P. GR. VINDOB. 29788C: HEXAMETER ENCOMIUM ON AN
UN-NAMED EMPEROR

It is now fifty years since Hans Gerstinger published the editio princeps of a Vienna papyrus
containing hexameter poems by, as he believed, Pamprepius of Panopolis.! Out of seven
fragments Gerstinger, working with H. Ibscher, was able to restore one binion of a codex (P. Gr.
29788A—B). A separate leaf (P. Gr. 29788C) was presumed by the restorers to come from the same
codex as the binion.2 The binion contains (1) a hexameter idyll evoking the successive moods of
Nature on a day in spring or autumn, (2) a hexameter encomium on the patrician Theagenes of
Athens, (3) letters nos. 80 and 9o by St. Gregory Nazianzen. Lines from another hexameter poem
are partly legible on two fragments which together constitute the top of the first page of the
binion. The only trace of an author’s name in the binion is the genitive-ending o]y in the title of
the encomium on Theagenes. The separate leaf (P. Gr. 29788C) preserves some fifty lines from a
second hexameter encomium, but has been torn in such a way that the line-beginnings are missing
from the Verso and the line-endings from the Recto; the names of the author and the addressee
have not survived. Gerstinger’s opinion that the hand is the same throughout and the writing of a
style current in the fifth and sixth centuries has not been challenged.? It has seemed to me
unnecessary to reproduce in fuller detail the description of the papyrus given in the editio princeps.
Should this not be available to the reader, ample information may be found in the reviews by
Maas, Korte and Keydell.# Gerstinger’s attribution of the poems to Pamprepius was greeted by
these and other critics with reactions varying from reserve to trenchant scepticism.> There is
reason to connect the encomium on Theagenes with Pamprepius, since the two were in Athens at
the same time, Theagenes as archon, Pamprepius as a grammaticus. But even if we accept that
Pamprepius wrote the encomium, the idyll is of higher quality, as Keydell and Maas noted, and
might well be the work of a different poet. Doubt concerning the attribution has persisted, and
Gerstinger’s title-page remains virtually the only place where the poems are ascribed without
qualification to Pamprepius.

Hitherto, discussion of this papyrus has centred on the contents of the binion, and little
attention has been given to the encomium on the separate leaf. This is doubtless because the state
of its text in the editio princeps was such as to discourage close study. Recently, photographs of the
whole papyrus have been published by E. Heitsch,® who has also provided a text incorporating
supplements and corrections subsequent to Gerstinger’s edition. Opportunity thus arises for a
fresh study of the language and content of the encomium preserved on the separate leaf,” and it is
with this part of the papyrus that I shall be concerned.

The availability of an improved text has already stimulated T. Viljamaa to examine our poem
in his monograph on late Greek encomiastic poetry.® Viljamaa suggests that the addressee of the
encomium is the emperor Anastasius. His argument is presented in a somewhat desultory fashion,
but may be summarised as follows: Our poem resembles in style and in some of its content the

! Hans Gerstinger, Pamprepios von Panopolis, Eidyllion
auf die Tageszeiten und Enkomion auf den Archon Theagenes
von Athen nebst Bruchstiicken anderer epischer Dichtungen und
zwei Briefe des Gregorios von Nazianz im Pap. Gr. Vindob.
29788A-C, in SOAW, Philos-hist. KI. ccviii®> (Wien/
Leipzig 1928). Pamprepios (A.D. 440—84) was an Egyptian
rhetor and astrologer who, as a senator and quaestor sacri
palatii, played some part in politics under the eastern
emperor Zeno. Cf. the biographical reconstruction by R.
Asmus in Byz. Zeits. xxii (1913) 320. His horoscope has
been identified in Cat. Cod. Astr. viii 4.221, ed. Cumont.
Cf. A. Delatte and P. Stroobant, ‘L’Horoscope de Pam-
prépios’ in Bull. de la Cl. des lettres de I’ Acad. Roy. de Belg.
(1923) 8.

A text of the whole Pamprepius papyrus is being
prepared by Prof. E. Livrea, who was kind enough to read

this article and to put his work at my disposal. Our
readings and interpretations differ in some points.

2 ‘Ein von einem dritten Blatte desselben Kodex stam-
mendes Fragment . . . hat sich nachtriglich noch zuge-
sellt.” Gerstinger 3.

3 Ibid. s.

4 P. Maas in Gnomon v (1929) 250; A. Korte in Archiv
fiir Papyrusforschung x (1932) 25; R. Keydell in Byz. Zeits.
xxix (1929—30) 290.

5 Most sceptical was P. Graindor in Byzantion iv (1929)
469.

¢ E. Heitsch, Die griechischen Dichterfragmente der romis-
chen Kaiserzeit?> (Gottingen 1963) i 108.

7 Heitsch, pl. E-F.

8 T. Viljamaa, Studies in Greek Encomiastic Poetry of the
Early Byzantine Period (Helsinki 1968) $6—7, 101—4.
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encomia on Anastasius by Priscian and Procopius of Gaza, and all three encomia follow the
pattern recommended by the rhetorician Menander for those composing a BactAikos Adyos or
imperial panegyric. The subjugation of certain rebels related in Verso 1-15 of our text is an
allusion to the Isaurian war of Anastasius;® the humbling of Persia referred to in Recto 14 is
Anastasius’ successful Persian war of 502—6. The harbour-works of Anastasius at Constantinople
and Alexandria are referred to in Recto 22 ff.,'® Anastasius’ patronage of poets in Verso 21 ff.,!
the Hippodrome-riot of 498 in Recto 30 f. Viljamaa concludes that our encomium and the other
poems in the papyrus are all the work of Christodorus of Coptus, who flourished under
Anastasius and wrote a poem, the Isaurica, in praise of him.

Viljamaa’s view is open to criticism on a number of grounds. I begin with what seem to me its
most serious weaknesses. The war between Anastasius and the Isaurian leaders who refused to
acknowledge his succession ended in 498. The war against Persia lasted from 502 until 506. If the
addressee is Anastasius, is it not odd that the part of the encomium traditionally allotted to the
emperor’s achievements in war should be devoted here to the earlier war, while the more recent
campaign is relegated to the part of the scheme reserved for administrative achievements? (I
accept that our poem follows the Menandrean scheme of topics.) Further, some fifteen lines are
devoted to the suppression of the Isaurians, but only five (perhaps even fewer) to the Persian war;
if the panegyrist were writing after 506, as Viljamaa’s argument assumes, he would surely have
given most space to the Persian war. It is also noteworthy that there is no mention in the text of
Anastasius’ main administrative reform, the abolition of the chrysargyron tax.!2 This was a popular
measure, duly praised by his panegyrists in the part of their work reserved for the emperor’s civil
achievements.!? The tax was abolished in 498; how could a panegyrist writing after 506 have
failed to mention it? True, our text lacks its beginning and perhaps also its end, but these are not
the places where Priscian and Procopius mention the chrysargyron or where Menander recom-
mends that topics of this kind should be mentioned. Besides these major defects, Viljamaa’s
argument includes a number of smaller errors and misinterpretations which further damage its
credibility. His treatment of Recto 22 ff. exhibits a bewildering confusion. On p. 56 he says that
these lines tell of ‘the dangers of the sea and possibly of its pacification’, whereas on p. 104 he says
that the same lines relate ‘how the Trojan war broke out’. In fact both interpretations are false and
consequently the Anastasian harbour-works and the Trojan war are equally irrelevant.!4 He sees
nothing incongruous in suggesting in one breath that the phrase 8juov £eivov dfupua (Recto 31)
may refer either to the Trojan horse or to Anastasius’ Thracian wall. When he repeats Gerstinger’s
view that all the poems in the papyrus are by the same author he overlooks the fact that the
encomium on Theagenes was subsequently judged inferior to the idyll by competent scholars.
Finally, although Recto 21—32 clearly allude to an outbreak of civil strife, we have no warrant to
connect this with the Hippodrome-riot of 498, as Viljamaa does in his comments on Recto 29—32;
for such outbreaks are recorded under many emperors.

There are therefore serious difficulties in Viljamaa’s thesis that the encomium is addressed to
Anastasius. Even allowing for the fragmentary state of the papyrus, the resemblance between the
record presented in our poem and the events of Anastasius’ reign is at best superficial, and any
attempt to bring the two into harmony does violence to chronology or to the letter of the text.
Evidently the emperor here addressed is one for whom the suppression of internal enemies was a
recent and major event, and whose success against Persia was of such a character as to claim from
his panegyrist a comparatively modest amount of attention. In seeking a candidate who fits this
description we may disregard emperors before the middle of the fifth century; for linguistic
examination of our text reveals the influence of Nonnus in many lines, and Nonnus probably
wrote under Leo or Zeno.!® That Leo is addressed is very unlikely. His suspension of the annual
subsidy to Persia might, indeed, have been represented by his panegyrist as a triumph; but the

® Cf. Priscian Pan. s0-139, Proc. Gaz. Pan. 8—9. I cite
Priscian and Procopius from the volume of the Bonn
Corpus containing Dexippus etc., ed. Niebuhr.

10 Cf. Priscian Pan. 184—92, Proc. Gaz. Pan. 19—20.

11 Cf. Priscian Pan. 248—51.

12 Gerstinger’s reconstruction dp]yvpén[ in Recto 4 was
over-optimistic, see my linguistic commentary ad loc.

13 Cf. Priscian Pan. 149—66, Proc. Gaz. Pan. 13.

14 The praetorian prefect Constantine who recon-
structed the Anthemian wall lived not under Anastasius,
as Viljamaa says, but under Theodosius II. Cf. J. B. Bury,
History of the Later Roman Empire (London 1923) i 70.

15 Before 471, Keydell in Kl. Pauly (Munich 1972) iv
154; under Zeno, P. Friedlinder in Hermes x1vii (1912) 8.
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other events of his reign find no echo here. Equally, Justin I, Justinian and Justin I are out of the
question; and our poem is too literate to have been written later than the middle of the sixth
century. We are left with Zeno, who was the candidate suggested by Gerstinger in his editio
princeps.1® Our encomium corresponds at many points with the picture of Zeno’s reign given by
contemporary and later historians, and I think that Gerstinger’s identification was correct.
Although Zeno was execrated by the Orthodox, his memory was revered in the Monophysite
church, so that it would be no surprise if a panegyric on him were to have been re-copied in
Egypt.!7 In my submission, our encomium was composed in 489 or 490, one or two years after
Zeno had crushed the revolt of Illus and Leontius, and at the time when he was promoting his
brother Longinus as heir to the throne. See my historical commentary, especially on Recto 1-15
and 21-32. This would disqualify Pamprepius from having been its author, since he perished in
the revolt. I make no suggestion as to who the author was. Though certainly not inspired, he was
at least articulate and correct. He draws on the whole epic tradition from Homer to Nonnus, and
at the same time foreshadows the poetry of the sixth century. These sources can help us to restore
the text of our poem in some places and to follow the argument in others. The first part of my
commentary is a linguistic and textual study, the second part a historical interpretation. My
critical apparatus lists only the places where I have adopted a different reading from that printed
by Heitsch; full notice of alternative readings and proposed supplements is taken in the commen-
tary, and Heitsch’s apparatus may be consulted as an additional guide.

I have been conscious throughout of my debt to all those who have worked on this difficult
text, even when my opinion has differed from theirs. Indeed, Viljamaa has pointed the way in
two important particulars. He was right in believing that Verso 1—15 refer to an [saurian war; but
it was, in my opinion, the one under Zeno. He was also right in pointing out that our panegyrist
follows the precepts of Menander, and we have in this a valuable clue to the development of the
argument. [ have therefore prefixed portions of Menander’s scheme for the BaotAikds Adyos to the
relevant sections of my linguistic commentary.1#

Fol. 29788C

Verso

1BagefA. ] [....... las
Jv d8eprcéos éA[m]idt prjuns
lprev, ébexro 8¢ Oéomw dvwyry
a] vixvedew Bagidjwr:
s Jo, Aéwv 8’ dAdmate kalids
Jraryudvos ixvia Bpns
Jwv éykipovas dvdpas éxdooas
Joav 76 omfAvyya uerdfpwv
Is é8.8d[ok]ev Silvas: [o]i b¢ meadvres
10 wolwiret[palv dvaorevdyovres dvd[y]x[n]y
wlatpg|w]v kredvwy pipalvres] dp[
lyeyalaot]v éxddprov: addg] . .]0eov|
J7pov é[A]éyéas
lpéngow drovais
1$ ] dmeddoao Seaudv.
loses épyov dvdmrwv

16 Though for an unsound reason. In Recto 10 Gerst-
inger read maAA]axins and took this as a reference to
sexual intrigues at the court during the usurpation of
Basiliscus, 475—6. Cf. Gerstinger 84. There is evidence for
such intrigues, ¢f. E. Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire (Bruges
1959) 1 363. But this reading is not likely to be correct, and
the text admits of another explanation, see below.

17 Monophysites of the sixth century did not accept the
condemnation of Zeno’s memory imposed by Justin I. Cf.

J. Maspero, Histoire des Patriarches d’Alexandrie (Paris
1923) 20n. I.

18 Much the same procedure was adopted by C.
Kempen, Procopii Gazaei in imperatorem Anastasium Pane-
gyricus (Diss. Bonn. 1918) xix ff.; and more recently by F.
Cairns in the study of Theocritus Id. xvii included in his
book Generic Composition in Greek and Roman Poetry
(Edinburgh 1972) 105 ff.
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Fol. 29788B (upper fragment only)

Verso
le 8ikms koouiTopt [
oladppove Kwora[vrivw
|réa00v didos o00[v
|éaoov Au Doifos [*AméArwy
S Jwor Tav . .€po]
lve[ - - Jve[
(septem fere versus desunt)
ap[
may|
eof

Translation

Fol. 29788C Verso . . . | . . . by the hope of invisible rumour /. . ., and he received the divine
command | to track down . . . of the rulers; / (s) . . ., and like a lion he plundered their lair /. . .
alone the footprints of (his) quarry / having driven men swollen with . .. /... beneath the cave of
(their) dwelling /. . . he taught them woes; and they, having fallen / (10) . . . bewailing avenging
necessity / . . . having cast away . . . of ancestral possessions | . . . (they) are become a prey; but. . . |
having puttoshame (?) ... /... with... ears/(15)...thoudidstrelease from bonds. /Kindling . ..
to (?) the task /. . . I'shall rather sing of things more elevated than these / .. . thou didst. . . bringing
help to all /. . . inside the royal palace / (20) . . . together with men of the Ausonians /. . . while
many sons-of-poets / . . . were touching . . . table / . . . thou wast a life-giving way / proferring to
all.../(25)...gloryinsongs /... /...

RectoSuch (?).../somany (?).../...[.../(5) Sinceforyou.../own-brother.../Diogenes. ..
[ ... to farthest . . . /| Having achieved for all a spring-time of good government . . . / (10) the
wicked nurturer (obj.) of ... /... hecrushed... of the bed-chamber. | In one place having stilled
the overweening . . . [ and in another place with swift wing . . . of the gold-tunicked ... /... the
proud neck (obj.) of Persian Ares. / (15) Being such a man, both a good king and a strong
spearsman, | to your chastity did you entrust your bride (?) /. . . lacking kinsmen to care for her. /
Therefore having planted thy (?) footstep . . . at home /. . . which goodly Odysseus did not
accomplish by toil / (20) .. . / Even although . . .  for yesterday the city . .. / lust (subj.) to destroy
the fatherland . . . / (24—5) and every hope of the peaceful emperor (?) had been shaken, beset by
destructive . . ., [and an arrogant young man. . . /.. . and driven madly on (?) by murderous.. . . /
entered the lamentable . . . of internecine . . . /. .. (his) equal-in-age (obj.) uninstructed in peace. /
(30) But it was not the customary stones that they (?) were hurling, (but?) ... /a...sport strange
to the populace . . . [ was spoiling . . . which (their?) hand ... /... /...

Fol. 29788B Verso . . . orderer (dat.) of justice. .. /... to sober Constantine.../...asdearas... /...
as Phoebus Apollo to Zeus | etc.

LinguistTic COMMENTARY
Fol. 29788C

Verso

The opening divisions of the BactAwkds Adyos are, according to Menander, 7pooipiov, matpis,
yévos, yéveais, diois, avarpodr, émrndedpuara.!® These divisions are missing from our poem.

1% Rhetores Graeci, ed. L. Spengel (Lipsiae 1856) iii 368  sion of the categories ¢f. L. B. Struthers in HSCP xxx
ff. Menander’s categories differ in some respects from  (1919) 49. Also Cairns loc. cit.
those proposed by Aphthonius, ibid. ii 36 ff. For a discus-
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They will have formed between a fifth and a sixth of the whole, if our poet followed the same
economy as Procopius and Priscian.2? After this comes the most substantial part of the enco-
mium, the emperor’s mpdéets, divided into those in war and those in peace.2! When our text
begins, the mpd€eis kaTa méAepov are in progress, and there can be no doubt that the six or seven
lines carried away by a tear at the top of the leaf were devoted to them. The opening divisions
must therefore have been written on another leaf.

Menander says that the emperor’s mpdfeis kara méAepov are to be sub-divided into those
which proceed from dvdpeia (courage), ppdévnois (wisdom), and pidavfpwmia (mercy). The actual
campaigns are to be narrated under the heading of avdpeia, and here belong descriptions of
terrain, accounts of the various engagements by land and sea, suitable apostrophes, etc. Under
dpdvnos tribute must be paid to the emperor’s tactical guidance: adros #v 6 Scararrduevos, avTos
6 oTpaTNydv, avTés 6 TOv kaipov Tis ovuPoAis evpiokwv, ovuBovdos Bavpaotds, dpioTels,
aTpatnyds, dyunydpos. In our text the emperor issues commands and his general carries them out
(see s n.); the campaign is described, if in an allusive and impressionistic manner. The emperor’s
ddavfpwmia is duly mentioned, ¢f. 13 n., and historical commentary.

1. ]BactfA..].[....... Jas: Only the bases of some four or five letters remain. The text of
Gerstinger and Heitsch, which I reproduce, is very doubtful.

2. v ddepréos éN[]id¢ drjuns: ‘by the hope of invisible rumour’. The adjective d8epkrjs is
found only here and in A.P.xi 372.1 (Ag.) d8epkét ovpumvoov abpy. Gerstinger’s reading éA[7]{¢ is
no doubt correct; for éAmid. as the fifth dactyl ¢f. Nonn. D. ii 602 al. éAmi8: vikys, id. Par. iv 229
emrid. meibois, Mus. H.L. 312 éAmid. viudms.

3. |prev, édexto 8¢ Oéomw dvwyrv: ‘and he received the divine command’. For the accusative
Béomw of. Od. 1 328 al. Béomw dowdrjv; but Nonnus does not use this form. In this context féomw
means ‘royal’ rather than ‘divine’, ¢f. feonilew sancire, Béomopa and Oeia kéAevas sanctio, A.P. xvi
41.3 (Ag.) feomeoins dyxioTa ovvwpidos (o .=Justinian and Theodora). Possible supplements for
|pTev are fjualprev, dualprev, addualprev, of which Nonnus uses only the last, ¢f. D. xxviii 70, ibid.
xlii 251.

4. dlyvedew Bachjwv: Cf. Il xxii 192 dAAd 7° dvixvedwv Oéer éumedov, Sdpa Kev evpy,
Achilles chasing Hector is compared to a hound chasing a fawn. The metaphor inherent in
avyvevew becomes explicit in the next line. For dviyvedew ¢f. also Nonn. D. xxix 375, id. Par. xviii
28. I take Baciljwy as referring to the emperor and Augusta. So of Baotdeis denotes Justinian and
Theodora in Romanos Cant. 54 «B’ 8 (ed. Maasand Trypanis), ¢f. also ibid. 4 Proem.1ii s, ibid. 35 1a”
4. Similarly avaxres denotes Arcadius and Eudoxia in an inscription on the column of Eudoxia,
A.D. 403 (¢f- R. Janin, Constantinople byzantine? [Paris 1964] 77), and Justinian and Theodora in
A.P. vii 570.1 (anon.). It seems reasonable to take dviyvedew as expressing the substance of the
command (dvwyv), and to punctuate with a semi-colon after faciMjwr, see next note.

5. Jo, Aéwv 8’ dAdmafe kaAds: ‘and like a lion he stormed their lair’. The expression of a
comparison without the use of a comparative conjunction is a widespread idiom in Greek verse
and prose, and has been fully illustrated by P. Shorey in CPhiv (1909) 433, and by W. Headlam on
Herondas vi 14.22 So, for example, Theogn. 347 éyw 8¢ xdwv énépnoa xapddpnv, ‘I am like the
dog in the fable who crossed the torrent’; A. Ag. 393 émel Siddxer mais moravov dpvw, ‘for he is like a
boy who chases a winged bird’; [E.] Rhesus $6 Satis u’ edruyoivt’ évdodioas/foivys Aéovra, ‘who
robbed me of my feast when I was triumphing like a lion’. An allied, but not identical, usage
occurs in Nonn. D. 1 19 el 8¢ Aéwv dpifeiev émavyeviny Tpixa oeiwv, ‘if in shape of a lion he should
shake his bristling mane’, of the shape-changing of Proteus. Animals commonly figure in these
comparisons, just as a lion figures in ours; and warriors are compared to lions in heroic poetry
passim. Viljamaa 101 f. explains line § inexactly: ‘He likens the emperor, as Priscian does
Anastasius (Laudes Anastasii 67 f£.) to a lion which crushes the men who have disturbed it’. But
elsewhere the emperor is addressed in the second person, ¢f. Verso 15, 18, 23, Recto s, 16.
Accordingly, the grammatical subject of dAdmaée must be his general, see historical commentary.

20 In Procopius these divisions occupy six chapters out 22 owe these references to Prof. A. J. Beattie, who
of thirty, in Priscian forty-nine lines out of three hundred  discussed with me many lines of the text, and whose help I
and twelve. gratefully acknowledge.

2t Men. 372. 25 ff.
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For kaAuds the scribe has written kaldewas. In the oldest epic kaAud denotes a granary or store-room
in the interior of a house, ¢f. Hes. Op. 307 ool 8’ épya i)’ éoTw pérpia kooueiv,/ds ké ToL wpaiov
BidTov mAjfwat kawal, ibid. 301, 374. This is its sense also in A.R. 1170, iv 1095. The word later
came to denote the den or lair of a wild beast, as Opp. H. i 718 (a lion’s den), etc.; a bird’s nest,
Theoc. xxix 12, etc.; a humble human dwelling, Call fr. 263.3, Nonn. D. xvii 39. Of these
meanings, ‘lair’ and ‘nest’ occur most frequently in later epic. There seems to be no distinction in
meaning between the singular and plural of this word, ¢f. Hes. Op. 307, Call. Dian. 96. It is likely
that lines 6—9 amplify the phrase Aéwv 8’ dAdmaée kaAids. The poet says, in effect, ‘he received the
command to track down the emperor’s enemies, and this he did; like a lion he plundered their lair,
after tracking his quarry and driving them (éAdooas 7) to their refuge, where he laid siege to
them’. I have therefore not indicated any punctuation between AMéwv § and Siuldas 9. I have
punctuated after Bacitdjwv 4 and after Jo s, the latter of which might be the remnant of a
pluperfect, e.g. TeréAearo. It might be thought possible to take Aéwv 8’ dAdmaée kaAuds as referring
to an action separate from that described in 6—9; but I reject this because it is natural to take
a]vixvedew 4 and iyvia 6 as referring to the same action.

6. ]rdry pdvos ixwa Ohjpns: It seems better to read the group Jrarn as a dative (adscript
omitted, as in Recto 27), with Maas (Gnomon v [1929] 252), than as a nominative, with Gerstinger,
for the line has another nominative in udvos. If governed by iywvia, 81jp7ns is more likely to mean
‘prey, quarry’ (LSJ s.v. fjpa II) than ‘hunting’.

7.  Jwv éyxdpovas dvdpas éddooas: Heitsch erroneously prints the first group as ]7wv. This was
doubtless prompted by Gerstinger’s supplement dper]av, which would give the wrong nuance,
in my opinion. The pejorative sense of éyxduwv is more apposite here. Cf. Nonn. Par. viii 59
SvooeBins éyripoves, ibid. 7.29 al. dumdakins éyxipova.

8. Joav vmo omfAvyya peddfpwv: The papyrus has emvAvyya, corrected to ompAiyya. In the
usage of Nonnus, v7é with accusative may express either rest or motion towards, ¢f. Nonni
Panopolitani Dionysiaca, recogn. Rudolfus Keydell (Berlin 1959) 1 67*. Not enough of the context
remains to enable us to say whether we have here ‘beneath’ or ‘to beneath the cave belonging to
(their) dwelling’. The letters Joav seem to me more likely to be the remnants of an adjective
(dxAvdeooav, ebpeocav, SuixyAesoar) than of a verb (e.g. fjoav). For these adjectives in Nonn.
D., ¢f. xxv 282 axAvdecaav . . . duixAnv, xlv 77 dxAvdev: . . . peddfpw, xlv 267 edpwevte . . .
peAdbpw, xxvi 107 edpwevte . . . Bepélpw, XxxV 276 duixAjevte . . . Bepéfpw.

9. s édida[ok]ev Sulvas  [o]i &€ meodvTes: The subject of é8idaox]ev is still the emperor’s
general. For oi{Ys denoting the rigours of a siege, ¢f. Opp. H. iv 689 oi 8’ émi mipyois/Aipw 7’
dpyaréw kai 8ulvi poxfilovres ktA. This is the reference of dtvas here, according to my historical
interpretation, see below. The plural of oilvs is nowhere else found. With the words of 8¢
meoovtes the grammatical subject changes to the besieged, who are also the subject of
dvaoTevdyovTes 10, pibalvres] 11, and yeyd[aai]v 12.

10. molwirepalv dvasrevdyovres dvd[ylk[n]v: The only supplement of |wire[pa]v which
suits the context is Gerstinger’s mo|wijre[palv. Cf. Opp. H. ii 421 mowrjtnpes éaat kai dAAfAwY
dAeripes, and Tzetz. Posthom. 3 § ebxeréwvto . . .| "Extopos éafAod mownTelpav Tijvde (=Penthesi-
leia) yevéobfar, the only other passages in which the word is found. (Nonnus always uses the form
mowrTwp, which he seems to have coined.) The doubtful letters in the extant text of this line are
confirmed by Nonn. D. xxxvi 142 dAeérrepav dvdyrny.

11. wlarpd|wlv kredvwv pipalvres] ap[: Gerstinger reports the beginning of this line as Ja
matpw(iw]v which Heitsch prints. But on Heitsch’s photograph the line begins Jarpw|[w]v, and
everything to the left of this has been torn off. Heitsch also prints extra letters in the next line, see
note. Clearly, however, m]arpg[w]v is correct (so marpda xpripara, 7. odoia, 7. 6ABos, ¢f. LS] and
Stephanus s.v. marp@os). I take piipa[vres] to mean ‘wantonly casting away’, a slight extension of
the meaning of pimrew in phrases like éppidbw godias 6 moAds wévos, A.P.xii 117.5 (Mel.); pimre
ydous ibid. x 78.1 (Pall.), etc. Asa supplement for ap[ I suggest dp[wyrjv, which occurs at the end of
verses in A.R. iii 524 al., Tryph. 565.

12.  |yeyd[ao]v éAwpiov addal . .]feov[: Gerstinger and Heitsch print the beginning of this line
as ylap yeyd[aoi]v, but the line begins at yeyd[ao:]v on Heitsch’s photograph. The singular
€Awpuov is found elsewhere only in A.R. ii 264 8aita. ., [Aolofiov ‘Apmvinaw éXdipiov; A.P. ix
154.3 (Ag.) aAda oV pe (=Troy) mpoAédoimas éAdpiov.
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13. |rpové[Aléyfas: A tear hascarried away all of this line to the left of ]rpov except for the tops
of a few letters. Gerstinger read the line as Judp.[......... Joog[...Jou.[..]Tpov éAéyéas (so
Heitsch), but all before Jrpov is very doubtful. While it is not possible to say whether éey£as is an
indicative (Gerstinger) or a participle (Heitsch), its subject is presumably the same as that of
dmeXdoao 15, where the emperor is addressed. The latter half of line 12, and the three lines 13—15,
will then be devoted to praise of the emperor’s clemency towards vanquished foes, as Menanader
prescribes, 374. 25 ff.: uera 76 Tédos Tdv mpdéewv 1 kal mpos TG TéAew TV Tpafewv épeis TL kal Tepl
TpiTs dpetiis, Aéyw 87 Tiis pdavBpwmias. udpiov 8¢ Tis ddavlpwmias 1) dikaoovvy, 67t vikraas 6
Baoilevs o Tois Suoiots Huivarto Tovs mpodpEavras ddikwyv dAX’ éuépioe kata 1o Sikaiov Tas
mpdeis Tpwpia kal pravBpwmia, k). Itis impossible to say in what sense éAéy£as is béing used in
our passage; I translate ‘having put to shame’, exempli gratia.

14. |pengow dxovais, Heitsch. This combines Gerstinger’s unmetrical reading Jpens iva «épats
with Keydell’s improvement dxovais. For dxovais in eadem sede, cf. Call. fr. 43.16, Nonn. D. i 413
al., id. Par. v 151 al. In Nonn. D. dkoval is always ‘ears’. Perhaps it should be so translated here,
referring to the ‘ears’ with which the emperor heard his foes’ pleas for clemency; see next line and
historical commentary.

15. dmedboao deopuav: Cf. Nonn. D. xxi 66 08¢ dpvavtiddny xAoepdv dmeAvoaro Seapdv.
Similarly I1. i 401 Tov . . . vmeAdoao Seoudv, Nonn. D. xxvi 140 yevérny dvedboaTto Seoudv, ibid.
xiil 27 “"Apea Aboaro Seopdv, all at verse-end. In dmélvoao the emperor is addressed for the first
time in the extant papyrus.

At 8eouwv ends the praise of the emperor’s clemency, and of his achievements in war. Hence I
punctuate with a full-stop. Lines 16—17 are a prooemium to the next section of the encomiastic
scheme, namely praise of the emperor’s peaceful achievements (see historical commentary).
Menander recommends that each successive section of the encomium should have its own
prooemium, 372.14 ff.: xpn 8¢ ywdokew kal pvAdrrew 70 mapdyyelua, 81i, STav uéAdys dmo
kepadaiov petaBaivew eis xepdaiov, Sei mpooiuidleobar mepl ob wéleis éyyewpeiv, va
TPOCEKTIKOV TOV GKkpoaTny épyday kal uy éds Aavldvew undé kAémreabar Tdv kepadaiww v
{irnow: adéfoews yap oikeiov 16 mpooekTikOV ToLEly TOV dkpoaTiy Kal émoTpébew @amep
peyloTwy drxovew wéldovra; and ibid. 376.13 ff.

16.  Jotes épyov avdamTwy: Heitsch’s spacing Jou[ . .]es is not confirmed by the photograph. It is
impossible to say whether es is a preposition governing épyov, or the end of a word. We can,
however, say with confidence that dvdmrwv depends on delow (17); for this language and
structure find a counterpart in A.P. v 1.1—2 (the anonymous prooemium of the amatory book of
the Palatine Anthology) Néows dvamrwy kapdias codiy Léaw, [dpxnv "Epwra 1év Adywv moujooua.
17. |prepa pdMdov deiow: I shall rather sing of things more . . . The emperor’s peaceful
achievements should be said to excel those in war, according to Men. 375.10 f.: o57ws 0d udvov év
7ois kata Tov méAepov épyois 6 Bacideds fuiv Bavpdowos, dAa kal év Tois kar’ elpivmy
Bavpasiirepos. This gives the point of the comparative adjective of which only Jprepa remains.
Gerstinger’s imé]prepa could be right (‘things better . . "), since Sméprepa occurs in this position in
A.R.1682, Nonn. Par. 1208 al., and is juxtaposed with udAdov ibid. xiv 52 kal TovTwY oAV PdAdov
vméprepa Oadpara péler (m. p. with 7odTwr, ‘and better miracles shall he do, far more so than
these’). Cf. Verg. Ecl. iv 1 paulo maiora canamus. The placing of delow at verse-end is characteristic
of prooemia, ¢f. Call. Dian. 186, id. Del. 1, Nonn. D. i 29, ibid. xxv 6, Cleanthes Hymn to Zeus 6.

At line 18 begin the mpdfeis kat’ elpriymy. Menander says that these are to be sub-divided
according to whether they concern owépooivy, Sikatootvy or ¢pdvmais (375.6). First comes
ducarogvvy). Here the orator will praise the emperor’s gentleness towards his subjects and his
readiness to show mercy to petitioners (76 fjuepov 76 mpds Tovs vmnrdovs émawéoes, Tis 8¢ mpds
ToUs Seopévous duravbBpwmias T6 edmpdoodov). He will say that, just as the Asclepiadae heal men, or
as fugitives find safety in churches or temples (karadedyovras éml 7d dovda Teuévy ro0d
KkpeiTTovos ), so the man who has looked on the emperor’s face is released from all danger (ibid. 14

ff).

18.  ]ykao mdow dpiywv: The emperor is addressed, ¢f. 15 and 23. The line might have begun
with ws, ‘I shall rather sing of things more . . ., | how thou didst . . " Cf. Call. Dem. 17 f. u3) u3)
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rabra Mywues & 8drpvov fyaye Anoi- | kdAwov, s molleoow éaddra TéBuia ddike, etc. The only
aorists in -«a are éfnka, édwka, fka, fveyra, and compounds thereof. Cf. Kiihner-Blass ii 196.
Possibilities here are éf]7jxao, Theocr. xxix 18; and mapef[jrao, ¢f. Eva-Maria Hamm, Grammatik
zu Sappho und Alkaios? (Berlin 1958) 31, to which Mr J. G. Howie kindly drew my attention. For
dprywy at verse-end cf. Il. v 507 al., Nonn. D. xxxv 390, Tryph. 649.

19. Jv éow PagiAnidos avAjs: The vocabulary and rhythm are close to Nonnus. Cf. éow
Oeodéypovos avAfis Nonn. D. ix 162 al., id. Par. 1148 al., ésw BaBukipovos adAis id. D. xxi 171 al.,
éow KopuBavtidos adAis ibid. Xiv 247, ésw modvyavdéos avAvs id. Par. xviii 77, all at verse-end. For
BaoiAnidos, cf. BagiAios (sic) adAj Nonn. D. xviii 62, at verse-end; Bactijios . . . adAy ihid. iii 125.
20. ot ovv avdpdow Adoovvj[wlv:  Cf. dvépes Adooviijes Nonn. Par. xi 196. For av dvépdow in
hac sede, cf. 11. vi 314. For Adoovvjwy at verse-end, ¢f. Nonn. D. iii 199, Dion. Perieg. 333 and 467,
Encomium Heraclii Ducis 1 (Heitsch I xxxiv). This third-declension form also in Dion. Perieg. 78,
A.P. ii 398 (Christod.).

21. w|oAdoi 8é Te maides dodv: For maides doddv=doidoi, cf. maides {wypddwv Anon.
Encom. ap. Heitsch I xxx 20, and ibid. xxxi 18; mouTdv 7€ maidas xai prjiTopas Proc. Gaz. Panegyr.
in Anast. 30; Tav yevalwv pyrépwy maides Zach. Mityl. Mund. Opif. PG 1xxxv 1025, XpiaTiavdv
maibes ibid. 1029, Tav ypappariordv of maides ibid. 1064; T@v latpdv of maides Aen. Gaz. Ep.
20.22, with L. Massa Positano’s note; Tvponvav . . . maides Nonn. D. xlv 105 al. This locution is
common at all periods, see LS] s.v. ais I 3. In the collocation §¢ 7e, the force of 8¢ is antithetical,
while 7e denotes the action as habitual. Cf. J. D. Denniston, Greek Particles? (Oxford 1954) $28.
22. [s fimrovro 7pamélns: Cf. Nonn. D. xxvi 373 f. xal mdvres duoBaiwv émi Owkwv|
£ewodokw Baoidij puijs fimrovro Tpamélns, ‘and all touched the same table as their hospitable king
in turns on rows of seats’ (tr. Rouse). Ibid. x1 236 £. émi Evv) 8¢ kuméAdw [Bdkyors Sawvpévoiar uuijs
Mpavro Tpamélns, ‘they . .. touched one table with banqueting Bacchoi over a common bow!’. It
is noteworthy that, in the first of these passages, the subject of jwrovro is located in the middle of
the previous line; this renders it likely that, in our poem, 7aides is the subject of fjrrovro. Further,
both of the Nonnus passages emphasise the community shared by host and guest (s ), as also
Nonn. D. xlviii 975 warpi ovv edwdwt pujs épavoe Tpamélns. I therefore favour pujls as a
supplement (‘were touching the same table as you’) in preference to 7e]sjs Gerstinger, Heitsch.
The 7 is not legible on the photograph.

23.  ¢lepéaBios fobla mopein: ‘thou wast a life-giving way’. It is reasonable to take ¢epéaBios
with mopein, considering the frequency in Nonnus of groups like dA{8popov elxe mopeinv D. xliii
281. mopeia occurs often in Nonnus and other late poetry with the sense of ‘way’, ‘course’, ‘path’
of life. The personification of mopeia, however, seems to be paralleled only in Nonn. Par. xiv 20
{wn) adnbein Te kai pbios elpi mopein, cf. Ev. Joh. 14.6 "Evyd) elpt 1) 680s xai 1) dAjfeia kal 7 {w.
Our line may be intended to echo the Gospel. ¢epéofBios is commoner in late poetry than appears
from LSJ s.v. The second person form #ofla does not occur in Nonnus.

24. |xms mdvresol miraivwy:  For Tiralvwy meaning ‘giving, rendering’, ¢f. Nonn. Par. vi 37
Xpuoros delldovr xdpw yeveript Titalvwy (‘giving thanks’, of Jesus blessing the loaves before
feeding the Five Thousand). Doubtless the subject of riraivwr is the emperor, cf. ofa 23.

25.  |ukes edx[o]s dowdais:  So Keydell, Joxes Gerstinger. For edxos meaning ‘glory’, ¢f. Nonn.
D. xxv 103 al., id. Par. 5.70 al.

26—7. Neither the fragments of these lines, nor the detached letters visible on Heitsch’s photo-
graph, permit any interpretation to be made.

Recto

1. .Jow[: Heitsch’s Plate F does not show line 1, and I therefore rely on his report, which
agrees with Gerstinger’s.

2. .Joooa[: In passing to the second topic under the heading 8ikatoatvy, the poet begins with
two lines by way of prologue and transition. This I take to be the function of .Jowo[ and .Josoa],
for the former of which we may compare 7oios in the transition, line 15 below. As supplements,
7]oio[s and either 7]dooa or some case of TooodTios suggest themselves. For Togedrios (=7d005)
in various cases at the beginning of a line, ¢f. A. R. iv 962, Nonn. Par. ii 101 al., Procl. H. vii 3S,
Dion. Perieg. 363. So 7éo0a Call. fr. 388.7, id. Cer. 71, id. Del. 246, Nonn. Par. xii 149. Asa part of
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the emperor’s dikatoovvy, says Menander, the orator will say that his governors and officials are

just (kai épeis 67u dukalovs dpxovras karta éfvn kai yévn kai méAeis éxméumer pvAaxas TV véuwy

kal 17s Tob Pagiréws dflovs, ov cuAdoyéas mAovTov, 375.18 ff.). He will also praise the moderation

of the emperor’s taxes and other exactions, and the justice of his legislation. These are aspects of
dukatoavvy rather than of gpdvnars (ibid. 28 ft.).

3—4. There follow the mutilated beginnings of two lines. Gerstinger’s reading aplyvpey| in line
4 is not confirmed by the photograph, and is to be rejected. The word is irrecoverable, being

mutilated by a hole at the beginning and a tear at the end.

s. oot yap: This is a typical line-beginning in dedicatory poetry, e.g. A.P. vi 231.3 (Phil.

Thess.) and 240 (id.), ool denoting the deity to whom the offering is made. Our poem, however,

is not dedicatory, but encomiastic; and in this part of the encomium some reference to the justice
of the emperor’s officials is prescribed by Menander, see above. A better comparison is, I think,

with A.P.iv 3B.101 ff. eiipo, pdxap Oeddwpe . . . [ (103) ool yap éyw Tov deBAov éudxleov eis aé bé
uibwy | épyaciny floknoa, kTA. There, goi denotes the patron whom Agathias has served by
editing an anthology of epigrams. I therefore suggest that, in our poem, the lines following oot

yap contained a list of the emperor’s officials and their services to him. Observe that, in line 11

below, the subject is in the third person.

6. avrokac[vyvyr: In Homer, adrokaciyvnros/n commonly stands at the beginning of the
verse, and is usually preceded by a personal name in apposition in the line before. Hence the
‘brother’ (or ‘sister’) in question may have been named in line 5. Line 6 need not have contained
many words, ¢f. Colluth. 21 adrokaciyviTny AevkdAevov *Audirpitys, = Thetis.

7. Owyern[: Frequentin Homer as an epithet. Alternatively, it could be a man’s name, ¢f. A.P.
vii 64.3, 65.1, where the name Diogenes stands first in the line. The names of emperors, generals
and other functionaries often occur in the verse-panegyrics of the fifth and sixth centuries, cf.
Heitsch I xxxii 75, ibid. xxxiv 37, and the encomia of Dioscuros ibid. xlii ff.

8. & mopdrypyy mem[............ ]....[: The adjective wdparos has much the same range of
meanings as voratos and éoxaros. It presumably qualified a noun of geographical significance
here, ¢f. Opp. C. ii 377 mvpdrys év éppact Kprjrns, ‘in the innermost regions of Crete’. Often,
however, mdparos qualifies nouns like 8pduos, xdpis, 6Aefpos, avrvé etc.

About twelve letters are lost in the gap following mur[ .. Towards the end of the line there are
visible the bases of approximately four letters. These were read by Gerstinger as Ayyv, which he
supplemented to read Afyv[nrov. There is, however, insufficient evidence to justify this recon-
struction. The marks which Gerstinger read as vestiges of the arc and oblique stroke of an alpha
look more like the bases of two separate letters. Further, in the recto and verso elsewhere, the
diphthong a« is always written in such a way that the oblique stroke of the alpha touches the iota
following it, whereas here, were we to accept Gerstinger’s alpha, there is a considerable gap
between the two. With regard to the alleged upsilon, the perpendicular stroke with a leftward
hook at the bottom is also characteristic of the scribe’s rho (¢f. verso 20, recto 10, etc.) and of his psi
(see verso 11). These observations can be confirmed from Heitsch’s plate F. I therefore omit
Gerstinger’s reconstruction as being unjustified and likely to lead to misinterpretation. (I have
been fortunate in securing the advice of Dr W. S. M. Nicoll concerning the letter-forms here and
in lines 10 and 27 below.)

9. wdow pév ebvopins av[d]oas éap e[:  ‘Having achieved for all a spring-time of good govern-
ment’ (avdoas is participial, since its last syllable is long). From the structure of lines 9-11, i.e.
participial phrase followed by finite verb, it is likely that the sentence begins at wdot and finds its
main verb in karéfAace. Accordingly, I take uév 9 as beginning the idea which is resumed in uév
12, and to which &¢ 13 provides the antithesis. This duplication of uév is a familiar idiom in both
poetry and prose, ¢f. Denniston, Greek Particles 384: ‘The content of the first of the two contrasted
ideas proves too great to admit of compression into a single clause, particularly when the speaker
permits himself to wander somewhat from the precise point at issue. Hence a second uév clause is
necessary, before the 8¢ clause can follow. The force of the opening wév has half evaporated, and
must be resuscitated by a fresh uév’. The action referred to in évfa uév k7. 12 is therefore the same
as the action described in 9—11. Metaphorical use of éap is common in encomiastic contexts, cf.
A.P. vii601.1 (Jul. Aeg.) duerpiiTwy xapitwy éap %89, ibid. 12.1 (anon.), ibid. 29.3 (Antip. Sid.),
etc. References to edvopia are familiar in eulogies on emperors, magistrates, etc., e.g. A.P. vi 236.5
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(Phil. Thess.) Kaloapos edvouins xpnoris xdpis, which is evidence for reading a genitive in the
third foot in our passage, ¢f. also A.R. iii 68. We might expect that mdor accompanied some
nominal expression at the end of the line, exempli gr. é[Oveot yains.

0. ..... Jens Bpémreipav drdofaro[: Iread the first group as ...]¢ews or .. .JAewns. Gerstinger
and Keydell read ...Jaxuys, but the letter read by them as a kappa is too square to be one, and
kappa is not so written anywhere else on the recto and verso. The word can scarcely have
consisted of more than eight letters, and this is an additional reason for rejecting Gerstinger’s
supplement waAl]akins. I suggest waideins, ¢f. Orph. h. in Musas 76.4 f. wdons madeins dpérny
yewdoar Guepmrov, | Opémrepar Piixns, where the juxtaposition of maideins and fpénreipar might
afford a parallel to our passage. The accompanying vocabulary (dracfalo[, karéfAace) suggests
moral condemnation. For drdofalos, ‘wicked, violent’, ¢f. Od. xvi 86 Ainv yap drdafarov 5Bpwv
éxovow, Nonn. D. xv 77 mapfevikny dddpasrov drdobadov eis yduov éAxwr, Hes. Th. 996 (cited
below, line 12 n.), etc. The case of dracfado[ here could have been genitive or accusative. For
Opénrepa in a pejorative context, ¢f. Colluth. 321 77v 8é (sc. moAnv) Sododpoaivys, kevewv
Opémrepav dveipwv.

11. |@addpoio kaTéBraoe[: The simple verb fAdw is used in prose and poetry to describe the
breaking of bone, crushing of cartilage, and denting of metal. In Nonnus, fAdw, 8iafAdw and
oubBAdw describe the shattering of skull or chest, e.g. D. iv 411 dxpa 8paxovreioto kaprjatos
é0Aace mérpw. The evidence for kaTafAdw is confined to the Septuagint and Christian authors,
the word not occurring in poetry elsewhere. Though used to describe the breaking of Jesus’ legs
on the cross (Acta Pilati B xi 2, 311, ed. Tischendorf 1876), it more often means ‘crush’, ‘trample
underfoot’. So 1xx Is. 63.3 karéfAaca avrovs s yiv, cf. Ps. 41 (42).11 év 7 xaTabAdofar 7d dord
wov; Epiphan. Haer. 29.9 (Adv. Nazarenos) radryv (sc. alpeow) dwpdoavtes, ws BAnxpov xai
08Uvns éumounTikov Sua Tob lod adrjxiov (legendum adrikeiov), katabrdoavrés Te Tois Ths dAnlelas
Adyos, ‘having detected this (heresy), like a puny wasp which causes pain by its venom, and
having crushed it with the words of truth’; ibid. 48.15 (Adv. Montanistas) 76v pév v, Ta
dykiLoTpoedn) Twv 880vTwy adThs dpdpuaka év T Tis dAnfelas Tod oTavpod EVAw kaTabAdoavTes,
‘having crushed its venom and the barbed poisons of its teeth with the wood of the cross of truth’.
Thus the word is very strong, and in the last two passages it refers to the extirpation of something
vile. Since karéfAace in our text is third person, its subject is presumably not the emperor, who is
addressed in the second person at line 16 below. Although falduoco is partly obliterated,
Gerstinger’s reading is probably sound, since this form occurs before feminine middle-caesura
twelve times in Nonn. D. (¢f. Peek, Lexikon s.v.), and passim in other poetry.

12-13. The antithesis évfa uév . . . évba 8¢, ‘in one place . . . in another place’, is common in prose
(¢f. Xen. H.G. iii 3.5, etc.), but also occurs in poetry, ¢f. Colluth. 237 ff. Here the uév resumes the
preceding pév in line 9, and the 8¢ phrase provides an antithesis to both, as in the numerous
examples cited by Denniston, loc. cit. line 9 n., above.

12.  The metaphorical use of edvdw with the sense of ‘soothe, pacify’ occurs passim, and is
especially frequent in Nonnus, D., e.g. Xxv 3 o0 7w . . . [ ptAomw émraérnpov ‘Edrios ebvacev dpns.
The long final syllable shows that edvijoas is aorist participle. The adjective vmepivwp commonly
denotes tyrannous pride or cruelty, ¢f. Hes. Th. 995 arovdevras défovs, | Tovs moAdovs éméreAle
péyas Baairevs dmepiivwp, | SBpiaTns Iledins kai drdofalos Bpiuoepyds, where the language is
similar to thatin our passage; Orph. Arg. 671 dmepiivopt Bupd, of Phineus’ cruelty in blinding and
exposing his own children.

13.  xpvooxitawvos: Cf. Pi. fr. 195 eddppate xpvooxitwy, lepditaTov dyalua, Offa, of Thebes
(2. id. P.iv 25 76 uév yap ebdppate Tis moAews, 76 8¢ xpuooxitwy Tis fjpwidos); Peisander ap. Joh.
Lyd. Mag. iii 64 omovds yéyove ois modvypioois 16 mddar Avdois . . . kal ypvoooTiuovas
diepydleotar yiravas, kal udprus 6 Ileloavdpos elmawv ‘Avdot ypvaoxitwves’; A.P. vi 102.6 (Phil.
Thess.) xpvooxitwy’ éAdny, of the golden skin of a fruit, as also Orph. Lith. 715 év 8¢ odw kai
Spwuiv émjAvda kdkkov dvwya | pifar xpvooxitwva, pelayypoinv, épirwov (Herman .
pvocoxitwva); Paul. Sil. Descr. 156 xpvooxitwv *Avfoica (the sacral name of Rome, here of
Constantinople); ibid. 599 unvi xpvooxiTwye (=]January, see historical commentary, below).
vmomrrep[:  Doubtless nominative dmémrep[os, agreeing with ‘he’, the subject of edvijoas. Not
literally ‘winged’, but ‘as if winged’, denoting a quick succession of activities in several different
regions. This is exactly the nuance of the word in Aristides, ii 183 Dindorf, v odrws dxdv kal
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dypumvov kal 1j0wo7’ &y elmov vmémrepov TodTov, where Aristides is referring to the operations of
Pericles in Samos, Caria, Euboea and Megara. No adverb denoting comparison is necessary, cf.
Ion Trag. fr. 14 86pov . . . kAfjoov bmémrepos, ‘fly and shut the door’, and LS] s.v. Smdmrepos; 2. See
historical commentary, below.

14. avxéva yaipov dpnos 'Axawuev[: The phrase adyéva yaipov is a frequent line-beginning in
Nonn. D. e.g. adxéva yaipov éxovra kar’ odpavov “Apea pebyw, ibid. xx 51, ‘I avoid Ares, who
lifts a proud neck in heaven’, which contains an idea similar to that in our line. Cf. also A.P. xvi
203.1 (Jul. Aeg.) KAivas adxéva yaipov ¢’ fuerépoiat medidois; Proc. Gaz. Pan. 30 adyéva e
yabpov émaipw. The origin of the phrase is perhaps to be found in A.R. iv 1606 6 8’ ém’ adyén
yadpos depleis | éomerar, which is literal and describes a horse about to be yoked. The genitive
apmos is Homeric, but occurs only once in Nonn. D., where it denotes ‘war’, as here (ibid. xxiv
69). Possible supplements for *Ayawuev| are ’Axaipeviov, -low, -idov, -idao (c¢f. A.P. ii 389
[Christod.] 6s mpiv *Axaipevidao uévos Kvpowo Aiyaivwr). I take it that the line ended in a finite
verb governing adyéva and meaning ‘he/you humbled’.

15. Following the precept of Menander, 376.2 ff., the poet passes to the second virtue embodied
in the emperor, namely his cw@pooivy. Here the orator must say that it is due to the emperor that
marriages are chaste and their offspring legitimate, and that proper solemnity is observed at games
and festivals. Praise of the Augusta is to be inserted here, if she deserves it: €l 8¢ én’ d€las €in ral
Tuiis peyiors 1) Bacilis, épeis Tu kai kata kaipov évbdde: 1y Bavudaoas fydmmoe, TadTy Kowwvoy
s éavtod BaciAelas memoinTar, kal 0vd’ el éaTw GAMo olde yuvaikeiov pddov. In our text, line 15
supplies a transition and prooemium, as Recto line 1 above. I accept von Arnim’s supplement
kpate[pds 7° aixumris. The line is adapted from Helen’s description of Agamemnon in I1. iii 179
duddTepov, Baoidels T’ dyalos kpatepds T alyuntis. Late writers often quote this line ad verbum
in encomiastic contexts, ¢f. Liban. Panegyric on Constantius II and Constans 121 (t. iv 268 Foerster),
Diod. Sic. xxiv 5.2 (of Hamilcar, Hannibal’s father), Zosimus iii 34.7 (the epitaph of Julian the
Apostate near Tarsus: "lovAwavds pera Tiypw dydppoov évldde keitar, | duddrepov Bacideds 7’
dyalds kpatepds T’ alyunris. A longer version is in Zonar, xiii 13). It was a favourite line of
Alexander the Great, ¢f. Plut. Mor. 331. For roios éav at verse-beginning and without a following
co-relative, ¢f. A.R. ii 470 ws kai 68” dvip | Toios éwv Sedp’ fAfev, éov wdpov Sdpa Saeln. With
following co-relative, Od. i 257 (265), A.R. ii 919, iv 1603.

16. o]fot caodpoaivya. Teny mapardrfleo: Gerstinger’s supplement wapaxdrf[eo seems cer-
tain after 7env and Baotdeds, which also lend support to Gerstinger’s o]for. The plural of
owgpoaivy is rare, but it occurs in hac sede in Od. xxiii 30 dAX& caodposivyor vorfuara marpos
éxevfev (‘from discretion’, causal dat.), and Opp. H. iii 359 ofrt caodpootvyot peunAdres (‘having
no shame’, of parasites). I take caodpoatvymor here to be indirect object after mapardrf[eo, the
direct object being a feminine noun with refjv. maparxararifepar is a frequent word in poetry for
entrusting a child or minor to nurses or guardians. In A.R. ii 504 xfovins mapaxdrBero viupars,
Apollo entrusts the girl Cyrene to the nymphs as her guardians. So mapaxdrfeo ibid. iv 1743, -e7o
Nonn. D. xiii 141, xxiv 46, xlviii 953 and 958. Metaphorically in Opp. H. iii 15 (rapaxdrfeo),
Nonn. D. xlvii 215, xlviii 649 (-€70). Much the same nuance is present in Sext. Emp. M. vi 26 of
Tipwes Tds éavTdv yuvaixas Gdois TLoly, ws adPpoot vdagL, mapararerifevro. I suggest that our
poet wrote Teny mapakdrbeo viudny, ‘to your chastity did you entrust your bride’. This derives
support on the one hand from the presence of mapaxarariflepar in verse-endings like yfoviars
mapaxdrlero viudais A.R. ii 504, éuais mapaxdrlero vipdars Nonn. D. xxiv 46, mdAw
mapaxdrfero viudy ibid. xlviii 649; and on the other from the frequent use of vijugn by Nonnus to
mean ‘wife, bride’ (Peek s.v. ‘[Junge] Frau; Midchen, Jungfrau, Braut; Gattin’), especially in
verse-endings like énv éppioaro viudny ibid. xlvii 515, et simil. A very similar expression occurs in
Prisc. Pan. 304 ‘permittitque viro mundum seseque tuendam’.

17.  Jewv émdevéa kndepovi[wv: For émdevéa in eadem sede cf. A.R. ii 315, Nonn. D. xxii 190,
id. Par. iv 223 al. In epic, xndepoveds and xndépwv mean ‘one who cares for another person’
(k1}8opar). Included in its sense are those connected by family or friendship with the person for
whom they care, and it is used especially often in contexts deploring the lack of such care. Cf. A.R.
198 (an old man relinquishes his only surviving son to the Argonautic expedition), ibid. 271 (an
orphan-girl living with her stepmother), Q.S. iii 477 (the old man Phoenix, after Achilles’ death),
ibid. vii 657 (same), ibid. xiii 285 (Andromache after the death of Hector and Astyanax). After
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émdevéa, Keydell’s supplement kndepovii[wy is practically certain. The letters Jewv could belong
to an epithet qualifying xndepovij[wv, but they could equally well be the reflexive possessive
adjective éav, ‘her(?) own’, ¢f. Il. xxiv 211 é@v dmdvevle Tokwy.

18.  Touy|. . . émi]8fjuiov ixvos ép<e>ioas: ‘Therefore having planted thy(?) footstep . . . at
home’. Instead of 7ois (Gerstinger), I read rowy[, which I take to be the remnant of rouy[dp,
marking the beginning of a new sentence and section; see n. on line 19. For Toydp, ‘therefore,
accordingly’, at beginning of line and sentence, ¢f. Il. i 76 al., Od. 1 179 al. In the rest of the line,
Keydell’s supplement ém]d7jueov derives probability from Nonn. Par. xii 36 *Inoots | évfeov ixvos
xwv émdiuov §0dde kum, and ibid. xxi 21 mpdrov ixvos dywv émbiuiov 10dde Aiuvy. The last
word is badly obliterated, but Maas’s ép<e>icas would give as the line-ending ixvos épeioas,
which is a frequent line-ending in Nonnus, ¢f. D. x 151 al,, and Par. v 31. The reference of
émdruov is not easy to elucidate; perhaps the poetis saying that, because of the Augusta’s chastity,
the emperor’s foot is safe at home, whereby he has been able to accomplish labours surpassing
those of Odysseus. See next line.

19. nu[...] 6 uy xdue dios ’Odvaoeds: Cf. Nonn. Par. ix 65 ééanivys dpdos eldov, 6 un mdpos
elyov émwmali, of a blind man miraculously healed. It is likely that our poet implies a comparison,
‘greater than the toil of goodly Odysseus’, as in Musaeus H.L. 268 viugie, moAdd poyioas, & un
mdle viudios dAdos, ‘whose sufferings are greater than the sufferings of any other bridegroom’.
For kdpvw in an encomium, ¢f. Call. Del. 187 Bagidjos déBAa moAda kaudvros, of Ptolemy II.

I take lines 18—20 as being devoted to the last of the three virtues belonging to the mpdfeis xar’
elprivyy, namely @pdvnos, f. Men. Rhet. 376.13 ff.: fjieis émi 7y ppdvmow pera Taira . . . épeis
Tolvuv émi ) dpowvioer, 6Tt oUumavTa TaiTa odk dv fpkece mpdfar Bacidevs, 0U8’ dv ToooVTWY
mpayudTwy Sykov Sujveykev, €l i) dpovijoel kal cuvécel TOV émi yis vmepédepe, &t
7w kal ai vopofeaiar kai al cwdpoovvar kal ai dovral karopfoichar medpiraow dperai, kTA. In our
passage, Tory[dp (if my supplement is correct) marks the transition from the preceding virtue,
owdpootvy, to $pévmois. Odysseus is mentioned because he is the type of gpovijors and of patient
endurance, and the poet’s allusion to him corresponds to the words which I have underlined in
Menander’s text. In the reference to Odysseus we have the poem’s first discernible adyxpiats, or
rhetorical comparison. Cf. Men. Rhet. 377.2 ff. otk émdijoy 8¢ 00 mpoetpnyuévov Bewpiiparos, 67
éd’ éxdaTw TV Kepalalwy moujoel auykpioes, KTA.

20. lllegible. Gerstinger read the end of this line as Joas, which Heitsch prints. But inspection of
Heitsch’s photograph does not encourage me to accept these letters, and I omit them from my
text.

21. elkaiep...g.v.ow0f.....].[: Gerstinger’s reading is confirmed on the whole by Heitsch’s
photograph, though the letters owo are very faint and must be regarded as doubtful. Apparently
some proviso or limitation was here introduced, ‘Even although . . .’, the consequence of which is
given in the next line. It would be reasonable to take line 21 as forming the transition to the next
topic of the Basidicds Adyos prescribed by Menander, namely the 79y Aaumpd of the emperor.
See historical commentary on lines 21-32. For concessive €l xal init. vs. cf. A.R.1i 814, ibid. ii 342,
Nonn. Par. viii 11. For ka{ abbreviated in hiatu ¢f. Nonn. D. ed. Keydell, i 41*.

22.  xblov yap mrodiedpov au[: For x8ulov init. vs. cf. Il. xix 195, Od. iv 656, Colluth. 372, ibid.
383. On the time-reference of x6ilov here, cf. historical commentary.

23.  ipepos wheaimarpis ep..[: Gerstinger and Heitsch read the last group as epy«[, supple-
mented by Keydell as épik[axe; but the letters after € are not sufficiently clear to justify accepting
this. For dAeaimarpis (hapax legomenon) cf. wAeaioios.

24. mdoa 8¢ AwPyripe mepllwo[: I take AdwByriipe to be adjectival, as Nonn. Par. viii 44 xai
bBpacvs ‘EBpaiwy kupaivero Aads drodwy, [ dbpova AwBnripe xéwv pdov dvlepedvt (4. =" mouth’),
ibid. 142 xal Opaovs ‘Efpaiwv émemdplace ads drodwr | dppove AwBnrijp xéwv Emos dvbepedivt;
Tryph. 21 Tpdow 8¢ AwBnrijpow ép’ "Exropos éAxvluoiot | pupopévors od podvov v émdiuiov
dXyos; Nic. Th. 796 axopmiot . . . AwByripes. In this context, the meaning of AwByrip: is more
likely to be ‘destructive, injurious’ than ‘insulting’, ¢f. Tryph. loc. cit., Nic. loc. cit., Hsch.
AwBnripa: Blamricdy, SPpioTicdy. A likely supplement for mepilwo| is mepilwa[feioa, ‘sur-
rounded, beset’, agreeing with é\mwpn in line 25. Cf. Nonn. D. xli 268 oréupart reixiberrt
mepil{wobeioa Murijvy.
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25.  éAmwpr) 8eddvmTo yadpraww[:  Isuggest yadnvaiw [Bacidi, ¢f. Nonn. D. xx 280 kai arpatos
Npepéwy pevérw mapa ddakiov GAny | un udélov évrivee yadmralw Baoidije (Lycurgus). The person
and power of the emperor are often associated with the words yaAjvy, yadnvaios, and yadnvérys.
So Paul.Sil. Descr. (Ambon) 299 daTvdxoto €ns . . . yajvys, of Justinian’s rule, ¢f. id. Descr. 944,
951; A.P.iv 3B. 98 (Ag.) Todvexev, 6mmére mdvra didns mémAnbe yaijvns, of the peace imposed by
the emperor as opposed to the tumult of rebels. So also in titles of address, v adrod yadpéryra,
‘his Serenity’, of the emperor Theodosius II, Thdt. Ep. 79, 186 Azéma; 1 duerépa yadpérys, of
the Augusta Pulcheria, id. Ep. 43, 114. See P.G.L. s.vv., and Carla Spadavecchia, AStudies in the
Letters of St. Basil of Caesarea and of Theodoret of Cyrus Ph.D. Thesis, Edinburgh 1975 (unpubl.)
295. For dovéopar met. ‘bein commotion’, ¢f. App. B.C. iv 52 yuyvouévwy 8¢ robrwy &v ‘Pduy, 0.
Umepdpia mdvra modépows Sud Tivde Ty ordow éddverro; Nonn. D. xxv 275 veodOuuévwy 8’ émi
nétuw | mdoa méMis 8e8évnro. Nonnus uses §eddvyro at this point in the line fifteen times in the
Dionysiaca.

I reconstruct lines 24— thus:
mdoa 8¢ AwPnriipL mepilwo(feica kvdowud (exempli gr.)
éAwpn) 8eddvnTo yatnvaiw [Bagidi,

‘and the peaceful emperor’s every hope had been shaken, beset by destructive war’ (BagiAj dative
of interest).

26—31. «kai 7is k7A.:  In the remaining extant lines of the Recto, the narrative of civil strife is
developed. The expression kai Tis (with or without a noun) is often used by Nonnus to illustrate
and amplify a narrative, the general theme of which has been announced, e.g. D. xv 44, 8, 72,
100, 114, 137, 151. Cf. Peek 767, s.v. kai, but this list is incomplete. It is therefore reasonable to
take lines 2631 in our text as illustrating and amplifying the theme of treason and rebellion
announced in 21-5. Of the twenty-six instances of xal 7is known to me in the Dionysiaca,
twenty-three refer to a specific individual, and only three have generalising sense (‘and many
a..."). Accordingly it is much more likely that xal 7is dynropéwv di{rios in our text refers to
an individual rebel, than to the rebels in general.

26.  Tis dynropéwy dilnwos €[:  Cf. Nonn. D. xxi 163 (va u1 Tis dynvopéwv Bpéros dvip | dAos
éxawv pipunpa Sopifpacéos Avkodpyov | pdpov dvasriceiey duwpire dioviow, where dynvopéwy
describes a blasphemer comparable to Lycurgus. dynmropéw is pejorative also ibid. xxxvii 338, and
id. Par. iii 170. Elsewhere in Nonn. D. dynvopéw is neutral or complimentary, f. xii 206, xxxvii
484 and 698. This verb is not found before Nonnus, and its occurrence here is a strong indication
of post-Nonnian date. For d«{ftos =young but full-grown man, see epic poets passim.

27. Bapge..... elwv, dovin 8’ oloTp[:  Gestinger’s reading fapga)é[ws] gb{wv is palacographi-
cally unjustifiable and linguistically unconvincing. The letters fa.. ... ... {wv are visible, but the
intervening letters have been almost entirely obliterated. It seems to me that fapoe . .. .. elwv
might be read (5é{wv M. L. West, Gott. Gel. Anz. 215[1962] 171). But .alwv is also possible, and I
suggest exempli gratia Odpoee [kwp]dlwy, ‘waxed insolent, triumphing’, ¢f. Nonn. D. xxxviii 74
ws évi péoow | kwpdlwv MapaBav. per’ dpea Anpradios. In the second half of the line, Gerstinger
was doubtless right to take the scribe’s govin as a dative. In epic of all periods this adjective means
‘murderous, deadly’ and is properly applied to unpleasant and frightening things; it is not used of
praiseworthy courage. Gerstinger’s supplement olorp[fAaros Spusi could be right (for
olatpridaros ¢f. A. Pr. 580, P. Oxy. 2078 fr. 1.15 [lyric]).

28.  éudd[do]v orovdeooav édvoaro [ For éudulos in expressions denoting civil war, ¢f. Nonn.
D. xxxvi 133 fedv éudvlov *Evudy; Orac. anon. ap. Dio Cass. lvii 18.5 ‘Pwpaiovs Eudvdos dAei
ordous; Orac. anon. ap. Steph. Byz. s.v. Z¥Bapis, Tyvika oot méAeuds Te xal éuduvdos ardos e,
The prose-form éugddios, with mddepos and rapdyn, is used to describe the rebellion of
Marcianus (a.p. 479) in Candidus fr. 1 (F.H.G. iv 137) and Joh. Ant. fr. 211.3 and 4 (F.H.G. iv
619). See historical commentary. For grovdesoar ¢f. Od. xi 383 and A.R. iv 1005 orovéecoay
dvrijv, whence Gerstinger supplemented here [Ajocav durijs. For é8daaro applied to a warrior
entering battle, cf. Il. xx 379 é. odAaudv dvdpdv, Nonn. D. xiii 91 and 549 &. dvdomw "Ivddv, ibid.
XXviii 303 é. kdpov "Evvois. Cf. also II. xix 313 moAéuov oréua Suevar aipardevros.
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29.  elprjvns d8idaxTtov duijAika Aa .[:  For elpivys ddi8axrov ¢f. Nonn. D. xiii 3 8ikns ddidaxTov
vmeppialwy yévos *Ivdav, ibid. 20 edoeBins ddiakTov dicTdaar yévos "Tvdav, Coll. 185 kai pedyeis
d\dmyra kal "Apeos épya Sudkes, | dppovins ddibaktos, dpodpoaivnys ddafjuwy. (The use of
adidarros with objective genitive, ‘unschooled in’, is much commoner in late poetry than appears
from LSJ.) Gerstinger read the last group as Aae[, which Heitsch prints; but the letter read by him
as epsilon could equally well be an omicron. I suggest Aad[v dyeipas, cf. Aadv dyeipas fin. vs.in Il ii
664, A.R.ii 521, ibid. iv. $48. Similarly Aaov dyelpwv Il. iv 377, A. dyetpev Il. xi 715, A. dyeipw Il.
xvi 129, A. dyelpais A.R.1893, A. dyeipev Nonn. D. xiii 449, all fin. vs. The word-pattern in the
line elpjvys dd8akTov dufAika Aag[v dyelpas, with two adjectives qualifying Aaov, would be close
to that in Nonn. Par. i 112 Banri{wv d8i8akTov dmevféa Aaodv dAfjrmv. The supplement Aag[v
dyeipas is confirmed, rather than discredited, by the appearance of Adas, ‘stones’, in the next line;
for Nonnus has exactly the same paronomasia in Par. viii 188 alvopawys 6¢ | Adas éxwv bacmAfiTas
éméppee Aads dyfvwp.

30. O uév Adas émaddev é0juov[: The subject of émadlev is not, I think, di{7ios 26, but the
person or persons denoted by oufAwka 29. Gerstinger supplemented éfquov[as dAAa, ‘It was not
the customary stones that he brandished, but . . .” Certainly an adversative word seems necessary
in the lost ending of the line, since otherwise Adas and dfvpua would be in apposition to one
another, and the stones would be called ‘wonted’ in this line and ‘unwonted’ (£eivov) in the next.
For emphatic od uév followed by an adversative word, cf. Il. xiv 472, Nonn. D. iv 98, id. Par. i 20,
etc., and Denniston, Greek Particles 362. In such expressions the uév may itself be adversative, as
Nonn. D. xxv 6 o0 uév deiow | mpdrTovs €€ AvkdBavras, . . . | ... Tedéoas 8¢ Tvmov piunAov ‘Outjpov
| VoTaTov dprjow moAéuwy éros, ‘But I shall not sing of the first six years, but . . . only of the last
year’. So here. The accus. pl. form Adas is found in later poetry, ¢f. Nonn. Par. viii 188 (cited in
preceding note), ibid. x 109; Opp. H. iii 417 and 422; Manetho vi 417. The adjective é67juwv,
‘wonted, customary’, is found first in Nonnus, who uses it frequently, and its appearance here is
doubtless a sign of post-Nonnian date (¢f. also Mus. H.L. 312). For mdAAw, ‘brandish, hurl’, of
missiles, ¢f. Nonn. D. passim.

31.  d1jpov feivov dfuvpua dovog[: Though not fully legible here, djuov is found passim at
line-beginnings, e.g. Il. xvii §77, Od. xiii 186, ibid. xxii 36, H. Cer. 151, A.R. 1800, Orph. H. xviii
15. For £évos =‘strange, unwonted’, ¢f. LSJ s.v. B III, Nonn. D. xiv 419 al.; with genitive in the
sense ‘strange to’, ibid. xix 185 ‘HAwddwv 8¢ | feivos. I take dfvppa in the sense ‘sport, game’
(Bacchyl. xviii 57, Nonn. D. xxv 226), and as subject of dudfuvev. But d0vpua could have its more
usual sense of ‘toy, plaything’. The remnant ¢ovog[ may well have introduced an epithet
qualifying dfvppa and conveying the sense of ‘murderous’.

32. p[..]o[..Jpal .lv dudBuver d xeip[: The root-meaning of duafivew is ‘reduce to dust’
(dpuablos =sand, grit), and it is most often used to describe the action of fire, e.g. Il. ix 589 dvdpas
pev kreivova, moAw 8¢ Te mip duabiver. So Nonn. D. often. The word is also used, however, of
agents other than fire, and with the general sense of ‘spoil, devastate’: of water, Lyc. 79, A.P. v
281.3 (Paul.Sil.); of Typhon’s storm-wind, Nonn. D. ii 79; of a stone damaging the device on a
shield, Nonn. D. xxxiv 289; of trampling something beneath the feet, Opp. H. iii 491; etc. The
application of audBuvev here can be ascertained, in my opinion, by reference to John of Antioch’s
account of the rebellion of Marcianus, quoted in my historical commentary. The last group in the
line is read by Gerstinger and Heitsch as dyelp. I interpret this as & yelp (or xeupt, etc.). This would
have relevance to John of Antioch’s description: the citizens were destroying (dudfuvev) the
houses which their own hands (d xeip) had built.

33—34. For the remnants of the two last lines of the Recto, I reproduce Gerstinger’s readings,
Heitsch’s photograph being insufficiently legible.

Fol. 29788B

Verso

There follows the fragment numbered by Heitsch as xxxv 2, and by Gerstinger as fr. 1. Both
consider the fragment to have come from a separate poem, and I am inclined to share their view.
See historical commentary, where the fragment’s location in the papyrus is discussed. If, on the
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other hand, the fragment belongs to our poem, it might preserve a part of the redeordry
ovykpuats, or ‘general comparison’, which stands next in the scheme prescribed by Menander,
376.31: ffews 8¢ émi Ty TedeordTnY oVyrpiow, dvreferdlwv TV avTod Bacideiav mpos Tas mpo
adrov Bacielas, ob kabatpdv éxeivas, drexvov ydp, dAa Bavudlwv pév éxelvas, 76 8¢ Télewov
dmodidovs Ti mapovon. odk émjon 8¢ Tob mpoewpmuévov Bewpriparos, ot ¢’ éxdoTw TV
kepalaiwv morjoeL ovykpioers, AAN’ éxeivar puév éoovrar pepikai, olov maideias mpos mawdelav 7
cwdpoaivys mpos cwdpoatvny, adrar 8¢ mepl SAns éoovrar Tis tmobéoews, woavel Baoideiav Ay
dfpdws kai év kedpalaiw mpos Baoideiav cvykpivouer, olov iy *Adeédvdpov mpos Ty mapoioav.
1. e 8ikns xoounropi[: For koowijrwp, ‘marshaller, orderer’, cf. Il. i 16 al. koounTope Aadv
(Agamemnon and Menelaus), Od. xviii 152 koou1 Topt Aadv. So in later encomiastic poetry, A.P.
ix 656.3 (anon., on the Chalke of the royal palace, built by Anastasius) xooujropes épywv,=the
architects; Paul.Sil. Descr. (Ambon) 301 koourropt kéopov, | Xpiord mapPacidije. Sometimes,
however, . means ‘adorner’, ¢f. Nonn. D. xxvii 279 Tefjs koourfropt marpys; A.P.110.43 (anon.,
see next n.) Kwvoravrivov, éjs kooutiropa ‘Pduys; cf. LS] s.v. 2. On the question of whether 8ikns
xoounfTopt has a Christian application here, see note on line 4, below.
2. oladppove Kworal[vrivw: For Keydell's supplement Kwora[vrivw (Gnomon v [1929] 252), cf.
the similar verse-ending in A.P. i 10.71 Ymép avTvyos adlijs [ éoTw iBeiv uéya Badua, modidpova
Kworavrivov, | mads mpoduywv eidwla fenudyov éoBece Avooav | kai Tpiddos ddos edpev év $8aoe
yvia kabfpas. (This epigram consists of two long encomiastic inscriptions copied from the church
of St Polyeuct in Constantinople, built A.p. 524—7; ¢f. C. Mango in Dumb Oaks P xx [1966] 222.)
3. ]réooov didos dooo[v: Expressionslike réooov . . . 6aoov are found in the ovykpioeis of other
verse-encomia. Cf. Theocr. xvii 66 6ABie xolpe yévoio, Tiois 8é pe Téooov doov mep | AvjAov
éripnoev wkvavdumvka Poifos *AméAAwy; ibid. 38; Paul.Sil. Descr. 152 ff. elfare por, ‘Pauns
KametwAibes, eiate, pjuar | T8aoov éuds Baoidevs vmepiraro OduBos éxeivo, [ dmmdoov €lddoo
Oeos péyas éotiv dpelwv.
4. J6ooov Au Poifos [’AméMwr:  Gerstinger’s supplement is probably correct, since it gives a
line-ending found in Homer and the Homeric hymns passim, and in Theocr. xvii 67 (see n. on
previous line), Nonn. D. xlviii 708, Tryph. 509. The relationship between Zeus and Apollo is
stated in Call. Ap. 29 8dvarai ydp (sc. ’AméAAwv), émel Aui Seéios farau, ‘since he sits on Zeus’s right
hand’. This circumstance suggests that the poet was honouring the emperor by saying that his
position in relation to Constantine was like that of Apollo in relation to Zeus: “You are as beloved
by Constantine, the orderer of righteousness, as was : . ., and as was Apollo by Zeus’, the first
expression of comparison (lines 3—4) being lost. In the same way Theocr. xvii 13 ff. honours
Ptolemy Philadelphus by saying that Zeus has made him equal with the gods and has given him a
throne beside Alexander and Heracles. (I owe this parallel to Prof. Cairns.) If this view is correct,
the phrase 8{xns xoourirop. describes Constantine, and has a specifically Christian connotation,
just as épyov evdikins is used by Apolinarius in his Metaphrasis of the Psalms to describe the
establishment of Christianity, cf. Apolinarii Metaphrasis Psalmorum, ed. Ludwich, Protheoria 23 ff.
aAX’ émei €pyov | €0Bikins éxdAvipev SAmy xO6va, 008€ i veikos | 008’ Epis év Aaoiow, dvaiudkTors Te
Bvndais | mavovdiy Paoclija Bedv karéovor méAyes. It should be noted that in A.P. i 10.71 ff.
(quoted above, line 2 n.) mention of Constantine was accompanied by an allusion to his
recognition of Christianity.
5—6. I print the text of Gerstinger and Heitsch, the photograph being indistinct.

The gap between the foregoing fragment and the lower part of the page leaves room for some
six or seven lines (‘septem fere versus desunt’, Heitsch). Then come fragments of the beginnings of
three more lines:

au|
may|
2

followed by a horizontal stroke marking the close of the poem. The iambic prologue of the Idyll
follows in the next line. The extant letter-groups in our text might have belonged to words which
are elsewhere found in the epilogoi of encomia or related literature (the epilogoi should include
prayers for prosperity and the continuance of the reign, Men. Rhet. 377.28 ff.). Cf. A.P.i10.40f.
pipvor 8’ domeTov ebyos dpiaTomdvoio yevédAns, | eladkev Hélos muptlauméa Sidpov Elabver, cf.
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also Nonn. Par. viii 156 €Zodre pipve [ aiwv movAvéAikros, ibid. X 101 €lodke pipve: | avTopdrais
apiow éME kukdoluevos aldv; Romanos 54 xé 1 ff. (ed. Maas-Trypanis) Zdrep afdvare,

vié¢ matpos mpoawwviov, wdaoav adoov TV MOAw, | adoov Tas ékkAnaias, odoov 8¢ kai Tovs
Baoileis . . . mdoav Ty molTelav  mepiowaov, mdvooge duvdoTa.

Historica COMMENTARY
Fol. 29788C
Verso
1—15. [ begin by summarising the events on which, as I shall argue, this part of our narrative is
based.

Being himself an indifferent soldier, Zeno had for years relied on the military talent of his
fellow-Isaurian Illus, who held the post of magister officiorum. He had cause to distrust Illus,
however, since the latter had opposed him at the outset of Basiliscus’ usurpation in 475. Further,
[lus held imprisoned in Isauria both Zeno’s brother Longinus (from 475) and his mother-in-law,
the dowager-empress Verina (from 477). In winter 4812, following Illus’ refusal to release
Verina, an attempt was made on his life at the instigation of Ariadne, the empress. After this Illus
asked for and received permission to retire to Antioch, and was created magister militum per
Orientem instead of magister officiorum. The hostility between Zeno and Illus now approximated to
open war; and in July 484 Illus induced Verina (still his captive) to proclaim as rival emperor at
Tarsus the patrician Leontius. Zeno sent against the rebels an army with two commanders,
namely John of Scythia, who had in the meantime succeeded Illus as magister militum per Orientem,
and Theoderic, who was already consul ordinarius in the east. A battle was fought, perhaps near the
Isaurian Seleucia, and the imperial troops were victorious.?3 Illus and two thousand of his troops
fled to the stronghold called variously ‘Cherris’ and ‘the castle of Papirius’, where Leontius and
Verina joined him. The imperial forces pursued them and invested the place.?# This castle was a
place of some notoriety. ‘Leo’s son-in-law Zeno’, says John of Antioch, ‘when consul, sent a force
to dislodge Indacus from the so-called hill of Papirius. The first to turn this hill into his lair had
been Neon (rodrov yap mpdTos Néwv épiAeve), and after him Papirius, and Papirius’ son Indacus,
who ravaged their neighbours and slew travellers’.25 Zeno had sojourned there during his exile in
4756, and had later used it as a treasure-house.?® The natural strength of the castle is emphasised
by Joshua the Stylite, and in particular he says that only one path led up to it.27 This is one of the
features which enabled J. Gottwald to identify the ancient castle of Papirius with the fortified
hill-top at Candir-Kalesi, 24 miles north-west of Tarsus, called Baberon in a twelfth-century
Armenian source.?8 For the hill-top at Candir-Kalesi is today approached by a flight of some 150
steps cut into the hill-side, doubtless corresponding to the narrow path mentioned by Joshua.
From the head of the staircase, at 3575 feet, the citadel rises sheer for another 325 feet.2° Near the
foot of the staircase Gottwald observed a grotto: ‘Vor dem Treppenaufgang zweigen nach links
28-30 zum Teil zerstorte Stufen in der Richtung einer sich in das Innere des Felsens erstreckende

23 Cf. E. W. Brooks, ‘The Emperor Zeno and the
Isaurians’ in English Hist. Review viii (1893) 222 ff.; and
Stein B-E ii 28 ff.

24 The Chronicle of Joshua the Stylite, composed in Syriac
A.D. 507, tr. W. Wright (Cambridge 1882) c. 16.

25 Joh. Ant. fr. 206—2, FHG. iv 617.

26 Jos. Styl. c. 13, Jordan. Rom. 352, ¢f. Brooks 228 n.
131.

27 ¢c. 17: ‘Now because of the difficulty of the natural
position of the fortress, it was also rendered wonderfully
impregnable by the work of men’s hands, and there was
no path leading up to it save one, by which, because of its
narrowness, not even two persons could ascend at once’.

28 Byz. Zeits. xxxvi (1936) 88 ff. Gottwald’s identifica-
tion is detailed and convincing. Cf. P. Lemerle in Syria x1

(1963) 320n. s.

29 Gottwald 92. Damascius, describing the aspect of
the citadel, says: ‘On top the rock is flat and wide, under-
neath it tapers slightly, but still manages to support aloft
in the air the broad mass above. In many places it over-
hangs the mountain which forms its base. Its appearance
resembles that of an enormous neck supporting a gigantic
and picturesque head’. When Pamprepius was executed
inside the citadel, the executioner flung his head down the
precipice and into the imperial camp below. Cf. Damascii
Vitae Isidori Reliquiae, ed. C. Zintzen (Hildesheim 1967)
174 and 245. On the staircase, ¢f. also M. Ancketill’s
description in E. J. Davis, Life in Asiatic Turkey (London
1879) 44.
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Grotte ab, in der Wasser steht’. His sketch shows the grotto as a sizeable landmark, and he
emphasises that it was not a cistern.3° In this fastness, fitting subject for the brush of a Salvator
Rosa or the pen of a Tolkien, Illus and his partisans were besieged for four years. Treachery from
within at last allowed John of Scythia to storm the castle. Illus and Leontius fled to a chapel within
the fortification, but were dragged out and executed. Their fate was shared by the betrayers.3!
Some of those taken with Illus were executed, others had their property confiscated.?2 But Illus’
wife Asteria and her surviving daughter Thecla were allowed to withdraw to Tarsus, and to take
with them the body of his other daughter Anthusa, who had died during the siege.33 I return to
our text.

The campaign described is punitive (10). The enemy have to be tracked down (4—6). Their
pursuer is not the emperor in person, but someone acting under his orders (3—4). This pursuer,
acting alone (6), drives the enemy to a stronghold with which is associated a cave (7-8). He inflicts
suffering on them (9). He captures the stronghold (s, 9). The beaten enemy are punished (10), and
lose their ancestral possessions (11). But the emperor also exercises clemency (15). Each of these
details has its counterpart in the historians’ accounts of Zeno’s campaign against Illus after the
initial battle near Seleucia. In the words aviyvevew 4, ixvia O7p7s 6, éddooas 7, we may recognise
references to the imperial army’s pursuit of Illus. The subject of the verbs édexro 3, dAdmage s,
édidaokev 9, is the emperor’s general (see n. on Verso $), in this case John of Scythia. We know
from the historical sources that Theoderic fell under suspicion of collusion with Illus and was
recalled by Zeno; this is probably why our poet says that John conducted the pursuit ‘alone’, udvos
(6).34 When the poet characterises the rebels’ refuge by the word xaAuds (5), he employs the same
metaphor as does John of Antioch when describing the castle of Papirius, rodrov yap mpdytos Néwv
épwleve (see above), both kaAd and gwleds denoting the lair of wild beasts. Even if our poet
intended xaliuds to mean storehouse rather than lair, it would still be a good description of Zeno’s
treasure-house. The grotto noted by Gottwald beneath the castle of Papirius is surely to be
identified with omjAvyya peddfpwr 8. Mention of caves occurs in the account of John of Antioch,
who says that Illus allowed only the most faithful of his troops to remain in the citadel, and sent
the rest to take refuge in caves: Tovs dowmovs év Tois dvTpors dmexpnoav, & moAdayod T pvoel Taw
Témwv eipyaoto.35 As well as the grotto at Candir-Kalesi there are large caverns an hour’s leisurely
ride away.?¢ The four years’ siege is referred to in the poet’s words é8(daarev dilvas (9). It is not
remarkable that he passes over this period in so few words, since the historical sources are not
much more explicit. Zeno was distracted by the revolt of Theoderic in Thrace (486), and by his
plans to divert Theoderic against Odoacer. The besieged certainly underwent ‘woes’, since some
of the foremost among them died, and Illus gave himself up to despair.3” When the castle was at
last stormed, Illus and Leontius did not die quietly, but moAa mpos 76 feiov odv Sdrpuvow
dmemdvras kal Tas xeipas els Tov oUpavov dvatelvavras.’® Hence in our text, mowrreipav
dvaoTevdyovtes avdyknmy (10). In our poem, the defeated suffer publicatio bonorum, marpdwv
kredvawy pipavres dp[ (11), just as did some of those captured with Illus, see above. According to
Menander, the mpdfeis kara méAepov should end with a reference to the emperor’s clemency
towards the vanquished, f. linguistic commentary on Verso 13. Lines 12—15 were taken up with
this, to judge by the phrases yeydaow éXdpiov (12), dmedboao Seoudv (15), and perhaps |pégow
drovais (14). As we have seen, Zeno did in fact exercise mercy in the case of Illus’ wife and
surviving daughter. He also allowed Verina’s corpse to be re-buried at Constantinople with royal
honours, and granted her the posthumous title of Augusta.3®

30 Jbid. Skizze 2, and n. 1. The grotto was described as
‘trés grande’ by L. M. Ali Shan in his topographical work

cluded that Theoderic missed the battle, but was still in
the field afterwards. Perhaps he ignored the order to

Sissouan ou I’ Arméno-Cilicie (Venice 1899) 72.

31 Joh. Ant. fr. 214.10, FHG. v 28.

32 Jbid. 12.

33 Ibid. 11.

34 Joh. Ant. fr. 214.4, FHG. iv 620, says that Theoderic
was recalled when at Nicomedia; but ibid. 6 he also says
that Gothic troops were in the field after the battle.
Theophanes A.M. 5977 says that Theoderic was not
recalled until after the siege of Illus’ castle had begun.
Faced with this conflicting testimony Brooks 228 con-

return until quite certain that desertion to Illus was unpro-
fitable.

35 Perhaps we should read dmexdwpioay, cf. Lysias xvi
16.

36 Cf. Ancketill quoted by Davis 46.

37 The deaths of Verina, Marsus, and Illus’ daughter
Anthusa are recorded, and Pamprepius was executed. Cf.
Brooks 229 f.

38 Joh. Ant. fr. 214.10, FHG. v 28.

39 Ibid. 12.
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In this section, therefore, our poem reflects the war against Illus in outline and in some of its

details. The version of the historical record which it presents is, to be sure, much abbreviated, the
more so because the text is fragmentary. But some of the gloomy repulsion which the castle of
Papirius and the ordeal of its defenders evoked in the minds of Zeno’s contemporaries may be
perceived even in these mutilated verses. We should not overlook this when attempting to assign
the poem to its historical context.
17-26. Following the prescription of Menander, the panegyrist speaks next of the emperor’s
achievements in peace, saying that they transcend his deeds in war (see Verso 17 n.). According to
Menander, the orator will here begin by praising the emperor’s gentleness to his subjects, and his
championship of refugees and petitioners. While it is not possible to reconstruct with exactness
the contents of 18—20, it is clear that they are on this theme. The emperor is addressed in the second
person, and is said to bring help to all (18). In line 19 the phrase ‘within the royal palace’ may be a
reference to the hearing of petitions by the emperor.#® Among the recipients of the emperor’s
generosity are ‘men of the Ausonians’ (20). Zeno occupied the throne in the East in 476, when the
last emperor of the West was deposed by Odoacer, and in the same year he received in
Constantinople embassies from both Odoacer and Julius Nepos, each of whom sought legitimisa-
tion of his claim to the Western empire.#! Refugees must have come to Byzantium from the West
at this time. We know thatin 475 Zeno ransomed captives taken in Africa by Genseric, the Vandal
King of Carthage,#? and in 483 intervened in the Arian Hunerich’s persecution of African
Catholics.*? Some of Hunerich’s victims found asylum in Constantinople, where they displayed
the marks of their tortures.#* Towards the illustrious fugitive Placidia, widow of the former
Western emperor Olybrius, Zeno continued the hospitality first accorded her by his predecessor
Leo. Among the recipients of the emperor’s generosity, says our text, are poets (21, 22). That is to
say, poets might be rewarded privately by the emperor, or out of the public treasury, so that
mention of them is apposite when speaking of the emperor’s gtdavfpwnia. Thus Pamprepius held
a professorial chair, awarded on the strength of his public recitation of one of his poems.45
Pelagius, an epic poet, was a close confidant of Zeno until executed in 490.46 Another two poets
of Zeno’s reign, Panolbius and Aetherius, have been described as ‘poet-journalists’ and ‘spokes-
men for the opposing parties at Constantinople’.4” Because of the proximity of the words gov
avdpdow Adoovujwr it might be thought that Italian poets are intended here; especially as Priscian
praises Anastasius’ hospitality to Latin poets and scholars in a passage similar .to ours (Pan.
239-253). But we should be careful not to interpret the text in this way. Our poet is enumerating
three classes of people who shared the emperor’s generosity, namely the lost group preceding odv,
the Italians, and poets. The particles 8¢ e (21) differentiate between the Italians and the poets. The
text continues with two lines telling us that the emperor was ‘a life-giving way’ (23) and that he
‘gave . . . to all’ (24). A third line ending efxos dotdais (25) presumably states the consequence
of this: the poets praise him in their verses. So Theocritus, in his encomium on Ptolemy II, says
that poets sing of Ptolemy because of his generosity to them, Movodwv §° Smodiirar deiSovre
ITro)epaiov | avr’ edepyecins (Theoc. xvii 115). The section, and also the Verso of the leaf, ends
with two lines of which only a few letters are preserved (26—7).

Recto

1—14. The top of the Recto is affected by the tear which has mutilated the Verso. The first two
lines were a prooemium, and so indicate change of topic, see linguistic commentary. Of lines 3—4

40 Written petitions were conveyed to and from the ‘“’ Malchus fr. 19, FHG. iv 130; Theoph. A.M. 5983.
palace by the referendarii, Proc. An. xiv 11-12,¢f. A.H. M.  Stein B-E ii 75 n. 3 wishes to date Pelagius’ execution in
Jones, The Later Roman Empire 284—602 (Oxford 1964) iii  486. But besides the testimony of Marcellinus Com. an.

166, n. 24. 490, Theoph. ibid. relates the murders of Cottais and
41 Malchus fr. 10, FHG. iv 119. Cf. W. E. Kaegi, Pelagius as the last events of Zeno’s reign.

Byzantium and the Decline of Rome (Princeton 1968) 49. 47 A. Cameron in Hist. xiv (1965) s0s—7. I accept
42 Malchus fr. 3, FHG. iv 114. Cameron’s suggestion that the epic-poet Aetherius men-
43 Cf. Stein B-E ii 60. tioned in the Suda s.v., and the Aetherius to whom
44 Marcellinus Com. an. 484. Panolbius dedicated a poem, are identical.

45 Malchus fr. 20, FHG. iv 132. Cf. Asmus 328.
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we can read nothing, of s—8 only the seven or eight initial letters of each line. Of g ff., however,
more remains, and these lines, together with the scheme of Menander, allow us to catch the drift
of the poet’s argument in this section. The aspects of the emperor’s 8tkatoavvn to be mentioned
here are, according to Menander, the justice of his officials, taxes and legislation (see linguistic
commentary, Recto 2 n.). Now, line 9 contains a clear allusion to these topics (edvouins dvioas
éap); and since the next prooemium does not follow until line 15, it is reasonable to take the whole
of Recto 3—14 as dealing with aspects of civil administration. I begin by considering lines 5—8.

ool yap [

adToxao|[tyvyT

Swoyeny[o

és mopdrgy mem| . ...l | |

Following Menander, we look first for an allusion to officials. I suggest that the words ool yap (5)
began such an allusion (see linguistic commentary), and that ‘own brother’ (6) is Zeno’s brother
Longinus. After his release in 485 from the captivity in which Illus had held him,*® Longinus was
created magister militum praesentalis and was consul in 486 and 490.4° The years 487, 488 and 491
were designated post consulatum Longini. I also suggest that Sioyern| is not an epithet, but a proper
name, that of the Diogenes who as a comes scholarum commanded an army in Anastasius’ Isaurian
campaign of 493—4.5% On that occasion he had among his colleagues John of Scythia, whom we
have already met, see above on Verso 1—15. If I am right, line 8 tells us that their activity took
Longinus and Diogenes ‘to the uttermost’ part of some region or of the empire. A new sentence
(9 ff.) says that through this a spring-time of good government was achieved for all:

mdol puév edvouins dv[d]aas éap €|
10 ..... ins Opénreipav ardofalo|
......... ] BaAdporo kaTéfaoe(

In lines 9—11 the grammatical subject is third person (karéfAace 11), and is most probably
Longinus, according to my understanding of the preceding lines. What is the activity referred to
in lines 10-11? To begin with, we must reject Heitsch’s version of the first word of 10, see
linguistic commentary. Whatever the word was, it looks likely to have been an objective genitive
governed by Opémreipav. This ‘nurturer’, then, ‘he (i.e. Longinus) crushed’. The verb karafAdv is
very strong, and tends to be used of crushing poisonous and abominable things. Thus Epiphanius
uses it of crushing ‘the wasp’ and ‘the venom’ of heresy; see linguistic commentary. The presence
of ardofalo[ reinforces the impression that the crushing of some evil is being described. But I do
not think that heresy is in question here. The sole action recorded concerning Longinus in his
capacity of magister militum praesentalis is his campaign in the country of the Tzani, during which,
according to Procopius, he established a camp at a place thereafter called Longini Fossatum.5!Stein
dates this campaign in 488;52 but I prefer 489, when Longinus’s name is absent from the consular
Fasti. At its eastern extremity, in which the camp of Longinus was probably located, the territory
of the Tzani borders on that of the Lazi.53 It was from this region that eunuchs were imported into
the Roman empire, a fact attested by Procopius in his description of the Abasgi, one of the
subject-races of the Lazi.5% Here, then, we have an indication of the subject-matter of lines 10-11:

48 Marcellinus Com. an. 485.

49 Cf. Stein B-E ii 30-1.

50 Theoph. A.M. 5985, 5986. Cf. Stein B-E ii 84. It is
possible that Diogenes was a relative of the empress
Ariadne, ¢f. Mal. 493B, and Excerpt. Insid. 167.28, where
the name Diogenianus looks like an error for Diogenes.

51 Proc. Aed. iii 6.23:  &fev 8¢ ldvTi & dpioTepd mpos
Boppav dvepov xwpds tis éoTw, Svmep xalobow ol
émixapior Aoyyivov posadrov, émel Aoyyivos év Tois dvw
xpdvois ‘Pwpaiwv arparnyds, “loavpos yévos, orpareboas
ént Tldvovs mote 11)8e memoinTaL 76 aTpardmedov.

52 B Eii 64.

53 On the location of Longini Fossatum, see N. Adontz,
Armenia in the period of Justinian (Eng. tr. by N. G. Gar-
soian, Lisbon 1970) 53.

54 B.G.iv 3.15—17. I quote from Downey’s translation:
‘but they [sc. the Abasgi] have suffered most cruelly at the
hands of their rulers owing to the excessive avarice dis-
played by them. For both their kings used to take such
boys of their nation as they noted having comely features
and fine bodies, and dragging them away from their
parents without the least hesitation they would make
them eunuchs and then sell them at high prices to any
persons in Roman territory who wished to buy them.
They also killed the fathers of these boys immediately, in
order to prevent any of them from attempting at some
time to take vengeance from the king for the wrong done
their boys, and also that there might be in the country no
subjects suspected by the kings. And thus the physical
beauty of their sons was resulting in their destruction; for
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Longinus ‘crushed’ the ‘wicked nurturer’ (or the ‘nurturer of wicked . . "), i.e. the supplier of
eunuchs for guarding the ‘bed-chamber’ (faAduoto 11). My supplement waide[ins (10) stands well
in this context, and Gerstinger’s less-likely supplement maAdak]ins would also fit. Thus the
panegyrist is representing the military operation as an act of enlightenment, and as part of the
emperor’s evvouia (9). Credit will have gone equally to Zeno and to Longinus, whom Zeno
wanted to succeed him as emperor.55 Our poet’s method of treating this theme finds a parallel in
the continuation of Procopius’ account of the Abasgi. Procopius relates how Justinian encouraged
their conversion to Christianity and forbade them to castrate children. He portrays Justinian’s
action as a work of civilization—that is, of edvouia.5¢

12 "Evfa pév edviioas dmepivopal
évba 8¢ xpvooyitwvos vmémTep|
adyéva yaipov dpnos *Axaiuev|

The grammatical subject is still masculine singular (edvjoas 12), but we cannot tell whether this
subject continues to be Longinus (if my argument above is accepted) or reverts to the emperor.
Whoever he may be, his activity takes place in two regions or spheres (évfa pév . . . évfa 8¢) and
results in the abasement (it must be) of ‘Persian Ares’ or ‘Persian war’. Line 12 é&fa uév «7A.
resumes the contents of 9—11 (see linguistic commentary), and therefore concerns the suppression
of the Tzani’s trade in children, according to my argument. The adjective dmeprvopa suits this
interpretation, since it is especially evocative of tyrannous cruelty; see linguistic commentary.
Here, it probably qualified a personal noun. In the second évfa phrase, the rare adjective
xpvooxitwvos is noteworthy. What kind of garment was denoted by this word we can gather
from three passages. John of Lydia tells us that the ancient Lydians wore tunics of which the warp
was of gold thread, and quotes in evidence a phrase of Peisander, Avdot xpvooyitwves.5” Paul the
Silentiary uses the word twice in his Description of St Sophia. In line §99 it occurs in an allusion to
the miraculously pure water alleged to run from a fountain in St Sophia on the day of the
Epiphany, each January: onmdre Aads | unvi xpvaoxitwvi, Beod kara pdoTw éopriv, [ éwuyiows
axpavtov dpvaoerar dyyeaw Bowp. Friedlinder, following Du Cange, explains unvi xpveoxitwwt
asa reference to the robes worn by the consul at his procession on the Kalends of January.58 This is
no doubt correct;5° the consular robes of the later empire included a tunic corresponding to the
old toga picta, made of purple silk and embroidered with gold thread in patterns which can be
clearly seen on the consular diptychs.®® Paul’s second use of the word, ibid. 156 xpvooyxitwy
’AvBoiaa, is also doubtless a reference to the consular robes (see linguistic commentary). In our
text, xpvgoxitwvos is unlikely to refer to Rome or the consulship, for how could someone’s
holding of the consulship be said to have caused the abasement of Persia? Nor can I find any reason
to see in ypvgoxitwvos a reference to Persia or the Persian king. There was, however, a
gold-tunicked enemy with whom Zeno had to deal, and whose suppression was, as our text says,
a blow to Persia. According to Procopius,®! certain of the Armenian satraps had sided with Illus
and Leontius in 484-8. After the fall of Illus and Leontius, Zeno took action against the
Armenians, allowing only the smallest of the five satrapies, Balabitene, to remain hereditary;
henceforth appointments to the other four were made at the pleasure of the Roman emperor.
Justinian in his turn replaced the satraps by two Roman dukes. In his record of this latter event,
Procopius makes a special point of mentioning the regalia of the satraps, which he thinks worthy
of commemoration. ‘However, they [i.e. the satraps] received the symbols of office only from the
Roman Emperor. It is worthwhile to describe these insignia, for they will never again be seen by
man. There is a cloak made of wool, not such as is produced by sheep, but gathered from the sea.

the poor wretches were being destroyed through the
misfortune of fatal comeliness in their children. And it
was in consequence of this that the most of the eunuchs
among the Romans, and particularly at the emperor’s
court, happened to be Abasgi by birth’.

55 Concerning Longinus’s two consulships, Stein
points out that hitherto only emperors had held the
consulship more than once, B-E ii 31, cf. ibid. 75, and my
n. on Recto 22 ff.

56 Ibid. 18—21.

57 De Mag. iii 64.

58 P. Friedlinder, Johannes von Gaza und Paulus Silen-
tiarius (Leipzig 1912) 284.

59 So C. Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire
3121453 (New Jersey 1972) 85.

60 See the very comprehensive article by G. Bloch in
C. Daremberg and E. Saglio, Dictionnaire des antiquités
grecques et romaines (Paris 1877—1919) I, 1i 1479—81.

61 Aed. iii 1.26. Cf. Stein B-E ii 31.
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Pinnos the creature is called on which this wool grows. And the part where the purple should have
been, that is, where the insertion of purple cloth is usually made, is overlaid with gold [i.e. the
cloak had a golden hem, ¢f. n. 63 below]. The cloak was fastened by a golden brooch in the middle
of which was a precious stone from which hung three sapphires by loose golden chains. There was
a tunic of silk adorned in every part with decorations of gold which they are wont to call plumia.
The boots were of red colour and reached to the knee, of the sort which only the Roman Emperor
and the Persian king are permitted to wear’ (Proc. Aed. iii 1.18-23, tr. Downey). For our present
enquiry, the most important item is the silk tunic: yitwv éx perdéns éyxaldwmiopaat xpvoois
mavrayslev wpaiopévos d 1) vevopixaot mAoduia xaleiv. The noun mdoduea, embroidery (Latin
pluma), and its derivatives occur frequently in Byzantine Greek.®2 In the case of the Armenian
regalia it is likely to have denoted embroidered representations of the Roman emperor, executed
in gold thread. For Malalas tells us that the regalia of the neighbouring Lazican kings after their
alliance with Rome in 523 included a white silk tunic embroidered with golden wAoduia in the
likeness of the Roman emperor.®3 Agathias calls this garment merely yxiurdviov modijpes
vméxpvoov, Hist. iii 15.2, disdaining to use the Latin loan-word mAoduia. The satraps of Armenia,
therefore, at the time when Zeno subdued them, could fairly have been termed ypvooyitwres;
also their regalia was picturesque to the Roman eye, and deserving mention, as we see from
Procopius (and analogously from Malalas on the Lazi). The subjugation of Armenia must have
been carried out in 488 or 489, at about the same time as Longinus’ operation in the country of the
Tzani. Since the fact that it happened at all was a direct consequence of the Armenian involve-
ment in Illus’ revolt, mention of it in a panegyric commemorating Illus’ defeat was amply
justified. The territory of the Tzani lay immediately to the north of Upper Armenia, and this is
why Longinus (or the emperor) is said by the poet to have acted ‘as if winged’ (dmémrepos 13), ‘on
this side . . . and on that’.64

In a general way, too, the claim that Zeno had ‘[abased] the proud neck of Persian Ares’ was
reasonable. Throughout his reign, Persian fortunes were at a low ebb, and their king, Peroz, was
occupied in warfare against the Hephthalite Huns. Zeno at first contributed to the garrisoning of
the Caucasian fortresses against the Huns, and even ransomed Peroz when the Huns captured him.
Butin c. 483 he discontinued the payments, and also refused subsidies to Peroz’s successor, Balash,
in the next year.®® We also hear of a re-drawing of the frontier between Rome and Persia;®® given
Persia’s weakness at the time, this is likely to have been to Rome’s advantage.

15-17.  After a transitional line (15) the poet devotes two lines to the emperor’s swgpoaivy; see
linguistic commentary. Of the topics suggested by Menander, only praise of the Augusta makes
an appearance here. This is pretty certainly the subject of lines 16-17. ‘To your chastity’, says the
poet, ‘did you entrust your bride(?)’, who was ‘lacking kinsmen to care for her’. Ariadne, Zeno’s
wife, did indeed lack such persons. Her mother Verina spent seven years in custody far from
Constantinople, emerging in 484 only to die miserably in the castle of Papirius. Her father Leo
had died in 474. Accordingly, the words ‘lacking kinsmen to care for her’ accurately describe
Ariadne’s situation in 489/90, the date which I have proposed for our poem. The allusion to her is
noticeably brief and trite (Priscian is more generous to Ariadne in Pan. 301-8). Verina’s long
imprisonment, her involvement with Illus, and her death while under siege by imperial troops
can have done no good to Zeno’s relationship with Ariadne. Symptoms of stress between the

2 The word is variously spelt and accented. Du Cange
glosses it under the heading wAovpi, mAovppiov, mAobuuw,
mAovpuide.

63 413B: kal dopéoas . . . xAautda dampov SAeoTipirov,
éxov dvi moppupod TaBAiov xpuooidv Bacidikov TdBAov, &v
& dmipxev &v péow arnfdpov dAnbwiév, éovra ToV
xapaxrijpa Tob adrob Baciréws *lovarivov, Kal orixdpiov
[=tunic] 8¢ dompov mapayavdiov, xai adré Exov xpuod
mlovpia Bacidikd, deadTws Eéxovra TOV xapaxTipa TOD
avrod Pacidéws, xtA. So Theoph. A.M. 6015. The
7dBAwov was a stripe sewn along the hem of the cloak, cf.
Sophocles’ Lexicon s.v. Malalas’ words éxov . . . 7dBAwov

are an excellent gloss on Procopius’ sentence ypvod 8¢ 7
Tiis moppvpas karnhijreimro poipa krtA., ‘And the part
where the purple should have been etc.’, above. Both
mean that the king’s chlamys had a golden stripe along the
hem instead of a purple one.

64 On dmémrepos ¢f. linguistic commentary. There is a
similar idea in A.P. xvi 39, on the far-flung activities of a
later Longinus, who was a magister militum in 5s1.

65 Jos. Styl. c. 7-10, 18. Cf. Stein B-E ii 64 n. 4.

66 J. B. Chabot, Synodicon Orientale ou Recueil des
Synodes Nestoriens (Paris 1902) 532 f., 536 f. (=Not. et
extr. des mss. de la Bibl. Nat. xxxvii 1902). Cf. Stein ibid.
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couple are, in fact, reported by the historians. ‘Is Illus to be in the palace or I?” was Ariadne’s
ultimatum to Zeno when demanding the release of Verina in winter 481—2.%7 Cedrenus, indeed,
says that Ariadne had taken Anastasius as her lover before she made him her husband.®8 But this
testimony is late, and our confidence in it is reduced by Cedrenus’ further assertion that Ariadne
had Zeno buried alive when he was in a state of unconsciousness. A contemporary and far more
trustworthy witness, Zacharias Scholasticus, says simply that Anastasius enjoyed mappnoia with
Ariadne during Zeno’s lifetime.®® The brevity and stilted phraseology of our panegyrist may well
reflect his awareness of Zeno’s alienation from his wife. He satisfies the formal prescription, but
without enthusiasm.

18-20. On the emperor’s ¢pdvnas, cf. linguistic commentary. These lines contain no historical
allusion that I can discern.

21—32. Aftera transitional line (21), there follow eleven lines recounting some civil commotion.
If the poet is still adhering to the Menandrean scheme, these lines belong to the section in praise of
the emperor’s good fortune, ¢f. Men. 376.24 ff.:  émi ToUTois pév kaTamavoeis Tov Adyov Tov mepl
TOUTWY, pvnuovevoels 8¢ peta TovTo THS TUXMS, Aéywv 6T oupTapouapTeiv 8¢ Eoikev éd’ dmaot kai
mpafeat kai Adyois 76 Bacidei 76 peydAw TUxM Aaumpd, xkatopfoi yap éxaaTov kpeiTTov ebxis, Kal
01t maldwv yéveais adTg Seddpnrar, dv ovtw TUXY, Kal Pilor mdvres evvoi kal Sopuddpor
kwdvvevew vmép avTod mpdbupor. To begin with, it will be observed that our poem makes no
mention of the emperor’s progeny. This is understandable, if the subject of the panegyric is Zeno.
For Zeno’s son by Ariadne, Leo II, died in 474; while the offspring of his previous marriage to
Arcadia, a son also called Zeno, died of debauchery at an unknown date, while still a youth. We
know from Malchus that Zeno had intended this latter son to succeed him, and there is no reason
to dissent from Bury’s view that it was his death that led to the advancement of Longinus as
heir-apparent.”’? My dating of the Panegyric to 489 or 490 is consonant with this; Longinus’
advancement is in progress, and mention of the younger Zeno’s death is not to be looked for in a
section devoted to the emperor’s good fortune. But what of the other motifs prescribed by
Menander, namely that T9xn Aaumpd attends the emperor’s every word and deed, and that all his
friends love him and his bodyguard are eager to suffer peril on his behalf? These topics are, in fact,
the basis of lines 21—32; but the poem’s connection with the Menandrean scheme is obscured at
this point by the panegyrist’s need to exercise discretion in the selection and treatment of his
material. For the 79xn Aaumpd of Zeno did not present an easy subject. Both the senatorial
aristocracy and the populace of Constantinople regarded Zeno with distaste, and his reign was
repeatedly marred by civil war. In the revolt of Basiliscus and Verina, Zeno was deprived of his
throne for a year and a half (9 Jan. 475-August 476). In the rebellion of Marcianus (479) he
narrowly escaped capture. The revolt of Illus and Leontius (484—8) occasioned the major military
operations described above. Indeed, Zeno’s vicissitudes of fortune became a locus communis for
historians.”* Accordingly, it was scarcely possible to praise Zeno’s 76xn Aaumpd in conventional
terms. For this reason our poet has taken his cue in this section from the final element in
Menander’s prescription, kai ¢pido mdvres edvoi kai Sopvddpor kwduvedew Smép adroi mpdfuuor. In
the emperor’s safe deliverance from civil strife he finds a means whereby he can with honesty
praise his fortune. On such a theme, the very narrowness of his escape can be made a virtue, and
this is no doubt the reason why the emperor’s desperate position is emphasised in Recto 24— mdoa
8¢ AwPnripe mepllwolbeioa . . . [ éAmwpn SeddvnTo yadnvaiw [Bagidij; see linguistic commentary.
An excellent parallel exists in the encomiastic prologue to Paul the Silentiary’s Description of St
Sophia, lines 18—53. There, no doubt prompted by the precept of Menander, Paul depicts God as
the Sopuddpos who saved Justinian from the conspiracy of Marcellus and Sergius in December
562. He emphasises the immediacy of Justinian’s peril: . . . 00 88pacw, odk domiow, [ adrij 8¢ xeipt
700 feot ppovpovpevos (201.). . . . kal v Baoidelwy évTos o Euvwudrar [ 18m mapirov, Tis moAns

67 Mal. 387B, Theoph. A.M. 5972, ¢f. Brooks 221. 70 HLRE i 401. Cf. Malchus fr. 9, FHG. iv 118; Stein,
8 Hist. Compend. i 662B. Cf. C. Capizzi, L'Imperatore  B-Eii 75. On Leo, cf. ibid. i 362 f.

Anastasio I (Rome 1969) 64. 71 Agathias Hist. iv 29.2, cf. A.P. ix 482 (id.). Malchus
99 Hist. Eccl. vii 1, tr. F. H. Hamilton and E. W. Brooks fr.9, FHG.iv 117 £.

(London 1899) 149. Cf. Capizzi 74, n. 16.
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7€ Tijs éow, | pebd’ v éueldov mpooBaleiv Tois cois Bpdvots, [ fimrovTo. TaiTa yvods 8¢ kal pabav
mddar | ékaprepioas kai memioTevkas udévw | T7( cov mpoacmilovTe, Tov Bedv Aéyw, [ &
mdvra vikds: To0 okomod 8’ odk éaddAns (26—32).72 To what outbreak does our poet refer? Not,
presumably, the rebellion of Illus in 484-8, to which a section has already been devoted, and
which did not include a commotion in the capital city, so far as we can gather from the extant
sources. Nor is it likely to be the abortive conspiracy of Epinicus, Dionysius and Thraustila in 480,
which was suppressed before it could spread beyond the palace.”®> The successful revolt of
Basiliscus (475—6) was distant in time, and it is also unlikely that Zeno would have relished the
reminder that he had once been banished from his throne. There remains the sedition of
Marcianus in 479. This corresponds both to the general terms of Menander’s scheme and the
specific details given in our text. For Zeno was in fact saved on that occasion by his ‘faithful
friends’ and ‘bodyguard eager to endure peril on his behalf’, to quote the Menandrean formula.
Verina’s confinement by Illus, which began in 477, has already been mentioned. After two years,
Marcianus made of her imprisonment an excuse to challenge Zeno’s authority to rule. The events
of his rebellion have been summarised by Brooks with admirable brevity, and I quote hisaccount:

‘Marcian, son of the western Emperor Anthemius, grandson of the Emperor Marcian, and
like Zenon son-in-law of Leo, with the cry of vengeance for Verina raised a rebellion in
Constantinople and claimed the empire for himself on the curious ground that his wife
Leontia was born in the purple, while at the time of the birth of Ariadne Leo was but a simple
tribune of the soldiers. Surrounded by a force of barbarians and assisted by the citizens, who
hurled down missiles from the roofs of the houses upon the emperor’s troops, he easily made
himself master of the city, but postponed the attack upon the palace till the next day. This
gave time to Illus to bring over a force of Isaurians from Kalchedon during the night, and on
the following day, partly by bribes, partly by force, he succeeded in putting down the
insurrection, though his own house was burnt by the mob during the fighting. Marcian was
forced to become a presbyter and sent to Kaisareia in Cappadocia, while his brother Procopius
and another leader in the revolt named Bousalbos escaped to the camp of Theoderic’.74

Here are the points of comparison between our poem and the historical accounts of Marcianus’
rebellion:

(i) Marcianus was born ¢. 455.7% He was therefore not more than ¢. 24 in 479. This harmonises
with our poet’s description of the foremost among the rebels as 7is dymropéwv dil7ios, Recto 26.

(1) Marcianus was accompanied by his younger brothers Procopius and Romulus, whose ages
cannot have been more than ¢. 21 and 20 respectively. Procopius commanded one of the two
forces constituting the rebel army, Joh. Ant. fr. 211.3. The youth of the leading conspirators was
thus a distinguishing feature of the rebellion, and this is no doubt why our poet says elprjvys
ddidaxtov dujAika. If my supplement durfAica Aag[v is correct, the poet is seeking to discredit the
whole army by saying that it was nothing but young men, like its leaders.

(111) Zeno was surrounded in the palace and all but captured, Joh. Ant. ibid.: kai ovumeadvres
Tois ppovpois, moAdovs Siexeipicavto Tdv évdov, kal adTod 8¢ Tod Paciléws ékpdTnoar dv, €l ui)
pukpov amodpas Sieowln. Our panegyrist says that, in consequence of iuepos dAeoimarps, ‘the
peaceful emperor’s (?) every hope had been shaken, beset (?) by destructive . . .", Recto 23—5. To
contemporaries, the rebels’ failure to complete their capture of the palace on the first day must
have seemed remarkable; they turned instead ‘to feasting and sleep’ (Theoph.), and were seized
next day in the baths of Zeuxippus (Theod. Lect.). Evagrius, perhaps quoting Eustathius of
Epiphaneia, includes in his account of this incident a notable dissertation on the fickleness of
kaipds.”® Here again the 7dxn of Zeno has provided a theme for moral reflections.

(iv) The populace of Constantinople gave active support to Marcianus: kai 6 77s mélews

72 Callimachus makes the successful crushing of a  iv 619; Theod. Lect. i 37; Evagr. iii 26; Theoph. A.M.
revolt one of the topics in his encomium on Ptolemy I,  5971. Also Stein B-Eii 15 f., and Bury HLRE i 395.

Del. 185—7. 75 ‘Vor 455’, RE 14.2.1529 (Ensslin); 457, without qua-
73 Cf. Stein B-E ii 17. lificadon, Kl. Pauly 3.996 (Lasserre).
74 Brooks 219 f. Cf. Candidus fr. 1, FHG. iv 137; 76 H.E. iii 26, cf. A.P. 16.275 (Posidippus), with Gow

Malchus fr. 20, FHG. iv 132; Joh. Ant. fr. 211, 3—4, FHG.  and Page’s n. ad loc.
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Sutdos éx 7w SwudTwv did mdons VAN éxdpel kata TGv mép Tod Bacidéws dywrilopévwr (Joh.
Ant. ibid.). Thatis, they threw missiles down from their houses onto the heads of Zeno’s troops, so
Brooks and Bury. In our poem we read (Recto 30—1): ‘It was not the customary stones that they
(?) were hurling, (but?) ... /a...sportstrange to the populace.. .. [ was spoiling . . . which (their?)
hand . . .” As may be seen from my linguistic commentary, it is likely that an adversative word
stood in the latter part of 30. These words of the panegyrist allude to the circumstance described
by Joh. Ant. in the words éx Tév Swudrwy dia mdons DAns éxdper; the demos hurled down
impromptu missiles torn from the fabric of its own houses (tiles, chimney-pots, etc.), instead of
‘the usual stones’ (Recto 30). This would give point to the panegyrist’s further words in 32
dudfuver & yeip (or xetpli), ‘was spoiling that which its own hand’ had built, or something close to
that. I take the grammatical subject of émaAlev to be the persons collectively denoted by oujAika
Aao[v, and the subject of dudfuvvev to be aBupua or (less probably) those denoted by ourjAica Aagv.

(v) Our poet says that the sedition happened ‘yesterday’, x8:{év, whereas the rebellion of
Marcianus took place some ten years before the date which I have suggested for the poem. There
is much less difficulty in this than at first appears. For x8és and its derivatives are often used to
denote the more distant, rather than the recent, past. Sometimes these expressions are deprecia-
tory in intention, as Demosth. De Cor. 130 xfés uév odv kai mpdmy au’ *Abnvaios kai pritwp
yéyovev, of Aeschines; Dion. Hal. Orat. Vet. prooem. 1 éx Twwv Bapdfpwy tiis *Aoias éxfés kai
mpdmy ducoévn, of the Asianist style of rhetoric. Sometimes they are accompanied by a
qualifying expression, as when Herodotus says that the Greeks knew nothing about the gods until
four hundred years before his own day, 60ev 8¢ éyévovro ékaaros T Bedv kTA . . . 00k fjmiaTéaTo
péxpr of mpdmy Te kal xOés ws elmeiv Adyw, ii 53.1; s0 A R.ii 1397 téov & iepov médov, ¢ évi Aadwv |
eloéri mov x0ulov mayxpioea pvero ufAa. The most familiar and celebrated example of this usage is
Il. ii 303, where Odysseus reminds the Achaean assembly of the portent seen by them at Aulis,
nine years before:

x8:ld 7€ kal mpwil’ 7° & ADASa vijes "Ayardv
nyepéfovro kara Ipiapw kai Tpwal dépovoar . . .
&0’ épavy uéya aiua, kTA.

According to the scholiast, Odysseus says ‘yesterday or the day before’ because he wishes to
minimise the space of nine years which the Achaeans have spent before Troy.”” The Homeric
words were proverbial.”8 It is not surprising, therefore, to find an analogous usage in our poem;
the panegyrist says x0.{dv because he wishes to make the events of ten years earlier seem more
vivid and recent. So Nonn. D. i 123 s kai xfi{a TéAeooev, ‘just as he did the other day’, where
x0:la is not intended literally. One reason why the poet chose to illustrate Zeno’s roxn by a
comparatively remote event may be, as I have already suggested, that there was something
miraculous in Marcianus’ failure to press home his advantage, in consequence of which Zeno
escaped; the panegyrist was therefore able to dwell on the gravity of the emperor’s plight in order
to make his salvation seem more providential. This is exactly what Paul the Silentiary does in
Descr. 18—53. Further, Zeno’s clemency to Marcianus (who was exiled; his brothers evaded
capture) had been remarkable and praiseworthy. It may well have won him Marcianus’ neutrality
in 484, when he took no part in Illus’ revolt although invited to do 50.7° Because of these
circumstances the events of 479 may have seemed a creditable episode, and a fitting manifestation
of Zeno’s toxn Aapmpd.

33-34. The two illegible lines which follow before the lower margin of the leaf will have
continued the narrative of civil strife. The question of whether they concluded it belongs to the
final part of our enquiry.

77 kateopikpuve 8¢ Tov évvaeti) xpdvov, iva ui) Sid Tis
dvaprioews mAéov moufjoy dywwidoat Tovs "EAAqvas.

78 Cf. PL. Al. 2, 141d olpat 8¢ o€ odk dvijkoov elvat énd
ye x8:ld 1€ xal mpwila yeyevnuéva, dre *Apxélaov Tov
Maxeddvwy Tipavvov Ta maidikd . . . dméxrewe, describing
an event of 399 B.c. , several decades before the imagined

date of this spurious dialogue; Hierocl. ap. Stob. 39.36 vd
7€ x0:la TadTa kal mpwild.

72 Joh. Ant. fr. 214.2 ’IAods . Mapxiavov
dval{dwvat. Nothing is heard of Marcianus thereafter,
and Brooks 224 is doubtless right in concluding that he
did not respond to Ilus’ overtures.
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Fol. 29788B

Verso

After praising the emperor’s Tdy7, the panegyrist should (according to Menander) go on to
compare his reign in general terms with the reigns of his most illustrious predecessors, ‘not
depreciating them, but rather admiring them, while awarding the palm to the present reign’; cf.
linguistic commentary. This is the ‘general comparison’, which formed the penultimate part of
the Menandrean scheme. Procopius of Gaza adheres to these instructions; he compares Anastasius
to Cyrus, Agesilaus and Alexander, these comparisons occupying three chapters (25—7) and
forming the penultimate section of his encomium. Priscian compares Anastasius to the Antonine
emperors, but devotes only four lines to this topic, and inserts it at an earlier stage of his poem
(lines 46—9). After the ‘general comparison’, the encomium should end with the émi{oyo,
consisting of concluding prayers, etc.; ¢f. linguistic commentary. So Proc. Pan. 28—30, Prisc. Pan.
309—12. In our papyrus, topics akin to these appear to be the subject of the hexameter lines written
on the detached top of Fol. 29788B Verso, the first page of the binion. This fragment is made up of
two pieces of papyrus which certainly belong together. On its Recto side are lines 28—33 of the
autumn-evocation.8? The ends of four lines can be read, and in these lines someone, presumably
an emperor, is said to be as much beloved by sober Constantine as was Apollo by Zeus. Between
the bottom of this fragment and the main part of the leaf is a lacuna with space for about seven
lines. Then follow the initial letter-groups of three lines which appear to come from an epilogue,
and which end the poem; ¢f. linguistic commentary. The fragment therefore presents us with a
comparison followed by an epilogue. These are exactly the topics which ought to stand next in
our poem, according to the Menandrean scheme. The comparison might seem to be in our poet’s
style, since, like the comparison with Odysseus in Recto 19, it is oblique and not laboured (so far as
we can tell from the extant text). If, like Gerstinger and Korte, we accept this fragment as the
conclusion of our poem, we must suppose that the section on civil strife was completed in the two
lines 33—4.8! This seems to me intrinsically unlikely; after spending twelve lines recounting the
emperor’s peril, the poet can scarcely have disposed of his preservation in two. I am inclined,
therefore, to follow Heitsch, who prints this fragment separately from the panegyric, and
numbers it as Pamprepius (?) 2. If not the conclusion of some other poem, it might be an
independent hexameter-epigram. In any case these lines contain nothing that affects the question
of whether our panegyric is about Zeno or another emperor. I have given a full account of them
in my linguistic commentary, and little more need be said about them here. Keydell’s supplement
Kworalvrivw is rendered almost certainly correct by the parallel expression in A.P. i 10.71. But
Heitsch’s suggestion that the Constantine referred to was the consul of 457 is misguided. He is,
surely, Constantine the Great, who is often alluded to in panegyric contexts elsewhere.82
Juxtaposition of the Christian emperor with Zeus and Apollo is not remarkable; a more flagrant
Jjuxtaposition is made by John of Gaza in his description of a celebrated picture of the Cosmos (c.
536), where the poet invokes both Apollo and the Christian God, and then proceeds to describe
the Cross and the symbol of the Trinity.83

Ronarp C. McCan
University of Edinburgh

80 Cf. Heitsch 112, and ibid. pls. G and H. 83 Joh. Gaz. Descr. Tabulae Mundi s, 19 ff., 29 ff., 41 ff.
81 Gerstinger 83, Korte 26. (P. Friedlinder, Johannes von Gaza u. Paulus Silentiarius
82 cf. A.P.110.72; Romanos Cant. 23 v’ 3, ibid. 54 kB’  136-8).

3; Georg. Pisid. In Restitutionem Sancti Crucis 47 ff. (p. 227

Pertusi).
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