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Homeric Scholarship in the Pulpit: The Case of Eustathios’ Sermons

Maroula Perisanidi (Leeds) and Oliver Thomas (Nottingham)

Introduction

Many classicists are familiar with Eustathios (c. 1115-95) through his huge Homeric
commentaries or Parekbolai. He is thought to have composed these, along with studies of
Pindar, Aristophanes, and Dionysius the Periegete, while working as a teacher in
Constantinople, and he continued to revise them later in life while archbishop of
Thessalonike.! Quite different parts of Eustathios’ output, however, have attracted attention
from Byzantinists, particularly his formal orations delivered before emperor Manuel | once
Eustathios attained the position of Master of the Rhetoricians (c. 1168), his ecclesiastical
writings as archbishop from c. 1178, and his history On the Capture of Thessalonike (1186).2

Few attempts have been made to bridge this disciplinary divide and to discuss the
continuities between the philological and non-philological parts of Eustathios’ oeuvre, as
noted in the call for such work by the editors of a recent volume dedicated to him. Our
investigation of twelve texts by Eustathios which have a good claim to be sermons delivered
in church identified over 100 plausible connections to Homer, of which only 28 had been
catalogued in the apparatus of source-texts provided by Schénauer (2006) and Wirth (1999).
We present here some case-studies that illustrate the mutual benefits of reading Eustathios’
Homeric scholarship and sermons side by side. The commentaries often elucidate Eustathios’
intention when he deploys words or ideas derived from Homer in the sermons. Conversely,

the sermons show how Eustathios put into practice the rhetorical advice on alluding to Homer

We are grateful to the editors, Anthony Kaldellis, Mary Cunningham, and Baukje van den Berg for advice, and
to audiences at the Leeds International Medieval Congress 2017 and in Oxford. MP’s research for this article
was generously funded by the Leverhulme Trust.

! On Eustathios’ career, the dates of his Homeric Parekbolai, and the connotations of that term see Cullhed
2016: 2*—9*; also Schonauer 2006: 3*—24*,

2 On Eustathios as an orator, see esp. Stone 2013, with further references. As a bishop: Kazhdan and Franklin
1984: 115-95; Angold 1995: 179-96; Merianos 2008.

% Katsaros, Pontani and Sarris 2017: 3. Their volume does not, however, focus on responding to that call. Before
they wrote, we had identified Eustathios’ uses of Homer in his sermons as a fruitful area of collaboration
between a scholar interested in the twelfth-century Byzantine church (MP) and one interested in Homeric
scholarship (OT). For examples of scholarship which do discuss such continuities, see Ronchey 1991, and
briefer comments in Stone 1999; Theodoridis 2001: 232—34; Cullhed 2016: 22*-23*. The most useful study of
Eustathios’ classical citations is Kolovou 2006: 25*—75%, focusing on the wittier context of his letters.



PREPRINT: forthcoming in BICS 2020

that is a recurrent feature of his commentaries.* Moreover, divergences between the two
sources speak to wider questions about how applicable Eustathios thought certain Homeric
values were within the society of his own day.

We skirt here the potential difficulties of identifying which of Eustathios’ works count
as ‘sermons’ by concentrating on three secure pre-Lenten homilies edited by Schdnauer,
which she dates to ¢. 1176 (no. 1), perhaps to 1185 (no. 5), and to ¢. 1194 (no. 7).% A less
tractable difficulty is the extent to which the surviving written texts reflect what was
delivered orally to a congregation. This will affect our view of Eustathios’ imagined
audience, their likely level of awareness of Homer, and so the likely impact of his Homeric
references. Two considerations suggest that the extant texts are broadly representative of the
rhetorical strategies of actual preaching. Sermons, including these, were often preserved in
anthologies in part because there was a market of priests who wished to borrow ideas for their
own homilies.® Secondly, the texts contain markers of oral performance, such as frequent
addresses to the audience (often & adehqoi, ‘brethren’), which show that Eustathios was
concerned to give the flavour of a live sermon, even if he was composing a ‘desk-homily’ or
if he made substantial changes for publication.” Nevertheless, we will be cautious about
drawing conclusions about the audience’s appreciation of the sermons’ Homeric
intertextuality, and focus more on the author’s practice. This will include features of both
technique and purpose — how Eustathios alludes to Homeric material in the sermons and why

he saw fit to do so.

Homeric words out of context

4 For this feature see Comm. 1l. i.3 on readers who wish to make apt mapaniokoi (Hermogenes’ term for
weaving in poetic references) in rhetoric, or to imitate Homer’s writerly craft; also Niinlist 2012b, Cullhed 2016:
17*-25* We cite Eustathios’ commentaries using the pagination of van der Valk 1971-87 and Stallbaum 1825-
26.

5 Schonauer 2006: 65*, 72*, 75*. The first would be from Constantinople, the later two from Thessalonike. For
introductions to Byzantine homiletics and the vexed questions of the genres of homily and the processes of
entextualization, see Cunningham and Allen 1998, Antonopoulou 2013: 188-91, and for the earlier period
Mayer 2008: 570-72.

& Many of Eustathios’ sermons are preserved in Scorialensis Y.I1.10 (Andrés 265), an anthology of 12th-c.
rhetoric: Schonauer 2006: 29*-33*. For the uses of homilies at different parts of their lifecycle, see Mayer 2008:
575-77, Antonopoulou 2013: 188-92, Cunningham 2016: 83-98.

" For what it is worth, Eustathios disparages the common practice of revision before publication in his
Epitaphios for Manuel I, §33. On this text, with a valuable emphasis on the aural pleasures of Eustathios’
rhetoric, see Bourbouhakis 2017.
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Some of Eustathios’ uses of Homeric phrasing in his sermons primarily vary or heighten the
register, and add to his rhetorical authority, without drawing on the Homeric context to lend
interpretative depth to the point being made. The most influential rhetorical treatises at
Eustathios’ time were those ascribed to Hermogenes of Tarsus, whom Eustathios cites by
name a dozen times in his commentaries. Hermogenes’ Types of Style discusses at length how
an orator can incorporate ‘sweetness’ (yAvkvtng) into a speech using elements of poetic lexis
or quotations. Elsewhere Hermogenes hints more obliquely that poetic diction can confer
other qualities, especially grandeur (uéyebog). The spurious On the Method of Force also
contains (ch. 30) a discussion of how orators can incorporate epic, focusing not on effect but
on technique, namely the contrast between verbatim citation and the seamless adaptation of a
reference to a new context.® An example from Eustathios’ pre-Lenten sermons where a
Hermogenean analysis in terms of stylistic ‘sweetness’ is apt is 5.627, where the Homeric
collocation mioveg aypoi (‘rich fields’) decorates a description of the worldly benefits that
God can bestow.®

However, a striking number of instances do more than bring variety in rhetorically
suitable ways. To take one where we catch Eustathios using citations self-consciously, near
the start of the same sermon he comments on his struggle to find original ways of discussing
the upcoming fast (5.46-50):

mheioveg, otpot, Adyor T To1odToV GyadoV ETpryay To VIOTELTIKY TopayyEANOVTEC Hep
@optnyoi vijeg dyaddv mAnbovoal v OdAaccay Etepov: d0gv, vemtdng HeEV del
QUAOVIEVIC DOTIC, AmaonC O TolTNG évvoiag KavTadbo moAlakig apatevdeiong, O on

Aéyetan, Kol undepdc atpintov mepileleiupévne, okvov EALoyov Exm AoAETV. ..

More speeches, | think, have worn out this type of good thing by recommending the
practice of fasting than cargo ships brimming with goods have carved the sea. Hence,
since the newest song is always favoured, and the wagon-journey of this notion, as the
saying is, has often been undertaken in its entirety right here, and none of it remains

untrodden, my hesitation to preach is fitted with reasoning [...]

8 ‘Sweetness’: Rabe 1913: 330-39; Wooten 1987: 75-81. ‘Grandeur’: Rabe 1913: 326, 38690, 408. See also
the 11th-c. commentators John of Sicily and Gregory of Corinth in Walz 1832-36: vi.399-402, vii(2).1320. For
Hermogenean principles in Eustathios” panegyrics see Stone 2001; Karla 2007: esp. 89. For Hermogenes and
the Parekbolai see Lindberg 1977.

°1I. 23.832, Od. 4.757, 8.560. The formula is also represented in early elegy (Tyrt. fr. 10.3, Phoc. fr. 7.1) and
borrowed by later hexameter (Ps.-Theoc. 25.96, Or. Sib. 3.580).
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Schonauer overlooks the allusion to Odyssey 1.351-52 (dowdnv pdAlov nkieiovs’ avOpwmot
| ] 116 ... veotdn aueuréAntat), where Telemachus defends Phemius’ choice to sing of the
Greek returns from Troy on the grounds that people talk about the newest song in circulation;
nor does she connect the idea of finding an ‘untrodden’ area for the ‘wagon’ of speech to the
advice given to Callimachus to choose an “untrodden’ path for his chariot of poetry (Aet. fr.
1.28, also with érputtoc).l® These allusions, the explicit reference to a source-base for the
rare verb aupa&evm (‘to travel by wagon’), the trite poeticism of ships ‘cutting’ the sea, and
the usage of T\bw (‘to be full’) outside the few idioms in which it was admitted into prose,
present the listener with a tissue of pre-existing literary language. This supports the main
idea: as a preacher, Eustathios struggles to find an original way to discuss fasting; similarly,
as a scholar, though he can take us beyond the usual register of Byzantine prose, he can only
find tried and tested phrases to describe the difficulty of being original, whether he turns

towards Homer for inspiration or towards the un-Homeric path of Callimachus.

While in that passage it is helpful to recognize that the literary quality of Eustathios’
language supports his point, little is gained if an audience-member can identify the allusion to
a precise scene in Odyssey 1. Nor does Eustathios’ reference betray anything distinctive about
his interpretation of that scene.*? The situation is different in many other passages. We will
return to sermon 5 later, but first we discuss a trio of passages from sermon 1, where the

interplay with Eustathios’ commentaries is more straightforward.

Three interactions between sermon 1 and the commentaries

Sermon 1 contains a central section devoted to the importance of the purity of one’s mouth,
in terms of what comes out of it as well as what goes into it. Eustathios urges that especially

during Lent one should watch one’s language (1.431-37):

10 Eustathios cites Aet. fr. 1.26 at Proem on Pindar 23. Pindar himself preceded Callimachus in receiving advice
to steer clear of the ‘trodden wagon-road” of Homer (fr. 52g.11 un tpurtov kot’ aupa&rov), but it seems unlikely
that Eustathius had access to this poem, or to the similar idea of Choerilus fr. 2.

11 This paradox of erudition leads to another: Eustathios’ hesitation to speak is #\Aoyoc, it ‘contains logos’, i.e.
is reasoned. But logos is also the word for ‘speaking’.

12 In Comm. Od. i.66 = Cullhed 2016: 29295, Eustathios focuses on listing parallels, mainly culled from his
beloved Athenaeus (1.25f, 3.122c, 14.623e).
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ypeia toivov Nuiv év taig vnoteialg [...] mopampeicat [...] doa anyalel pev éx
Babéwv kapdiag, EkPAvlet 6& d1i 6TONATOG, OTTOTOV Tl KOl TO PAAGEN OV Kod
VPpilotikov kai Aoidopov, [...] un [...] 10 kabapov tdv dpvnpiov Entapattopey

éneoPol@v dypeldtrl.

Hence during fasts we must watch out for all that wells up from the depths of the
heart and gushes out through the mouth, things such as profanity, effrontery and
insults, [...] lest [...] we perturb the purity of our hymns with the unsuitability of
verbal outbursts.

The word translated ‘verbal outburst” here, érecfoAia, occurs once in Homer, where it is
used of Telemachus trying to avoid an outburst in front of his superior Menelaus (Od. 4.159);
the cognate adjective énecforoc is used once of Thersites (1l. 2.275). Thereafter the stem
remains very rare.’® The formation of both words, with the archaic way of compounding an s-
stem noun (§mog > éneo- not €mo-) and the use of that noun’s poetic sense (‘word’, rather than

‘verse, epic’) mark them as drawn from the registers of archaic poetry.!*

Eustathios’ word-choice needs to be viewed within the context of the Homeric
scholarship that existed in his day. The Odyssey gives no reason to tie énesBolia directly to
insults; Telemachus is more likely to fear an over-emotional outpouring of grief for the
breakdown of his home. However, the application of énesBolog to Thersites, in a description
of how he used to insult his superiors, dominated the imagination of readers, to the point
where énecPoliio was not taken as a term for word-slinging (with or without insults) but as a
term for aggressive language. Telemachus’ avoidance of énecfoAia was interpreted
accordingly: on the scholia’s reading, the point was not that he wanted to avoid uttering
insults himself, but that he thought it inappropriate to repeat the language of Penelope’s
suitors in front of Menelaus. Eustathios includes this interpretation in his commentary, but
critically.’> He emphasizes instead what he sees as the etymological coherence of three words

combined in the sermon: éresPoria, Pracenuio, and Aowdopio. He took énecfoiria

13 TLG offers just three other occurrences from the 12th century outside Eustathios and lexicography. Tzetzes
Carm. II. 1.340 clearly reflects lIliad 2, but has been flipped to refer to Odysseus attacking Palamedes.
Anacharsis or Ananias uses énecBorio and (separately) mentions Thersites. The other instance is from
Eustathios’ pupil Michael Choniates (Carm. 1.280, Moses praying amid his detractors).

14 ¥y7 Hrd.(?) 2.275b correctly compares éyyéc-modoc, ‘spear-brandishing’. Eust. Comm. 1l. iii.770 takes that to
have an additional sigma, and probably thought énec- was based on the dative plural &reot.

15 ¥ Od. 4.159b1, which also suggests the sense ‘initiating words’, from &roc + eicBoAy. Both ideas are repeated
but set aside at Comm. Od. i.156.41-44.
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(correctly) to derive from &rog + PaAro, a ‘volley of words’; Bracenuia (incorrectly) from
BaAlo + efjuc, another ‘volley of words’; and Aowopia (again incorrectly) from Aoyog +
36pv, a ‘verbal spear’.1® This implicit etymological connection helps to explain why
Eustathios thought of éresBolia in his denunciation of insults and the kind of profanity that
falls within the Christian conception of ‘blasphemy’.

There is some benefit here for a listener who can identify the Homeric antecedents,
with or without the scholia’s forced interpretation of Telemachus’ énecfoAia. Both passages
suggest that ‘outbursts’ betray a lack of the self-control proper to an adult male — whether that
is a sign more of temporary immaturity (as in Telemachus’ case) or of a more deep-rooted
character-fault (as with Thersites and the suitors). However, one might wonder whether
Eustathios expected many in his congregation to appreciate the etymological connection of
the different words he used, whose main effect is to reiterate the message to ensure

comprehensibility.

A few minutes later in the same sermon comes a second point of contact with the
commentaries, this time showing Eustathios putting into practice his suggestions about how

Homer can be used in public speaking (1.477-78):

&l 82 kol émi TAéov ai kakion adTon GuVTEivOoVTo KOl S10 TOGdV, & PAsLY, 1} TACIG
yivorto, 8mhwv pe Bapuydodmmy auel kTHmog odate Paiier mpoopduevov ola Td

évtedlev Kaxd.

If these vices [i.e. those cognate with bad-mouthing each other] should intensify even
further and ‘stretch the full octave’, as they say, ‘the beat’ of thunderous arms ‘strikes

around my ears’ as I foresee what kind of troubles will follow.

The language slips into clearly poetic forms, without any apology or attempt to gloss.!” The
rare poetic adjective Baptvydovnog (‘thunderous’) is used by two authors about whom
Eustathios wrote — Pindar (Ol. 6.81, 8.44; Pyth. 4.210) and Dionysius the Periegete (l. 770).

16 Comm. Od. i.156, repeated in Comm. Il. i.334. The derivation of BAacenpioc is shared with Et. Gen. f132, that
of Aodopia with Et. Gud. p.373.

7 Note in particular the y in BapvySovmog, tmesis of aueiBaider, and obaza for dta. ‘As they say’ points to a
written source for the musical metaphor of a stringed instrument tuned over an octave. As Schonauer notes, this
could be from Plato Rep. 432a, where ‘stretching across the octave’ of society relates to the creation of civic
harmony rather than discord.
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apol ktomog ovata PdAdet (‘strikes around my ears’) is drawn from Iliad 10.535, where the
return of Odysseus and Diomedes from their night-raid is heralded by the footsteps of
Rhesus’ stolen horses.® In his commentary, Eustathios had noted the utility of the phrase in
the context of anticipated battle-preparations (Comm. Il. iii.125 &nep ypriowov pndijvon gig
eamopévny ndymc dtaokevnv). Just so in the sermon he is warning of the dangers of civil

strife if slander gets out of hand.

Just before this, Eustathios describes derogatory language as a family of wrongs
(1.464-70):

&l mov Onpiov v moTeLjvoL KaTd TOVG TAAML AGYOVS KoKOV TOAVGVUVOETOV, 00 AE®V
MEV TO TPOGOEY, TO 0 KATOTTLY OPAK®Y, TO 0 Aowmov yipaipa TvEOLGd TE Kol
¢kmépmovoa TP, 1V Gv T010DTOV Tt Koi ToDTO, TPodyovToc eV pOdVov, dv Kai Ostéov
€lg Aéovta 510 TO £VESPELTIKOV KOl dpAGTNPLOV, EPETOUEVNG O S1aPOATG doEl Kai
dpdiovtog d1d TO VEEPTOV Kol &V TG AeANOOTL Sakvnpov, TG & cukopavtiag HoM Kol

€lg Eueaveg avakalovong To Thg ExOpag Eumupov.

If there was, if ancient stories are to be believed, a vicious composite beast, whose
front part was a lion, the rear a snake, and the rest a goat breathing and emitting fire,
this would be the same kind of thing, with envy leading the way (one should assign
this the lion’s part, because of its qualities of ambushing and taking action), slander
following (like a snake, because it creeps up and bites one unawares), and false

accusation now fanning into the open the fiery heart of enmity.

Here the paraphrase of Iliad 6.181-82 (npdcfe Aéwv, 6mibev 8¢ dpakmv, péoon 8¢ yipopa, |
dewvov amomveiovoa Topog pévog aibopévoro) simplifies several of the more obscure lexical
items: 6mBev (“in the rear’) becomes 10 ¢ koromy, the compound verb dronveiovoa with its
metrical lengthening is simplified to ntvéovca, and the poetic word pévoc (‘force’) is avoided.
Again there is a direct connection to Eustathios’ advice about how to interpret and reuse the
lines, which in this case is extensive. One interpretation is that the Chimera is an allegory of

what he calls ‘composite’ spiritual vices, such as hedonism mixed with a quick temper, and it

18 In adapting the line Eustathios has changed the source of noise from the tramp of ‘swift-footed horses’ (inmowv
dronddmv) to armour. He may have been inspired by the similarity of dmlwv (‘armour’) and 6mA@v (‘hooves’),
as well as by the partial assonance of ®@xvrdédwv and Bapvydodmwv.
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can hardly be coincidence that the same unusual adjective (roAvcvvOetog) occurs in the
passage quoted above.!® In contrast with the example of sound beating around the ears,
Eustathios’ application of the Chimera in the sermon slightly extends the advice of the

commentary, to vices not explicitly mentioned there.

We have seen that in this allusion to the Chimera Eustathios used a simplifying
paraphrase, and applied the image in a way similar but not identical to his earlier rhetorical
advice. How recognisable was the allusion among Eustathios’ congregation, and how might it
have contributed to his wider rhetorical purposes? He vividly maps the dangers of bad-
mouthing onto a monster that was still occasionally being portrayed in Byzantine art.2’ Some
of his audience would probably have known, from the continued circulation of such myths
through iconography and in wider society, or specifically from their schooldays, the narrative
trajectory within which the Chimera occurs: she is the dragon which Bellerophon must slay in
an archetypal quest-narrative. The implication is therefore that the Christian must set out to
slay slander; thus, pagan mythology is put into a relationship of exemplarity with the
Christian present. This implicit attribution of warrior-like qualities to the congregation fits a
widespread pattern in Christian authors of using the images of the soldier and athlete of

Christ to describe the struggle of the faithful against evil.?

These three references to Homer within a short passage of sermon 1 raise several
points about the relationship between Eustathios’ Homeric scholarship in his commentaries
and his homiletic uses of Homeric language. The commentaries help us understand the
connection of thought when Eustathios discusses érecfoliot in the context of insults, while
the sermon gives examples of what Eustathios intended when he gave advice on how to quote
and adapt Homer, with the example of the Chimera showing the versatility of those
recommendations. The three examples present different approaches to making the allusions

‘accessible’ to an audience: the point about énecPolia is also reiterated in simpler terms, the

19 Comm. 1l. ii.281-84, at 282.5; Eustathios also comments on how the lines can be quoted against a short-
tempered speaker. In his encomium of Michael Hagiotheodorites he took the Chimera as an image of the
composite ills of poverty (Or. n.271, Wirth 1999: 150). = D 6.182, faced with the problem of understanding the
Chimera’s physiology, already mentions the solution that the three species are symbolic, but with each
representing one aspect of a single monster’s character. In Ps.-Palaephatus Incr. 28 the Chimera is ‘really’ a
mountain where different animals live.

20 For two manuscript illuminations on this theme from the period 1050-1150, see Weitzmann 1951: 2426,
figs. 23-24. For earlier examples in other media, see Weitzmann 1979: 165-66 with further references.

21 Both of these themes appear in another of Eustathios’ pre-Lenten homilies (5.115-75). Eustathios explicitly
drew the inference from an allegorical reading of the Chimera as a multiform vice to Bellerophon as a
noboktdvog ‘killer of passions’ (Comm. I1. ii.283); for that word’s Christian implications in this context see
Kolovou 2017: 106-07. The extent to which Bellerophon’s conquest of a dragon was Christianized needs
further work, but see Hanfmann 1980: 85-87.
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lines about the Chimera are tailored to suit formal prose, while the half-verse from Iliad 10 is
complicated by the addition of another poetic word, apvydovmog. Finally, the whole
narrative trajectory of the Chimera myth has a relevance which Eustathios leaves implicit —

one which invites his congregation to accept the conquering role of Bellerophon.

Combining Homeric passages in sermon 5

For our next case-study we return to sermon 5, whose latter part is devoted to one of
Eustathios’ favourite topics, an attack on the money-lenders of Thessalonike.?? Again, the
Iliad provides a model for the Christian battle, the commentaries elucidate some apparently
strange connections in the sermon, and the sermon shows some rhetorical advice from the
commentaries in action. But this case goes beyond what we have seen previously in terms of
the coherence with which Eustathios applies his understanding of the connections between

[liadic passages.

The implications of the Homeric references will come out most clearly if we start with
5.932-37:

evlafodpat pq mote SLEKOAMG TOAC MUETEPALS EVYOAC AvTIBNoOVTOL, €1 KOl U TIVEG
8ot TTwyol, GAL’ obV oi ypemkomovuevol, od¢ 0&gian 6dHvan dvvovory, O o1
AéyeTan, KoTo TG lepd¢ eimelv @dvoveag kal £yyilovoag Tod Tekelv, Sl TOV
ammplov tokov, TOV EKPLAOV, TOV Beopiot), TOV Tapd PLGLY, TO KAKIoTOV Onpiov TO
TAUPEYOV, 00 HUPLAKIS HEV KaOVAUKTAGOUEY BG0 Kol ADoeNTHPES KOVEC, 0DK

goyopev 0 oUT® ToD POAE0D EKoTdc €iG OV KpOTTETAL.

| am cautious in case our prayers may be met with anger, if not by any other paupers
then at least by lenders facing defaults. ‘Sharp pains enter’ them, as the phrase is, like
women who, to use sacred language, ‘feel labour-pangs’ as they near birth. This is
because of their sinful form of increase, wild, God-hated, unnatural — the most evil,
omnivorous beast, against which we ten thousand times have barked like rabid dogs,

but have been unable even so to pluck it from the lair in which it hides.

22 On Eustathios’ attitude towards money-lending, see Merianos 2008: 185-99. For a wider twelfth-century
perspective, see Laiou 1991: 261-300.
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The passage contains two striking comparisons: lenders who miss out on repayments
resemble women in labour, and Eustathios himself resembles a rabid dog. The former rests on
a pun on toéxog, ‘increase’ as both ‘birth’ and ‘interest’, and draws on a fusion of two pre-
existing comparisons. Eustathios references the ‘sacred’ language with which Isaiah
compares past suffering to labour-pangs (Is. 26:17, mg 1} @divovoa. £yyilel tod tekeiv), while
0&elon &° 66vvan ddvov recalls lliad 11.268—-72, where Agamemnon is compared to a woman
in labour after he has suffered a spear-wound; the ‘sharp pains entered” him, and he is forced
to retire from the battlefield.?® The Homeric words are not being used merely as a patch of
striking language. Listeners who could identify the source would appreciate that its context
underlines Eustathios’ desire to battle the usurers and force them into retreat. However, the
pain felt by the lenders is more paradoxical than that of Agamemnon: it resembles that of a

woman approaching natural toxoc, but arises when they lose out on their unnatural toxog.

Eustathios amplifies this idea of him replicating the Trojans’ momentum during the
central part of the Iliad by means of the second image, where he casts himself as a pack of
‘rabid’ dogs, using the poetic form Avoontp. This can be traced to Iliad 8.299, where the
Greek chieftain Teucer, speaking to Agamemnon, describes Hector as a wild dog (kxova
Maoontijpa), shortly before being hit by him and forced to retire.?* The image of Eustathios
foaming at the mouth may seem absurdly counter-productive, and to precede a jarring shift in
the following clause to a different image of hunting dogs trying to extract prey from a lair.
But the tone and flow are clarified by Eustathios’ reading of Iliad 8 in his commentary
(ii.591, on Il. 8.338-42):

Ot kavtadBa kuvi mapafdirel Tov “Extopa, o Avcontipt 6€, GAL’ Og teyvitng MV
Onplopoayeiv motel  €ktiBeton 6 ToMTNg eV oVTOS
¢ o’ dte Tic TE KOV GVOG dypiov Mg AéovTtog

dmnton katomobev oot TayEecol TEMOBMG,

23 Comm. 11. iii.193-94 focuses on the etymological and sonic wordplays on 680vn, dbve, ®diveg.

24 Eustathius also uses Avoontip xvmv at 4.34, 10.37, 11.16 in Tafel 1832, explicitly thinking of Homer in the
last case. The hapax Avoontp attained a limited purchase in prose from Late Antiquity on, especially in
combination with ‘dog’. Prodromus Carm. Hist. 15.11 applied the phrase to the ‘Persian’ (i.e. Seljuk) enemy,
preserving the lliadic setup of Eastern rabid dog vs Greek army. Manasses flipped the geography by applying
the term to Diocletian and Maximian raging against Christianity (Brev. 2269). Niketas Choniates alleges that
during the humiliation of Andronikos Komnenos in 1185 the mob called him a Avoontip kdwv as they stoned
him (Hist. 350), which if taken literally would demonstrate the phrase’s currency.
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ioyla te YAoUTOUG TE, EMOGOUEVOV TE OOKEVEL,
¢ "Extop droale kapnKopdmvtog Ayoovg,

aigv dmokteivav 1OV OmicTatov, o1 &’ £péRovTo.

Here too he compares Hector to a dog, though not to a ‘rabid’ one, but one which is
expert in fighting wild animals and does what the poet describes in the following
words: ‘As when a dog, confident in its swift feet, grasps from behind at the haunches
and rear of a wild boar or lion, and watches out as it whirls round, so Hector pursued

the long-haired Achaeans, constantly killing the hindmost, and they were in flight.’

Eustathios rightly notes that Teucer’s comparison of Hector to a rabid dog (8.299) is the
highly tendentious description of an enemy, undermined by the primary narrator in the epic’s
next simile (8.338), where Hector is compared to a trained hunting dog.? The implication for
Eustathios’ sermon, which must have been clearer in oral delivery, is that he is merely
focalizing the lenders’ insults about him when he says ‘rabid’, whereas the subsequent image

of a brave hunting pack is the one he endorses.

This is not the first point of contact with the rivalry of Hector and Teucer in this
sermon. Previously, Eustathios had acknowledged our natural proneness to anxiety (5.765—
66):

@OPov 8¢ TL TAVTOG MUV yyiveTal, TANV GAAL Kol adTO 0VTL TPOSINAOV, AAA’ 00O
apiyvorov.
A kind of fear always arises in us, but even that is not at all clear, nor indeed very

distinct.

25 Eustathios calls Teucer’s comment a ck@dupo (‘taunt’; Comm. 1. ii.584). Kelly 2007: 301-02 explains the
unusual features of this simile compared with other dog-imagery in the Iliad, and infers (in contrast to
Eustathios’ interpretation) that it connotes a certain delusion in Hector’s short-lived aggression.
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He goes on to claim, with further Homeric language, that his preaching prompts the
congregation to discover prayer and faith as a steadfast source of consolation in the face of
these doubts.?® As a result (5.790-92):

Kuplevopey ¢ &v AOTaLg ToladToug Kol Oolg EMKEUEVOLS Apnyavolg Tod déecbat:

déeabat 6& 00 ToD TLYYAVOVTOG GPOVTOPOS, AALG TOD dVVATWTATOV.

We have the power, during such griefs and the intractable fears which hang over us,
of making requests — requests not from any defender, but from the most capable one

of all.

The epicism audvtop (‘defender’) is used of Hector’s divine support from Zeus in lliad
15.610-11. Eustathios” commentary indeed advises that a Christian can adapt the phrasing
there to speak of God’s support (Comm. Il. iii.771). The lines follow immediately from a
description where Hector is said to ‘go berserk’ (naivetar) on the battle-field, with blazing
eyes and a foaming mouth. Eustathios had suggested that these details align Hector with a
wild boar more delicately than a simile would, but the appearance of the ‘rabid dog’ shortly
afterwards in his sermon suggests that a different idea of Hector’s foaming mouth was in his
mind on this occasion.?” The basic sign of Zeus’ support in this sequence of Iliad 15 is the
snapping of none other than Teucer’s new bowstring as he aimed at Hector; the fresh string
was motivated by Hector having smashed Teucer’s last one the previous afternoon (1. 8.324-
34). The snapped string causes Hector to claim that Zeus’ support for the Trojans is
apiyvorog (‘very distinct’, 15.490), the rare poetic adjective which Eustathios used to make
the converse assertion that a Christian’s fears when their trust in God’s help wavers are not

‘very distinct’ (apiyvmrov).?®

26 The idea of consolation is itself expressed by two Homerisms which it had become standard to pair: T0
LoaBikndég (‘the wiper-away of cares’), used in Il. 22.83 of Hecuba’s breast as a comforter to the baby Hector,
and kax®v éniAnbov ambvtwv eappaxov (‘drug which makes one forget all one woes’), from Od. 4.220-21;
already in X D II. 22.83 the gloss on Aafikndrg includes kaxdv andvtov. In the commentaries the drug from
Od. 4 was interpreted as a symbol of friendly conversation and companionship (Comm. Il. iv.578, Comm. Od.
i.160; cf. Plu. Q.Conv. 1.1 614c). The Christian twist in the sermon takes it even further away from Egyptian
magic.

27 Comm. 1l. iii.770-1. Zy7 ex. 11.606b refers to a generic ‘wild animal’.

28 Eustathios comments on the gnomic (i.e. reusable) quality of Hector’s claim, tacitly replacing ‘Zeus’ with
‘god” (Comm. Il. iii.759, an addendum to the material in Kolovou 2017); on the other Iliadic use of apiyvmtog
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These references, two to lliad 8, one to Iliad 11, and two to Iliad 15, therefore reveal
a sensitivity to the possibilities of connecting the Trojans’ successes, and of adopting their
viewpoint rather than the more natural Greek one; at a more detailed level Eustathios, as in
his commentary, connects the two scenes of Hector and Teucer, and the juxtaposed dog-
similes in book 8. Together, these references are combined into a coherent picture of
Eustathios leading the Christians of Thessalonike to fight with prayer against both fear and
usury, as Hector led the Trojans against the Greeks, confident of support from Zeus.?® The
usurers will, like Agamemnon, be wounded and retreat, and like Teucer will be able only to
denigrate their opponent’s bravery as a sign of madness, in the face of overwhelming divine
support. It is unlikely that many in Eustathios’ congregation made these connections in real
time. But the example still shows that his sermons rest in part on nuanced readings of Homer,
involving a combination of multiple passages which is notoriously difficult to fit into the

commentary format.*

Negotiating social values: Squints in sermons 5 and 7

The examples so far have little to say about one important question: how do Eustathios’ uses
of Homer in his sermons show him navigating between two starkly different sets of social
values — those of the heroic world and those of his own time? We came closest to this
question in observing that certain types of Iliadic heroism are reconfigured to suit the
struggles of Eustathios and his congregation against various vices as construed by the
Church. Our final example is a case-study of one such value, namely the contrasting attitudes
to impairment expressed in the commentaries and the pre-Lenten sermons, with an emphasis
on squints in sermons 5 and 7.3t These both feature the Homeric word mapapidy, ‘having a

squint, looking aside’.

(13.72) he observes that it can be adapted and quoted when there is a small indication of a significant divine
intervention (iii.441). At iii.756 he notes how the two Hector—Teucer scenes are connected by the detail of
Teucer’s new bowstring; the point is derived from Aristonicus (Zapr 15.470a).

29 This is not to claim that such coherence extends across the whole sermon. At 5.131 Eustathios asserts that his
preaching can endow a Christian ‘soldier’ only with much thinner armour that the Bible itself can. This thin
armour would leave him ‘spiritually linen-corseleted’, Aivobdpag, a reference to lliad 2.529 where Oilean Ajax
is more lightly armed than his namesake. The congregation thus have potentially Iliadic heroism, but this time
stay on the Greek side.

%0 For a comparable combination of Homeric sea-similes in Eust. Ep. 28, see Kolovou 2006: 45*—46*.

31 Impairments are certainly not the only such issue available for discussion. We merely sketch here a more
theological one. At 5.964-65 (shortly after the passage cited above about t6xoc), Eustathios emphasizes the
cruelty of keeping people in a cycle of debt by adapting Eurylochus’ arguments for eating the cattle of the Sun:
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Eustathios had a special interest in the eyes, both as a classicist and as a bishop. He
told his students that rhetorical principles call for a description of a person to start from the
head and especially from the eyes, its ‘most honourable’ part (Comm. Il. i.315); Homer
followed this both in the praise of Agamemnon’s physique and in the mockery of Thersites
(1. 2.478, 217). On the other hand many preachers, ever since John Chrysostom, had focused
on the eyes as a gateway to sin.®? As Eustathios himself put it, a temperate man averts his
eyes from certain things, ‘lest his vision, clutching at them, should pull down the whole man
from the godly height, like a violent rope, and lower him to the Tartarus of perdition’ (sermon
5.343-45).

In fact in sermon 5 Eustathios has an extensive discussion of what constitutes
‘straight”, i.e. divinely sanctioned, use of the senses, with sight in pride of place.®* He begins
with an argument from nature, explaining that if God has given us two eyes, it is for us to see
without hindrance, and not for sideways glances. However, looking ‘straight” does not mean
staring ahead. Indeed, we were given eyelids in part as a symbol of the need for gates to
guard this entrance of the soul, lest a ‘thieving line of thought’ should sneak in and rob us of
our ‘soul’s God-given treasure’ (5.320-29). In the passage cited above, latching one’s gaze
onto objects of desire may lead to sin; shutting the eyes would be better.3* Later in the
section, Eustathios gives examples of avaricious looks, and includes the word mopoafAdy
(5.517-23):

KEKPYE TIC €Ml AUmeAdVL, Bod Etepog &ml oikiag dpalpéoet, GAAOC, Tt OpoyAvPeiTaL
TO KaT’ aTOV YNO10v: TOALA &€ Kol £TEpal TODTA OPOUAUDY ASIKNUOTO. Kol OVT®
uev oévmméototol motovueda Eml Tolg EPeToig Ny, EvOa 0& 0 uev 0pboc Adyog

npoKaAeitan PAETEWY, 1) 0€ TPoaipeoig AvacTELAEL TO OTTIKOV Tj Katd ExOpav | OPw

‘Grant us to reason that it is better to let one’s gaping brother die once and for all than to let him starve at length
in desperate hunger’ ~ Od. 12.350-51 ‘I would rather gape once at the sea-swell and lose my spirit than be
starved at length on a desert island.” In appearing to endorse Eurylochus’ disastrous advice, Eustathios aligns the
inhumanity of the money-lenders with that of the gods in the Odyssey, who strand Odysseus and his men on
Thrinakia until their supplies run out, then demand the death of the crew despite their efforts to appease Helios.
(On this episode and the question of divine justice see e.g. Bakker 2013: 114-34.) Hence the reference rests on
disapproval of the un-Christian conceptions of justice and mercy among Homeric gods.

32 Leyerle 1993: 159-74; Hatlie 1999: 67-74.

33 5.319-442. After discussing sight, Eustathios adds smell, hearing, taste and touch to the list of bodily
experiences which require a guarded response from good Christians, especially during Lent when fasting meant
not only abstaining from food, but also from a variety of pleasures and temptations that could assail one’s
senses.

34 For a broader discussion of how restricting the physical senses was thought to aid spiritual sensitivity, see
Plested 2017.
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{nuiag A GAAYL Samévnc petpiac: GAL 8kel kod THY 8K YeVETRC TOPAmGY, elnep 0ldv Té
€0TV ElMETY, DIEPTAIOUEY APETV OV WIKPAV KPIVAVTEG, €1 Kol TapaPrOdTeg

TPocEVEXODUEV

One man is yelling over a vineyard, a second shouts about the loss of a house, another
that his plot is having its boundaries fiddled. There are many other such optical
wrongdoings. And so we make ourselves very sharp-sighted about things we desire.
However, where correct reason calls on us to look, but our will retracts the power of
vision — from enmity, or fear of punishment or even of a moderate cost — there we
surpass even congenital blindness, if one can put it so, when we judge our virtue to be

no little thing, even though we are carried along ‘looking aside’.

Already near the start of the section, Eustathios said of the ‘straight’ aim of spiritual progress
(5.338-40):

... Omoiav 0O povov OPOUALOC Exely dmarteital, 0O 8& TODG, OC EMAVETTOL IGTAUEVOG
&v T kot 0gov gufOTTL (cf. Ps. 25:12), ov d¢ kapdia, fjv Toic Exovoty dyabiver 6
KOP10¢ KaTA TOV iep®dS YaAlovta (Ps. 125.4), dAld Tpo TavTov Kol £l TAGV O TOIg
TOL0VTOIG EMOTAT®V VOOG Kol TPOoBorAdEVOS TOV e0OVPpOva, O¢ 0UTe TapaPAEmet
otpafilmv, od uiv od & ALV TV TpdToV, Kb’ dv Aéyorto dv mapaPrdy. ypn

vap Twva iAemv évopav peta dtakpicemg Osiag. . .

It is not only the eye that is required to maintain such [progress], not only the foot,
which is praised for standing in God’s straightness, not only the heart, which the Lord
makes good for those who have such straightness, according to the holy psalmist; but,
first and foremost, the mind, which supervises these body-parts and sets up as its
example the straight-thinking man, who does not look aside by having a squint, nor
indeed in any other way that might cause him to be called ‘sideways-looking’. For

one should be cheerful when having insight with divine discernment.

% In a late addition to his comments on Il. 9.503, Eustathios provides a list of these ways: supplication, a squint,
and looking down one’s nose haughtily (Comm. Il. ii.774).
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Both these passages connect the Homeric word mapafioy to a moral failing to control one’s
eyes. The word is drawn from lliad 9.503 ywiai te pvcai te mapafrdréc T 0@Oaium, Where
the personifications of supplication, the Litai, are ‘hobbling, wrinkled, and mapafidneg in
their eyes’ (understood by Eustathios as ‘having a squint”); these daughters of Zeus follow in
the footsteps of Ate, the personification of delusion and ruin. Outside Eustathios, mapafioy
was a rare word in twelfth-century Byzantium, and where it does occur, the Homeric source
is generally evident through an association with the Litai or with Thersites, whose relevance
is explained below.® In the Homeric scholia and in Eustathios, mopapidy appears only in
association with the Litai.

The scholia give us three different ways in which to understand why, symbolically,

the Litai are mopoapAdmrec:

(1) suppliants have, long before the moment of contrition, ‘overlooked” something
important for which they later ask to be forgiven (Zpt ex. 9.502-03; similarly
Cornutus ND p.12);

(2) suppliants adopt a look designed to incite those they have wronged to pity (XD
9.503; similarly Heracl. QH 37.3);

(3) suppliants, because of their inner contrition, cannot look one straight in the eye
(ZpT ex. 9.503b; similarly Heracl. QH 37.2).

In his commentary, Eustathios prefers the last option (Comm. Il. ii.774), which he also relates

to the wrinkles and limp of the Litai. Homer gives them a squint

... 818 e TV TG DYEMC TOV SLGOTOVUEVOV TAPOTPOTTV KOi 010V S1GTPOPNV, Koi
d1oTL 00y’ TAapOV 10 PAEUUL TOTG Mtalopévolg GAL’, a¢ ginelv, duaPientodoty

gkgivot, 60sv kol 1 Sucwmio TV KAfiow Eayev.®’

... because of the aversion and, as it were, twisting aside, of the gaze of the

shamefaced, and because the look of those who supplicate is not cheerful, but they

3 |t appears on TLG only on 11 other occasions in the 12th century. The Homeric verse is quoted in Prodromos
(Carm. Hist. 56b.26) and Tzetzes (Carm. Il. 2.139), and lightly modified in Anacharsis or Ananias. Topapidy
is associated with Thersites being poAxdg in Balsamon (Epig. 37.25) and Tzetzes (Alleg. pr.651, 2.50, Th. 678,
Chil. 7.884). The other author to use the word is Niketas Choniates (x3, once associating it with lrus).

37 Recall that in the sermon the ‘straight-thinking’ man uses his divine insight ‘cheerfully’ (Aewv), in contrast to
the mapapidy. That contrast relates to this passage, where the Litai being mapafidneg symbolize the
suppliant’s inability to look cheerful (ilapov). Eustathios also uses tapapidy in terms of embarrassment twice
in Or. 10 Tafel.
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‘have bad vision’, so to speak — the idea from which shamefacedness [dvcwmia, lit.

‘bad sight’] got its name.

Eustathios’ Litai are shamefaced, but overall he stresses their role in healing or mending
injuries (1. 9.507 é&axéovtar, Comm. Il. ii.777). They are daughters of Zeus, who in one
allegorical reading symbolizes the divine intellect that brings help to the injured (ii.775). So
although the pitiful external appearance of the Litai represents the shame of those begging

forgiveness, they also represent how those people aspire to rectify their wrongdoing.

This contrasts with the sermon where the term napapAdy was a characteristic of
those looking aside from the correct path, more along the lines of interpretation (1) above.
Why did Eustathios choose a Homeric word while setting aside his stated views on its
original import? This is unlikely to have been a casual choice. Not only are there overlaps
with wording from his commentary (see footnotes 35, 37), there is also a marked fit between
the general handling of the body in the two works: the commentary emphasizes that Homer
has created a rounded image of the suppliant’s body in the Litai; the sermon creates a
complementary holistic image of the person who fails to be ‘straight-thinking’, extending the

lack of straightness to the different senses, the tongue, the feet, the heart, and so on.

We will return to the question of the tone and connotations of TopapAdy in sermon 5,
after considering the questions raised by the word’s use in sermon 7. In sermon 5 the
references to squints are largely metaphorical. But in sermon 7 a literal squint features in the
context of the difference between mockery (ok®dupo) and the preacher’s reproof (Eeyyog).*
Eustathios emphasizes that good Christians should heed constructive criticism and not
confuse it with ridicule (7.589-94):

0 otpafilov dueavdg, £av drodon edomdg etval, yeddoOar Kpivel kai TOV Emoveiv
dokodvta pépeetat, oOTm 08 Kai 0 KvAAomodimy, einep 0pOa Padilev Aéyorto: 10 &’
adTo Ko &l TdV AV KoTd oOUA TNPOGEDY- TUES 8&, OV TpdTOG &Yd, auoptiong
gLopmpévol kai povOdvovteg pdg eivar kol HMOEC AmacTpanTely, Sroti 00 VOODUEY,

Ot yehopeba, £6€hopey 6& cuveydg anTo dkovEY €ig Emavov;

3 For Eustathios’ frequent conflicts with his flock see Magdalino 1996.
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If someone with an obvious squint is told that he has fine eyes, he judges that he is
being ridiculed and faults the person who is apparently praising him. So too the ‘club-
footed man’, were he to be said to have an upright gait, and the same with other
bodily impairments. But why do we, and | first among us, when in the murk of our
sins we are informed that there is light and that it is flashing like the sun — why do we
not think that we are being ridiculed, but are eager to be told it continually as

praise?

Eustathios uses the examples of people with physical impairments to emphasize the absurdity
of not recognising one’s spiritual defects. In doing so, he employs another Homeric word,
KvAhomodiwv (‘club-footed’), to which we will return. He then urges his congregation not to

dismiss his admonitions as insults or mockery (7.594-99):

€l 6¢ 0 mapafroy Kol yOAOS Kol 6001g GALOLS 1) KATO GAU ULAPTNTOL TAAGIS,
Oouov avarapfavovcty, 8Te TOTE GKMOMTTOVTOL, KO TIG OTETOL S1TODTA, KOl TOV
gheyyOpevov kai obTem YoAodIEVOV SEOVTMOG AyavaKTEV MC ola mepfpilouevoy,
YWOOKET® 0V KOAMS oiecBat o yap Tantov okdrtestot Kai EAEyyectat: 1O pev yap

ok®upa mailel kuplodlektovuevov, O 8¢ Eleyyoc omovdalet kai d10pHoi.

But if the ‘squint-eyed’, the lame, and all others whose bodily formation contains a
fault, get annoyed whenever they are mocked, and somebody thinks for this reason
that one subjected to reproof and angered thereby is rightfully indignant, on the
grounds of his being affronted, that person should recognize that the thought is
incorrect. After all, being mocked and being reproved are not the same. Mockery,

properly speaking, is in jest, whereas reproof is serious and corrective.

Eustathios reveals an assumption that in Byzantine society those with a physical impairment
(described using mopafroy kol ywlog, two of the physical characteristics of the Litai) might
well be subjected to mockery. In saying that they are justified in getting angry about it, he
distances himself from engaging in such mockery. Indeed, as a bishop Eustathios frequently
expressed his firm adherence to canon law, and canon 57 of the Apostles had decreed: ‘If a
cleric mocks someone who is lame, deaf, blind, or paralysed in the legs, let him be

excommunicated. The same for the laity.” This canon was still valid and the subject of legal
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commentary in the twelfth century.3® Eustathios’ attitude to impairments also comes across in
a memorandum to Patriarch Michael 111 (in office 1170-78), in which he defended the rights

of clerics who were lame or blind to receive support from the Church.*

These sources throw into relief a feature of Eustathios’ commentaries, namely the
repeated suggestions that Homeric words and phrases could be adapted for scoptic purposes
against people with a squint. He makes such suggestions about wéAw tpénev d66€ Pagvd
(‘turned his bright eyes back’) and étépwoe BaA” Suporta (‘cast his eyes elsewhere’).*! Even
the word vpowy (‘dazzling”) can serve this purpose: it normally describes bronze which is
too bright to look at, so visually impaired people could be called vipoy in that they have lost
the full use of their sight. Eustathios categorizes this as a oxontikn napdypnoig (‘jesting
derived use’) and as Pracenpia, ‘derogatory language’.*? Finally, he repeats the scholiasts’
endorsement of Homer’s skill at writing silloi (roughly ‘lampoons’) in the description of

Thersites’ body at lliad 2.217-19.%3

Among Thersites’ features, the first two to be mentioned are of particular relevance
for us. He is @oikdc, which Eustathios interprets, following the tradition, as ‘having a squint’,
derived from @an + &ikw: Thersites either has his own ‘eyes dragged aside’ or “attracts the
eyes’ of others with his squint; this elicits laughter, or potentially pity.** Secondly, Thersites
is ‘lame in one leg’, and Eustathios again follows the scholia in saying that this detail is more
risible than lameness in both legs would be (Comm. 1. i.315; ZapT €x. 2.217¢). In a later

addition, he dissociates Thersites from the club-footed (xvAlomodimv) Hephaestus, whose

39 loannes Zonaras added that individuals with physical impairments should be treated with compassion, assisted
and guided. Since the canon imposes such a severe punishment on laymen, Zonaras believed that clerics had a
greater responsibility to give a good example. Theodoros Balsamon emphasized God’s opposition to the
mockery of the impaired. See Rhalles and Potles 1852; 74.

40 Or. p.425, Wirth 1999: 306. The extent to which Byzantine attitudes were anchored in beliefs such as
impairment being a punishment for sin requires a good deal of further study. For the moment, see Efthymiadis
2017: 396.

4 wéy tpémev dooe pactva: Il. 13.3, 21.415; Eustathios makes his suggestion on both passages (Comm. Il.
iv.531 okdntov 8¢ Tig Kai gig 0pBaiKnY otpaPotnta TO Tolobtov aivifetay, iii.424). Etépwoe BN Supato:
Od. 17.179 with Comm. Od. ii.120.

42 Comm. I1. iii.138. His idea rests on an analysis of vépoy from n- ‘not’ + op- ‘to see’ + omt- ‘visual® (as in Ty
Od. 24.467). The commentaries also take several opportunities to list terms for visual impairment: otpéfoc,
deotpoppévog Tag Syelg, INOG, Thaytopupotog, dhadg, pvildg, and oikdg. This is a much wider set of terms
than is used in the sermons.

43 See esp. i.314 ovk &v T1g aicyiova TovToL dorypdyor &vOpamov. kol 18 THv ToD TomTod dpeThv 0 uévoV €ic
70 éykopaley aAAL Kol €ig 10, mg £ppedn, odhaivewy kol yéyewv, Edvrep NPovAieto, ‘one could not describe a
person uglier than this man. Behold the poet’s skill not only at praise but also at lampooning (as mentioned) and
finding fault, if ever he wanted.” Similarly Xyt ex. 2.212b on Homer as the first writer of silloi.

4 Comm. 1l. i.314. The etymology from @ém + & is found in Ap.S. p.164, Ta Epim. 2.217a, and has long
since been abandoned. For Thersites TopapAidy see already Luc. Adv. Ind. 7; Pollux 2.51 juxtaposes the two
words.
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condition is congenital and allegedly less severe than having an acquired limp (Comm. II.
1.315). Elsewhere he emphasizes that Hephaestus’ club-footedness is not mocking or a feature
of a sillos, two aspects of Homer’s poetic activity emphasized in his discussion of Thersites:
rather, it may be a lesson that the condition is no obstacle to outstanding craftsmanship such
as Achilles’ shield (Comm. Il. iv.193). That comment also mentions the lameness of the Litai
as a parallel, just as ii.775 on the Litai cited Hephaestus as a parallel. As with their sideways
looks, Eustathios gives a positive inflection to Hephaestus’ divine physical impairment, and
he refrains from including either mapafioy or kvilomodiwy among his suggestions about

using Homer for mockery.

Why then did Eustathios choose the Homeric mapofioy and kvAlomodiov in these
contexts in sermons 5 and 7? There is a wider framework of social norms governing the
terminology appropriate for describing physical impairments in given situations. This
framework left room for Eustathios to include ways of making fun of squints within the
didacticism of his commentaries: his students would face various situations where such jibes
were acceptable, including for example, assigning them to a character, self-deprecation about
one’s own physical condition, or the more audacious jokes typical of epistolography.*
However, the same framework, backed up by canon law, was more restrictive about what one
could include in the didacticism of a sermon. There Eustathios speaks of such mockery as a
social phenomenon that existed, but one whose own vision of the human condition of sin was
in urgent need of correction, and one which is opposed to the preacher’s task of reproof and
correction. It therefore makes sense that in sermon 7 he toned down the negative social
connotations of impairment as far as possible by drawing on these two Homeric words, which
in the commentaries he had separated from a mocking tone while arguing that they were
either compatible with great achievements (kvAAomodiwv) or a morally positive symbol of
contrition (mapaprdwy). In sermon 5, where being mapafidy was a metaphorical state
opposed to ‘seeing straight’, the mild and elevated tone may still be operative, and the Litai
may import a further relevant positive connotation that, despite the fallibility of the

congregation, they still have the possibility of successful repentance through prayer.

Conclusion

% For Eustathios’ views on candour, mockery and Homeric humour, see Van den Berg (forthcoming). For
humour in epistolography see Bernard 2015, including (185-86) an example from Psellos where a joke on his
addressee’s physical appearance seems to have been misunderstood; Kolovou 2006: esp. 17*—21*, 73*-75*
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Since Late Antiquity, Byzantine Christianity had maintained a delicate relationship with the
classical heritage. In the 11th and early 12th centuries attempts to fuse the two, particularly
through the application of pagan philosophy to theological topics, had sometimes met with
accusations of, and trials for, heresy.*® But by the latter half of the 12th century, changes in
the values of the elite had led to several significant developments in attitudes to classical
texts, including arise in philological study, changes in curriculum, greater diversity in terms
of the classical genres being imitated, and an intellectual culture which esteemed intensive
quotation of the classics as a rhetorical feature.*” This is evidently the context within which
Eustathios operated in his commentaries.

The relevance of this intellectual milieu for Eustathios’ sermons has generally been
neglected in scholarship, and the points of contact with Homer are many times more frequent
than even Schonauer supposed. Moreover, we hope to have illustrated the intellectual depth,
interpretative potential, and coherence of many of the Homeric references, and the benefits of
interpreting Eustathios’ sermons and commentaries together. The sermons bear many
imprints of his wider thinking about the Homeric poems, often in the form of creative reuse
and recombination of passages which takes us beyond the commentaries. And some parts of
the sermons would be difficult to interpret correctly without having recourse to the Homeric

source and scholarly traditions surrounding it.

As studies of Homeric intertextuality go, this has been an author-centred affair. As we
observed in the introduction, there is room to doubt the extent to which our texts match what
Eustathios delivered in church, and this limits the scope for conjectures about how many
listeners in Constantinople or Thessalonike would have unpicked the intertexts in detail, or
for inferences about the level of Homeric knowledge in wider society. We might expect the
circulated versions to have had some influence on subsequent practices, such as the late
sermons of Eustathios’ student Michael Choniates.*® However, any such influence was
subject to many wider historical factors, such as the cultural change following the sack of

Constantinople in 1204. This remains the subject for another study, as does the question of

%6 See e.g. Sevéenko 1980: 53-73; Agapitos 1998. On the trials, see Trizio 2017.

47 On philological scholarship: Pontani 2015: 355-93. Kaldellis 2007: esp. 225-316, interprets the historical
changes underlying these developments. On citation-culture, see Kolovou 2006: 25*-28*; also Reinsch 1998,
with examples from the Alexiad.

48 Compare also the argument of Saxey 2009 that Niketas Choniates paid attention to the contexts of his
Homeric sources in presenting Andronikos as like Odysseus.
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how Eustathios combined citations from multiple authors to work together to further the

themes of his sermons.

Many of Eustathios’ Homeric references are not just for stylistic elevation, but are
integrated into fundamental homiletic ideas such as the articulation of the preacher’s
relationship with the congregation, and the latter’s relationship with God. Several lliadic
presentations of war are repurposed for the Christian’s spiritual fight, but with other issues it
required more careful adaptation to bring out points of contact. In the case of the words
napaPray and kvilonodimv, we identified a degree of restraint that Eustathios exercised in
the sermons, which led him to modify his previous handling of these and related words to suit
the requirements of genre and occasion. Exploring this dynamic for other cases that are
similarly embedded in complex social and religious values will be another fruitful avenue for

research on the practical rhetorical uses of classical scholarship in the period.
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