kai ITyvprdtng. Quattro recensioni della versione greca del
Kalila wa-Dimna, Firenze 1889, pp. VI-IX.

3 L.-O. SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates. Ubetlieferungsgeschichte und Text, Upp-
sala 1962, pp. 84-8s.
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3), and provide a contextualizing introduction that aims to define the
Eugenian recension (§ 1-4), shed light on its paratexts (§ s-10), and clar-
ify the intentions of its creator, Eugenios of Palermo (§ 11-13).

THE EUGENIAN RECENSION
1. STATUS QUAESTIONIS

But first things first: what is the Eugenian recension? Stephanites and
Ichnelates (the Greek translation of the Arabic masterpiece Kalila wa-
Dimna, which in its turn derives, via a Middle Persian translation, from
the Indian Panchatantra)4 has come down to us in a great number of
manuscripts, many of which attribute the translation to Symeon Seth
and a few of which date it to the reign of Alexios Komnenoss. Puntoni,
the first to study the text tradition in great detail, divided the manu-
scripts into four groups: two long redactions (I-1I) and two short ones
(III-1V), the last of which is the Eugenian recension®. Puntoni assumed
that the long redactions were closer to the original translation by
Symeon Seth, that no. III was a shortened version, and that the Eugenian
recension (no. IV) derived from no. III but with material added to it
from no. II. Puntoni knew of two Eugenian manuscripts, Leid. Vulc. 93
(L1) and Vat. Barb. gr. 172 (B2), and had noted that both manuscripts
tend to insert the additional material at the «wrong» spot: «wrong»
meaning in a different order from the Arabic original and the translations
in the long redactions I-II. Take the sequence of paragraphs 17-24: redac-
tions I and II have these in numeral order, redaction III has a «lacuna»

4 The best general introduction to the Arabic tradition is by E DE BLois, Burzoy’s
Voyage to India and the Origin of the Book of Kalilah wa Dimnah, London 1990. See also
B. KRONUNG, The Wisdom of the Beasts. The Arabic Book of Kalila and Dimna and the
Byzantine Book of Stephanites and Ichnelates, in Fictional Storytelling in the Medieval East-
ern Mediterranean and Beyond, ed. by C. CUPANE - B. KRONUNG, Leiden 2016, pp. 427-
460. For Stephanites and Ichnelates from the perspective of translation studies, see
H. ConNpyLIs-BAssoukos, Stephanites kai Ichnelates, traduction grecque (XI¢ siécle) du livre
Kalila wa-Dimna d’Ibn al-Muqaffa® (VIII® siécle): étude lexicologique et littéraire, Louvain
1997, and J. NieHOFF-PaNAGIOTIDIS, Ubersetzung und Rezeption. Die byzantinisch-neu-
griechischen und spanischen Adaptionen von Kalila wa-Dimna, Wiesbaden 2003.

5 On Symeon Seth, see now P. BOURAS-VALLIANATOS, Galen’s Reception in
Byzantium: Symeon Seth and his Refutation of Galenic Theories on Human Physiology, in
Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies 55 (2015), pp. 431-469: 436-442.

6 See V. PUNTONI, Sopra alcune recensioni dello Stephanites kai Ichnelates, in Atti
della R. Accademia dei Lincei. Classe di scienze morali, storiche e filologiche. Memorie,
an. 283, ser. IV, 2/1 (1886), pp. 113-182.
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between § 17 and § 24, and redaction IV (the Eugenian recension) fills
this lacuna up by inserting §§ 18-23 affer, not before § 24, and then
copying § 24 again’. Since the Eugenian recension was utterly derivative
in Puntoni’s view, he failed to understand what Eugenios of Palermo
could have done to deserve the accolades of the dedicatory epigrams?.

Sjoberg radically changed all this. He rightly observed that the oldest
manuscripts of Stephanites and Ichnelates offer the short version (Puntoni’s
no. III), and concluded that the short version is therefore likely to be
closer to the original translation than all the other versions. He divided
the manuscripts into two main redactions, A (Symeon Seth) and B (non-
Symeon Seth), with further subdivisions of A into «a, f, ¥, and B into 6,
g, G, 1, 0 and . In Sjoberg’s reconstruction, the A redaction comprises
chapters 1-vil and 1x short whereas the B redaction results from a gradual
process of accretion and revision, starting with Bé and Be:

Bé adding chapters 1x long, x long and xi;

Be adding prolegomena 1-111, chapters v, X short and xi-xv, and addi-
tional material in chapters 1-vi1, while the other versions (Bg, By, B6 and
Bu) are further contaminations of B& and Be?.

As one can see, the most notable differences between the two main
branches of redaction B (Bd and Be) are additions in chapters 1-vii (Be),
the presence of prolegomena 1-11 and chapters vin and xu-xv (Be), the
presence of chapter x1 (BS), and the translation of chapters 1x and X,
short in Be and long in B&. There are also considerable differences in the
way chapters 1x and x (the two chapters B8 and Be have in common)
are translated .

Where does this leave the Eugenian recension? Here Sjoberg was
somewhat hesitant. At points he clearly seems to be arguing that Be is
Puntoni’s no. IV (the Eugenian recension), but as he too had noted that
the principal Eugenian manuscript, L1, offered the additional material of
Be as insertions, he in the end decided that the Eugenian recension was

7 See PUNTONI, Stepavitne kal Iyvyidtne cit., p. 72, app. crit.

8 See PUNTONI, Sopra alcune recensioni cit., p. 170. JAMISON, Admiral Eugenius of
Sicily cit., pp. 8-21, and J.Th. PApADEMETRIOU, Studies in the Manuscript Tradition of
Stephanites kai Ichnelates, [Unpublished PhD thesis], University of Illinois 1960, fol-
low Puntoni and end up in the same quagmire.

9 See SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., pp. 67-78 and passim.

1o See S.vaN RIET, Les fables arabes d’Ibn al-Mugqaffa en traductions grecques et
latines, in Orientalische Kultur und Europdisches Mittelalter, hrsg. von A. ZIMMERMANN -
I. CRAEMER-RUEGENBERG, Berlin-New York 1985, pp. 151-160: 152-154, and NIE-
HOFF-PANAGIOTIDIS, Ubersetzung und Rezeption cit., pp. 45-46.
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a precursor to Be. In his view Eugenios of Palermo added the prolego-
mena (the three introductory chapters), but nothing more'. All the rest
that we find in Be manuscripts was gradually added to the Eugenian
recension at various stages.

However, there is such a thing as Ockham’s razor. An interpretative
model that needs multiple translations instead of just one to explain for
the genesis of Be is needlessly complicated. It is on grounds of explana-
tory economy that Johannes Niehoff-Panagiotidis argues, rightly in my
view, that it makes more sense to see the whole of Be as the Eugenian
recension'.

The latest contribution to the discussion is by Alison Elizabeth
Noble. While offering by far the best description of the Leiden manu-
script, L1, she rather arbitrarily decided to see anything written by the
main scribe (hand A) as the true Eugenian recension (thus reducing it to
the addition of the prolegomena and the filling up of «lacunas» in chapters
1-1v) 3. In her view, anything written by hand C (additions towards the
end of chapter 1v and in chapters v and vi, plus chapters v, x and x11),
should be considered the work of later translators. This too cries out for
the razor of Ockham. Noble’s main objection seems to have been that
the additions by hand A to Symeon Seth’s translation of Stephanites and
Ichnelates are incorporated into the main text while those by hand C are
found in the margins, but if she had studied the nature of hand A’s addi-
tions, she would have noticed that, as rightly argued by Puntoni, they are
in fact insertions. Take for instance the sequence §§ 47-49 where
Symeon Seth offers only § 47 and § 49c: hand A initially made the mis-
take of putting § 48 and § 49a-b after § 49c¢, but then realizing that this
made little sense, deleted the text of § 49c¢ in its initial position (wedged
between § 47 and § 48) and copied it again, this time in the right place,
after § 49a and b4. This is an obvious scribal error and it is not the kind

1 SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., pp. 68 and 105-110. Please note that his
statement on p. 68 that the additions in L1 originally comprised only the three pro-
legomena and § 93b-97b is factually incorrect. The additions in the main hand of Lt
are, apart from the prolegomena, §§ 18-23, 39a-b, 41-42a, 48-49b, 58b-s59b and 93b-
osa: see A.E. NoBLE, Cultural Interchange in the Medieval Mediterranean. Prolegomena to
a Text of the Eugenian Recension, I-11, [Unpublished PhD thesis], Queen’s University
Belfast 2003: I, pp. 72-103.

12 See NIEHOFF-PANAGIOTIDIS, Ubersetzung und Rezeption cit., pp. 38-42, 61-81
and 126-129.

13 See NOBLE, Cultural Interchange cit., I, p. 73 and passim.

4 Ibid., 1, p. 4s; II, pp. 18 n. 32, 19 n. 35; see also PUNTONI, Zrepavitng kai
TyvyAdtng cit., pp. 123-124, app. crit.
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of mistake a translator looking at the Arabic would make while adding
material left out by Symeon Seth. An interesting case is also the position
of § 81 at the very end of Stephanites and Ichnelates: for one reason or
another, while adding Eugenian material, hand A had skipped §§ 80-82
in chapter 11, but having come to regret this omission, he added the
fable (§ 81) without its frame narrative (§§ 80 and 82) when he reached
the end of the text's.

In general, I agree with Niehoft-Panagiotidis that Be is the closest
we can get to the Eugenian recension, but since the two principal Be
manuscripts, L1 and B2, are clearly inserting Eugenian material rather
than transmitting the Eugenian recension in its full glory and since the
other Be manuscripts (see the next section) show clear signs of contam-
ination, the sad conclusion must be that we do not possess a single man-
uscript that preserves the authentic Eugenian recension. Its beauty can
only be glimpsed at, but through a glass and darkly. In fact, as will
become abundantly clear when we turn to the prefatory material in Be
manuscripts, Be is at several removes from the Eugenian archetype.

2. Be MANUSCRIPTS

Leid. Vule. 93 (L1) and Vat. Barb. gr. 172 (B2) are not the only Be
manuscripts'®. There is Oxon. Bodl. Auct. T.5.10 (O3), a direct apograph
of L1 as Noble has shown: it contains exactly the same chapters and
paragraphs and breaks off at the exact same spot as the Leiden manu-
script, and has § 81 at the very end, followed by Manasses’ Zxé6n too
Muvdg, just as in L1'7. What is more, there are corrections by a later hand

s The presence of §§ 80-82 in all later versions, B, By, B6 and B, proves that
these paragraphs must have been in the Eugenian recension, but were omitted in Be:
see NIEHOFF-PANAGIOTIDIS, Ubersetzung und Rezeption cit., p. 41 n. 131.

16 For a thorough description of both manuscripts, see NOBLE, Cultural Inter-
change cit., passim. Leid. Vulc. 93 dates to the early 15th c.; N. WiLsoN, From Byzan-
tium to Italy. Greek Studies in the Italian Renaissance, London 20172, p. 45, has identified
its main scribe as Girard of Patras. Vat. Barb. gr. 172 dates to the late 16th century
(not 15th century, as SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., p. 42, incorrectly states):
see PA. AcapiTos, Agiynowg ABiotoov kai Podduvng. Kowtikry ékxdoon tiic Siaokevis a,
Abnva 2006, pp. 81-82.

17 For the Zyé6n tov Mudg in L1 and O3, see J.Th. PAPADEMETRIOU, Td Zxéén o0
Mudg: New Sources and Text, in Illinois Studies in Language and Literature 58 (1969), pp.
210-222, and M. PAPATHOMOPOULOS, Tod cogpwtdtov kvgot Osodwgov tot Ilpododuov T
Zxédn tod Mudg, in Ilagvacods 21 (1979), pp. 376-399. Both editors agree that O3 is
an apograph of L1. For the attribution to Manasses, see M.D. LAUXTERMANN, Gatti e
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in L1, and this hand is identical to that of the scribe of O318.

Sjoberg considers these three manuscripts (L1, B2, and O3) to be the
original carriers of branch Be while the remaining manuscripts all show
varying degrees of contamination™. He does not specify the nature of
this «contamination», but looking at his table of contents, it is clear that
he views branch Bg as the main contamining source2°. The «contami-
nated» Be manuscripts are Par. Suppl. gr. 692 (P3), Par. Suppl. gr. 1233
(P4), Bucurest. 292 (R), Athous Iviron 1132 (A4), Hieros. Patr. 208 (J), and
Const. Zographeion 43 (1)>'.

In his study of the manuscripts of Stephanites and Ichnelates, however,
John-Theophanes Papademetriou reaches a radically different conclusion.
Rather than suspecting contamination, as Sjoberg does, he views P3 and
P4 as BO manuscripts and J and I as B manuscripts (A4 is «unclassified»,
and R was unknown to him). Of course, the classification of manuscripts
depends on the degree of contamination: the more BT elements there are,
the stronger the case for classifying them as genuine B{ manuscripts. And
looking at the evidence for J and I, I agree that these two manuscripts
may well belong to the category of B rather than Be?2. As for P3 and P4,
Papademetriou is mistaken23. It is true that P3 shares many features with
B6 manuscripts: it has chapter x1 after x1v, it has the long version of chap-
ters X and X, and it has §§ 17a-24¢ in the order of B024, but it has §§

topi. La Catomiomachia come dramma, parodia, testo scolastico e favola di animali, in M.P.
FunaioLl, Teodoro Prodromo: La battaglia dei topi e del gatto, Roma (in press) (Testi e
studi bizantino-neoellenici), n. 70.

8 For Oxon. Bodl. Auct. T.s.10 (= Misc. 272), a 16th-century manuscript, see
NosLg, Cultural Interchange cit., I, pp. s0-s1 and §2-60.

19 See SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., pp. 68-69.

20 SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., pp. 71-78, esp. n. 6, 12, 17, 21, 35.

2t Par. Suppl. gr. 692 dates from 1586, Par. Suppl. gr. 1233 from the mid 19th
century, Bucurest. 292 from 1652, Athous Iviron 1132 (4834) from the turn of the 17th
century, Hieros. Patr. 208 from 1599, and Const. Zographeion from 1801. For a
description of these manuscripts and references to the secondary bibliography, see
SIOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., passim; add M.I. MANOUSAKAS, AiAnioyoagpia
tiig EAMnwkiic ddelpdTnTas Bevetiag (1041-1047) ué todg ijyeudves tis Blayiag xal tijg
Moldapiag, in Onoavolouara 15 (1978), pp. 7-29: 20-21, for information on Panos
Mavrangelos, the scribe of Bucurest. 292.

22 See PAPADEMETRIOU, Studies in the Manuscript Tradition cit., pp. 43-45. Please
note that BL and manuscripts J and I have the same lacunas in prolegomenon 11: see
SIOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., p. 81.

23 PAPADEMETRIOU, Studies in the Manuscript Tradition cit., pp. 70-71.

24 SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., p. 72, failed to notice that P3 has
§ 17a-24c¢ in the order of B6.
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s8b-s59b in chapter 1 (B8 manuscripts do not)? and, more importantly,
it has clear signs of contamination in the prolegomena. As observed by
Sjoberg, the scribe of P3 initially omitted prolegomenon 11, §§ 7-8 because
Be manuscripts have a lacuna at this point, and added the two paragraphs
at a later stage, when he came across another manuscript, clearly a B8
one?°. There are numerous corrections and additions in the margins next
to prolegomena 1-11: e.g. in line PUNTONI 17.9, after tdv Adywv adtig, the
scribe of P3 adds xai 8 fjv aitiav &ypdgn ka® £v xepdlaov in the
margin of fol. Tor, a reading found in all other versions, but omitted in
Be. The scribe of P3 is clearly collating two manuscripts: a Be one and a
B6 one. P4 is identical to P3, but here all the marginal additions and
emendations have been incorporated into the main text. In other words,
P4 is an apograph of P3: for further evidence, see the discussion of the
prefatory texts below.

P4 is not a direct apograph of P3 because the scribe of P4, Minoidis
Minas?7, tells us on fol. 105r-v that he copied a (lost) manuscript of the
Iviron monastery and collated it with P3, noting that the two are very
similar and suggesting that both manuscripts, the Iviron one and P3, go
back to a common exemplar?$. However, in the light of the marginal
additions in P3 incorporated in P4, it is vastly more likely that the lost
Iviron manuscript was a copy of P3, which we know belonged to the
Iviron monastery until the early nineteenth century. That is to say, P4 is
a copy of a copy of P3.

One thing is certain, though: P3 and P4 are the result of contamina-
tion between Be and B6; they are not authentic B6 manuscripts, as
Papademetriou assumed?9.

25 PAPADEMETRIOU, Studies in the Manuscript Tradition cit., p. 71, states that P3 and
P4, like all other BO manuscripts, omit § §8b-s9b. This is simply not true. See Par.
Suppl. gr. 692, fol. 44r-45v, and Par. Suppl. gr. 1233, fol. s3r-v.

26 See SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., p. 68 n. 1.

27 For the life of Minas (1788-1859), see G. TousIMIS, Kovetavrivog Myvag, Mn-
voidng: vag Edeooaios Adywog tov 1821, in Makedowikd 11 (1971), pp. 403-405.

28 See SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., p. 39, and Ch. AsTRUC -
M.L. Concasty, Catalogue des manuscrits grecs, 1II: Le Supplément grec, 3, Paris 1960,
Pp- 407-409.

29 Papademetriou’s mistake is unfortunately repeated in an otherwise excellent
account of BO manuscripts: L. STEPHOU, Die neugriechische Metaphrase von Stephanites
und Ichnelates durch Theodosios Zygomalas, Madrid 2011, pp. 100-142.



62 MARC D. LAUXTERMANN

3. SOUTHERN ITALIAN WITNESSES

Of all the manuscripts that contain the whole or parts of Stephanites
and Ichnelates, there is only one that can be located without a doubt in
Southern Italy, and it is an early one: Messan. 161 (D), copied in the thir-
teenth century3°. The scribe of this liturgical manuscript filled up a
blank with two fables, one from the very end of prolegomenon 11, § 10b
(PUNTONI 45.16-47.11) and the other from chapter 1, § 29 (SJOBERG
170.2-171.4 = PUNTONI 90.12-92.2)3".

Since Sjoberg denies the existence of redaction B (non-Symeon Seth
manuscripts) before the year 140032, he tends to date evidence for B as
late as possible or, as in this case, to bend the evidence. Contrary to what
he states, the manuscript from Messina is not an Af manuscript33. If one
compares the readings of D at the end of 1, § 29 (as reported in Sjéberg’s
own critical apparatus) with those of A manuscripts and B manuscripts,
it 1s clear that D belongs to redaction B34. Redaction B is much older
than Sjoberg wants us to believe.

It is worth noting, however, that though the Messina manuscript
belongs to redaction B, its readings in 1, § 29 differ from those of L1 and
B2 (the «authentic» Eugenian manuscripts)3s. By the look of it, D is not

30 For date and provenance, see A. MANCINI, Codices graeci monasterii Messanensis
S. Salvatoris, Messina 1907, pp. 218-219, and L. TARDO, Un manoscritto karopwwkdv del
sec. XIII nella collezione melurgica bizantina della Biblioteca Universitaria di Messina, in Eig
wviunv Srvoldwvog Adumoov, &v AbMvawg 1935, pp. 170-176. Since the manuscript has
a poem (on fol. 10v) by Niphon the abbot of S. Angelo di Brolo, a monastery in Val
Demone, it is quite likely to have been copied there.

3t The first of these two is the famous fable of the man chased by a unicorn,
also found in Barlaam and Ioasaph: for a comparison of the two versions, see R.VOLK,
Medizinisches im Barlaam-Roman: Ein Streifzug durch den hochsprachlichen griechischen
Text, seine Vorlaiifer, Parallelen und Nachdichtungen, in Byzantinische Zeitschrift 99
(2000), pp. 145-193: 171-176. For metrical adaptations of the fable, see, apart from the
beginning of Bergadis’ Apokopos (vv. 19-62), Michael Choniates’ poem &g tov
wovokepwv: ed. S. LAMBROS, Miyanl Akowvdrov tot Xwwdrov t¢ cwidueva, 11, Adfjvar
1880, p. 393, and Manuel Philes, Esc. nos. 248-252: ed. E. MILLER, Manuelis Philae
carmina, I-11, Paris 1855-1857: I, pp. 127-129.

32 SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., pp. $9-61.

33 As rightly observed by Nienorr-PanacioTipis, Ubersetzung und Rezeption cit.,
p- 39 n. 12T.

34 Compare SJOBERG 171.1-3 with PUNTONI 91.28-92.2. Puntoni’s edition is
based on a By manuscript (F2 in Sjéberg); he reports other readings in the critical
apparatus, including those of V1, a Bt manuscript. The readings of D are similar to
those of F2 and V1, but not to any of the A manuscripts.

35 See the critical apparatus of PUNTONI ad locum.
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a Eugenian manuscript. Or might that be a misconception of what con-
stitutes a Eugenian manuscript? (see below, § 4 Stylistic Registers).

As Simone Van Riet has shown with great clarity and verve (only to
be disregarded by all and sundry), the medieval Latin translation of
Stephanites and Ichnelates was produced in the Hohenstaufen Kingdom of
Sicily36. She has many valid arguments, but I will single out the one that
clinches the debate. Throughout chapter 11, which deals with the trial of
Ichnelates, the presiding judge is called xputig in Greek and as one
would expect, «udex» in Latin; however, at one point (§ 70, SJOBERG
198.19), this xputng is called a otpatnyde, which is perfectly understand-
able in the context of the Byzantine judiciary, but must have posed a
problem for the Latin translator. The easy solution would have been to
translate it once again as «udex», but the Latin translator went instead
for «stratigotus», a typically Southern Italian term37. The stratigotus was a
judicial official in the Kingdom of Sicily, equivalent to a town governor
or a bailiff: documentary evidence is abundant for the Hohenstaufens,
and the Normans before them, but the title disappears during the subse-
quent Angevin period3. The translation of otpatnydg as «stratigotuss is
therefore localized and datable: it is Southern Italian, and given the date
of the Greek original, shortly before the Hohenstaufens assumed power,
the Latin translation must be thirteenth-century.

Since Sjoberg denies the existence of redaction B before the year
1400, it comes as little surprise that he dates the Latin translation to the
fifteenth century (as if a fifteenth-century translator would still be famil-
iar with the Southern Italian title «stratigotus» two centuries after its dis-
appearance)3Y. Though he accepts that the Latin translation is close to the
Eugenian recension (because it offers more or less the same material as
B2, a Be manuscript)4°, he nonetheless thinks it is sui generis. The main
reason for viewing the Latin translation as an isolated case, is that it offers
the fable of The Man who Found a Treasure (prolegomenon 11, § 2a) in a ver-

36 VAN RIET, Les fables arabes d’Ibn al-Mugqaffa cit., pp. 156-159. For the Latin
text, see A. Hika, Beitrige zur lateinischen Erzdhlungsliteratur des Mittelalters, Berlin
1928, pp. 59-1065.

37 Ed. HiLkA, Beitrdge cit., p. 113.32.

38 See B. Pasciuta, Stratigotus, in Federico II: Enciclopedia Fridericiana, 11, Roma
2005, pp. 802-803.

39 See SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., p. 115.

40 See SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., p. 116. He also detects similarities
with V1, a Bt manuscript that is very close to the Eugenian recension.
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sion that is nowhere else attested but in P1 (Par. gr. 2231)4'. P1 is a thir-
teenth-century Af manuscript which, apart from Symeon Seth’s transla-
tion, also has the prolegomena (the only chapters Sjoberg is willing to give
Eugenios of Palermo credit for)42. However, Sjoberg failed to notice that
the Latin translation and Pr are not alone in offering the fable of The
Man who Found a Treasure in a short version: in fact, this is the version
found in all Arabic manuscripts of Kalila wa-Dimna that have been pub-
lished so far43. There does not appear to be an Arabic original for the
long version that Be and the other B branches transmit, which makes
one wonder where they found it. Is the long version perhaps a Byzan-
tine elaboration? Whatever the case, given the fact that P1 and the Latin
translation are our earliest witnesses for the prolegomena, it is highly likely
that the short version of The Man who Found a Treasure is in fact truly
Eugenian.

The thirteenth-century Latin translation produced in the Kingdom
of Sicily is the closest we may come to the contents of the original
Eugenian recension. Like Be, it contains prolegomena 1-11 and chapters 1-
v, v, 1x short, X short, and x1m-xv. Sadly enough, since popular litera-
ture in the middle ages tends to have an open text tradition, in which
alterations of all sorts (adaptations, omissions, additions) are common, the
Latin translation of Stephanites and Ichnelates is of limited value for the

41 See SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., pp. 115-116. NOBLE, Cultural Inter-
change cit., I, pp. 104-109, and II, p. 47, denies any connection between the Latin
translation and the Eugenian recension because the paragraphing is different (as if
that is of any importance) and because the Latin version has two extra stories
(derived from Aesop and Thousand and One Nights), has prolegomenon 1, § 7-8 (a
lacuna in Be manuscripts), and uses the Arabic names of the two jackals (but please
note the end of prolegomenon ur: diber iste qui dicitur Kililes et Dimnes, id est
Stephanitis et Ignilatis»).

42 There has been some needless speculation that Par. gr. 2231 (P1) has a con-
nection with Philagathos of Cerami or his circle: see C.H. HaskiNs, Studies in the
History of Mediaeval Science, Cambridge, Mass. 1924, pp. 176-178; cf. C. CUPANE, Fila-
gato da Cerami, guAdoogog e diddorarog. Contributo alla storia della cultura bizantina in
eta normanna, in Siculorum Gymnasium 31 (1978), pp. 1-28: 20-22 and 24. In fact, the
manuscript dates from the first half of the thirteenth century and the donor is called
Georgios Kerameas, not Kerameus: Kepapéov is the genitive of Kepapéag, a family
name common in Thessaloniki: see below, n. 114.

43 As I do not read Arabic, I rely on translations here: A. MIQUEL, Ibn al-
Mugqaffa‘: Le livre de Kalila et Dimna, Paris 1980, p. 10; M.M. MORENO, La versione
araba del Libro di Kalflah e Dimnah, San Remo 1910, pp. 34-35; W. KNATCHBULL, Kalila
and Dimna, or the Fables of Bidpai, Oxford 1819, p. 49. The medieval Spanish transla-
tion, too, offers the short version: A.G. SOLALINDE, Calila y Dimna. Fabulas: antigua
version castellana, Madrid 1917, p. 5.
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text constitution as such. Indeed, the Stephanites and Ichnelates itself is a
far cry from what Ibn al-Mugqaffa® may have written, just as Ibn al-
Mugqaffa‘s Kalila wa-Dimna bears little resemblance to the Panchatranta
(the Indian source text where it all began).

4. STYLISTIC REGISTERS

According to Niehoff-Panagiotidis, the language of the Eugenian
recension (Be) is more colloquial and lowbrow than that of Symeon Seth
(Aa, AB, Ay) and of redaction B&44. This is generally correct, but what he
failed to take into account is that the language and style of Be are not
necessarily identical to what the translators in the service of Eugenios of
Palermo may have produced. Take for instance the beginning of prole-
gomenon 11 (PUNTONI 16.8-17.13)45. If one compares the version of Be
(not only L1 and B2, but also P3, R and A4) with that of the oldest text
witness, P1, and versions Bg, B6 and Bn, the differences are striking.

Some are due to scribal errors. As noted above, Be omits kai 8¢ fjv
aitiav gypaen kad’ &v kepdalawov in 17.9 (attested in all other versions). P1
likewise omits 17.10-12 (found in all other versions, with lexical differ-
ences). Be, BL and BO have a curious «autobiographical» addition in 16.9-
10: T0lg 8¢ Gppoot d¢ kdyw: not in P1, version B, or any Arabic source.
In line 16.10-11, P1 and version BO have the correct text: toig ot
vopouadeiol véolg te Koi Ghdolg, while the other versions, Be, By, and B,
offer a nonsensical reading: toig 8¢ veouaOsiot kai véolg kol Tolg GAAOLG.

Vastly more important than scribal errors, however, are deliberate
stylistic changes:

— In line 17.5-6, P1 and the other three versions (with some minor
differences) read: domep Eypagn maplh YVWOTLKDOV Kol 0o@dV AvOpdITWY;
this becomes in Be: kaOmhomep moph t@v év duvauer Aoyou te Kol coglag
i ypaph mopedod.

— In lines 16.12-17.1, P1 reads 8tav 8t vouov Mhkiog yévovtor while
B, Bn and B6 have Stav 8¢ (tijg) vowlpou mhikiag yévovray; but Be has

44 See NIEHOFF-PANAGIOTIDIS, Ubersetzung und Rezeption cit., pp. 61-94. See also
ID., La contribuzione di Eugenio da Palermo alla letteratura Snuowixij in ambito italiota, in
O Iradudtng EMnwouds arnd tov Z' otov IB' audva: Mvijun Nikov Hoavaywtdxn, Abnva
2001, pp. 43-55.

45 The comparison begins at 16.8 (and not at 16.5) because P1 misses the first
lines of prolegomenon 1 due to material loss: see SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit.,
pp- 82-83 n. 1.
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Stav Ot Télewor yévovton. P1’s lexical collocation yiyvopuar vopuov fkiag,
«to reach adulthood», is more colloquial than the similar expression in
Bg, By, and B6, and definitely more lowbrow than what Be offers4.

— In line 16.12, where Be has dmootopotiCewv, P1 and BE, By, and B6
have ékm0iZewv: the former is learned Greek and the latter vernacular
Greek47.

— In line 17.2-3, P1 and B{ and Bn read tov Onoauvpdv td@v yovimv
adtol Ov EBnoavploav Adyov avdtov (avtdv in B and Bm): the use of
AMoyou / Aoye plus genitive for the indirect object is a well-known lexi-
calized feature of vernacular Greek4. Be offers the obsolete dative
instead: 6 wapd yovéwv KatohewpBelg ONoavpdg Tois wawolv avTodb.

As we see there are significant differences in style and language
between P1 (the oldest manuscript), BZ, By, and B6, on the one hand,
and Be on the other. The use of a low style in most manuscripts does not
necessarily mean that the majority vote is right. It cannot be excluded
that Be preserves the «original» text and that the other manuscripts ofter

46 See E. KRIARAS, Ae&ikd T uecauwwkng eAdnwkng dnuddovg yoouuatelag, 1100-
1669, 1-XXI, @ccoorovikn 1969-2019: XI, s.v. vopog. The expression is a corruption of
yiyvopol Tig évvopou MAlkiog.

47 The verb éxm6itw and the adverb éxmbov are curiously overlooked in the
major dictionaries; but see C. bu FRESNE DU CANGE, Glossarium ad scriptores mediae &
infimae Graecitatis, 1-11, Lugduni 1688, s.v. otiifoc; A. Korals, Araxra, [-IV, Paris
1828-1832: IV, p. 385; P. MACKRIDGE, I'hwocdor otnv avdvoun uetdpoact 6éka Kouwstdv
tov Carlo Goldoni, s.wvv. exmBitw, xmbilw, and INwoodor Koxxwvdxn-Kotzebue, s.v.
exmOov (both available at http://www.academia.edu); D.I. OIKONOMIDIS, I'oopuatixs
i EAAnwikiis Staréktov Tob [I6vrov, ABTivon 1958, p. 347 (86Oitw, éxt0d). The oldest
attestations are the Paralipomena de s. Pachomio (Acta Sanctorum Maii, 111, Parisiis 1866,
Appendix, p. *52B): #00g 8¢ fv adt® kot vOKTO, PO ToU KowunOfjvan adtov, Ektnoitewv
abtov o &k tdv Belov ypagdv; Ptochoprodromika, 111.273-20 (ed. H. EIDENEIER,
IItwyomeddoouos: koutky éxdoon, Hpaxhewo 2012, p. 19I): Ommovdv éktnbwoa, melvay
00dv  qofoduan; Synaxarion tou timimenou gadarou, §8 (ed. U. MOENNIG, Das Sv-
vagdoov tov Tyunuévov yaddoov: Analyse, Ausgabe, Worterverzeichnis, in Byzantinische
Zeitschrift 102 (2000), pp. 109-166: 139): éyd T vopokdvovov Eedpw Ttov EkThov;
Kakopantremeni, 12 (ed. I. BEJERMAN - A. VAN GEMERT, Uitgehuwelijkt aan een Oude
Man: Een vroegniewwgrieks gedicht, Amsterdam 2006, p. 46, app. crit.): k. av évou
umopeCauevo, exktlov waeté to; Bertoldos (ed. A. ANGELOU, O Mmegtélidos kal 6
MmegtoAdivog, ABfivar 1988, p. 47, line 28): yd 10 ékmOwoa elg TOV voTv pov mévta.

48 The oldest attestations are: Ptochoprodromika, IV.308 (ed. EIDENEIER, [Trwyo-
mEéSpouog Cit., p. 2I5): Kol AOYOU LOU V& AEYOUOWV «pwudvioe v soptavy; Procho-
prodromika, V.6 [ed. A. MAIURI, Una nuova poesia di Teodoro Prodromo in greco volgare, in
Byzantinische Zeitschrift 23 (1920), pp. 397-407: 399]: v& ¢’ &vOupion AOyo pov v pé
xewpayaynons; Digenes Akrites E, 1373 (ed. E. JEFFREYS, Digenis Akritis: The Grottaferrata
and Escorial Versions, Cambridge 1998, p. 340): ©v xépnv v dgpidrayo Adyov Tod
Tavvakiov. For more information, see KRIARAS, Aggixd cit., IX, s.v. hoyog.
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an adaptation, though, given the date of P1, this must have happened at
an early stage in the text transmission. But it is equally possible that the
Be version is the later adaptation of a text that was closer to the spoken
idiom than usually thought. The point is that scholarship has been so
busy reconstructing the contents of the Eugenian recension that it has
neglected the study of the text itself. We know its contents, but not its
linguistic nature or textual embodiment49. The only way out of this
conundrum is good old-fashioned philology. This means looking at all
manuscripts, not just the ones that belong to the Be branch.

PROLOGUE AND PARATEXTS
5. THE Be MANUSCRIPTS AGAIN

The reason why the Be manuscripts have been given preferential
treatment is that they at least preserve the prologue and other prefatory
texts of the Eugenian recension (though, as we shall see, one of these is
also found in Bt). There are five manuscripts: L1, B2, P3, R and A4. As
we have seen, there are two apographs: O3 (a copy of L1) and P4 (a
copy of a copy of P3).

In case there is still any doubt about the derivative nature of P4, let
us look at two obvious lacunas in P3. In lines PT 3.2-4, tov év mpooo-
xij 6vro duvatov Kot £k TV évavtiov Kthoaobar to deélpov, domep O
Kol tovvavtiov ovuBaivewy glwbe tOvV uf) {Ovto mpoosktik®dg, P3 omits
Ktnoaobar T deéhov, Gomep 81 kal tovvavtiov because of haplography
(¢vavtiwv and todvavtiov), thus rendering the text incomprehensible.
This, however, did not scare Minoidis Minas, the famous falsifier and
scribe of P4, who simply rewrote the textse. This is what he made of it:
OV v mpoooyij Bvta duvatov mg T TOMG cupfolver Kol ThvavTtio Todsiy
ui) Lohvra mpooektik®g (at fol. 4v). In line PT 3.24, P3 forgets to copy the
word oV In wol@ move: as it is fairly easy to guess what has been
omitted, Minas did write moA@ t@® move (at fol. sv), but then swept away

49 As VAN RIET, Les fables arabes d’Ibn al-Mugaffa cit., p. 160, rightly points out:
«Une analyse qualitative du receuil de fables (...) devrait étre entreprise (...); on ne
peut pas se contenter de classer les manuscrits grecs, quantitativement, selon leur
contenu.

5o For Minas as a falsifier and forger of manuscripts, see J. CONINGTON, De parte
Babrianarum fabularum secunda, in Rheinisches Museum, n.E 16 (1861), pp. 361-390, and
J. Valo, A New Manuscript of Babrius? Fact or Fable?, in Illinois Classical Studies 2
(1977), pp. 172-183.
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by his own inventiveness added kot &pguhagel mpobupig (which is quite
horrible Greek, by the way). In all other cases, where P3 omits material
without it being apparent, P4 too has the same lacuna.

In general, Minoidis Minas has a tendency to rewrite what he has in
front of him, usually because he obviously thinks it is too vulgar (it does
not come as a surprise that in the language debate of the nineteenth
century Minas was firmly on the side of those who wished to archaize
the language): so the hapax amwydpevoav (PT 3.30) becomes the stan-
dard &Amydpnoav (at fol. 6r) and toig 8¢ vouveygor kol éxeuvbolg elkdtmg
av poodeydnoovron (S 1.3-4) is «corrected» to toig 8& vouveyEor Kol Aoywv
gurelpolg eVAOYwg &v tpoodeyOsiev (at fol. 41) because one cannot have &v
without optative (the horror!), edhdywg sounds more elevated than
elkotwg, and éyepdBoirg has another meaning than the dictionaries give.
But as we will see below in § 11, Minas does not even shirk from adding
whole lines to the text. In other words, P4 is not only an apograph, it is
also utterly unreliable.

Discarding O3 and P4 because they are just apographs, we are left
with the following manuscripts for the five prefatory texts (PT 1-5) and
the three scholia (S 1-3) that we find at the beginning of Stephanites and
Ichnelates: Leid. Vulc. 93, fol. 1r-3v (L1), Vat. Barb. gr. 172, fol. sr-v (B2),
Par. Suppl. gr. 692, fol. 4r-sv (P3), Bucurest. 292, fol. 42v-43v (R), and
Athous Iviron 1132, fol. 123r-1251 (A4).

Three of these manuscripts, L1, B2 and P3, offer all the texts, and in
the following order: PT 1,S 1, PT 2,S 2, PT 3a,S 3, PT 3b, PT 4, and
PT 5. In L1, PT 4 is written in the lower margin of fol. 3r; in B2, it is
written beneath a miniature of bees collecting honey; and in P3, it is
attached to PT 3. The other two manuscripts, R and A4, have a mere
selection, but oddly add the beginning of prolegomenon 11, § 1 to the
prefatory material: R has PT 1 + PT 2 (written as one text), S 1, S 2,
PT 3a (the first four lines), PT s, followed by prolegomenon 1, § 1; A4 has
PT 1, PT 2,S 1 + prolegomenon 11, § 1 (written as one text).

Theodosios Zygomalas’ rewording of Stephanites and Ichnelates (dating
to the year 1584) forms an indirect witness. It is a language-internal
translation, turning the lowbrow Byzantine Greek of the original into a
mixture of vernacular and slightly higher registers. Zygomalas used a B6
manuscript for his translation: Warsaw Zamoyski Cim. 156 (Z) copied in
1569, which has marginal notes in his hands'. However, he also had

st STEPHOU, Die neugriechische Metaphrase cit., pp. 118-142.
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access to a manuscript that offered at least three of the prefatory texts:
PT 2 + PT 1 (written as one text) and PT s52. This (lost?) manuscript
must have offered a version that combined Be and BT because, whereas
the text of PT 2 + 1 is close to P3 (Be), the text of PT s is practically
identical to J (BY). For more information, see below.

6. MANUSCRIPT TRADITION

There are but few texts that have suffered in textual transmission as
much as the prologue by Eugenios of Palermo has. In L1, B2 and P3, the
three manuscripts that transmit the whole text, the prologue (PT 3) is
divided into two by a scholion (S 3): lines 1-19 (PT 3a) and 19-46 (PT
3b). Whoever conflated the text of the prologue with the scholion, must
have found the latter in the lower margin of a page, right after v
EMVIKTY coplav £k Pubik@v mhaoudtov dpyny AaBelv émaudeudnuev elmep
motevtéov 1@ Aéyovtt (PT 3.17-19), followed on the next page by obtwg
«O udbog ¢k womt@®V TPofjhle, yéyove 8¢ kol pntopwvy (PT 3.19-20). What
he next did, beggars belief: while copying, he inserted the scholion into
the main text so that the sentence was severed into two: «We have been
taught that Greek wisdom had its beginning in fictional tales if we are
to believe the one who said» and «thus: “The fable originated with
poets, but it is also used by orators”», with the scholion right in the
middle. Then, dissatisfied with the word oltwg, left dangling by his own
intervention, he changed it to oftog: oltog 6 utbog &k momTdV TPOTAOE,
«this fable originated with poets» — a line that, by pure coincidence, has
twelve syllables. So what he did was put it on top of PT 3b as a metrical
heading, and the next bit became the beginning of PT 3b: yéyove 8¢ kai
pntopwv. This clearly lacked a subject, so he added the word yopdg, which
he derived from a marginal note that identified the source quoted in the
main text, namely the section on pdbog in Aphthonios’ Progymnasmata,
including its title: 8pog pwibov. 8pog became xopdg, and the result was
utter and total nonsense: «There was also a chorus of orators». Puntoni
left the text in this sorry state, and it is this lack of editorial intervention
that explains why the prologue has oddly been overlooked by genera-
tions of Byzantinists.

52 Ed. StepHOU, Die neugriechische Metaphrase cit., pp. 187-188. If one compares
Zygomalas’ version with PT 2 + PT 1, one can recognize the following lines: Zyg
1 =PT 2.1;Zyg 2 = 2.2, Zyg 5§ = 2.3; Zyg 6 ~ 2.4; Zyg 9 = 2.8; Zyg 10 = 2.9;
Zyg 12 ~ 2.12; Zyg 13 = PT 1.2; Zyg 14 = PT 1.3.
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Please note that since all Be manuscripts offer the same nonsensical
text at this point, Be forms an hyparchetype of the Eugenian recension,
which is at least at two removes from the original text: archetype >
intermediary node at which the scholia were added > Be hyparchetype
in which the scholia were inserted into the main text, leading to great
confusion.

Other silly mistakes that are shared by all manuscripts and, therefore,
go back to a common hyparchetype, are lacunas at PT 2.4 (see below),
PT 3.22 (omission of complementizer), PT 3.31 (omission of deontic
verb), and S 3.1: év t®de 1@ BPMw TpokewEvNY Evvolay Kai cogiav <...>
Kol TV tovtov dkpdaoy dvoakomtwv otk £hade @hodoEiav voomv, where
we need an explicit subject and a verb that governs &vvowav kol cogiav,
and horrible textual errors, such as PT 2.8 to0 xai aunpd xai Pnyodg
Siwkehlag (instead of tod), which turns Admiral Eugenios into the King of
Sicily (if only Henry VI had known whom he was dealing with when he
released Eugenios from captivity in 1196) and PT 3.5-6 ui) éveykévau
(instead of peteveyxévon) where the source text leaves no doubt that
Jacob did in fact transfer his possessions to the land of promise.

It is reasonable to assume that R and A4 go back to a common
exemplar since they both have prolegomenon 11, § 1 as part of the prefatory
material. Unfortunately, since A4 offers only three short texts, there is
not much material for comparison with the other manuscripts. There is
slightly more evidence for R. It shares a number of common errors with
B2: S 1.3 ogodiatovrar (instead of égoduatovion), PT 3.4 v pnrovio B2
and t@v un v ¢ R (tov py Covra L1 and P3) and PT 5.3 1 Biphog
(instead of 7 vduny Biprog). B2, R and A4 appear to be close. L1 has a
separative error against all other witnesses in S 1.1: v 8¢ mhelomnv instead
of 1 kai mhelotnv.

L1 and B2 share a number of common errors against P3, including
S 2.6 ovMeyotong (for oulkeyoton), PT 3.13 @non pev (for onomuev), PT
3.27-28 &vaEing (for dvoEiovg) and PT 3.32 womoeowv (for moumpaowy). At
PT 3.1, both readings can be defended: ypnoacfe P3 ypnoacbar L1B2;
the difference is between direct and indirect speech. P3 too is not free of
errors: for example, PT 3.6 matplopyikt (instead of matpukdr), PT 3.14 xal
T Ov (instead of kai tow), S 3.1 &v 8¢ ©® PiPAiw (instead of év t®de T®
BuBriw), and it has quite a few lacunas, at PT 3.3, 3.17, 3.24 and 3.36.

Evidence for the hyparchetype branching out into two manuscript
groups: L1, B2, R and A4, on the one hand, and P3, on the other, is also
found at PT 2.4 where the hyparchetype appears to have had a lacuna:
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alviyuatwd®dg ouvieivovoa TG mtpagelg / mpog Puwtikny <...>. R leaves
the lacuna as is, L1 and B2 repeat the words of the preceding line: aiviy-
HoTWdMG  ouvielvouoo TG TPASelg / mPOg PLUTIKNV  OUVIEIVOUOO TOG
npaEeg, and A4 comes up with an excellent conjectural emendation:
7podg PBrotiknv deéhewav avBpdmwv. P3 chooses another tactic. It deletes
PT 2.6 €€ dpafikod xai BapBapmddovg VOhov and combines the latter part
of this verse with the fragment (tpog puwtiknv) in PT 2.3, which leads to
the rather nonsensical line wtpog Brwtikolg kal Bappapmdelg VO ovg. Zygo-
malas’ translation offers an almost identical line: mpodg Protikoig
mapoyudderg V0hovg, which means that he must have had access to a
manuscript similar to P3 (not P3 itself because that was copied two years
after Zygomalas’ translation).

A graphic representation of the textual genesis and development of
the prologue and paratexts looks as in the picture below. Given the vast
amount of contamination in manuscripts of Stephanites and Ichnelates,
things may be more complicated than I suggest here:

o (paratexts)

|
B

(scholia)

1 €
/\ P3

T
RA4

Y T
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PT s is also found in the BT branch of Stephanites and Ichnelates,
which, according to Sjdberg, is represented by four manuscripts: Monac.
gr. 551, s. XIV (M2), Upsaliensis 8, s. XV (U), Par. Suppl. gr. 118, s. XV
(P2) and Oxon. Bodl. Laud. 8, s. XVI (O2)33. If Papademetriou is right
that Hieros. Patr. 208 (]) and Const. Zographeion 43 (I) also belong to this
branch of the manuscript tradition (see above § 2), there are two mores4.
Zygomalas offers PT s in a version that is very close to J: the only real
difference is that he «translates» mepitpdynrog as metpdymhog (otherwise
not attested, as far as I know)ss. Comparing the B{ version (including |
and I) with that of the Be manuscripts is a saddening experience: the
Greek is so much worse in Be. Burzdy’s mission (4mootodn) to India
becomes 1) mept 100 Meplove émotodn mpdg Tvdiav in L1, B2 and P3 (and
6 100 TepLovt Moyog in R), and L1, B2, P3 and R omit kol Siayvwoig tdv
éketoe in line 2. There can be little doubt that BZ (and manuscripts I and
J) are infinitely closer to the original text of the Eugenian recension than
the Be manuscripts. But if that is the case, what does this say about the
Greek of all the other paratexts, for which we do not have the help of
BT to set things right?

7. SCRIBAL REWORKING

There are so many scribal errors and lacunas in the Be hyparchetype,
and some of them of such a serious nature, that the conclusion can only
be that its scribe was utterly incompetent. To make things worse, looking
at the Greek of the prologue (PT 3) one cannot help but suspect that
the scribe did not faithfully copy the text, but reworked it to a certain
extent. The Greek is not up to the high standards of Eugenios of
Palermo, a well-educated author, who, to judge by his poems and hymns,
must undoubtedly have been capable of writing in an elevated and

53 See SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., p. 69.

54 While all other transcriptions are based either on autopsy or digital images, I
unfortunately had no access to J and I and, therefore, had to rely on the transcription
of PT s in A.I. PAPADOPOULOS-KERAMEUS, Tegocodvutikt) BifAto0rikn, 1, v Tetpoumodel
1891, p. 287, and ID., Avo kardroyor EMnwkdv kwdikwv év Kwvotaviivovmdder Tijs
Meyding to I'évoug Syohiic xai Tot Zwyoageiov, in Izvestija Russkago Archeologiceskago
Instituta v Konstantinopole 14 (1909), pp. 101-153: 152.

55 Cf. metpogyhe, «stole», which many derive, incorrectly, from mepitpayfriov
(instead of dmrpaynhwov: for the latter etymology, see Lexikon zur byzantinischen Grd-
zitat, I-VIII, hrsg. von E. TrAPP (...), Wien 1994-2017, s.v. mutpayniov).
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agreeable prose styles. As the prologue is Eugenios’ only literary com-
position in prose to have come down to us, we cannot compare it with
his other writings and gauge its stylistic merits or rather demerits. But I
seriously doubt that the next sentence is representative of Eugenios’ usus
scribendi: oltw pévrol Kal Tolg EVTuyYAvouoL Tolg ToUaoL Totode <8¢ov> )
ueEPLV Emayey Tpog NUAG St tO dvagiov Nyetobon TV EAANVIKolg Kol Ogo-
LOYLKOLG TToMUAoLY EmBalvouooy YAGTTOV NUdV Kol Tolg nubikaic Kotoypal-
vew Kol BapBapddeoty dypoukicig Kol TO motovg dvrag dvm@elEoy EKIo-
velobow tolg avayvoopaow (PT 3.30-35). This is sloppy Greek: dative
instead of accusative, articular infinitive after preposition, unattested use
of émPaive, pedantic yadrra, dangling 16, hyperbatons galore, and, more
generally, a sense that the author tries too hard to impress. He aims to
write decent Greek, low-to-middlebrowish, but it is fair to say that his
stylistic reach exceeds his grasp.

We may not have other prose writings by Eugenios of Palermo, but
we do have his poetry, and one thing is certain: he cannot have con-
cluded his prologue with the kind of prosodic and metrical errors we
find there (PT 3.42-46)57. The prologue ends with five verses, and three
of these are problematic. Line 42 is hypermetric; but the problem is
solved by changing &¢ to &’. The beginning of line 46 is unprosodic and
unmetrical, but most of the difficulties are solved by emendating the
words T & &vavtia mg (¢ long, avt short, hiatus after a) to tévavtia 8 ad
og (with a deplorable dichronon in the ending of tévavtia)s8. The worst
case by far is line 43: émel kol év Batw Poda Exgldovrar. Apart from the
obvious prosodic errors and the two cases of hiatus (generally avoided by
the real Eugenios of Palermo), this line has a caesura right in the middle
(rather than after the sth or the 7th syllable — a caesura nowhere else
attested in Eugenios) and a proparoxytone line ending (all lines have a

56 For his poetry, see M. GIGANTE, Eugenii Panormitani versus iambici, Palermo
1964, esp. pp. 16-22 («de Eugenii scribendi genere deque usu sermonis»). For his
hymns, see A. Luzzi, Hymnographica Eugeniana inediti, giambici e ritmici, in una interes-
sante silloge italogreca tramandata nel ms. Scorial. X.IV.8 (gr. 403), in Studi bizantini in
onore di Maria Dora Spadaro, a cura di T. CREAZZO (ET AL.), Roma 2016, pp. 277-297.

57 For prosody and metre in Eugenios of Palermo’s poetry, see K. HORNA,
Metrische und textkritische Bemerkungen zu den Gedichten des Eugenios von Palermo, in
Byzantinische Zeitschrift 14 (1905), pp. 468-478, and GIGANTE, Eugenii Panormitani cit.,
pp. 10-1I.

38 rodvavtiov 8 ad mg would have been even better, but I feared it would be too
far away from the reading of the manuscripts. There is no hiatus after ad in medieval

Greek.
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paroxytone ending in Eugenios). It is out of the question that Eugenios
of Palermo would have made so many awful metrical mistakes in just
five lines. He is much too good for that. This is the work of someone
messing with his poetry, deliberately changing the words and altering the
rhythms, performing the worst botch job ever.

If there are still doubts, please consider how nonsensical line 43 is in
its present form: «for roses grow even among the bramble». What is that
even supposed to mean? True enough, roses do occasionally grow in the
vicinity of brambles, but does the rare sight of roses growing amidst
brambles justify the unusual metaphor? In fact, Eugenios of Palermo
alludes to a well-known medieval saying indicating that good may come
from bad. The saying takes two forms: (i) one may collect or cull «oses
from thorns» (p0da €€ akoavO®V)sY or (ii) «roses grow among thorns» .
For the latter variant, see for instance Gnomologium Vaticanum: xal yop T
p0da &v axavOaug @igtay; Life of Aesop G: xal yap év dxavOoug T Kok
guetar POda; Joseph Bryennios: kobdasmep év dxavOolg poda glovtal te Kol
avEdvovtoud’. The obvious literary parallel leaves no doubt that Eugenios
of Palermo must have referred to «thorns», not «brambles» in the metri-
cal conclusion to his prologue. Divination has become a thing of the
past, but were one nonetheless inclined to venture a conjectural emen-
dation, one might think of something like xév yap dxavOoig Kohd gieton
p0da, which has four virtues absent from the text as transmitted in the
Be manuscripts: it is decent Greek, it is metrically correct, it makes sense,
and it is supported by literary parallels with other medieval texts, espe-
cially version G of the Life of Aesop.

59 See, for instance, P. Gariay (ed.), Gregor von Nazianz: Briefe, Berlin 1969,
p. 132 line 8 (no. 183): kol dvtwg POda € dxavOdv, O 1 mapowic, ovikéyopev, and
J.-L.vaN DieTeN, Zur Ubetlieferung und Verdffentlichung des Panoplia Dogmatike des Nike-
tas Choniates, Amsterdam 1970, p. 65 line 40: Og € dxavOdv POda Tpuyijoou.

60 Ph. KOUKOULES, Ai maod t@ Bsocaiovikns Evotalip Snuddeg magowion xal
magouuddes godoes, in Exetnols Eraugeiog Buiavnivdv Sxovédv 10 (1931), pp. 3-29:
12-13 [repr. in ID., Buiavrivav Blog kai moltiouds, VI, Abfjvar 1955, pp. 361-362].

61 L. STERNBACH, De Gnomologio Vaticano inedito, in Wiener Studien 9 (1887),
pp- 175-206: 187 [repr. in 1D., Gromologium Vaticanum e codice Vaticano 743, Berlin 1963,
p- 13 (no. 22)]; B.E. PERRY (ed.), Aesopica, I, Urbana 1952, p. 63 (§ 88a); N. ToMADA-
kis (ed.), Twong Bovevviov dvéxdora Eoya rkontikd, in Emetnols Etauwpeiog Buiavrivdv
Srovédv 19 (1949), pp. 131-154: 143, lines 142-143.
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8. PREFATORY TEXTS

The Be manuscripts open with five prefatory texts. The first is a
blurb text telling prospective readers what a marvelous book Stephanites
and Ichnelates is: (i) it is the work of Perzoue (Burzdy, the Persian trans-
lator), (i) it is full of pleasure, and (iii) it conveys wisdom, but in a
roundabout way. The text is written down as an ornamental heading in
manuscripts L1 and B2, but it is highly unlikely that it was ever anything
else than a paratext pitching Stephanites and Ichnelates to potential readers.
In fact, it is highly unlikely that PT1 formed part of the original Eugen-
ian recension: it looks like a later intrusion.

The second text is a dedicatory epigram indicating that the transla-
tion of Stephanites and Ichnelates had been commissioned by Eugenios of
Palermo, emir of the king of Sicily and Calabria and a man of knowl-
edge (yvwotikdc)©?. The translators hired by Eugenios clearly lacked his
poetic talents because language and versification leave much to be
desired. The third text is the prologue by Eugenios of Palermo: it is by
far the most important of the prefatory texts and will be discussed in
detail in §§ 11, 12 and 13.

The fourth text is a caption to an image that showed Perzoue in
conversation with Chosroes (Khusrau I Anurshirwan) when the former
was sent on a mission to retrieve the text of the Panchatranta (the ulti-
mate source text of Stephanites and Ichnelates). It relates to the beginning
of prolegomenon 1 (PUNTONI 3.10-4.2)93. In P3, the caption is mistakenly
attached to the preceding text (the prologue); in L1, it is copied in the
lower margin of the page as if the scribe was not sure where to put it.
In B2 (fol. sv), it is written below an image, but not the image one
would expect. It is an exquisite drawing of beehives, trees in blossom,
and bees swarming around and extracting nectar, which illustrates the
end of the prologue (PT 3.44) where we read that «the bee sits on
roses». Curiously enough, B2 does have an image of Perzoue and Chos-
roes in conversation, but on the next page where prolegomenon 1 begins.

62 Prolegomenon 1, § 1 (PUNTONI 3.10), likewise, introduces Perzoue (= Burzoy,
the Persian translator) as a pvwonxov &vdpa. Prolegomenon 11, § 1 (PUNTONI 17.5-6,
app. crit.) states that Stephanites and Ichnelates is a collection of Indian fables written
down mapd yvwotik@v Kol copdv dvOphmwy.

63 It is worth noting that the scribe of O3 (the apograph of L1) put the text of
PT 4 next to PUNTONI 3.10-12 (in the margin of fol. sv), apparently because he
understood that there is a link with the beginning of prolegomenon 1.
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Since the three main manuscripts of the Eugenian recension, L1, B2
and P3, offer the caption among the prefatory texts, after PT 3 and before
PT s, it is highly likely that the image of Perzoue and Chosroes in con-
versation originally formed the frontispiece of this translation. If so, it
would have been an appropriate tribute to Eugenios of Palermo because
what Perzoue had been to Chosroes, he was to Tancred: a trusted and
loyal servant of the king and an intellectual, a true yvwoukog, spending
time and money on procuring the translation of oriental wisdom.

Among all the manuscripts of Stephanites and Ichnelates, B2 and L1 are
the only two with lavish illustrations. It is reasonable to assume that the
presentation copy produced at the behest of Eugenios of Palermo, too,
was richly illustrated and that the Be branch to which B2 and L1
belong, at least in this respect preserves an authentic tradition. This is not
to say that the original illustrations of the Eugenian recension looked
anything like the images in B2 and Lr1: the sketches in L1 are the work
of an unexperienced draughtsman and the miniatures of B2, though
much finer in execution, are clearly post-Byzantine. But the mere fact
that B2 and L1 are illustrated, however badly or incongruously, strongly
suggests that the Eugenian recension was too. Further evidence is pro-
vided by Messan. 161 (D), the thirteenth-century excerpt from Messina,
which offers the text of two fables and some rough drawings next to
these 4. Illustrating non-religious narrative texts appears to have been
common in Southern Italy in the eleventh and twelfth centuries: apart
from the famous «Madrid Skylitzes» (Matrit. Vitr. 26-2), copied and lav-
ishly illustrated in Messina in the mid 1140s%, one may cite the oldest
Greek translation of Kalila wa-Dimna preserved in the early eleventh-
century manuscript New York, Pierpont Morgan Library, Ms. M 397
(once kept in the Grottaferrata library), which has a number of illustra-
tions of Southern Italian provenance©0, and the Homeric illustrations in
the renowned Venetus A (Marc. gr. 454), which were added to the man-
uscript in Sicily during the second half of the twelfth century®7.

64 See MaNCINI, Codices graeci cit., p. 219: «animalia (...) rudi calamo adumbrata».

65 For the date and place of composition, see S. LUCA, I Normanni e la «rinascita»
del sec. XII, in Archivio storico per la Calabria e la Lucania 60 (1993), pp. 1-91: 36-57,
and ., Dalle collezioni manoscritte di Spagna: libri originari o provenienti dall’Italia greca
medievale, in Rivista di studi bizantini e neoellenici, n.s. 44 (2007), pp. 39-96: 79-81.

66 See E. HusseLMAN, A Fragment of Kalilah and Dimnah: From MS. 397 in the
Pierpont Morgan Library, London 1938.

67 See M.L. GavazzoLl TOMEA, Miniature di confine: il ciclo troiano dell’ Homerus
Venetus A (Marc. gr. 454), in Aevum 86 (2012), pp. 457-492.
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The fifth prefatory text offers a concise summary of the book’s con-
tents (&vakegaraiworg). This table of contents is found not only in Be,
but also in B manuscripts. It is important for two reasons. Firstly, the
title given to chapter 3 of Stephanites and Ichnelates, namely v meprtpdyn-
rog meplotepd («the collared dover), undoubtedly goes back to the Arabic
original, not the Greek translation. It is the title unanimously given to
this chapter in the Arabic tradition: the chapter is so named after its first
fable which deals with a collared dove and several other animals®. In
none of the versions of Stephanites and Ichnelates, however, is the dove
identified as a collared dove, as it is in Kalila wa-Dimna. The dove is even
omitted at its first occurrence in Stephanites and Ichnelates: whereas the
fable in which it features, is called in Arabic «the story of the collared
dove, the gazelle, the crow, the rat, and the tortoise», the Greek reads o
ToU KOpaKog Kai Tol Puog Kol Thg dopKaAdog Kol Tig XEAMDVIG TapadELYUo —
no dove there, let alone a collared one%. This curious omission must go
back to Symeon Seth because it is shared by all manuscripts (both redac-
tions A and B), and it was evidently not rectified by the translators
employed by Eugenios of Palermo. Since the table of contents (PT 5)
does not correlate with Stephanites and Ichnelates at this point, the con-
clusion can only be that the Eugenian translators adopted it from an
Arabic manuscript of Kalila wa-Dimna and did not bother to check it
against the actual text of chapter 3.

The second peculiarity to notice is that the table of contents states
that the book contains «Perzoue’s mission to India and his exploration of
the things over there» (= prolegomena 1 and 11)7° and «the Indian book
which he brought from India, consisting of two treatises, the first
Stephanites and Ichnelates, the second The Collared Dove». In Symeon

68 See MIQUEL, Le livre de Kalila et Dimna cit., p. 133: «colombe au collier»; D
Brois, Burzoy’s Voyage to India cit., p. 62: «ring-dove». The first to publish the Greek
text, PE AuriviLLIUS, Prolegomena ad librum Stepavitng xai Txyvnidrng, Uppsala 1780, p.
7 (note b), failed to understand the meaning of mepupdymrog mepiotepd because he
was not aware of the Arabic tradition.

% For the Arabic original, see MIQUEL, Le livre de Kalila et Dimna cit., p. 133;
KNaTcHBULL, Kalila and Dimna cit., p. 192. For the Greek text, see SJOBERG 201.4-5,
cf. PUNTONI 15§7.5-6.

70 The original order of the prolegomena in the Arabic tradition was 11, 1 and 1
the preface of Ibn al-Mugqaffa‘ (1) followed by Burzdoy’s voyage to India (1) and Life of
Burzoy (um1). See DE Brois, Burzoy’s Voyage to India cit., p. 63. The Arabic source of
the table of contents seems to reflect this order by mentioning only the two Burzoy
chapters and not Ibn al-Mugqafta‘s preface.
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Seth’s translation, the first of these two treatises is divided into two chap-
ters: (1) Lion and Ox and (2) Trial of Ichnelates. The table of contents,
however, leaves no doubt that there was an alternative chapter division in
which the whole story of the two jackals, Stephanites and Ichnelates, was
considered to be one long chapter. As the table of contents is a transla-
tion of an Arabic original, it follows that this alternative tradition, though
not attested in the few Arabic versions so far published, must be Arabic
as well 71,

The restructuring of the chapters was therefore not a whim of the
Eugenian translators: they just followed the example of the Arabic orig-
inal they were translating. Three of the Be manuscripts, L1 (and its apo-
graph O3), B2 and R, preserve the alternative chapter division: for
example, L1, fol. 30v: Aoyog o’ (beginning of chapter 1), fol. 77r: hoyog
devtepog (chapter 3), and fol. 67r: no separation whatsoever between
chapters 1 and 272. The other Be manuscripts have the usual sequence of
chapters through contamination with Symeon Seth manuscripts. Of the
four manuscripts that belong to the Bg version, U and P2 have no chap-
ter division at all; O2 has the usual Symeon Seth order; but M2 has the
same chapter division as L1, B2 and R: fol. 2271 dpyi) tilg Vmobéoewg tod
Stegavitov Kol Tyvnhatov Biriov a’ (chapter 1), fol. 238r no separation
between chapters 1 and 2, and fol. 241v Biriov deltepov tO Aeyduevov 1
neprtpaymhog meplotepd (chapter 3). Though M2 evidently gets its num-
bering from the Eugenian recension, it is not clear whether M2 derives
its title for the second chapter, 1 mepitpdymhog mepiotepd, from the table
of contents, or whether it alone of all manuscripts preserves the original
Eugenian title of this chapter.

To summarize, the prefatory texts in Be and B{ allow us to recon-
struct the archetype to a certain extent. It consisted of 13 chapters: 1 (1
+ 2 in Symeon Seth), 2 (3), 3-9 (4-10), 10-13 (12-15) [the Eugenian
recension omits chapter 11]. While its first chapter was named Stephanites
and Ichnelates, chapters 2 to 13 bore the generic title of «The Collared

70 It is worth noting that the Trial of Ichnelates (chapter 2 in Symeon Seth) was
written by the Arabic translator, Ibn al-Mugqaffa‘, as a sequel to chapter 1, which
may have caused confusion about whether it was a separate chapter or just the end
of the preceding story: see DE Brois, Burzoy’s Voyage to India cit., p. 61.

72 NoBLE, Cultural Interchange cit., I1, pp. 1-37, mentions the chapter headings of
O3 and B2, but not those of L1. For the chapter division in R, see O. CICENCI, Deux
variantes grecques de 'ceuvre Stephanites et Ichnilates, in Revue des études sud-est euro-
péennes 10 (1972), pp. 449-458: 455.
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Dove» after the first fable of the second chapter: chapter 1 makes up c.
41% of the text, chapters 2 to 13 c. 59%73. Before Stephanites and Ich-
nelates and The Collared Dove, it had three introductory chapters (prole-
gomena) that offered information about the creation of the book and the
Arabic translation. The book opened with prefatory material: a dedica-
tory epigram in honour of Eugenios of Palermo (PT 2), a prologue
offering information on the Greek translation (PT 3), a frontispiece
showing Perzoue and Chosroes in conversation (probably as a silent trib-
ute to Eugenios of Palermo and king Tancred) with a caption under-
neath (PT 4), and a table of contents (PT s).

9. SCHOLIA

As argued above, the three scholia derive from a later stage in the
manuscript tradition: they are situated somewhere between the archetype
and the hyparchetype of the B manuscripts. The first scholion relates to
the dedicatory epigram and reflects on the idea of dgéreio (PT 2.4), the
benefit that intelligent people may reap from reading Stephanites and Ich-
nelates. It also stresses the complicated structure of the narrative: the book
«is very tightly constructed» (kotaokevv 8t kol shelomv &yov évtog). The
second scholion summarizes the contents of the prologue (ék 7To0D
spordyov): it emphasizes that benefit may be gained from all kinds of
sources including pagan wisdom (t@v pi) xa®’ fudg @hocdpmv), just as
the bee culls its nectar from everywhere. The third scholion is the most
interesting. It deals with a passage in the prologue where Eugenios of
Palermo states that the Indian stories of Stephanites and Ichnelates <have a
dark and twisted meaning and teach us through enigmas and parables»
(PT 3.11-13). As the scholiast explains, this is because their author, being
overly ambitious (pihodoEiav voo@dv), confronts his readers with «a cir-
cuitous narrative» (8pduovg Kai meptdpouovg)74, as if «he wishes to inter-
rupt the story line» (dg toOV eipuov TV Nyovuévev dtaotioon Povkouevog),
while «making the stories even more curious for inquisitive readers»

73 I have counted the pages in Hilka’s edition of the medieval Latin translation
of the Eugenian recension (Sjoberg edits Symeon Seth’s translation, Puntoni’s edi-
tion includes chapter 11 — so both are useless). In HiLka, Beitrdge cit., pp. 87-115 con-
tain chapter 1 (1 and 2) and pp. 115-155 contain chapters 2-13 (3-10 and 12-15): i.e.
28 and 40 pages respectively.

74 For a similar metaphorical use of dpopol kol mepidpopor, see D.V. KAIMAKIS,
®uAS00v KSkruvov Soyuatikd Eoya, Oeooalovikn 1983, p. 46 line 23.
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(mpodg ToVg EpwTMVTOG TEPLEPYOTEPOUG Kol ToUg Adyoug mpofdiietar). This
pertinent observation obviously relates to the Chinese box structure of
oriental storytelling which most Byzantine readers were not used to and,
therefore, must have found confusing. It is worth noting that whereas
Symeon Seth had removed most of the frame narrative to make the text
more recognizable for Byzantine readers, Eugenios of Palermo’s team of
translators re-introduced the frame stories in chapters 1-775. This left at
least one reader — the scholiast — puzzled and at a loss, so much so that
he even questioned the ethics of the author of these intricate stories and
thought they suffered from overwrought literary ostentatiousness.

10. RUBRICS

L1, B2 and P3 (and their apographs O3 and P4) have a number of
rubrics at the beginning of prolegomenon 176. Since none of the other
manuscripts that transmit the prolegomena have these rubrics, they cannot
be a feature of the archetype; but since these Be manuscripts all share the
same lacunas (see R 3.3 and 9.5-6) and scribal errors (see R 2.6, 3.2, and
above all, R 7.1 and 9.2), it is clear that the rubrics were introduced at a
stage prior to the Be hyparchetype. In other words, the rubrics find
themselves in the same limbo as the scholia: somewhere between arche-
type and hyparchetype. The rubrics may very well have been introduced
by the same person who wrote the scholia, but it could equally have
been someone else. Whoever added the rubrics, must have had enough
of the whole enterprise rather quickly because the rubrics abruptly stop
after prolegomenon 1, § 6.

Some of the rubrics serve as mere structural elements indicating
what is to follow (R 1 and 4) and some serve a similar purpose, but also
add an interpretative layer (R 2-3 and 8-9), while others subtly orches-
trate the readers’ response to what is being said (R 5-7). Skipping the
first category and moving on to the second, I should single out the elab-

75 See NIEHOFF-PANAGIOTIDIS, Ubersetzung und Rezeption cit., pp. 117-129.

76 See SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., pp. 83 and 84-85. In L1, the rubrics
are found at fol. 4v (R 1), st (R 2), sv (R 3), 6r (R 4), 6v (R 5-6), 7t (R 7-8) and
7v (R 9); in B2 at fol. 6r (R 1), 6v (R 2-4) and 7r (R 5-9); and in P3 at fol. 6r (R
1-2), 6v (R 3), 7r (R 4-7) and 7v (R 8-9). In L1 and B2 the rubrics are in red; in
P3 they are in black and they are either incorporated in the main text or put in the
margins. Contrary to what SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., p. 85, states, L1
does have R 4: it is found in the lower margin of fol. 6r.
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orate metaphor in R 2 which undeniably shows that the rubricator had
familarized himself with the writing style of Stephanites and Ichnelates; his
knowledge of rhetoric in his remark in R 3 that the Indian friend of
Perzoue displays his character (W6omotetran) in the monologue that fol-
lows (PunTONI 6.1-7.13); and his «anagogical» interpretation in R 8,
indicating that Byzantine readers did indeed interpret Stephanites and Ich-
nelates allegorically. The third category is rather unusual. It begins with a
maxim saying that friendship often shows daring in the face of envy (R
5) and ends with another maxim indicating that true friendship is char-
acterized by shared wisdom and lack of dishonesty (R 7). Wedged in
between these two maxims, there is a surprisingly personal statement (R
6): TPOOOYMV TELOG BpLotov éviadba, pike, / ol @pLholivieg nabeTe QLAETY TOUG
@pllovg, «seeing a happy ending here, friend: friends, learn to love your
friends». The rubricator addresses the readers first in the singular (as he
also does in R 7.1: Eéve, and in R 8.5: gike) and then in the plural: gite
and ol guholvteg, probably for metrical reasons. Vastly more important
than the grammatical anacoluthon, however, is that he envisages the
reading audience as an assembly of friends who need guidance in the
intricate rules of friendship and may find it in Stephanites and Ichnelates, a
book that indeed discusses the topic of friendship in various guises77. In
fact, almost all the rubrics (with the exception of R 1 and R 4) deal
with the subject of friendship, its rules and its secret delights: it is all
about male bonding. The most likely setting for the reading out of this
text, including the rubrics, would be a gathering of like-minded spirits
in a theatron — a literary network?8. As is well known, networking in
Byzantium finds its moral justification in the concept of @uAia, «friend-
ship», the social and cultural ties that bind the ruling class together and
keep others out79. The same appears to apply here. I would argue, there-
fore, that the rubrics allow us a rare glimpse into the reading habits of
«friends», social equals who come together and discuss literature with
one another in a friendly environment.

77 See KRONUNG, The Wisdom of the Beasts cit., pp. 430-431.

78 For the theatron in Palaiologan times, see the excellent study by N. Gaut,
Thomas Magistros und die spatbyzantinische Sophistik: Studien zum Humanismus urbaner
Eliten in der frithen Palaiologenzeit, Wiesbaden 2011 (Mainzer Veroffentlichungen zur
Byzantinistik, 10), pp. 17-53; see also 1. TOTH, Rheforical Theatron in Late Byzantium:
The Example of Palaiologan Imperial Orations, in Theatron: Rhetorische Kultur in Spdtan-
tike und Mittelalter, hrsg. von M. GRUNBART, Berlin 2007 (Millennium-Studien zu
Kultur und Geschichte des ersten Jahrtausends n. Chr., 13), pp. 429-448.

79 See, for example, E. LIMOUSIN, Les lettrés en société: «pidog Piog» ou «mwortikog
Biog»?, in Byzantion 69 (1999), pp. 344-305.



82 MARC D. LAUXTERMANN

Sjoberg failed to notice that the last five rubrics (R 5-9) are in verse,
although they are clearly copied as such in L1 and O33°. Metrical rubrics
are typical of fictional narratives in the middle ages. The scholarly discus-
sion has largely been whether rubrics are structural elements that go
back to the author or later additions by scribes®'. This presupposes that
there is a neat distinction between original and copy, which there is not
in the pre-modern era. Rather than thinking in terms of authorial inten-
tion and scribal intervention, we should view the various stages of tex-
tual transmission and reception as mediated through textual communities
that create new readings and, thus, new texts. The rubricator turns his
copy of Stephanites and Ichnelates into a text to be shared with his friends
and to be read and interpreted at their literary gatherings, and thus it
becomes their text.

EUGENIOS OF PALERMO

11. TRANSLATION

In the dedicatory epigram (PT 2.5), Stephanites and Ichnelates is said
to have been «translated» (petafindeion) into Greek by Eugenios of
Palermo. As so often in dedicatory epigrams, this does not mean that he
translated the text himself, but that he commissioned a translation:
Byzantine Greek does not distinguish between «making something» and
«having something made»8. In lines 11-12, however, Eugenios of
Palermo is said to have «given» the text «to us» as «a gift of instruction»,
thus emphasizing his role as a donor rather than translator. The prologue
is even clearer. Eugenios of Palermo explains at PT 3.16-17 that he
«transferred (the text) into Greek» (mpdg tv EMGdO YA@OOOV SiemopOuel-
oapev), i.e., he had it translated, «employing some men well acquainted
with the Arabic language to assist [him] in [his] wish (to see it translated)»
(now &vdpaol xpnoduevor dvtihaufavouévolg Tf Hudv mpoduuig, €0 eid6oL
Mg T@V Apafwv YAwoong). In more mundane terms, Eugenios of Palermo
hired a team of translators to translate Stephanites and Ichnelates. Since

8o But it did not escape the notice of Ioannis Vassis who lists them in his
second incipitarium: L. Vassis, Initia carminum byzantinorum. Supplementum 1, in
HagexPoral 1 (2011), pp. 187-285.

81 See PA. Acaritos, Genre, Structure and Poetics in the Byzantine Vernacular
Romances of Love, in Symbolae Osloenses 79 (2004), pp. 7-101: 24-26, 87-88.

82 See M.D. LAUXTERMANN, Byzantine Poetry from Pisides to Geometres: Texts and
Contexts, I, Wien 2003 (Wiener byzantinistische Studien, 24), p. 159.
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a contemporary source describes him as «a man as fully expert in Greek
as in Arabic, with a knowledge also of Latin» and since we know that
Eugenios translated Ptolemy’s Optics from Arabic into Latin®, there can
be no doubt that he could have translated Stephanites and Ichnelates him-
self. The reason he did not is simply the fact that as aunpdg of the
Norman Kingdom of Sicily he had better things to do.

In the old days before Sjoberg, when people still thought that
Symeon Seth had translated the whole lot, the general impression was
that Eugenios of Palermo had at best procured a copy of the text and
that the prologue could therefore not be by him: the person speaking
there had to be Symeon Seth®4. Now that we know that there were at
least three translators: Symeon Seth, the anonymous translator of version
B6, and Eugenios of Palermo’s team of translators, the problem no
longer exists.

It is worth noting that the mistake of first attributing the whole
Stephanites and Ichnelates to Symeon Seth and then getting confused about
the dedicatory epigram and the prologue is old. In his language-internal
translation of the dedicatory epigram, Theodosios Zygomalas took the
drastic measure of deleting the name of Eugenios of Palermo altogether
and flippantly replacing it with that of Symeon Seth, thus turning the
latter into «the admiral and king of Sicily»%. Minoidis Minas’ approach
was slightly more subtle: in his adaptation of the dedicatory epigram in
manuscript P4, he added the name of Symeon Seth as translator, but at
least allowed Eugenios of Palermo to stay as donor®¢. In the prologue,
however, he unscrupulously added a few lines of his own (at PT 3.14-15)
because he struggled to understand why Symeon Seth, being the transla-
tor, would have needed to hire a team of translators: émi ToUtw &M,
apayuatog EAhmg duoyepolc ToU Kahdg pedspunvedery, ob wovy Th HUETEPQ
£TepoyATIR YyvooeL Emémolduey, GAN avdpaor ypnoduevor (P4, fol. sv),

8 For the quotation, see W. BERSCHIN, Greek Letters and the Latin Middle Ages:
From Jerome to Nicholas of Cusa, Washington 1988, p. 234. For the translation, see
A. LeJeung, L’Optique de Claude Ptolemée dans la version latine d’aprés ’arabe de I’émir
Eugeéne de Sicile, Louvain 1956.

84 See HaskiNs, Studies in the History of Mediaeval Science cit., pp. 175-176; JaMI-
SON, Admiral Eugenius of Sicily cit., p. 17; PAPADEMETRIOU, Studies in the Manuscript
Tradition cit., pp. 109-111.

85 Ed. StepHOU, Die neugriechische Metaphrase cit., p. 187.

86 Py offers after line PT 2.5: mapt Svpedv dxovoviog payiotpov, / ktijuo & Om-
fpxev dvdpodg TV draonumv / Méyw tod cogod, etc. (at fol. 4r).
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«therefore, since translating well is generally difficult, I did not only rely
on my own linguistic expertise, but also used other people, etc.»37.

Although Eugenios of Palermo did not translate Stephanites and Ich-
nelates himself, but employed others, it is worth looking into his own
views on the problems of translating Arabic. In his preface to the Latin
translation of the Arabic version of Ptolemy’s Optics, he writes: «The uni-
versal forms of speech having particular instances, i.e. idioms, it is not
easy, especially in a faithful translation, to translate from one language to
another; and particularly for one who wishes to translate from Arabic
into Greek or Latin, the difficulty is compounded by the fact that there
are major differences between these languages, both in verbs and nouns
and in literary composition»¥. The reference to universals and particulars
(idioms) bears out the renewed interest in Aristotelian thought among
twelfth-century grammarians and shows that Eugenios of Palermo was
familiar with scholastic discussions concerning the relation between con-
cepts and things®. It also reflects the sobering reality that, since the
tower of Babel, the universal language was replaced by a plethora of local
idioms, each with its own set of rules. Eugenios sees in this linguistic dif-
ferentiation the main stumbling-block for translators, especially if they
wish to stay close to the original texts, because, while the universal con-
cepts remain the same, the ways in which they are expressed differ from
language to language. As he points out, translating from Arabic into
Greek and Latin is particularly difficult because of the differences in
grammar and «composition», the way in which discourse is structured
and given form.

Whereas Eugenios of Palermo, in the prologue to his translation of
Ptolemy’s Optics, presents Arabic, Greek and Latin as equivalent inas-
much as all three languages, despite their differences, derive from the
very same source, his attitude toward Arabic is noticeably less positive in
the prologue to Stephanites and Ichnelates. In lines PT 3.32-34, he

87 ¢némobpev is a mistake for the Homeric pluperfect énémbpev. In general
Minas has a penchant for pedantic Greek: in PT 4.1, he substitutes &vag (Homer
again!) for Baowketg with a blatant disregard for stylistic register.

8 Ed. LEjeung, L’Optique de Claude Ptolemée cit., p. 5: «(...) universa genera lin-
guarum proprium habent ydioma, et alterius in alterum translatio, fideli maxime
interpreti, non est facilis, et presertim arabicam in grecam aut latinam transferre
volenti tanto difficilius est quanto maior diversitas inter illas, tam in verbis et
nominibus quam in litterali compositione, reperitur».

89 See V. Law, The History of Linguistics in Europe from Plato to 1600, Cambridge
2003, pp. 158-1065.



THE EUGENIAN RECENSION OF STEPHANITES AND ICHNELATES 85

expresses his fear that people may censure him for «tarnishing [his]
tongue, engaged in Hellenic and theological writings, with boorish and
barbaric fables (uvbikaic kol Bappapmdeoy dypowkioug)». This is duly
repeated in the dedicatory epigram (PT 2.5-6): Stephanites and Ichnelates
was «translated into the Greek language from Arabic and barbaric non-
sense ((€ dpafikod xal BapPfapddovg BOMov)». Since «barbaric» can mean
both «non-Greek» and «uncivilized», it 1s not always clear what being a
BapPapog stands for in our sources?°. In the dedicatory epigram, which
is not by Eugenios of Palermo, there is an almost onomatopoeic equa-
tion of «Arabic» and «barbaric». In the prologue, which is by him, things
are less clear: on the one hand, there is the connection with boorish-
ness, lack of paideia, not belonging to the intellectual elite; on the other,
the mysophobic idea of his «tongue/language» (tiv... yA@tTav fudv)
being «tarnished», as if the original text was somehow a source of con-
tamination, is a form of othering.

The difference between the two prologues may be a matter of age
(Eugenios was c. 20 to 30 when he translated Ptolemy’s Optfics and in his
early sixties when he commissioned Stephanites and Ichnelates) or worsen-
ing relations between the two largest linguistic communities in Sicily due
to the steady advance of the third competitor, Latin9'. But the most likely
explanation is that Ptolemy’s Optics is an originally Greek text on a seri-
ous scientific subject while Stephanites and Ichnelates is not: it 1is
Indian/Arabic wisdom conveyed in the form of fables and fictional tales.
In the case of the former, it is easy to pretend that there is a universal lan-
guage for subjects, such as refraction of light; in the case of the latter, fic-
tionality fundamentally undermines whatever ethical message is conveyed.

The Indian/Arabic wisdom is also suspect because it is not Chris-
tian. At the very beginning of the prologue (PT 3.1-7), Eugenios of
Palermo comes up with the classic excuse for showing interest in pagan
thought: just as the Israelites despoiled the Egyptians from their gold and
silver in the Book of Exodus, so too have Christians the right to plunder
pagan wisdom as long as it serves a Christian agenda92. His source for

9o See A. KALDELLIS, Hellenism in Byzantium: The Transformations of Greek Identity
and the Reception of the Classical Tradition, Cambridge 2007, pp. 292-295.

9t For the use of the three languages at court, see A. METCALFE, Muslims and
Christians in Norman Sicily: Arabic Speakers and the End of Islam, London-New York
2003, pp. 99-113.

92 See ]J.S. ALLEN, The Despoliation of Egypt in Pre-Rabbinic, Rabbinic and Patristic
Traditions, Leiden-Boston 2008.
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the topos, Gregory of Nazianzos’ homily On Easter (PG 36, col. 652A-
B), adds another instance of robbing the heathens: Rachel stealing her
father’s household idols and Jacob eloping with her and taking his live-
stock and possessions against the will of her father, Laban. Towards the
end of the prologue, Eugenios of Palermo alludes to arguably the most
famous text on the topic: Basil the Great’s Address to young men on the
right use of Greek literature. In § 4.7-10 of this essay, St. Basil advises the
students to extract from pagan texts what is useful but to discard what is
harmful, just as bees cull nectar from flowers but leave the fragrance and
the colour for others (read: non-Christians) to enjoy, or just as gardeners
are eager to pick roses but stay away from the thorns9. At line PT 3.44,
Eugenios derives the metaphor of the nectar-culling bee from St. Basil94.
And at lines PT 3.35-36 and 45-46 10 éx pvBevoewg koapmovpevor Sgerog
10 Brofepov &g kOpaKkag eikdTwg amoppipwuey and tO ypNowwov THtnoov og
TepmvOv pOdov, Thvavtia & av mg akdvOag Extpémov, he clearly echoes
St. Basil’s admonition: kal kaBamep Tiig Podwvidg tob &vOoug Speypauevol
T0g GxavOog ékkhivouev, obtm kol &ml T@V TowUTOV AOYwv o0V ypNoluov
KapTWOaUeVoL, To Brafepdv puAaEOuefa s,

Nonetheless, despite the sanction of these two church fathers, show-
ing interest in secular learning was not without its dangers and many
Byzantine intellectuals were in fact accused of paganism96. This is why
Eugenios expresses his fear in lines PT 3.34-35 that people may question
his faith because of his interest in «useless writings», such as Stephanites
and Ichnelates. And this is also why he specifies that his «tongue», still vir-
ginally untainted, is usually «engaged in theological writings»97.

93 Basilio di Cesarea, Discorso ai Giovani, (...) a cura di M. NALDINI, Firenze 1984
(Biblioteca Patristica, 3), pp. 92-94. See also N. WILsON, Saint Basil on the Value of
Greek Literature, London 1975, pp. 23 (lines 4.34-51) and 48.

94 The industrious nectar-culling bee is already mentioned at PT 3.7-9, with an
explicit reference to Proverbs and an implicit reference to Isocrates, Ad Demonicum,
and Gregory of Nazianzos, Funeral Oration on Basil the Great: see below n. 148. In the
last source, the person compared to a bee collecting honey from everywhere is
St. Basil himself.

95 This passage in Basil the Great’s Address has inspired Amphilochios of ITko-
nion’s For Seleukos, lines 38-47, another patristic source Eugenios of Palermo may
have known: Amphilochii Iconiensis Iambi ad Seleucum, ed. E. OBERG, Berlin 1969
(Patristische Texte und Studien, 9), p. 30.

96 See LAUXTERMANN, Byzantine Poetry cit., pp. 96-98 and 105-107.

97 These theological writings may be his hymns (for which see Luzzi, Hymno-
graphica Eugeniana cit.) or his (lost) Life of St. Agatha (for which, see GIGANTE, Eugenii
Panormitani versus cit., p. 12).
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Eugenios of Palermo refers to the language of the translation as # €A-
vk yawtto (PT 3.24-25), 1 éMog yAdooa (PT 3.16) and 1 t@v EAMvaov
yAdtra (PT 3.14). It is clear that this stands for learned Greek, the
artificial language that imitates the rules of classical Greek in post-classi-
cal times, just as 7 éAnvikhy cogioe (PT 3.17) is ancient wisdom, not
Byzantine, and Eugenios” éMmvikd moupato (PT 3.32) are secular writ-
ings that imitate ancient literary models. There are of course various
degrees of learned Greek, from high to low, but as I pointed out in § 4,
most versions of the Eugenian recension contain a surprising number of
vernacular elements, and even in the version with the highest stylistic
register, Be, the Greek is still fairly lowbrow — not quite 1 @v EAMjvav
vh@tra then, though it is not Rhomaic either (as the vernacular is called
in the middle ages)9.

Regardless of the stylistic register, it is worth noting that Kalila wa-
Dimna 1s translated into Greek, and not into Latin. This is remarkable
because all other translations produced in Sicily in the twelfth century
are from Greek or Arabic into Latin: Stephanites and Ichnelates is the
exception to the rulev9. These translations include philosophical and sci-
entific texts that catered to the needs of scholars in the Latin West (Plato,
Aristotle, Euclid, Ptolemy, and Proclus), but also an apocalyptic text, the
so-called Sibilla Erithea (Erythraean Sibyl), which Neilos Doxapatres had
reportedly translated from Chaldean into Greek, and Eugenios of Pa-
lermo subsequently from Greek into Latin'©°. There are two versions
of this apocalyptic text, both dating from the later years of the reign

98 At the end of prolegomenon 11, § 8, where Ibn al-Mugqafta® explains that when
he saw that Burzoy had translated the Indian original into Persian, he decided to
translate it from Persian into Arabic, a few manuscripts add that it was then trans-
lated into Greek. Vat. gr. 2098 (V4) uses the word éMmvioti: see HILKA, Beitrdge cit.,
p. 64; but P3 (Par. Suppl. gr. 692, fol. 151r) has poucikds.

99 See D. MoLININL, The First Sicilian School of Translators, in Nova Tellus 27
(2009), pp. 193-205: 198. For Latin translations replacing Greek originals, as evi-
denced by the lack of Greek copies, see S. LucA, La produzione libraria, in Byzantino-
Sicula, VI: La Sicilia e Bisanzio nei secoli XI e XII. Atti delle X Giornate di studio della
Associazione Italiana di Studi Bizantini (Palermo, 27-28 maggio 2011), a cura di R.
LavagNiNT - C. Rognoni, Palermo 2014 (Istituto Siciliano di Studi Bizantini e
Neoellenici. Quaderni, 18), pp. 131-174: 165-166.

100 For the title of the Sibilla Erithea, see O. HOLDER-EGGER, Italienische Prophe-
tien des 13. Jahrhunderts, in Neues Archiv der Gesellschaft fiir dltere deutsche Geschichts-
kunde 15 (1890), pp. 143-178: 155 (long version); Ch. JostMANN, Sibilla Erithea
Babilonica. Papsttum und Prophetie im 13. Jahrhundert, Hannover 2006 (Monumenta
Germaniae Historica. Schriften, 54), p. 498, app. crit. (short version).
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of Frederick II: the short one from 1241, the long one from 1249. Although
the Sibilla Erithea in its present state has nothing to do with Norman
Sicily, it cannot be excluded that it goes back to an older text which did
have a connection with Eugenios of Palermo''. The text which first
Doxapatres and then Eugenios are said to have translated, is called a
Baothoypageiov, a prophetic book predicting the future of emperors,
which allegedly was kept in the treasury of Manuel I Komnenos. If any
of this is true, one may understand why the ruler of Sicily (William II?)
would have been interested in the book. But the point is that he would
have wanted to read it in Latin — not in Greek, let alone Chaldean.
Sjoberg’s supposition that Eugenios of Palermo had been asked to pro-
duce a mirror of princes for a Norman heir-apparent™?, is therefore
highly unlikely. It Stephanites and Ichnelates had been commissioned for
use at court, the translation would have been in Latin, not Greek!03.

Given the choice of language, there can be no doubt that the target
audience consisted of Greek-speaking intellectuals in Sicily and Calabria.
The dedicatory epigram expressly states that Eugenios of Palermo pre-
sented the translation of Stephanites and Ichnelates «to usy (PT 2.11: mtpdg
Nuag): this collective we must be «us Greeks in Southern Italy» (for more
information, see below, § 13).

1ot This is denied by JosTMANN, Sibilla Erithea cit., pp. 196-246; but see JAMISON,
Admiral Eugenius of Sicily cit., pp. 21-32; PJ. ALEXANDER, The Diffusion of Byzantine
Apocalypses in the Medieval West and the Beginnings of Joachism, in Prophecy and Mil-
lenarianism: Essays in Honour of Marjorie Reeves, ed. by A.WiLLiams, Harlow 1980, pp.
§3-106: 72-73, 91-92; and W. BRANDES, Kaiserprophetien und Hochverrat: Apokalyptische
Schriften und Kaiservaticinien als Medium antikaiserlicher Propaganda, in Endzeiten: Escha-
tologie in den monotheistischen Weltreligionen, hrsg. von W. BRANDES - E SCHMIEDER,
Berlin 2008 (Millennium-Studien zu Kultur und Geschichte des ersten Jahrtausends
n. Chr,, 16), pp. 157-200: 175-177.

102 SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., pp. 108-109.

103 Things may have been different for occasional poetry, such as Eugenios of
Palermo’s panegyric to William II (no. 24; see C. CupaNE, Eugenios von Palermo:
Rhetorik und Realitit am normannischen Konigshof des 12. Jahrhunderts, in Dulce Melos,
II: Akten des 5. internationalen Symposiums «Lateinische und griechische Dichtung in Spd-
tantike, Mittelalter und Neuzeit» (Wien, 25.-27. November 2010), hrsg. von V. ZIMMERL~
PANAGL, Pisa 2013, pp. 247-270) or the poems celebrating William II and his mother
which the Alexandrian poet Ibn Qalaqgis wrote when he visited the island in 1168
(ed. A. DE SIMONE, Splendori e misteri di Sicilia in un’opera di Ibn Qalagis, Messina
1996, pp. 70-72; see also J. JoHNs, Arabic Administration in Norman Sicily: The Royal
Diwan, Cambridge 2002, p. 233 n. 87). There is a slight chance that these were actu-
ally performed in the presence of the king (though how much he will have under-
stood is another matter). But listening to a court poet declaiming in Greek or Arabic
one afternoon in Palermo is not the same thing as reading a serious text on the
future of empires or the right governance.
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12. ALLEGORY

The prologue signals at two points that the right approach to
Stephanites and Ichnelates is to understand it allegorically. The first is in
lines PT 3.11-13, where we read that the Indian fables «have a dark and
twisted meaning and teach us by means of story-telling through enigmas
and parables»: okotewvov 8¢ kol mapnihayuévov hoyov éméxovro kal S ai-
VIYUATOV Te Kol TapaBordv iotopikde Nudg ékmondevovta. This alludes to
the beginning of Proverbs which states how «a man of understanding»
(6 vonuwv) will benefit from listening to Solomon’s sayings: vonoer Te
TapaforMiv Kol oKotewwdv AOyov, Ppnoelg T cop®dv Kol aiviynota, <he will
understand a parable and dark language; the words of the wise and their
enigmas» (Prov. 1:6). Rhetoric and Christian hermeneutics alike consider
enigmas, riddles, parables, myths and, in fact, any form of obscure fabu-
lation as texts with a surface meaning (iotopikdc) and a deeper allegori-
cal message'©4. It is clear from his choice of words that Eugenios of
Palermo thinks this is also true of the fictional stories in Stephanites and
Ichnelates: they teach us, but with a twist.

The second passage in which Eugenios of Palermo is arguing for an
allegorical interpretation of Stephanites and Ichnelates is more straightfor-
ward. In lines PT 3.25-30, he draws an analogy with the Song of Songs
which the church fathers allegorized symbolically: npog v xatd odpxa
T00 A6YOU VOUPEVOLY ETEPOTPOTOMOYIKDG GAANYOpevoav!®s, because they re-
fused to take its sensual and even erotic contents in a literal sense
(iotopikdg). The implicit message here is that one should understand
Stephanites and Ichnelates allegorically like the church fathers did with the
Song of Songs. In lines PT 3.35-41, Eugenios of Palermo states that man
— a mixed bag of carnal and spiritual desires — should not seek the flesh
but strive after the spirit, thus immortalizing the former. Likewise, when
reading Stephanites and Ichnelates, one ought to discard what is detrimen-
tal to the spirit and retain what is useful if one wishes to reap the ben-
efits of this marvellous book. Here there is an implicit contrast between
the body of the text and its spirit, its inner meaning.

104 See P Rorros, Amphoteroglossia. A Poetics of the Twelfth-Century Medieval
Greek Novel, Washington 2005, pp. 140-145.

195 The choice of words is interesting: Eugenios of Palermo alludes to Cant.
3:11 &v fuépe vougedoeng adtod and appears to be familiar with its interpretation by
Ps. Athanasius’ Synopsis scripturae sacrae (6th c.?): 8te yap yéyove viugevolg to8 Adyov
TPOC Mg Sl Thg ToU OMUOTOG EVoEmS, TOTE Kol TV Katd Tol OavAaTou VIKnv TEmoinKe
(PG 28, col. 357A).
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In Byzantium allegory takes two forms: (i) allegorical interpretations
of fictional texts, such as the Homeric epics'®®, and (ii) Christian
hermeneutics, especially with reference to the Song of Songs'©7. The difter-
ence between the two is that while fictional texts do not pretend to be
true outside the realm of fiction, the Christian canon by its very nature
lays claim to truth. An allegorical reading of the Iliad detects, layer by
layer, possible interpretations; an anagogical reading of the Song of Songs
allows the text to reveal its divine truth. As from the eleventh century,
however, these two allegorical traditions begin to merge: despite the
vehement protests of Tzetzes, some allegorists recognize Christian truths
and ethics in fictional texts'8. A good example, and one that brings us
back to Norman Sicily, is the allegorical interpretation of Heliodoros’
Aethiopica by «Philippos the Philosopher» who can most probably be
identified with Philagathos of Cerami'®. Philagathos’ allegoresis is first

106 See H. HUNGER, Allegorische Mythendeutung in der Antike und bei Johannes
Tzetzes, in Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Byzantinischen Gesellschaft 3 (1954), pp. 35-54;
P. CesaretTi, Allegoristi di Omero a Bisanzio, Milano 1991; RoiLos, Amphoteroglossia
cit., pp. 114-139.

107 See E. JEFFREYS, The Song of Songs and Twelfth-Century Byzantium, in Pruden-
tia 23 (1991), pp. 36-54, and RoiLos, Amphoteroglossia cit., pp. 203-208 and 222-223.

108 See P. Roros, Unshapely Bodies and Beautifying Embellishments: The Ancient
Epics in Byzantium, Allegorical Hermeneutics, and the Case of Ioannes Diakonos Galenos,
in Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik 64 (2014), pp. 231-246.

199 The authorship is disputed. L. TARAN, The Authorship of an Allegorical Interpre-
tation of Heliodorus’ Aethiopica, in Soqing ucunroges / «Chercheurs de sagesse». Hommage
a Jean Pépin, publié sous la direction de M.-O. GouLeT-CAzZE - G. MADEC -
D. O’BRIEN, Paris 1992, pp. 203-230 [repr. in 1D., Collected Papers, Leiden 2001, pp. 74-
108], and A. AccoNcia LoNco, Filippo il filosofo a Constantinopoli, in Rivista di stu-
di bizantini e neoellenici, n.s. 28 (1991), pp. 3-21, and EAD., La «questione» Filippo
il Filosofo, in Néa Pcoun 7 (2010), pp. 11-39, attribute the text to a sth-century or 6th-
century Neoplatonic philosopher. Others identify the author with Philagathos of
Cerami. Apart from the homonymy (we know that Philagathos was called Philippos
before entering the monastery and bore the honorific title of «philosopher») and the
fact that the text has come down to us in a Southern Italian manuscript, there are
three reasons for identifying him as the author: (i) striking lexical and stylistic paral-
lels between the hermeneia and the homilies: see CupaNE, Filagato da Cerami cit., pp.
16-20; (ii) identical patterns in the prose rhythm of the hermeneia and the homilies:
see M.G. Durus, Allegorizing Love in the Twelfth Century: Philagathos of Cerami and the
Allegorical Exegesis of Heliodorus’ Aethiopica, [Unpublished MA thesis], Budapest 2007
(available online: http://www.etd.ceu.hu/2007/dulus_mircea.pdf), pp. 46-48, and (iii)
the low literary status of Heliodoros’ novel and the lack of evidence for its use in the
educational system before the Byzantine period (see R. HUNTER, «Philip the Philoso-
pher» on the Aithiopika of Heliodorus, in Metaphor and the Ancient Novel, ed. by S. HAR-
RISON - M. PascHALIs - S. FRANGoOULIDIS, Groningen 2005 [Ancient Narrative. Sup-
plementum 4], pp. 123-138: 123-124) and, in contrast, the serious scholarly engage-
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tropological (ethical) and then anagogical (spiritual), arguing that
Heliodoros” novel teaches us the four cardinal virtues and that it forms
the story of the soul’s reunion with the mind, elevation to higher wisdom
and return to the divine. Though the concepts are Neoplatonic, the alle-
gory’s Christian intent is hardly concealed. Philagathos himself’ draws an
implicit comparison with the Christian hermeneutical tradition by quot-
ing the Song of Songs at the very beginning of his interpretation’®. In a
later text, John Eugenikos’s protheoria to Heliodoros, there is an explicit
link with the Song of Songs: bigots who think that the novel, despite its
allegorizing message, is inappropriate for young students, should also
object to the Song of Songs because it «novelizes» the sacred union of
Christ and His bride (8pauatoypagoton) and «represents» the words and
acts of divine love «in a rather graphic manner» (eikovoypagodoa) .

Both in Eugenios of Palermo’s prologue and in John Eugenikos’
protheoria, the reference to the Song of Songs is clearly meant as a defen-
sive measure. Its aim is to preempt possible criticisms. If reading and
enjoying the Song of Songs is justified as long as one distinguishes
between surface message and allegorical meaning, then, so the argument
goes, there is nothing wrong either with reading Heliodoros’ Aethiopica
or Stephanites and Ichnelates.

Although Eugenios of Palermo states that Stephanites and Ichnelates
ought to be read allegorically, he does not offer an allegorical interpre-
tation himself. I know of three attempts to allegorize the text. In R 8,
the rubricator offers an «anagogical» reading of PUNTONI 8.3-8, a passage
he calls a «parable» because it contains a comparison: «a wise man (...) is
like a person who builds his house on solid rock». His anagogical inter-
pretation goes as follows: the wise man is none other than Perzoue and
the rock on which he builds his house is his trusted friend who will
help him find the treasure he is looking for. The second instance is a
story in Pachymeres about how Michael VIII Palaiologos, eager to restore
the peace in the church, convoked a meeting with bishops and monks in

ment with the text in Byzantine times (Photios, Psellos, John Eugenikos, and others):
for which see J.R. MORGAN, Heliodoros, in The Novel in the Ancient World, ed. by
G. SCHMELING, Leiden 1996 (Mnemosyne. Supplementum 159), pp. 417-456: 422-424.

o Ed. N. BiancHi, Il codice del romanzo: tradizione manoscritta e ricezione dei
romanzi greci, Bari 2006, pp. 49-57: 50, lines 31-32. See H. GARTNER, Charikleia in
Byzanz, in Antike und Abendland 15 (1969), pp. 47-69: 67-68.

m Ed. H. GARTNER, Johannes Eugenikos: Protheoria zu Heliodors Aithiopika, in
Byzantinische Zeitschrift 64 (1971), pp. 322-325: 325, lines 43-47; see also 0., Charikleia
in Byzanz cit., pp. 64-69.
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1279 and tried to get them on his side by opening his speech with a fable
from Stephanites and Ichnelates, so well-known that they all understood the
message 2. Unfortunately Pachymeres does not tell us which fable ex-
actly, only that the emperor’s audience knew it and therefore understood
its morale, which was that those that attack (i.e. the anti-unionists) should
not come before those that do nothing (i.e. the silent majority).

The third allegorical interpretation is even more interesting. It is a
dedicatory epigram in Par. gr. 2231 (P1), written by a certain Georgios
Kerameas for Andronikos Palaiologos, the father of Michael VIII (the
family were apparently huge fans of Stephanites and Ichnelates)'3. Given
the fact that the family name Kerameas is attested in Thessaloniki and
that the handwriting dates to c. 1220-1250, the poem is likely to have
been composed when Andronikos was the military governor of Thessa-
loniki (from 1246 till his death)'4. It begins by saying that if one were
to judge the book by its Arabic title, Alhe xai Aéuve, one would call it a
toy (MAiv) with which the little ones (wwvia) play — a text for children
written in the common language (vv. 1-4)"5. In the book, various kinds

12 Georges Pachymérés: Relations historiques, 11, éd. (...) par A. FAILLER, Paris 1984,
p. 587.10-12 (VI, 18).

13 Par. gr. 2231, fol. 91r-v. The poem has been edited twice: A.V. RYSTENKO,
PariZskie spiski «Stefanita i Ikhnilata», in Letopis’ Istoriko-filologi¢eskago obsCestva pri Im-
peratorskom Novorossijskom universitete 16 (1910) [= Vizantiisko-Slavianskoe Otdelenie, 9],
pp. 1-42: 19-20, and HAskiINs, Studies in the History of Mediaeval Science cit., pp. 176-
177 (Haskins’ edition is reprinted in CUPANE, Filagato da Cerami cit., pp. 22-23).

114 Georgios Kerameas has nothing to do with Philagathos of Cerami (Ke-
papitng or Kepapevg, not Kepapéag): see n. 42. For the connection with Thessa-
loniki, see Prosopographisches Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit, erstellt von E. TRAPP [ET AL.],
I-XII + Addenda (...) [und] Abkiirzungsverzeichnis (...), Wien 1976-1996 (Oster-
reichische Akademie der Wissenschaften. Verdffentlichungen der Kommission fiir
Byzantinistik, I/1-2; [/1-12 Add.; I/Reg.): nos. 11634-11641 and 92362-92363. For
the date of Andronikos Palaiologos’ death (after 1248, but before 1252), see R. Ma-
CRIDES, George Akropolites, The History. Introduction, Translation and Commentary, Ox-
ford 2007, pp. 243-244, 252-253 and 353. Ch. MEssis, Débats intellectuels et choix lit-
téraires: itinéraire dans la Constantinople de la premiére moitié du XIV* siécle, in Proceedings
of the 23rd International Congress of Byzantine Studies. Round Tables, ed. by B. KrRsma-
Novi¢ - L. Mitanovié, Belgrade 2016, pp. 82-8s: 84-8s, arbitrarily dates the manu-
script to c. 1300 and identifies Andronikos Palaiologos with the homonymous author
of Kallimachos and Chrysorrhoe.

115 For the rendering of the Arabic title in P1, see SJOBERG, Stephanites und Ich-
nelates cit., p. 151. Lines 1-2 read elmoig MAlv &v v mopotoav muktida / @ vwia
aaigovow ék Buundiag (elnng and & vuvvia in the manuscript and the two editions).
The scribe copied the same two lines twice on the last page of the manuscript, fol.
111v, with the same spelling errors. MAl means «toy» or «ornament» in Greek; it is not
attested in medieval Greek, but its diminutive, Mho0dv, is found in Digenes Akrites E
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of animals (monkeys, lions, elephants, etc.) are presented as talking char-
acters, although animals «cannot speak or reason» (olomep ovk £ott Adyoq)
(vv. 5-11). However, if one were to view the characters as «rational crea-
tures» (Aoywkd), there is much to learn from them (vv. 12-14): a remark-
able observation because it appears to anticipate the modern notion that
reading fiction requires the ability to suspend disbelief. What these talk-
ing animals teach us, is virtue (vv. 14-18). Andronikos Palaiologos is told
to treasure this book as «a calyx protecting a rose», «a sea-shell holding a
pearl», «a leather purse full of gold» or «a wooden box containing pre-
cious stones» (vv. 19-28): the metaphors emphasize that the text may
seem insignificant at first sight, but will reveal its precious contents to the
attentive reader who «opens up» the text with the tools of allegory'.
The epigram then continues by saying that if Andronikos listens to the
moralizing message of Stephanites and Ichnelates and reads its fables as
vignettes of virtue, his deeds will show him to be an efficient assistant of
the emperors (John Vatatzes and Theodore Laskaris) and his words of
wisdom will be the pride of his relatives and the solace of his humble
servants (vv. 28-36)"7.

Georgios Kerameas manifestly applies a tropological reading to the
fables of Stephanites and Ichnelates: for him allegory is a lesson in ethics,
and talking animals have a message for us humans. Andronikos Palaiolo-
gos’ son, Michael VIII, too, draws a moralizing lesson from Stephanites and
Ichnelates: when the church is under attack, the faithful cannot sit back
and relax. And in a similar fashion the anonymous rubricator’s allegorical
interpretation centers on the importance of friendship, a moral impera-
tive if there ever was one. Although Eugenios of Palermo’s prologue does
not specify whether he had in mind the tropological/ethical type of alle-
gory (rather than, say, the anagogical/theological variant) when he advo-
cated the usefulness of reading between the lines, a tropological interpre-
tation is highly likely because Stephanites and Ichnelates (like Kalila wa-
Dimna before it) does have a social dimension: one cannot read these
brilliant fables without being constantly reminded of good and evil.

1489: 10 yohvapw g mhektOv ug Tt ypvod Mhovdua, «its bridle was plaited with
golden ornaments» (not necessarily «flowers», as JEFFREYS, Digenis Akritis cit., p. 349,
translates). Nwi (or vnvi) means dittle child» or «pupil (of the eye)» in Greek; it is
attested in Byzantine Greek with the meaning of «doll»: see Traprp (ed.), Lexikon zur
byzantinischen Grdzitdt cit., s.v. viviov.

16 See RoiLos, Amphoteroglossia cit., p. 135.

17 Read €€ avBpdxwv in v. 23, wpooeyyilovot oot in v. 33 (with the manuscript),
and gavilg in v. 34. Please note the genitive plural in v. 23: idomewv (as if from taome,
*ldomewg rather than idomdog).
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13. AUDIENCE

Allegorical interpretations of canonical authors, such as Homer and
Hesiod, obviously fulfill an educational purpose since they play a central
role in the Byzantine school curriculum. But to judge by the introduc-
tion to Philagathos of Cerami’s interpretation of Heliodoros’ Aethiopica,
even extracurricular texts were occasionally allegorized at school. The
narrator, Philippos, meets two friends outside the sea walls of Reggio
who ask him to come to the defense of Charikleia (the heroine of
Heliodoros’ novel; also short for the novel itself) 8. They tell him that
many students of literature are reading the novel «near the entrance to
the sanctuary» (mepi T 100 iepod mpomhowe) and are making fun of the
text™9. Initially hesitant to discuss the novel at his age and as a monk™°,
Philippos is finally persuaded to join their friends who are assembled
«before the gates of the church» (pd t@V TVAGY TOU ved) 2. After pray-
ing to the Holy Virgin, he sits down in a low chair «at the threshhold of
the holy gate» (mop’ adtov tov Tilg lepds midng ovdGV) and begins to
speak 2. This fictional setting can be understood at three different levels:
metaphorical, allegorical, and historical. The fact that the readers of
Charikleia are sitting outside the church may be interpreted as a met-
aphor for «outer wisdom», 80pabev cogia, the usual term for secular
learning. Allegorically, it may be argued that Philippos’ discourse forms
an initiation into higher wisdom and leads the reader from outside the
church into its inner sanctum: please note that halfway through the text,
right before the spiritual allegory begins, Philippos tells his audience that
the preceding moralizing interpretation has led them «within the gates of
the story» (elow t@v Tijg lotoplog TUAdDV) 23,

18 Ed. BiaNcHI, Il codice del romanzo cit., p. 49, lines 1-21. The fictional opening
scene is modelled on Ps. Plato’s Axiochus: see A. BRINKMANN, Beitrige zur Kritik und
Erkldarung des Dialogs Axiochos, in Rheinisches Museum, n.E §1 (1896), pp. 441-455:
442-443.

19 Ed. BiancHI, I codice del romanzo cit., p. 49, lines 13-16; quotation: line 13.

120 Jbid., p. 50, lines 22-35. The words vuvi 8¢ mpog 1O tiig KO’ Mudc @rhocopiog
Kol oyfjue kot dvopa avOekioOnuev (lines 27-28) seem to suggest that Philippos had
recently donned the monastic habit («the habit of our philosophy») and assumed his
monastic name Philagathos. See also Acconcia LoNGo, La «questione» Filippo il
Filosofo cit., pp. 16-17.

121 Ed. BiaNcHL, Il codice del romanzo cit., p. 50, lines 35-43; quotation: line 43.

122 Jbid., p. 50, lines 43-46; quotation: line 46.

123 Jbid., p. 53, lines 104-105. For a similar metaphorical use of «being outside
the church» (uninitiated) and «nside the church» (initiated), see the heading of
Makrembolites’ novel in Flor. Laur. Acquisti e Doni 341, stating that the novel is
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But a third reading is to take the setting literally. As is well known,
in Byzantium schools are often found in or near churches4. A good
example are the late twelfth-century teaching arrangements at the
church of the Holy Apostles in Constantinople as described by Nicholas
Mesarites: the school children were taught in a colonnaded forecourt to
the east of the church while intellectuals of all sorts and ages would be
engaged in heated scholarly debates in the pronaos (portico) of the
church itself*?s. Similarly, the group of friends gathered in twelfth-cen-
tury Reggio are reading and discussing Charikleia near the entrance to
the church and listen to Philippos sitting on his professorial chair next to
the holy gate, which I take to be the central doorway to the narthex. In
other words, they appear to be assembled in the portico of a church
dedicated to the Holy Virgin. Like the unruly crowd of scholars and stu-
dents gathered in the pronaos of the Holy Apostles, Philippos’ audience
appear to be past their school days. At least one of the two friends who
urge Philippos to come to the rescue of Charikleia is already employed
in the service of the king™¢, and there is no indication that the other
friends are considerably younger than this civil servant. So the gathering
of friends in the portico of the church is more like a reading circle or a
literary theatron than a real classroom: in Byzantium education does not
stop with school but continues into adulthood.

If the fictional setting of Philagathos of Cerami’s allegorical treatise is
indeed suggestive of an informal educational environment, such as a
reading circle or a literary theatron, then this raises the possibility that
Eugenios of Palermo commissioned the translation of Stephanites and Ich-

complicated and difficult to understand «for those who are not in the know and far
from the church» (mpog iy elddtag kai moppw Tig ¢xkinotag): see the discussion by
Rorros, Amphoteroglossia cit., pp. 137-138.

24 See, for instance, N. KALOGERAS, Locating Young Students in Byzantine
Churches, in Religious Education in Pre-Modern Europe, ed. by 1. TANASEANU-DOBLER -
M. DOBLER, Leiden-Boston 2012, pp. 163-181: 170-177 (please note that the material
and literary sources point to the use of church premises for educational purposes,
not to the creation of «church schools», as the author seems to think).

125 See G. DOwNEY, Nikolaos Mesarites: Description of the Church of the Holy Apos-
tles at Constantinople, in Transactions of the American Philosophical Society 47 (1957),
Pp- 859-918: 865 n. 1, 894 n. 1; for the text, see ibid., pp. 898-9o0 (§ 7-11) and 916-917
(42-43.1-3). See also M. ANGOLD, Nicholas Mesarites: His Life and Works (in Transla-
tion), Liverpool 2017, p. 79. Mesarites uses a neuter variant form of mpovaog: (0)
TPOVOOV.

126 Ed. BiancHi, Il codice del romanzo cit., p. 49, lines 6-7: Nucoraov (...) tOv
BaothkOv Emrypapeat.
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nelates for a similar audience. As I explained above in § 10, the emphasis
on «friendship» in the rubrics and the fact that the rubrics appear to
address an audience, strongly suggest that the readership of Stephanites
and Ichnelates consisted of social equals who would come together and
discuss literature with one another in a friendly environment: in other
words, a reading circle or a literary theatron.

The versified coda to Eugenios of Palermo’s prologue corroborates
the idea that the Eugenian recension served an educational purpose.
There are not that many prose texts with epilogues in verse: the only
genre in which the phenomenon is fairly common are schedographic
exercises, such as Manasses’ Syéén tot Mudg; there are also three letters by
John Tzetzes, the quintessential schoolmaster, with verse at the end; and a
few other educational texts'?7. One of these educational texts with a ver-
sified epilogue is the aforementioned protheoria by John Eugenikos to
Heliodoros™ Aethiopica — another allegorical interpretation'®. Seeing that
versified epilogues are typical of texts written for educational purposes, a
case can be made that this is also true of Eugenios of Palermo’s prologue.

In order to gain a better understanding of the target audience, it is
worth comparing the Greek translation of Ibn al-Muqafta‘s preface to
Kalila wa-Dimna with that of the Arabic original. The text in Stephanites
and Ichnelates (prolegomenon 1) differs significantly from Kalila wa-Dimna,
not only because of the problems of acculturation inherent in any trans-
lation, but also because the translation appears to target a rather different
audience. In the original text, Ibn al-Muqaffa® explains that intellectuals
have a drive to explore and learn, that nothing is oft limits — including
stories with talking animals — and that great wisdom is to be found in all
cultures and religions™9. There is nothing of this kind in the Greek
translation™°. Ibn al-Mugqafta® then continues by saying that the Indian
story-tellers chose the device of talking animals for two reasons: (i) it
allowed them to speak freely and explore a whole range of subjects, and

127 For versified epilogues, see E. FOLLIERI, Per l'identificazione del grammatikos
Leone Siculo con Leone da Centuripe, in Rivista di studi bizantini e neoellenici, n.s. 24
(1987), pp. 127-141 [repr. in EAD., Byzantina et Italograeca. Studi di filologia e di pale-
ografia, Roma 1997, pp. 399-411: 403-404]. See also N. ZAGkLAs, Experimenting with
Verse and Prose in Twelfth-Century Byzantium, in Dumbarton Oaks Papers 71 (2017),
pp. 229-248: 236-237.

128 Ed. GARTNER, Johannes Eugenikos cit., p. 325, lines $6-57.

129 See MIQUEL, Le livre de Kalila et Dimna cit., p. 9, and KRONUNG, The Wisdom
of the Beasts cit., p. 427.

130 The Greek translator omits the whole passage: compare PUNTONI 16.6-8.
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(i1) it allowed them to address readers of all sorts because the Indian
fables combine wisdom and pleasure: the philosophers admire the fables
for their wisdom, the frivolous for their wit, and the students, if they
study the fables assiduously, will acquire knowledge that will serve them
tor the rest of their lives’3’. The Greek translation omits the first reason
altogether, but retains the second2. What does this tell us about Stephan-
ites and Ichnelates vs Kalila wa-Dimna? While the Arabic original presents
the Indian fables as a source of infinite wisdom all intellectuals, regardless
of their vocation and social status, should be interested in, as a vehicle of
free speech and as a means of opening up dialogue between cultures, the
Greek translators merely emphasize its importance for scholars (be they
true scholars, dumbwits or students).

The intellectual horizon of the Eugenian recension of Stephanites and
Ichnelates is definitely more limited than that of Kalila wa-Dimna. And
the reason for this is fairly easy to guess. While Ibn al-Mugqaffa‘ and his
peers built their professional careers on a display of intellectual ability,
urbanity and wit'33, Greek paideia played no role whatsoever at the
Norman court in the later twelfth century and the career prospects for
those who knew their Homer and Plato were rather bleak. This means
that education no longer served as a means of social mobility, but only
as a mark of intellectual distinction within a small Greek-speaking
elite34. Schools remained as important as ever, but since the paideia they
offered had no obvious social benefits, it turned inwards: it became
school-oriented rather than outward-looking.

To sum up, I would argue than when the dedicatory epigram tells us
that Eugenios of Palermo donated the translation to «us», this «we» is a
circle of friends reading and discussing literature in private: highly edu-
cated Greeks living in Sicily and Calabria, proud of their culture, but at
the point of extinction due to the latinization of the elite. In a curious
adulatory poem, Roger of Otranto recounts how he wished to make the
acquaintance of Eugenios of Palermo, but was not allowed access

131 See MIQUEL, Le livre de Kalila et Dimna cit., p. 9, and KRONUNG, The Wisdom
of the Beasts cit., p. 427.

132 See PUNTONI 16.8-12.

133 See KRONUNG, The Wisdom of the Beasts cit., pp. 439-440, for the ideal of the
adib (the cultured and urbane intellectual) in Abbasid court circles.

134 For the sad story of the demise of Greek culture in Southern Italy, see
A. PETERS-CUSTOT, Les grecs de I'ltalie méridionale post-byzantine (IX‘-XIV* siecle): une
acculturation en douceur, Rome 2009 (Collection de '’Ecole francaise de Rome, 420).



9 8 MARC D. LAUXTERMANN

because he was not educated and cultured enough®3s. This suggests that
there were others who did gain access to the great man because they at
least met the criteria to become members of his inner circle. Stephanites
and Ichnelates is his gift to them.

PT 1-5, S 1-3, AND R 1-9
14. TEXT AND EDITION

As I hope to have made clear in § 6, § 7 and § 10, the B manu-
scripts offer a text that is problematic, to say the least. There is little point
in reconstructing the text beyond the hyparchetype, and I have sought to
restrict textual corrections to the absolute minimum, making an excep-
tion for (i) government (e.g. domep, not obomep in PT 2.10 because the
relative pronoun is the subject of the clause), (i) case agreement (e.g.
eldoot, not eldotag in PT 3.15 because it goes with avdpdoy), and (iii)
metre (e.g. 8, not 8¢ in PT 3.42 because the line would otherwise be
hypermetric). Wherever the text is corrupt beyond redemption, I put
cruces to indicate the textual problem and leave the text as is; the same
goes for lacunas: these are indicated but not filled up with attempts at
creative writing. The spelling is normalized: spelling errors are not shown
in the critical apparatus (e.g. Trrakiag in PT 2.9), unless the spelling vari-
ation in fact reflects two different readings: e.g. ypnoaofe (2nd pl. aorist
imperative) vs. ypnoaoOau (aorist infinitive) in PT 3.1. 1 have not harmo-
nized the spelling of yA®dooa (3x) vs yAdtta (4%) and péhooa (2X) vs
wértra (1x). There is no apparatus fontium; but the five times that Euge-
nios of Palermo explicitly refers to a source (PT 3.1-2 Aéyer tig 1@V Ogiwv
avdpav; PT 3.7 amo tijg lotopiag Exdidaokoueda; PT 3.7-8 6 Mapoyuaotig
¢kmeumet; PT 3.18-19 t® Aéyovni obtwg; and PT 3.40-41 mapd 1ot Swtijpog
¢kdidaokouea), I have identified these sources in a footnote.

The texts offer a number of new or uncommon words. The words
aMnyopevo instead of drAnyopéw, «to allegorize» (PT 3.30), étepotportoro-
yikdg, «symbolically» (PT 3.30), and wibevoig, «fabulation» (PT 3.35), do
not appear to be attested elsewhere. The word mepitpdyniog, a variant for
the more common mepitpayniog, appears to be rare (PT §.4-5)139. Tvdng
for Ivdog (R 9.5) is rare as well. It occurs elsewhere in Stephanites and

135 Ed. GIGANTE, Eugenii Panormitani cit., pp. 12-14. Read mpog 8y, not mpdo-
oyw in line 6.
136 meprtpoymMog has 154 hits in the online TLG; mepitpéyniog only four.
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Ichnelates: PUNTONI 6.1 6 'Ivdvg, 7.14 t@® 'Ivdel; and the Byzantine Alexan-
der Poem, one of the worst poems ever, has Tvdeig’37. Though not found
in any of the standard dictionaries'3$, the word axdpavtog (R 8.8) does
exist: most editors hasten to «correct» it to Gkdpatog'39, but see John
Chortasmenos’ Monody on Asan: dvw tov dkauovtov digpov haldvavi4e, or
a Palaeologan book epigram on Pollux’ Onomastikon: dg adtdg dxdpavtov
€Ew v moow ™. The word &yéuvbog is used at S 1.3-4 with the meaning
of «wise, sensible»: though not attested in standard dictionaries, this
meaning is common in Byzantine texts4>.

The form eyévra (PT 3.10) instead of AeyxOévra is not attested else-
where, but is extremely common in compound verbs with Aéyw:
ovMheyévta, éxheyévra, etc. The form mao®v instead of maviwv in moodv
apayudtwv (R 3.4) is typical of vernacular Greek'43.

Other uncommon features include the medial meaning of fBomor-
ofpan, «to show one’s character», at R 3.1 — a meaning [ failed to find a
parallel for. The use of dvrihaupdvouar plus dative, meaning «to assist», at
PT 3.15 is almost certainly a mistake for ouvavuihauBavouon. The use of
transitive ouvvtelvw mpdg at PT 2.3-4 is odd if not wrong: aiviynotwddg
ouvtelvovoo TOg TPaEelg / mpdg PLotikny dgélewav avBpomwv, «directing
the actions (i.e. the adventures narrated in Stephanites and Ichnelates)
toward the benefit of mankind in an enigmatic fashion»; ouvteivw mpdg is
also used at S 2.4-5 and R 3.2, but intransitively: «to contribute to (some-

137 See lines 4693, 4922, 4940: ed. W. AERTS, The Byzantine Alexander Poem, I-11,
Berlin-New York 2014 (Byzantinisches Archiv, 26). Aerts wrongly assumes that Tvdeig
is the plural of *Ivdeic.

138 Trapp (ed.), Lexikon zur byzantinischen Grizitit cit., makes an exception for
the adverb: see the entry dxopdviog. Axduavtog is an innovative form conflating
axapag, gen. akapavtog, and axapatos.

139 See, for instance, Theodoros Prodromos: Historische Gedichte, [hrsg. von] W. HO-
RANDNER, Wien 1974, p. 239, at VIIL.I9G, app. crit.

140 Johannes Chortasmenos (ca. 1370-ca. 1436/37): Briefe, Gedichte und kleine Schrif-
ten, [hrsg. von] H. HUNGER, Wien 1969, p. 227, line 2. The subject is the Sun driving
his chariot along the firmament; Chortasmenos imitates Homer, Il. 18.239, féhov &
AxapovTo.

141 Ed. A.M. BanpinNi, Catalogus codicum Graecorum Bibliothecae Laurentianae (...),
I1, Florentiae 1768, p. 469 (line 6). The epigram can be found in many manuscripts,
all preserving the same redaction of the Onomastikon: see E. BETHE, Pollucis Onomas-
ticon, 1, Leipzig 1900, pp. XI-XIIL.

142 See, for instance, the Souda: Suidae Lexicon, I-V, ed. A. ADLER, Leipzig 1928-
1938, s.v. &reuvféTarog’ 6 PPOVIUMOTUTOGC.

143 See D. HortoN - G. HORROCKS [ET AL.], The Cambridge Grammar of Medieval
and Early Modern Greek, I-IV, Cambridge 2019: II, § 5.13.1.2.
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thing)». There does not seem to be a parallel for the use of tolu® plus
genitive (instead of katatolu®), meaning «to dare against», at R §.1.

The edition of the prefatory texts (PT 1-5), scholia (S 1-3) and
rubrics (R 1-9) is based on the following manuscripts:

(Be) (BY

L1 = Leid. Vulc. 93 M2 = Monac. gr. 5T

B2 = Vat. Barb. gr. 172 U = Upsaliensis 8

P3 = Par. Suppl. gr. 692 P2 = Par. Suppl. gr. 118
R = Bucurest. 292 O2 = Oxon. Bodl. Laud. 8

Ag4 = Athous Iviron 1132

(Be or BY)
J = Hieros. Patr. 208
I = Const. Zographeion 43

The edition takes into account the previous ones by Puntoni and
Sjoberg'44 and incorporates emendations suggested by Jamison and
Minoidis Minas'4s.

[PT 1] Tiv Biprov tavtv Teplove movog Eoyev.
‘Hdovijg dvamhea th Tijde okdmeL.
AOYOL COPLOTMV UETOOYNUOTLOOEVTEG.

L1, B2, P3, R, A4
I. 7 Biprog attn R | 3. copiotdv : cogot A4

[PT 2] Mubikty Bifrog €€ ivdikilg cogiag
TpooeveyDelon TPOG TEPOLKTV TOUDELLY,
aiviypotwd®dg ovvieivouoo thg TpaEelg
PO BroTiky dpéretav AvOpmITOY,

S uetapindeioo mpog yA@TTOY TV EAM VOV

L1, B2, P3, R, A4

4. mpdg ProTiknyy Hd@érewav avOphmwv A4 @ post mpdg Buwtkv lacuna R, mpog
Brotkiv  ouvteivovoa Thg mpaEeig L1B2, mpog Puwtikoldg kai BapPapddelg
B0hovg P3 | 5. ante petafinOeioa add. contra metrum v P3A4, ) L1B2R |

144 PUNTONI, Stepavitng kel Iyvpidtng cit., pp. vi-ix (PT 1-3 and s5; S 1-3);
SIOBERG, Stephanites und Ichnelates cit., pp. 84-85 (R 2-9).

145 JAMISON, Admiral Eugenius of Sicily cit., p. 19 (PT 2); for the emendations
of Minas, see P4 = Par. Suppl. gr. 1233, fol. 4r-6r (PT 1-5 and S 1-3) and 7v-10v
(R 1-9).
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€€ apafikot kol Bappapwdovg VOO
Topd ToU 00qoD, EvOOEOL Kal ueyaiov,
tol Kol dunpd tol Pnyog Sikelag
KohaBplag te, mplykurog Trohiag,
10 00Tep EVPNKMG DG YVOOTIKOG TOlG TAOL
tolto d¢dwke TPOg Mubg TO PLpilov
domep dhpnua. dLdACKAMOG TAEOV,
goyevig Edyéviog 6 tiig Tavopuov.
6.om. P3 | 8. 100 p. Jamison : xai p. codd. | 9. karafpiog : drarafpiag A4 |

10. Somep Jamison : obomep codd., yvwonkdg scripsi : yvwotkovg codd. |
naow L1

[PT 3] «XpnoaoBe £E Alyvmtimv okeln ypuvod Kol dpyvpd», Aéyel Tig TMV
Belwv Avdp@V40, &L TOV év mpoooyf dvta duvatdv Kai &k TV éva-
vilwv Ktnoacbor tO deéluov, Gomep 1) Kol ToOVAVTIOV GUUBOLVELY
glwOe @ W) TOVTL TPOoEKTIKDG. AAAL KOl TOV pokaprov Takmp oot

s T £¢€ Acovplov avtd KTnOgvta &v T Yi| Thg EmayyEMOG UETEVEYKE-
var, kol Payni, tv matplapytkiv Yoy, Kol To moTpikd eldwla
KAEYaoav amd Tig iotoplag Ekddaokouedan 7. kol 6 IMapoyuaotig
gkmEumeL TPOG PEMTTOY, Kal €K avtdg dvBoug TO ypnoov KTaobol
WHOVUEVOLG abThV St Tiig Tapavesemg éykehevetar'4s. oltw &) Kal

10 Nuelg o €€ ivdikilg Aeyévrta pubomhaotiag eVpnKoOTeg T TOV A-

L1, B2, P3, R (versus 1-4)

1. ypnooaoBow L1B2R | Alybmuwv B2 | 3. ktoacBow 10 dgélpov, domep )
kal todvavtiov ex haplographia om. P3 | 4. t@ w) t@vu scripsi: tov uy {dvra
L1P3, wov wirovia B2, tov pn td@v w6 R | §-6. peteveykévar scripsi : pm
dveykévau codd. | 6. matpikd : moatpuapykd P3| 7. khéypaoca B2, dmo @ dmo
LiB2 | 8. ktdoBow Minas: ktdtar codd. | 10. Méyovta B2 | fj : v L1B2 |

146 GREG. NAz., Or. 45 (PG 36, col. 652A): ypijoa map’ Alyvrtiov okeln ypvod
Kai dpyvpd.

147 GREG. Naz., Or. 45 (PG 36, col. 652B): el pév tg el Paymh, f| Asio, Yoy
TOTPLAPYIKY KOl peydhn, Kol 1o eldwha kAépov, dmep v edpng, Tod cob matpodg, oy iva
QPUMIENG, GAN WV dgaviong el 8t Topaniitng cogodc, mpdg TV yijv Tiig &mayyehog
uetéveyke. Cf. Gen. 31:17-21.

148 Prop. 6:8a ) mopedbntL mpodg TV pédooav Kol pdbe GG épydtg 0TV TV TE
3pyaoctav dg oepuviyy moteitay; cf. Isocr., Ad Demonicum, §2.1 ®domep yop Vv wéhrtov
Opdpev ¢’ Gmavra pgv To Praotiuate KobLavovoav, d@’ ékdotov Ot Tl PElTIOTAL
rapBavovoav, oltm Oel Kol Tolg moudeiag Opeyouévoug undevdg ukv ameipwg Exew,
mavrayBev 8t T ypnowa ovihéyew, and GREG. NAz., Or. 43 (PG 36, col. s12A) undt
T @UAOTOVEY Tiig peMoong amohewpbijvar ovikeyolong &k mavtdg Gvboug Td YPNOLUMTATA.
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PABWV YADOOT EYKELUEVO, OKOTELVOV OF KOl TapmAAayuEvov AOyov
grméyovra Kol 8L alviyudtov te kol mapdfordv iotopik®de Mudg £k-
moudevovra, 00K @NOnuev toig Tijg ANBng &vBdpon Buboig, GAA el
10 avepov Tij TV EAMvov yAdtty dvoayaysiv. &ml To0te Kal Tow
avdpdaol xpnoduevol dvrdappovouévolg i fHudv Tpodupig, €O elddot
g TV Apafwv yhdoong, ¢€ avtiig mpodg TV EALGdO yADooOV Stie-
mopOuevoopey: obTm Yap ToL Kal TV EMANVIKTV co@lay &K HuOK@dY
ThaopudTov Ty apylv Aofelv dmoudevbnuev elmep moTtevTEOV TG
reyovil oltwg «O pibog ¢k momTdv mPoihde, yeéyove & Kol Pntod-
pwv: Alommedv te mpooayopevouevov kai Zvpaprtkov, Kihikiov te
kai Kompiov due 10 apyfifev ék 1@V TtoloUTmv ouotivar T pu-
Ouc»149. kol Muelg Tolvuy €idoteg <Ot> mpoOg MOV dpeThv Kol
TPOCOYTY TV €V Bl CUUTLITOVIOV TPOYUAT®MV OVIOLPOPO (QOvN-
oovron T0 bedpata, oM@ TOVEY TATTa oUVAYNOXOTES T EMANVIKT
UETNVEYKAUEY YADTTY® KOl Yap ToL Kol THv toU Acpotog TV Aoud-
Twv mpaypotelov £ alobntdv, uddhov 8t EpwTK®V, TPayUdTOV
6 0e10T0TOg ZoMOUMV OUVEOTNOOTO, TV 0l Bgoopol matépeg, dvali-
ovg 1yovpevol Tug povag Tod Ayiou ITveduoatog ioToplkdg oltm Kal
yauepmdg Exhaufavecdo, Tpdg T Katd cdpko ToU Adyov viuge-
OV £TEPOTPOTONOYLKDG AAANYOPEVOOY. OUT®W UEVTOL KOl TOIG EVTLYY Q-
VOUOL TOIG TTOWUAoL TOlode <8ov> Ul pueuypv Emayev Tpog Hudg
S 1O AvaElov Myetobar Ty EMANVIKOLG Kol O£0hOYLKOIG TOLMUAOLY
gmPalvovoay YA®TTOV NMUOV Kol Tolg MuOkolg KOTOyPAIVEY Kal
BapPBapwdeoty dypolkiong Kot tO motolg Oviag Avm@eLEoty EKTO-
veloBar tolg avayvoouaowy. oAa 10 €k pubeldoemg Kapmovuevol -

12. 8 Minas : om. codd. | 13. onOn pgv LiB2 | 14. todtw Minas : todtov
codd., kai wow : kai w dv P3 | 15. eldd0or Minas: eiddtag codd. | 16. yrdring
P3 | 17. 100 om. P3 | 18. Ty pynv L1B2 : apyfyv P3 | motéov Puntoni |
19. Movtt B2 | tertium scholium (S 3) insertum est inter Aéyovm et oltwg in
codd. | obrwg scripsi : oftog codd. | mpoijibev L1B2 | te post mpoijre add.
P3 | véyove 8¢ scripsi : yéyové te codd. | 19-20. x0pdg post pntopwv codd. |
20.te' om. B2 | 22. éu vel &g addendum puto | 24. wove om. P3 | 27-28.
avaEiwg L1B2 | 30. ddnydpevoey P3 | 31. déov vel 8¢t vel ypi addendum
puto | 32. v : toig P3 | momuaow : womoeow L1B2 |

149 The reference is to APHTHONIOS’ Progymnasmata (ed. M. PaTiLLON, Corpus

Rhetoricum, 1, Paris 2008, p. 112): “Opog wiBov: O nibog momtdv pév mpoijhe, yeyévnron
St Kol PNTopwv Kowodg &K mapavésemg. Eott 8t pvbog AOyog Yeudig elkovitwv drndeiay.
Kahelton 8t SuBaprtkog kot KiME kol Kimplog, mpdg tolg evpdviag petadeig T ovopata.:
ik 8t pdilov Alodmelog Aéyeolon @ 1OV Alowmov dpLota Tavimv cuyypdpal Tovg pibovg.
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perog 1O Phafepov ég kOpakag elkdTwg dmoppipmuey, £mel Kai v
Nuetépav @iow &€k voepds Kol aioBntijg odolag 6 Teyvitng kol
Adyog ouveotoaTo, dAN O pEv Ty 0Gpka TPOBEUEVOG ATTOTUYYAVEL
TOD mTVeVRaTog, O O OLKELOVUUEVOG TG TTVEVUATL Kal avTv mdoav TV
Mvopgvny oapka mpog dBavaoiav pellovo obolomolel, Homep Tapd
10l Zwtijpog EkdLdaoKoueda’se,

oltw & dvayvolg Kal ob Touode Tolg AOYoug

— témel kol év BaTe POda Ekgpiovtart,

GAN 1) péhooa Tolg Podolg EpLiavel —

TO YXpNowov TNToov Mg tepmvov POdov,

tavavtia 8 ad g dxdvOog EkTpémov.
36.¢lg L1B2 | eikdtwg om. P3 | 42. 8 scripsi metri causa: 8¢ codd. | 43. ver-

sus plane peccat contra metrum | 44. péltta P3 | épiaver : éxputaver B2 |
46. thvavtio 8 ad scripsi metri causa: T 8¢ évavtio L1B2, w0 & évovtia P3

"EABOvTOg éviatba MMeplovt 6 Baocihelds ovufoviedetar dg @LOTOP® TEPL
fig GooToAfig Tol BiAiov.

L1, B2, P3

AvOoKeQOAQWOLlg THG TOPOVONG TPAYUOTELNG ot TPMTOV uEv 1)
tob Ileplove &mootoh) mpog Tvdiav kol dwayvwolg TV EKeloe:
” c 9 \ ’ (3 9 ’ kel > ’ 7 A, 7

grerta 1) vk Bifrog v Exowoev € Tvdlog, do ugv Exovoa mpay-
notelog, o pev 1 tod Ztegavitov kai Tyvnhatou, £tépa 8t 1 mepl-
TPAYNAOG TEPLOTEPC, Kal GO0 TEPLEXOUOLV AUPOTEPAL TPOTLKY UvBeD-
HorTa.

M2, U, P2, Oz, ], I, L1, B2, P3, R

I. avakegoraiwotg : apyny I | abm om. R | sapdm M2UP202 | 1-2. 1) 100
TepCovt amootoM) scripsi : 1) IMeplwé dmootoh| J, dmooto) Meplovt I, 1) mepl
tov Meplwt dmootort) M2UP202, % mept 100 Heplovt émotod) L1B2P3, 6 tod
MepCovt Aoyog R | 2. kol dudyvwolg tdv éketoe om. LIB2P3R | 3. % ivduki)
Buprog : ivdukn Buprog JLIP3, 1 Biprog B2R | &xovoav L1B2P3 | 4. plav pév
wv L1B2P3, pla pév v R | étépav L1P3 | 4-5. meprpoyniog L1B2R,
v mepurtpayniov meplotepay P3| 5. kol 8oa mepiexovow : mepiéxovor 8¢

LiB2P3R | augotepa M2P2JIL1B2P3R

150 Cf. Paul, 1 Cor. 15:42-53.
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TO mapdv Bprlov ypden kataokeviv 6Tl Kal mhelotnv Exov Evtog
Kol yop T0lg Gmhovotépolg udbor uev Aoywobnoovrar kol VBAoL Kai
Tpdg 0VdEV dvnowor TEpodidtovtart, tolg 8t vouveyfol kKal &yxeud-
Boig gixdTwg &v TPoodeyOnoovrar Sul TV €K TOVTMV TPOTYLVOUEVNY
DpErLELOV.

L1, B2, P3, R, A4

I. kotaokevijv L1B2, kotaokevy P3, xataoxevi) R | éu kol : én 8¢ L1 |
wheloBny A4 | 3. épodiaovtan : opodiatovion BaR

Exk 10D ;pordyov tol mapdvtog Bifiiov. ‘H tol Tolovtov mpoldyou
KataoKeut] Selkvuotv fuiv &t 1) Avayvaokovl Kol TEOOUEVQ Tav-
L BB, Aéyw O1) Kol TOV ul Kad Mudg @hoodpmv, deélewa &k
100 melbeobon TVt mpooyivetan, TPOG TOdELOV Kol YVDOLV ToUT®
OUVTELVOUOO. MG Tf] MEMOOY] TPOOEOLKOTL €K TaVTOG (PuTOD Kol BoTd-
VNG TO KPELTTOVO GuAAeyolon).

L1, B2, P3, R

I. &k 10D mPoAdyou ToD Tapodvtog Pifitov om. R | 3. dgéhera Minas : dpéleld
te codd. | 4. tovte' Minas : totto codd. | # ante mpog codd. | tovtw? scripsi

: toto codd. | 5. mpooeowkdrt Minas : mpooeowcdta codd. | 6. oviheyotong
LiB2R

Ev t®de 1 PpMw mpokeevny Evvolav kol coplav <...> kol TV
ToUTOU GKpdaoLy dvokdmtov otk Ehade @hodoiav voodv, £¢  olg
GAMOKOPEVOG HUPLovg TPORaieTar SPOUOVG Kol TEPLdPOUOUG TPOTAO-
owv, Og TOV glpuov TV fiyovuévav dwootiioon Povkouevog O yop
TOMTIG TOV TOPOVIWV 00 S1dGoKeL Th Swplopéva, AL TPoOg Tolg
EPWTMVTOG TEPLEPYOTEPOVG KOL TOVG AGYOUG TTPOPAAAETAL.

L1, B2, P3

I. &v T®de @ PPMw : &v 8¢ t® PP P3 | lacunam statui post cogiov |

3. poPdddetar scripsi : mpofddinton codd. | 5. & dwwpiopéva scripsi : T i)
dpopéva codd. | 6. mpofdihetar scripsi : mpopdiintar L1B2, mpoopdiintan P3

"Exfoi) tob Ieplove kai dwotpifn €v toig Tvdikoig mpog TG To
Baohéwg aDAUG UETH TOV PILOGOPOV KOl TAV TPOONKOVIWV TOUTOV.

L1, B2, P3
2. tovtwv P3
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Evtotfa 6 Tleplove t@ @ihm adTod KOTOUOVAG TO GVEKQPOPO (PO~
vepdg moTeVoag MG QLAETTOL QUMDY Kal dmooeletol TOV aitot Oi-
otaypov. kol Gomep TG YEWPYOg UmEp ToU TL TOV AYPLOV UETApU-
teboon SEVOPWV PBOVAOUEVOG EVTUYXAVEL TIVE XWPLD EmTNdelw Katd
TOV ToUTOU OKOTOV KOl TTpOTEPOV UEv kpllol mav & T &v ékeloe
gmpun §) avaguey akoviddec, €107 obtwg movel mepl GV Povhetal
netakevrpilewy, oltw 0N kai 6 IMeplovt mav doov elg dethiav &ToTL-
vaEduevog €k Tob uhelv Kol (uhelobol kal Bnoaup@d AverTioTy TQ
QLMD TEPLITUY MV AVELKEL TOV ToBovuevov Onoaupov.

L1, B2, P3

3. 100 T :tov T L1, toutt B2 | 6. émugiy scripsi : megiy codd. | avaguiv :
avevpuev L1B2 | dxaviddeg Sjoberg

"HOomoleltan @ QM@ PNUocy Nmiolg Tpodg T QUAKIY Tolg aKovou-
ow gvruylav Kol pdg YVOOLV CUVIEIVOUOL TOU TTPOKELUEVOL OKOTOD
<kol> oognvelayv. vOelkvuol 8¢ TTOV okomOvT S TOV EYKEWWEVDY
gvtatifo, APeT®V UVTEPVIKDVTO TUOMV TPAYUATWV TOV KEKTNUEVOV
adTdc.

L1, B2, P3

2. ouvtetvovou scripsi : ovvteivovoa codd. | 3. kal cogprvelav scripsi : cagrvelov
LiB2, v cagiveiav P3 | 4. t@v kexmuévov B2

"Evtatfa deikvvowy 6 @ihog tob Tlepfove modoow apetai giolv, Og
dpeider Sratnpelv 6 kahdg &vOpwmog, altiveg elotv adtar.
L1, B2, P3

I. delkvuol L1 | mdowv dpetdv B2

TO @uAelv TETOMINKE TOMAAKLG POOVOUL.

L1, B2, P3

[poooymv téhog Gprotov EvtadOa, @ile,
ol puotivteg pabete QUAElv ToLg QLAovg.

L1, B2, P3
I. poooymv scripsi : wpooydv codd., mpoéywv Sjoberg

7Q mayida dpotat To Tiide, Efve

wh) Toylda vOeL pot TV yvoow ol
1O YOp QUMKOV TTpOg UMKV Kapdiay
00Ot TPOG OVTH Kol 0KedAvvUoL dOMOUG.

L1, B2, P3
1.0 L1 : & B2, d P3 | noyida P3 : mwayid L1, mayide B2
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[R 8] Tapaforikde dmwodetkviel Tdlv
TOV 00OV DG UAMOTO TTPOG TETPOV AEYWV
™V oikiav otnoavta Gomep EYEPPmV.
v & avaywynv Tig Tapoyag Tavtg

5 attov MepLovt kotavoel, @ @ike,
™y 8¢ métpav dplota TOV TOUTOV QIAOV,
DOOV VOUVEXDG TPOCEPELONG TV YVDOLY
axopdvtog Etvye 10 ToHoVUEVOU.

L1, B2, P3
1. mapaflkde B2

[R 9] "Q @ukag Gprotov, Quhelv @uisicOo!
VrtEp ToU QUAETV Trtpodtdotvalt ToAAKLG
avip toyupds, toxvpoyvouwv uariov,
Kai Oovelv pokpivorto UmEp ToU QLAov.

5 el 8¢ mop’ Ivdel, Kal tadta @uliilg dAing,
<...>
Kol wavra kowvov: vmepPalvel yap Adyou.

L1, B2, P3
I. guelv : edv P3 | 5-6 lacunam statui

MARC D. LAUXTERMANN
Exeter College, Oxford University
(marc.lauxtermann@exeter.ox.ac.uk)
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