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INTRODUCTION

The list of scholiastic corpora which scholars hat&ibuted to the bibliophile
Arethas (ca. 850-1 post 932), archbishop of Caastoen the year 902 or 903 until his
death, is extensive and imposing. More often thatnnmodern scholars have been content to
accept the conjectural attributions made in the faheteenth and early twentieth century
without ever questioning or even knowing the reasbehind them. The attribution to
Arethas of the scholia on Philostratigita Apollonii serves as just one example of this
uncritical scholarly trend. To choose just one eplemfrom among a handful modern
references to this corpus of scholia, Thomas M.cBexh in a short essay arguing for the

attribution of a scholion on Eunapius to Arethaged the following:

In addition, whileictopioc seems to have interested Arethas primarily as a

repository of rhetorical material, Eunapius, esgiciin an expurgated form,

would have had the further attractions of an actainulian the Apostate,

whoseAdversus Christianogsic] Arethas attacked, and of sketches of some of

the third and fourth centuries’ leading intelledtyaArethas’ interest in whom

is illustrated by his notes on Philostratsta Apolloniiand Porphyry’svita

Pythagorae*
References such as these are common, but theaoahiscbvering how and why the scholia
on theVita Apollonii came to be associated with Arethas proves a ladg@tuous serpent.
Banchich cited the authority of Paul Lemerle, whoturn cited the authority of Sokrates
Kougeas, who in turn “recalled that A. Sonny suggoshat the marginal notes in the
manuscript of the Life of Apollonios of Tyanaaur. 69, 33 came directly from a copy
annotated by Arethag. The editor of Arethas’ minor writings, L. G. West, included the
Vita Apolloniiin a comprehensive list of texts annotated by Wast citing in favor of its
inclusion only the short footnote in which Adolf I8ty claimed that Laur. 69.33 was copied

by the same scribe who copied Urb. gr. 124, whahtains theDrationsof Dio Chrysostom

! Thomas M. Banchich, “Eunapius and Aretha8RBS24 (1983): 183. It must be noted, however, thatas
Porphyry’s polemical work that bore the titderze Xpioriavay, whereas Julian’s was titlekixze Todidaiov.

As for Banchich’s reference to Arethas’ scholiaRorphyry’sLife of Pythagorasno scholar, so far as | am
aware, has ever associated Arethas with scholidhiertext. Banchich seems to have confused Pophyext
with Hierocles’ commentary on th8olden Verses of Pythagorashich Arethas is thought to have furnished
with scholia, which were later copied into what@elns consider to be an apograph of a manusciopt the
library of Arethas, i.e., Vindob. phil. gr. 314.

2 Paul LemerleByzantine Humanism: Notes and Remarks on EducaiiohCulture in Byzantium from Its
Origins to the 10th Centuyytrans. Helen Lindsay and Ann Moffatt, Byzantidastraliensia 3 (Canberra:
Australian Association for Byzantine Studies, 1988%8; trans. of.e premier humanisme byzantin: Notes et
remarques sur enseignement et culture a Byzancerigines au X siécle Bibliotheque byzantine, Etudes 6
(Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 1971).
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and scholia similarly attributed to Aretha&. Zardini, in her reconstruction of the librarfy o
Arethas, likewise included th¥ita Apollonii on the basis of Sonny’s footndteSonny’s
codicological observation was insightful, but os @wn it is insufficient proof of Arethas’
ownership. Due to the lack of convincing argumentl aorroborative evidence, some
scholars, e.g., N. G. Wilson, have rightly beenithas to attribute this corpus of scholia to
Arethas, and hence to include tWéa Apollonii among the works that made up Arethas’
private library> That in practicallyeverymodernaccountf thelibrary of Arethas no mention
is made of Philostratus’ work is testament to thierall reticence and uncertainty, if not to a
general ignorance of this early hypothésis.

This thesis presents a detailed investigatiomefunderstudied and partially unedited
corpus of scholia on Philostratu¥ita Apollonii. With the exception of a few scattered
references to a handful of individual scholia oa¥ita Apollonii, there remains no singular
study devoted to this corpus as a whole. This seebks to determine the validity of the
hypothesis that Laur. 69.33 is an apograph of aus@aipt from the library of Arethas, and
hence the supposition that Arethas was responfablihe scholia that appear in its margins.
There are in fact very good reasons for attributimany of the scholia on théta Apollonii
to Arethas, but these have never been clearlydstatdarge part for the reason that a number
of scholia in the margins of Laur. 69.33 have reradiunedited.

The first chapter, “The Library and Scholia of Aras of Caesarea,” contains an
overview of the eight codices that now survive freine personal library of Arethas; its
purpose is to elucidate Arethas’ scholiastic halb@s his own codices and to provide a solid
foundation for an analysis of the scholia on Vit Apolloniiand the status of Laur. 69.33 as
an authentic transcript of a codex owned by Aretiid® second chapter, “The Scholia on

PhilostratusTa ¢¢ tov Tvavéo ’AroAAdviov in Laur. 69.33,” examines the proposals of Adolf

3 See L. G. Westerink, edArethae archiepiscopi Caesariensis Scripta min@avols., Bibliotheca scriptorum
Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana (Leipzig: Teuld®$8-1972), 2:XII-XV.

* Eugenia Zardini, “Sulla biblioteca dell'arciveseo\Areta di Cesarea (IX—X secolo),” iAkten des XI.
Internationalen Byzantinistenkongressus, Minche&d§8led. Franz Joseph Ddlger and Hans-Georg Beck
(Munich: C. H. Beck, 1960), 675.

> N. G. Wilson, “Books and Readers in Byzantium,”Byzantine Books and Bookmen: A Dumbarton Oaks
Colloquium ed. Ihor Se¥enko and Cyril Mango (Washington: Dumbarton Oakg3), 7.

® See, e.g., N. G. WilsoScholars of Byzantiunmev. ed. (London: Duckworth, 1996), 120-35; ArtoBravo
Garcia, “Aretas, semblanza de un erudito bizartiEoytheia6 (1985): 241-53; Boris L. Forii“Scriptoria
bizantini: Risultati e prospettive della ricerc®SBN17-19 (1980-1982): 99-108; E. Gamillscheg, “Autoren
und Kopisten: Beobachtungen zu Autographen byzisotier Autoren,”JOB 31 (1981): 379-84; Jean lrigoin,
“Survie et renouveau de la literature antique astamtinople,"CCM 5 (1962): 300—301; J. Bidez, “Aréthas de
Césarée editeur et scholiastByz9 (1934): 391-408. Theita Apolloniiis similarly absent from many of the
older reconstructions of Arethas’ library, see,.,efpolf von HarnackDie Uberlieferung der griechischen
Apologeten des zweiten Jahrhunderts in der altenhi€i und im MittelalterTU 1.1-2 (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs,
1882), 34-46.
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Sonny and Rudolf Mueller concerning the scholialmVita Apollonii and their relation to
Arethas and considers additional evidence providgdsome of the previously unedited
scholia. The third chapter, “The Christian Poleragainst Philostratus and Apollonius of
Tyana,” presents and analyzes most of the prewiouskdited scholia and places the
scholiast’s polemic against Philostratus and Apuolle of Tyana within the long, protracted,
and surprisingly variegated reception history ef\fita Apollonii.

Scholia are presented with their lemmata precedetWb references, e.gschol in
VAV.20.2 (= Kayser, 93,14). The initial references &r the chapter, section, and paragraph
divisions in the most recent Loeb edition of Clopdter P. Jones, whose section divisions
occasionally differ from those of F. C. Conybeahe editor of the previous Loeb editibn.
These references are supplemented with the eqoitvakges and line numbers for each
lemma in the edition of C. L. Kayser, which Kayseed to number the scholia presented in
his “Notae in Philostrati libros de Tyanensi Apolio” and “Corrigenda and Addenda.”
Those scholia that Kayser did not include in higied have been identified as such (i.e.,
“ined.”). | have included in an appendix the bulktbe previously unedited scholia with
references to the pages and line numbers in Kaysédition in order that it may be used as a
supplement to his edition of the scholia. The felloy editorial conventions and sigla are

used in the scholia presented in this thesis:

[...] Square brackets enclose letters or words logtastially lost due to physical
damage to the manuscript (F)

{...} Braces enclose letters or words that are talbketed
<...> Angle brackets enclose letters or words thatambe added

t Obeli mark corrupt words or passages
F Florentinus Laurentianus 69.33 (s. X)
L Lugdunensis B.P.G. 73D (s. xiv)

T Parisinus graecus 1801 (s. xiv)

S Florentinus Laurentianus Conv. Soppr. 155 (c0}14

Bek G. J. BekkerSpecimen variarum lectionum et observationum inoBtrati
Vitae Apollonii librum primun{Heidelberg: A. Oswald, 1818), 109-30

Kay C. L. KayserFlavii Philostrati quae supersunt: Philostrati juoris Imagines,
Callistrati DescriptionegZurich: Meyeri et Zelleri, 1844), 179-99, 79*—80*

Muel R.Mueller,De Lesbonacte grammati¢Dissertatio inauguralis, Universitate
Gryphis-waldensi, 1890), 110-11

" Christopher P. Jone§he Life of Apollonius of Tyan& vols., LCL 16-17 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 2005-2006).



CEU eTD Collection

The Library and Scholia of Arethas of Caesarea

Before analyzing the scholia on thi@a Apolloniiand examining the hypothesis that
Laur. 69.33 is an apograph of a manuscript onceedvand annotated by Arethas it is first
necessary to outline Arethas’ scholiastic habit®tAas’ procedures as a reader and scholiast
are best illuminated through the eight codices shiative from his personal library, although
there are certainly additional scholiastic corptawhich Arethas was responsible. “His
collection of books,” noted N. G. Wilson, “importaas it seems to us through the accident of
its partial preservation, may not have been rentdekia its own day, except in so far as any
private collection not consisting of copies madetlhg owner himself argues a degree of
wealth.™ It is clear from the exorbitant prices of Arethaluxe manuscripts that he was
independently wealthy; his most expensive codexuanteal to more than a third of the per
annum income of high-ranking court officials, suzh theprotospatharios whose annual
salary was fixed at 72 gold nomismatarethas’ collection of books may not have been as
spectacular as that of Photios, but unlike Photidsose codices if and where they still
survive scholars have not been able to identifyeti®as’ codices afford a privileged
perspective of a tenth-century reader, bibliophaled scholiast at work. But just as Arethas
was not your average book collector, neither wagdwe average scholiast. In fact, several
modern scholars have characterized Arethas’ owriribotions as a scholiast as below

average or wo I'S%.

1.1 D'ORVILLE 301(EUCLID)

The earliest of the eight codices from the librafyArethas appears to be D’Orville
301, written in the year 888 by the cleric Stephaihe codex contains EuclidBlementsn
the widely-distributed revision of the fourth-centiGreek scholar and mathematician Theon

of Alexandria, and it is therefore not of great omance as a witness to the original text of

1 Wilson, Scholars of Byzantiun 35.

2 See N. G. Wilson, “Books and Readers in Byzantir4; Niels Gaul, “The Manuscript Tradition,” i
Companion to the Ancient Greek Language. Egbert J. Bakker, Blackwell Companions toAheient World
(Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, 2010), 75-76.

% E.g., Wilson concluded his discussion of Arethamaeader with the following summation: “In sharethas
enjoys a more flattering reputation than he desgr{#&cholars of Byzantiuni 35).

* The scribe Stephan has been the object of a eétailacographical study; see A. Aletta, “Su Stapha
copista di Areta,RSBN41 (2004): 73-93.
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Euclid. The colophon on fol. 387v—one of four swmg colophons in the hand of
Arethas—contains two short notes with informatimmaerning the production, ownership,
and cost of the codex.

&ypaon xe1pt ZTe@ovov kAnpikod un(i) centeuPpimt ivd(ktidvog) €’

Ete1 kd(opov) | gth’.

gxtnoduny *ApéBog Iotpedg thy topotoay Biprov vo(uioudtmv) 18,
In the first of the two notes Arethas provides tbbowing information: “It was written by
the hand of the cleric Stephan in the month of &aper, indiction 7, in the year of the world
6397”; and in the second, “I, Arethas of Patrasaimied the present book for 14 nomismata.”
The colophon is followed by an epigram on Euclidttiooks to be written in the hand of
Arethas as well.

Three elements in the second note of the colopéquire further comment. First, no
information regarding the status of Arethas canobtined from this note, as he styles
himself simply as “Arethas of Patras.” This featemuld indicate that Arethas was still a
layman at the time, since in each of the later glodms he styles himself by indicating his
clerical status, e.g., @dxovog (in Clarke 39 and Urb. gr. 35) adgyiericxorog (in Par. gr.
451)! Second, in the three other colophons Arethas digeses for both the salary of the

® Transcriptions of the colophon vary, see Alfredckfaan, Catalogi codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae
Bodleianee pars quarta codices viri admodum reverefildomee Tanneri, S.T.P., episcopi Asaphensis,
complectensrepr. with corrections from the 1860 ed., Quaxb 1V (Oxford: Bodleian Library, 1966), 104 no.
17179; Ernest Maass, “Observationes palaeographicaéMélanges Graux: Recueil de travaux d’érudition
classique dédié a la mémoire de Charles Graetk Eugene Benoist and Abel Bergaigne (ParistHerin,
1884), 751; Kirsopp Lake and Silva Lakeated Greek Minuscule Manuscripts to the Year 120D vols.
(Boston, Mass.: American Academy of Arts and Sasnd 934-1945), 2:11 no. 51; E. Follieri, “Un ceddi
Areta troppo a buon mercato: Il Vat. Urb. gr. 3BC 25 (1973-1974): 264; Boris L. Fogki“Scriptoria
bizantini: Risultati e prospettive della ricercRSBN17-19 (1980-1982): 100; Lemerkyzantine Humanism
260. Both Lake and Lake and Lemerle resolve thal fabbbreviation aso(uicuato), but while they are correct
to read a plural in the duplication of the majuscou superscripted by anmicron (so V. Gardthausen,
Griechische Palaeographi€nd ed., 2 vols. [Leipzig: Verlag von Veit & Comi911-1913], 2:349), | tend to
agree with Follieri and Fonkiin resolving the abbreviation as it occurs herthwhe plural genitive of price
vo(uopatov). For facsimiles of D'Orville 301, see E. M. Thorops An Introduction to Greek and Latin
Palaeography(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1912), 223 no. 53; Lolieophile Lefort and Joseph Cochez,
Palaeographische album van gedagteekende Griekwimaskel handschriften uit de IXe en Xe eeux = wlbu
paleographicum codicum graecorum minusculis ligesaec. 1X et X certo tempore scriptoruphilologische
studién, Albumreeks 1 (Leuven: Philologische stndi#932), pl. 6; Lake and Lak®ated Greek Minuscule
Manuscripts 2:pls. 94 and 104; N. G. WilsoMediaeval Greek Bookhands: Examples Selected fromeks
Manuscripts in Oxford Librariesrepr. ed., Medieval Academy Books 81 (Cambridy®ss.: Medieval
Academy of America, 1995), pl. 13; Aletta, “Su Stapo,” pl. 4.

® The text of the epigram on Euclid is slightly difént from the one that has been publisheBpigrammatum
anthologia Palatina cum Planudeis et appendice ndl@umen tertiumed. E. Cougny (Paris: Didot, 1890),
309. Where Cougny's text reaflpotoic, navto te dipekéng €epéeve in line 2 of the epigram, the same line
as Arethas has written it on fol. 387v runb/td. te dipexéwng £€epéeive Bpotaic. This is the second of the two
epigrams on Euclid written in the hand of Arethd® first, a two-line epigram, appears on fol. Seq
HackmanCatalogi 104 no. 17179; cf. Westerinkrethae Scripta minora2:XV).

" Perria, ‘Arethaeall,” 57.



CEU eTD Collection

scribe and the cost of the parchment. Here, howevdy one figure is given, and judging
from the costs of parchment listed in the otheri@ealit is certain that 14 nomismata is far
too high a price to refer to the cost of the parehtralone; the price must therefore refer to
the salary of the scribe, or possibly to the cdsthe codex as a whofeThird, among the
manuscripts of Arethas that preserve colophonsvtirding of the Bodleian Euclid is unique.
According to Paul Lemerle the singular use&ofncauny could indicate that Arethas did not
commission the work (as he did the other codides),merely that he purchased the codex
ready-made; however, Arethas’ mention of the sc8Btephan in the colophon speaks against
such a view.

Several of the scholia written by the hand of Aastivere evidently culled from other
ancient sources, but there are approximately &ftyolia in D’Orville 301 that do not appear
in any other manuscript of Euclid, indicating tlaey may be his own addition3.These
notes, consisting primarily of brief expositions gnoblems pertaining to the interpretation of
the text, were written on several different occasjas evinced by variations in the color of
the ink™ They are for the most part straightforward and amtnot stand out among the
scholia on Euclid? One scholion shows Arethas redrawing a diagram mmihg its
superiority to that drawn by the scribe, but oVefakthas appears relatively comatose in his
scholia on Euclid when compared to, say, his sahmii Plato or Lucian, but this is doubtless
a product of the content of tHelements in which there is little-to-nothing to excite the
characteristic temper of Arethas.

By far the most interesting scholion begins on 1dl9v and bears the titlgtopvnuo
oxdAov gig tag T@V Adymv ovvesiv te kol deaipesty Aéovtog in the top margin of fol.

120r!3 According to the scenario that Byzantinists comiy@mvision, the note derives from

8 According to N. G. Wilson the 14 nomismata “weeztmps only for the transcription” (“Books and Rexad
in Byzantium,” 3).

° Lemerle,Byzantine Humanisn260.

19 wilson, Scholars of Byzantiundi21. The approximate figure appears to be baseH b. Heiberg’s siglum B,
described as “scholia codicis B manu ipsi codiajuadi, sine dubio plerumque Arethae” in the prefaxdis
Euclidis Elementa, vol. V: Elementorum qui ferunlibri XIV—XV et scholia in Elementa cum prolegoiisen
criticis et appendicibug¢Leipzig: Teubner: 1888), X. Many of the notes Wit by Arethas are paralleled in the
“Schol. Vind.”; see T. L. HeattThe Thirteen Books of Euclid’s Elements, Volumiattoduction and Books I,
II (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1908), 72.

" perria, ‘Arethaeall,” 78.

12 See HeathThe Thirteen Books of Euclid’s Element&—74; Bernard Vitrac, “Les scholies grecques aux
Elémentsi’Euclide,” RHS56 (2003): 275-92.

13 The scholion, on definition 5 of book VI of tl#ementswas first brought to the attention of scholarslby.
Heiberg (“Der byzantinische Mathematiker LeoBM 1 [1887]: 33—34), who subsequently published theets
text in hisEuclidis Elementa, vol. V714,17-715,7 (“Appendix scholiorum 1lI"). In hegpparatus Heiberg
suggested that the abbreviatiegd(Aov) may also be readyo(Aixdv) (so LemerleByzantine Humanisyi97
and n. 83).
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a lecture on the addition and subtraction of fratdidelivered by Leo the mathematician and
attended by Arethas, who later incorporated the iohis copy of Euclid? However, N. G.
Wilson has rightly pointed out that the note ighe hand of the copyist and was not written
by Arethas:> The short lecture note is one among a lengtheserfi supplementary notes and
diagrams that were added to the end of book VInsipg fols. 118r—123f; the size of the
commentary and the elaborate diagrams likely néeésd their placement here rather than in
their respective margins in book VI. The additi@mmnmence in majuscule script after the
two lines in minuscule and two diagrams that coselbook VI on fol. 118r; the change of
scripts was likely intended to signal the changenfrtext to commentary. That Wilson is
correct in his assertion is attested by the faat the scribe Stephan reverted back to his
characteristic minuscule after the note heatigdio. y* that begins fol. 120v. But despite the
fact that the scholion was not written in Arethag/n hand, this of course does not mean that
Arethas had never heard Leo’s lecture, nor thath@ase could not have ordered its inclusion
in D’Orville 301. But if it is maintained, as Lentetimself has suggestéfithat Arethas had
some part in the scholion’s inclusion in his mamyps®f Euclid, then Lemerle’s proposition

that the Euclid was purchased ready-made ratharlih@ommission cannot be upheld.

1.2 E. D.CLARKE 39 (PLATO)

In 1801 the English naturalist and world travetelward Daniel Clarke (1769-1822)
reached the Monastery of Saint John—the “Monastéitihe Apocalypse’—on the island of
Patmos in search of rare manuscripts. After spptiincopy of the poems of Gregory of
Nazianzus, Clarke left his travel companion, one Ritey, to haggle over the manuscript
with one of the monks and continued to explorentomastery’s treasures. Moments later he
discovered a single volume bound in wood contaitwenty-four dialogues of Plato. Clarke
described the dilapidated condition of the manps@i the time of his discovery: “The cover

was full of worms, and falling to pieces: a papsvdl appeared at the back, inscribed, in a

14 See, e.g., Karl KrumbacheGeschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur von Justinbis zum Ende des
ostromischen Reiches (527-1453hd ed. (Munich: Beck, 1891), 622; John E. Muljduclides Graeco-
Latinus A Hitherto Unknown Translation,HSCP 71 (1966): 299 n. 98; Judith Herrin, “Mathematical
Mysteries in Byzantium: The Transmission of Fermdtast Theorem,Dialogos: Hellenic Studies Reviesv
(1999): 28. Leo’s use of Greek letters as algelswinbols has been understood as a sign of signifipagress
in Byzantine mathematics; see K. Vogel, “Buchstabelmnung und indische Ziffern in Byzanz,” Akten des
XI. Internationalen Byzantinistenkongress680—62; but cf. Wilsorcholars of Byzantiun83—84.

15 Wilson, Scholars of Byzantiun83, 121; followed by PerriaAtethaeall,” 60. The confusion appears to have
been caused by Heiberg’s sigla B, which he usedetatify, sometimes incorrectly, scholia written the hand
of Arethas.

!® The scribe began the text of book VIl on fol. 128aving fol. 122v blank, on which Arethas subsagly
composed scholia to the adjacent text.

" Lemerle stated that “he [sc. Arethas] inserte@ tote Byzantine Humanisyi97).



CEU eTD Collection

modern handAwgAoyor Zoxpatovs but the letters oPlato's name, separated by stars,
appeared very distinctly as a head-piece to tls¢ iage of the Manuscript, in this manner:
MMeAsAeTeQeNeQox""®

The colophon that Clarke went on to describe, aithunwarranted delight that his
discovery had nearly bested a dated Greek manustrgmtioned by Jacques Philippe
d’Orville, which in fact turns out to be D’Orvill201° remains intact’

gypdon el lw(dvvov) xodArypdeov | edtuydc "ApéBon Srokdvot
Mofpel vopopatwv  Poloviijwv dékor k(o) Tpi@dv pnvi  voep|Bplmt
101kTidvo(Q) 18 Etetl xOopuov 6vd " Pacidelog Aéoviog ToD @Lloy(pioTto)v

110D Baotdeiov 100 deluvniotov.
£860(m) | vr(&p) ypouphic vo(uicpota) vy Vr(Ep) mepyoun(v@v) vo(uicpoto)

’

n.

The Bodleian Plato was written by the hand of Jibtencalligrapher in the year 895, i.e., “in
the month of November, indiction 14, in the yeattlod world 6404, during the reign of the
Christ-loving Leo.” As indicated by the manner ihieh Arethas styles himself, by this time
he had become a deacon, a position that he dtllih®01 when he was indicted for impiety,
apparently on account of his preoccupation witlssitzl authoré' The commissioned codex
cost a total of 21 Byzantine nomismata; Arethasl gahnkalligraphos13 nomismata for his
scribal work and allocated an additional 8 nomisniat the cost of the parchment.

Clarke 39 (= B of Plato) contains tetralogies l-&¢cording to the numeration of the

first-century edition of the Alexandrian astrologard Platonist philosopher Thrasyllus, from

18 E. D. ClarkeTravels in Various Countries of Europe, Asia andcaf Volume 6, Part 2: Greece, Egypt and
the Holy Land, Section, 2th ed. (London: Cadell and Davies, 1818), 47.

19 Clarke incorrectly stated that “[tlhe manuscripentioned byDorville on Chariton is one year older”
(Travels 47). However, the manuscript that D’Orville adtpaefers to in hiseditio princepsof Chariton’s
Chaereas and Callirhois in fact the Bodleian Euclid (D’Orville 301), wdfi, as mentioned above, bears a date
of 888, seven years earlier than Clarke 39; segudscPhilippe d'Orville XAPITRNOX Appodiciéws tdv nepi
XAIPEAN kot KAAAIPPOHN EPQTIKQN AIHTHMATOQN AOTOI H(Amsterdam: Petrus Mortier, 1750), *49—*50.

2 There is little variation among the several puigis transcriptions, see Hackma&gtalogi codicum manu-
scriptorum Bibliothecae Bodleian@09 no. 18400; Maass, “Observationes palaeograplii 751-52; Lake and
Lake,Dated Greek Minuscule Manuscrip&11 no. 52; Follieri, “Un codice di Areta,” 26Bpnki, “Scriptoria
bizantini,” 100; LemerleByzantine Humanisn247. The only minor point of contention concetims reading of
the final letter, i.e., the price of the parchméitdackman initially suggested readitig(10 nomismata); Lake and
Lake never offered their own conjecture, but indtkedt the cost of the parchment in lacuna. Howetlex vast
majority of scholars (e.g., Kougeas, Fankrollieri, Lemerle, etc.) have followed Maass &adingn’. For
facsimiles of Clarke 39, see Thompsém Introduction to Greek and Latin Palaeograp®?4 no. 54; Lake
and Lake Dated Greek Minuscule Manuscrip@:pls. 95 and 104; Kouge&8,Kaicapeiog ‘Apébag, pl. Il (=
Lefort and CochezAlbum palaeographicunpl. 9); L. D. Reynolds and N. G. Wilso8¢ribes and Scholars: A
Guide to the Transmission of Greek and Latin Litere 3rd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991), pl. IlI;
Wilson, Medieval Greek Bookhandsgl. 14; I. Hutter, “Marginalia decorata,” ifihe Legacy of Bernard de
Montfaucon: Three Hundred Years of Studies in Giéakdwriting ed. Antonio Bravo Garcia and Inmaculada
Pérez Martin, 2 vols., Bibliologia 31A-B (Turnho&repols, 2010), 2:721-22 pls. 1-2.

2L See WesterinkArethae Scripta minora2:49-55, 10811 (nos. 66 and 72).
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which all medieval manuscripts of Plato are deri¥eti is commonly noted, although there
is little in the way of a scholarly consensus, tGktrke 39 represents the first volume of what
was once a two-volume set of an “Arethas editiohthe complete works of Plafd.The
second volume is said to consist of the now metilatodex Vat. gr. 1 (= O of Plato), which
once contained all of tetralogies VII-IX, but todegntains only parts of tetralogy IX (the
Laws Epinomis Letters Definitions andspurig). Friedrich Lenz championed this hypothesis
in 1933 and argued that Clarke 39 and Vat. gr. leweitten by the same scribe and that
scholia in Arethas’ own hand could be identifiedtiie margins of Vat. gr. ¥.L. A. Post
subsequently demonstrated, and his arguments lweaénced the majority of scholars, that
the scribe of Vat. gr. 1 was neither Jdtailigraphosnor Baane$® Clarke 39 and Vat. gr. 1
were clearly not written by the same scribe, arel gbribe of the latter was not a scribe
known to have worked for Arethas, but this in itselnot evidence enough to speak against
the hypothesis that these two codices were once gbaa two-volume set. A definitive

palaeographical study of Vat. gr. 1 remains a azaidm.

22 5ee John M. Cooper's introductionRiato: Complete Work@ndianapolis, Ind.: Hackett, 1997), viii—xii.

% As for E. H. Gifford’s proposal that Arethas reted to correct the main text Phaedo96a—c after reading
Eusebius’ excerpt of the same passage in his cbpymo gr. 451 (“On Some Corrections in the Clavk®. of
Plato,” CR 16 [1902]: 16-17; idem, “Arethas and tBedex Clarkianug CR 16 [1902]: 391-93), John Burnet
has shown that they may well have come from elseavfiéd\rethas and th€odex ClarkianugPlato,Phaedo
96 a—c),"CR 16 [1902]: 276) and N. G. Wilson has noted thaeast three of the corrections were written by
Johnkalligraphosand not ArethasScholars of Byzantiuni22).

24 Friedrich Lenz, “Der Vaticanus Gr. 1, eine Hand#thles Arethas,Nachrichten von der Gesellschaft der
Wissenschaften zu Goéttingen, philosophisch-histheiKlass€1933): 193-218. Many scholars remain open to
the idea of a two-volume set of Plato, see, e.gleB “Aréthas de Césarée,” 392; A. Severgecherches sur
la Chrestomathie de Proclos, premiére parte: Le €0@39 de Photios I, étude paléographique et ardiq
BFPL 78 (Paris: Faculté de philosophie et lettde338), 271; J. Irigoin, “Les manuscrits grecs (:931),”
Lustrum7 (1962): 80; Edouard des Places, in his intradndb Plato’sLaws Platon: GEuvres complétes, tome
Xl, premiére partieles Lois I-lll(Paris: Belles Lettres, 1951), ccvii—ccix; LemeBgzantine Humanisp248—
50. It must be noted as well that the hand of Aasthas been identified by some scholars in the imaaf a
third manuscript of Plato, Par. gr. 1807, the stedd'Paris Plato” (= A of Plato). T. W. Allen fitsuggested a
possible link between Arethas and the Paris Pl&®al@eographica Ill: A Group of Ninth-Century Greek
Manuscripts”JPh 21 [1893]: 55); identification of the hand of Anes in this manuscript still remains open to
debate, see LemerlByzantine Humanisp249-50, esp. n. 34; Gerard Bot€he Textual Tradition of Plato’s
Republic MBCB 107 (Leiden: Brill, 1988), 46, 85; cf. WilspScholars of Byzantiuni29 and n. 11. It is also
thought that Vat. gr. 1 served as the exemplaPfr gr. 1807 fronhaws 746b (on fol. 201r) until the end of
the codex; see Henri Dominique Saffrey, “RetourlsWParisinus graecud.807, le manuscrit A de Platon,” in
The Libraries of the Neoplatonists: Proceedingshef Meeting of the European Science Foundation dhitw
“Late Antiquity and Arabic Thought: Patterns in ti@onstitution of European Culture” Held in Strashgu
March 12—-14, 2004ed. Cristina D’Ancona, PA 107 (Leiden: Brill, 2004 and n. 6.

% L. A. Post initially suggested on the authorityaf M. ThompsonAn Introduction 222) that the scribe of
Vat. gr. 1 was in fact Baanes, the scribe of twdioms of Arethas, Par. gr. 451 and Harley 5694 ¢ Vatican
Plato,” CQ 22 [1928]: 14). Post later retracted this statenoenthe authority of T. W. Allen (“Miscellaneal.ll
Vaticano Grecol.,” CQ 22 [1928]: 75) in his subsequent monogrdpte Vatican Plato and Its Relatigns
Philological Monographs 4 (Middletown, Conn.: Anzam Philological Association, 1934), 9. N. G. Wiiso
although he incorrectly stated that T. W. Allen idehtified the scribe of Vat. gr. 1 as Baanesysthat this
scribe, although neither Jolkalligraphosnor Baanes, was unquestionably one and the sarntee asgiknown
scribe of Par. gr. 2935 (“Some Palaeographical §dte A Paris Manuscript of Demosthene§Q 10 [1960]:
200-202).
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The majority of Arethas’ scholia are not of hisroeomposition but were compiled
from other ancient texts and commentaffelost of the scholia in Clarke 39 are devoted to
the Theaetetusand theGorgias those on thd heaetetugorrespond closely to scholia found
in other manuscripts of Plato and those onGuoegias although they are unique to Clarke
39, were likely derived from a lost commentary ligdtus?’ The scholia on the other texts of
tetralogies I-VI are in large part extracts frorhastancient works. Arethas utilized Pollux’
Lexiconfor his notes orEuthyphro2a andPhaedo59e and the Roman historian Suetonius’
Iepi tov wap’ “EAAnot maudav for his notes oiTheaetetud46a and_ysis 206e?® With the
exception of the citation of Diogenian’s lexicon the source of his note drysis 206d,
Arethas never cited his sources by name.

The scholia on Plato that are entirely of Aretl@ash composition are few in number,
and with the exception of some of his remarks @id® syntax they are far from scholarly.
Occasionally he notes certain correspondences patsages from biblical literature. For
example, the query of Socrateskatthyphrol5a, concerning what advantage the gods could
possibly derive from the gifts they receive fronnfans, prompted Arethas to note in the
margin that this was in harmony with the biblicakion that “every good and perfect gift is
from above” (James 1:17J.Many of Arethas’ own remarks, however, are devoted
castigating Socrates for what he perceived as sistancies in philosophic argumentation. In
Phaedoll4c Socrates is made to conclude his discussiotie dopography of Tartarus and
the judgments of dead who have lived impiously wiference to the altogether different
fate of those who have lived pious lives purifigdghilosophy. “Because of all these things
we have recounted,” Socrates said to Simmias, ‘wgdbto do our best to acquire virtue and
wisdom in life. For the prize is fair and the hapeat.” This paraenetic conclusion provoked
Arethas to shout, “What is the matter with you? Yaho just cannot give to virtue any other

purpose than itself! Singing a palinode, as it wgoel betray virtue’s unsaleability to leisure

% 0On the scholia in Clarke 39, see esp. Henri Allidistoire du texte de Plato(Paris: E. Champion, 1915),
246-58; William Chase Green8cholia platonica Philological Monographs 8 (Haverforiae: SocieRtslo-
logica Americana, 1938), xix—xxv (comments), 417{8tholia).

27 Alline, Histoire, 257; Wilson,Scholars of Byzantiumi21; E. R. DoddsPlato: Gorgias(Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1959), 60-61. Robert S. Brumbaugh, unawiatbi® reasonable conjecture, attributed a numider o
scholia on th&sorgiasto Arethas himself, see “Logical and MathematicainBolism in the Platonic Scholia,”
JWCI24 (1961): 45-58, esp. 52-53.

2 pAlline, Histoire, 251; Wilson,Scholars of Byzantiun 21.

29 Schol. in Euthyphrl5a pudgv yop fiuiv kth.) cuvedov 16 “ndoa 86o1¢ dyadiy xal é&fic (Greene Scholia
platonica,419). The reference to James 1:&@do 56o1¢ Gyobn kol név Sdpnuo tédetov dvobév éotiv) was
first noticed by C. G. Cobet, “Scholia Platonis &ri€tiano scripta,”"Mnemosyne2 (1874): 88 and later
attributed to Arethas by M. Schanz, “Arethas veséasisson scholien zu PlatorPhil 34 (1876): 374; cf. Alline,
Histoire, 250.

10
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in the hereafter. Now, have you merely forgotterai@ you just ignorant of what you have
said previously?*®

Arethas singled out Socrates’ dishonesty in phpbso argumentation a second time
at Charmidesl59c, upbraiding the participant in Plato’s dialedor “playing tricks with the
reasoning.” He called out Socrates by name, addge$sm directly in the vocative case,
“You are cheating in argument, Socrates, confusirggnoble Charmides by sophistri.”
Earlier in the same dialogue (155d) Arethas reskhie vociferation for the author of the
dialogue. When Socrates expressed his love-pamghdoyoung Charmides after catching a
glimpse inside the youth’s cloak, Arethas cried, dltamn you, Plato, for so cunningly
proffering this statement to pure soufé"But while one can perhaps sympathize with
Arethas in his discursive qualms withhaedo 114c andCharmides 159¢, Arethas is
shamelessly unfair in his satirical eisegesisApblogy 27d. In defense of the charge of
atheism, Socrates explained that it would be absuesgsert the existence of the offspring of
the gods, the daimones and not of the gods themselves, and equally absurd to assert the
existence of mules, and not of horses and assessiEtement prompted Arethas’ oft-quoted
remark, “You are quite right, Socrates, to comgheegods of the Athenians to horses and
asses* But, of course, Socrates had done no such thing.

There are in addition numerous scholia in the rafndrethas that are concerned with
syntax, grammar, and Attic Greek usage. This featfirArethas’ scholia is frequently under-
emphasized, if mentioned at all, doubtless becaates of this kind are less sensational than
Arethas’ polemical scholia. Nonetheless, they acerssistent feature of Arethas’ scholiastic
activity, particularly concerning Aelius Aristidesd Lucian. Whether or not the grammatical

scholia of the Bodleian Plato are of Arethas’ owmgosition is difficult to decide, but it is

30 Schol. in Phaedl14c (Sote dpetiic) ¢ undevdg dALov xdpv Ty dpetiy Sratevdpevog yapaktnpile: Tt

nénovBog; donepel molvodiov ¢deig kol Tig eicéneito paotdvng 10 Thg dpetiic dreunodeic dnpatov: AN f

1@V tpiv AMPeco 1) ovk événoog; (GreeneScholia platonica426); cf. Alline,Histoire, 250

31 Schol. in Charmi159c¢ @étepov oBv kth.) émnpedlelc 16 Adyw, & Zokpdang (Sic Greene)copioTikdg tov

KoAOV mapokpovduevog Xopuidny. el yop kol uf ikovde 10v mepl so@pocdvng drodédmkev Adyov, GAN odv

ovyl kol SA@ kol mavTi Sropépovia. uEpogy 0TV Kol 10 oL Tt Kol KOGUING TPATTELY COEPOGVUVIG. TIoLy]| O8

avti 100 dropdyme enui- 6 82 dumvinwmg T fiovydi dvti tol vabpdg éxdexduevog dijlog el copioTedwv ThHv

ényyeipnowv (Greene,Scholia platonica 454); cf. Maass, “Observationes palaeographica®9; Alline,
Histoire, 250; Wilson,Scholars of Byzantiuni 23.

32 5chol. in Charmi55d (6 évrog tob ipatiov) dnéroto 8’ & MMAdtav obtog éntBoddng yoxoic deeréot

tov Adyov mpoeveykwv (Greene,Scholia platonica454); cf. Schanz, “Arethas,” 375; Maass, “Obstorees
palaeographicae,” 759; Allinélistoire, 250; Wilson,Scholars of Byzantiuni23.

33 Schol. in Apol.27d Euoing yap dv kTA.) KaAdc ve o moidv, Tdkpotec, Svoig kol {nmoig Todg Beodg

’ABnvoiwy (GreeneScholia platonica422); cf. Schanz, “Arethas,” 375; Allinljstoire, 251; Wilson Scholars
of Byzantium 122-23. Alline is incorrect that the following teoon Apol. 31c concerning thelaimon of
Socrates shows Arethas expressing “un naif étonm&ntee marginal note functions as a sort of lemana
should not end with a question mark (cf. GreS@holia platonica423).

11
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simply untrue, as Henri Alline suggested, that Aast had little concern for grammar; the
mere fact that Arethas has taken the time to vatea quantity of grammatical scholia is
testament to the contrafyTo list just a few examples, Arethas highlightedaasortment of
syntactical constructions, e.gepxovpy€iv v noéAwv at Euthyphro3a, dAL’ oiel xtA. at
Euthyphro 15a, dno tovtov Eoyxe 10 Svopo at Cratylus 403e, é0aduaco Zoxpdrtovg at
Theaetetud42c, among many othetsA number of grammatical features incited margali
by Arethas as well, e.g., the notes on the introdomf the accusative case rather than the
dative atEuthyphro5a and the use of the indicative mood in placehef subjunctive at
Phaedo103c>® Plato’s Attic usage was doubtless of interest tettfas (as it would be to any
Byzantine scholar), who noted the Attic usage®fiod ye d€i for ovdoudg at Euthyphroda
and the Attic usage of the partitive genitivéhinedrus227b>’ Arethas noted as well Plato’s
use of the rhetorical mode of metalepsi&athyphro4d>®

1.3 URB. GR. 35(PORPHYRY, ARISTOTLE)

Arethas’ next purchase appears to have been Url85gmwhich contains the oldest
and best copies of Porphyrysagogeand Aristotle’sOrganon The colophon lacks a precise
date, but since Arethas again styles himsel®ascovoc the manuscript must have been
copied before the year 902 or 903, when Arethasapasinted as archbishop of Caesarea.
The colophon is unfortunately lacunose, but thentifieation of the copyist, the cost of the

parchment, and the number of quaternions are pred&t

% Alline was open to the idea that Arethas was nasitte for many of the grammatical scholia, butgasied
that the majority were composed prior to the wegtof Clarke 39 for the reason that Arethas was ntaohe
interested in philosophy and theology than in gram@distoire, 253).

% Many of the marginal notes of this type are merpaesions of the compendiuam(ueiocor): Schol. in
Euthyphr.3a (cokovpyeiv iy méAv?) onueiocot dia v svvia&v (GreeneScholia platonica417);schol. in
Euthyphr.15a GAL olel xtA.) onuelwoat dia cvvtay (ibid., 419);schol. in Crat.403e o tovtov Eoye 10
Svopor) onuelocon 810, cvvradu (ibid., 426);schol. in Theaetl42c €0oducco Zokpdrtovg) onueimcat did
ovvtatuy (ibid., 427).

% Schol. in Euthyphr5a fpdtiotov . . . Aéyovtar) onueilocot ndc 0 Tpdc dotuchv dnédwiev 10 Aomdv 1o
Abyov, GANX aitiotikiv énfiveykev, olov “kpdtiotédyv 2ot nobnth 6@ yevécsBon oo tabta Aéyovea” (Greene,
Scholia platonica 418); schol. in Phaed103c ¢vx dv moté gouev 20elfical) onueiocot 6p1oTIKOV Gyt
vrotaktikod (ibid., 425).

37 5chol. in Euthyphrda (roALot ye 8¢i°) dvti to® ovdapudc (GreeneScholia platonica418);schol. in Phaedr.
227b (av Adyov) ‘Attuc) © ovvi[aéig ... (ibid., 449; this is one of those unfortunathglia that have had
portions cut off during the process of rebinding).

¥ Schol. in Euthyphrdd ©v8&v dv mpdiypo KTA.) petdAnyic | oTdotg o, Kol HetdAnyic &ypogog 0b Yap
anod pnrod Ty mopoypoplv motgitot. 1 péviol dvtiBesic dvieykAnuotiky Gvieykodel yop pevymv w¢ GElog
noBeiv Totito 6 1ebwmradg wg avdpopdvog (GreeneScholia platonica418).

% Fonki, “Scriptoria bizantini,” 100; PerriaArethaeall,” 62.

% Transcriptions of the colophon vary wildly due sobsequent damage to the final folio (441v); the
transcription above is Follieri's reconstructiotJ( codice di Areta,” 278—79), which is reproducgdHonki
(“Scriptoria bizantini,” 100). The earlier trangmion of Lake and Lake contains significant diffeces, and like
Follieri they assumed two lacunae, but chose natesmlve them: [ . . . ¥pnyopiov vrodiokovov apebo

12
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[¢ypdon xe1pi] Tpnyo(piov) Vr(0)drokd(vov) "ApéBa(l) Srokd(var)

[vo(uiouatov) 1" tepyaun(vai)] vo(uiopatmy) g tetpod (o) ve'.

The codex was “written by the hand of Gregory, dekeon, for Arethas, deacon.” Gregory’s
hand is one of the oldest examples of an inclinedistule; according to Follieri’s calculated
reconstruction, his scribal salary would have anbedirto approximately 10 nomismata,
which fits the lacuna nice}!. The parchment, which amounted to 55 quaterniaialed 6
nomismatd’?

The manuscript contains a large number of schofiiem in Arethas’ own hand, but
these scholia cover only fols. 2v-18sggogé and 21v—-29r (up t&€ategories4blb); it is
unclear why Arethas gave up at this pdihBoth corpora of scholia contain a significant
amount of material drawn from earlier commentatdwethas used the commentaries of
David and Ammonius for thesagogescholia and the commentaries of Simplicius, Elzam)
Philoponus for th€€ategoriesscholia, but Simplicius is the only commentatdediby name
in the scholia. In a number of scholia these eatlienmentaries are reproduced verbatim, but
more often than not the commentaries have beenrke@prewritten, and merged together.
While the scholia are written in Arethas’ own haAdethas’ own distinctive Greek style is
nowhere in evidence, and it is therefore probatne all of these commentators were already
merged together in Arethas’ source, which he appeanave followed closef.

There is a clear danger in attributing the ideak@mcepts presented in these scholia
to Arethas himselt® Even the scholia that were not drawn from extammentaries appear

diokove [ . . . Jvopopact tetpadiog ve (Dated Greek Minuscule Manuscrip@:1 no. 333). Other scholars
assume no lacunae and hence resolve the wordeedififig e.g. Tpnyd(proc) vmodidico(voc)’ ApéB(ar) Siad(vov)
vo(uicuota) 6 tetpddia veé (Kougeas;0 Kaicapeioc ‘Apébag, 100), so Lemerle but withApé0o(1) drocd(vorr)
(Byzantine Humanisp251 n. 41). For facsimiles of Urb. gr. 35, se&d.and LakeDated Greek Minuscule
Manuscripts 9:pls. 606—608; PerriaAtethaeall,” pls. 1-2.

*L Aubrey Diller, “The Age of Some Early Greek ClassiManuscripts,” irSerta Turyniana: Studies in Greek
Literature and Palaeography in honor of Alexanderyin, ed. John L. Heller (Urbana: University of Illirsoi
Press, 1974), 515 and n. 8. For Follieri’s tabalatof the cost of the parchment as 10 nomismata,“de
codice di Areta,” 262-79, esp. 277-79.

“2 Lemerle mistook the cost of the parchment for shéary of the scribeBfyzantine Humanisn251); cf.
Wilson, Scholars of Byzantiuyi 24.

*3 The most recent and complete edition is that ofHdel Share, eddpéfa Kouoapeioc oydtia eic v
Toppvpiov Eioaywynv kal tds "Apiorotélovs Karnyopias = Arethas of Caesarea’s Scholia on Porphyry’'s
Isagoge and Aristotle’s Categories (Codex Vaticadusinas Graecus 35): A Critical EditiQrCAB 1 (Athens:
Academy of Athens, 1994). There are further schefiditen in a thirteenth-century hand, see AdamoBil
Jacobsen and Sten Ebbesaraticanus Urbinas Graecl&s: An Edition of the Scholia on AristotleZophistici
Elenchi” CIMAGL 43 (1982): 45-120.

4 See Share’s introductioArethas of Caesarea’s Schqligi—xv.

5 See, e.g., the two recent studies of John P. Aridepplatonic Elements in Arethas Scholia on Auitet and
Porphyry,” inNéoplatonisme et philosophie médiévale: Actes dlo@ee international de Corfou, 6-8 octobre
1995 organisé par la Société Internationale poutlide de la Philosophie Médiévaled. Linos G. Benakis,
RPM 6 (Turnhout: Brepols, 1997), 291-306 and MarRashed, “Lesnarginaliad’Aréthas, lbn al-Ayyib et
les derniéres gloses alexandrines @rdfanon” in Scientia in margine: Etudes sur les marginalia dées
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to derive from an unknown commentary from the sacteol and era, as they have a great
deal in common with the sixth-century Alexandriaadition. John P. Anton described
“Arethas’ essentially Neoplatonic approach to Avil,” but this Neoplatonizing tendency is
more than likely a product of Arethas’ sourcesheathan of Arethas himséf.

1.4 PAR. GR. 2951+ LAUR. 60.3(AELIUS ARISTIDES)

Just as the year 902 or 903 can be consideretethenus ante querfor Arethas’
codex of Aristotle on the basis of Arethas’ degiwip of himself addxovog, the same date
can be considered therminus post querfor Arethas’ codex of the Atticist writer Aelius
Aristides, since Arethas signed some of the schHapé0(c) dpx(Ven(toxémov).*” Arethas’
codex, which was later divided into two parts, pgdas early as the twelfth century, is now
shared between two manuscripts, Par. gr. 2951 awd. I60.3. The Aristides unfortunately
lacks a colophon and therefore a precise date astdace wanting. However, the scribe has
been confidently identified on palaeographic grauad Johikalligraphos the copyist of the
Bodleian Platd®

The annotations, written in Arethas’ own hand, dallthe earlier Sopater scholia,
which Arethas modified as he copied, but there arenumber of scholia that are
unquestionably of Arethas’ own composition. He onefers to the defeat of the Byzantine
army by Symeon of Bulgaria, an historical datumakiprompted N. A. Bees to suggest that
the note must have been composed sometime duengetir 906 or 907, which subsequently

caused scholars to abandon the prior conjectutaigiaf the manuscript to the year 9F7.

manuscrits scientifiques du Moyen Age a la Renasad. Danielle Jacquart and Charles Burnett, HEN@V 8
(Geneve: Droz, 2005), 57-73; cf. noteipra

“6 Arethas’ conception of the rational soul was datyaopposed to Aristotle’s (see esp. L. G. Benaki$l
véveon tiig Aoyikfic yuxfic 610V "AploTotéAn kol ot xploTiavikn okéyn: ME deopun Evo véo keipevo Tod
"ApéBo,” Drlocopio 2 [1972]: 327-36), but the apparent dichotomy leetwthe ideas presented in Arethas’
scholia on Aristotle and the ideas presented irthfa® own writings do not necessitate Anton’s notibat this
opposition is indicative of a later formulation crange of mind on the part of Arethas. Anton cdlydisted
the sources of one of the scholia in questsmol. in Cat2all1-19 (= Share, 168,11-18), as a pastiche of the
writings of Simplicius, Ammonius, Philoponus, anty@piodorus; however, he ignored the implicatiofshis
apparent textual dependency (“Neoplatonic Eleme862-3).

" Friedrich Lenz, Untersuchungen zu den Aristeidesscholi€@toblemata, Forschungen zur klassischen
Philologie 8 (Berlin: Weidmann, 1934), 60 (othehaka are signed simply withApéB(a), see ibid., 25).

8 This identification was initially made by Bruno ieAelii Aristidis Smyrnaei quae supersunt omnia: Viodn

Il Orationes XVII-LIII continengBerlin: Weidmann, 1898), VII-IX and later confieah by N. G. Wilson,
Scholars of Byzantiuni24.

%9 Schol. in Or.49 (= Keil, 2:189,13) f{vitteto KkTA.) T0TT0 TMPOyMATIKAG VOV Opditot émi Zvpedvi 16
BouvAydpw kol t@ kokodopudves ‘Ponoiov npoeotdtt. Cf. S. B. Kougeas, "Epevvon mepl tfig “EAANViKiic
Aooypopiog kot Todg LEsoug xpévoug: A’ Al év taic oyoriolg tol “ApéBo Aaoypopikoi eidfoele,” Aaoypapio

4 (1912-1913): 267; N. A. BeesAi“émidpouai t@v Bovdydpwv ¥rd tov tl{dpov Touedv Kol T0 oyeTIKo.
oxdho 10T "ApéBa Konoapelog,” ‘Elinvixd 1 (1928): 337—70. Arethas again references thgaians in his
scholion on Dio ChrysostonQr.VII.121 (= Sonny, 105); for Arethas as the authérttee scholia on Dio
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Arethas regularly referred to contemporary evetitsuymstances, and topographical markers
in his scholia. Aristides’ mention of a bronze s&abf Athena incited the following detailed
remark from Arethas: “I believe this is the one sptin the Forum of Constantine, at the
porch of the council-chamber, or senate, as théytazow; facing it, on the right-hand side
of the porch as you go in, is Thetis, the mothelAohilles, with a crown of crabs. The
common folk of today call the Athena ‘Earth’ andefis ‘Sea,’” being mislead by the marine
monsters on her head”

A handful of Arethas’ polemical scholia in Laur..BChave been edited only very
recently by Luana Quattrocelli. All of these poleali remarks, although they may be of
intrinsic interest, are of no textual or historisalue, much like the polemical scholia on
Plato. For example, Arethas has the following tpaaout the author Aristides: “A conceited
person and a boaster and always talking about Hinadleof this comes from a weak wit and
from vanity.®* After a lengthy tabulation of dreams, visions,edises, and cures r.
47.54-56, Aristides reflected on Asclepius’ direetifor him to fast. Arethas responds in
characteristic fashion, speaking directly to ththay “What is the need, Aristides, of such a
never-ending business?” He upbraids Aristides faggesting that Asclepius (“your god
Asclepius”) truly possessed the power to make ée from disease: “Is it not clear even to
the foolish that a delay in the return to healticharacteristic of the man who observes that
nature manages itself and returns to health a\its accord . . .? But you, who are never able
to see, perhaps because your reason suffers aldhgyaur body, you invent heaps of

nonsense and ghosts of ghosts that produce onlgyemashing of teeth>?

1.5 HARLEY 5694(LUCIAN)
Arethas reserved his most vitriolic marginalia &orother Atticist writer, Lucian of

Samosata. Harley 5694 also lacks a colophon, lutdidex was clearly commissioned by

Chrysostom in Urb. gr. 124, see 8§ thfta. For the various dates assigned to this codex,. seerle Byzantine
Humanism 255-57 n. 52.

%0 Schol. in 0r.50.408 (= Keil, 2:224,11)7( ABAvnowy *Adnvar) *ApéBa- Sokel pot oty éotiv 1y &v 16 edpw

Kovotavtivov dvakeiévn kol toig tponviaiolg tol fovAevinpilov, 8 cévatdv eact viv, fig dviikpd v de&1d

elo10061 1@V TpomvAcimv kol 1) 10D "ApAléwng Gvdkerton OETig, Kapkivolg TV kKe@aAny dlaoteehc dv ol viiv

ididton Ty udv yiv @oct v “ABnvay, Bdlaccay 88 Oftwy, toig &v i keeaf évidpoig éEamatduevor

kvoddroic. Cf. Maass, “Observationes palaeographicae,” 758.¥Kougeas, “Epevvot mepi thig " EAAnvikiig

Aooypopiag,” 240-41; the translation is by R. J. H. JenkitiBhé Bronze Athena at ByzantiumJHS 67

[1947]: 31), who cites two other descriptions oé ttame statue from the writings of George Kedreamah
Niketas Choniates.

*! Luana Quattrocelli, “Aelius Aristides’ Reception Byzantium: The Case of Arethas,” Aelius Aristides
between Greece, Rome, and the Geds William V. Harris and Brook Holmes, CSCT 3&iden: Brill, 2008),
288.

*2bid., 287-88.
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Arethas and like Par. gr. 451 and GIM 231 showgheterence for extremely wide margins
(many of which went unused in Harley 5694). Theb&chas been identified as Baanes, the
notarioswho copied Par. gr. 451 for Arethas in 914. A lodgte of 912 or 913 is generally
assigned to Harley 5694 on the basis of Paul Lexisesliggestion that a scholion Gharon

17 mentions the death of Emperor Leo VI, but a&NWilson has noted, the text of Lucian
could have been transcribed at an earlier Hate. fact this note does not appear in the
margins of Harley 5694 (Rabe’s E) but in the masghVindob. phil. gr. 123 (tenth century;
Rabe’s B) and Vat. gr. 1322 (thirteenth centuryb&sA).>* Despite its absence from Harley
5694, however, there still remains some possibiligt the note mentioning Leo VI's death
was Arethas’ contribution.

Lucian’s Charonis not one of the nineteen works included in HaB694° but it is
certain that Arethas read and annotated other woflisucian that are not found in this
manuscript. Mosq. 315, a sixteenth-century cokectdf the minor writings of Aretha$,
preserves two lengthy scholia dappiter tragoeduganother text that is not present in Harley
5694) independently of the Lucianic text; these s@ammments appear as marginal scholia in
manuscripts of Lucia®’ The scholion onJup. trag.38 appears in Vat. gr. 1322 with the
signature’ Apé0o.; four additionalscholiabearthis sameascriptionin anumberof manuscripts

of Lucian®® Based on the presence of these two scholia antengvtitings of Arethas in

%3 Lemerle,Byzantine Humanisnp®265; Wilson Scholars of Byzantiumi24.

> For the note, see Hugo RalSeholia in LucianunfStuttgart: Teubner, 1971), 122,12-21.

% Harley 5694 contains the following workBro lapsu inter salutandurfols. 1r—2r); Apologia (fols. 2r—6r);
Harmonides(fols. 6r—7r);Hesiodus(fols. 7r—8v);Scytha(8v—11v); Quomodo historia conscribenda ¢it1v—
25v); Dispades(25v—27r);De mercede conducti@7r—39v); Anacharsis(fols. 39v-50v);De syria dea(fols.
50v—60v); De saltatione(fols. 60v—73r);Lexiphanegfols. 73r—78r);Eunuchus(fols. 78r—80r);De astrologia
(fols. 80r—83v); Amores(fols. 83v—98r);Pro imaginibus(fols. 98r-104r);Pseudologista(fols. 104r-110v);
Hermotimugfols. 110v—133r)Prometheugfols. 133r-134v).

* On this manuscript, see Christian Friedrich vontthtei, Index codicvm manvscriptorvm graecorvm
bibliothecarym mosqvensivm sanctissimae Synodiesieel orthodoxae graecorossicd®etropoli: Typis
Academiae scientiarum, 1780), 49 no. 302; Archimaad/ladimir, Cucmevamuuexoe qucCanie pPykonucerl
MocxosCkou CunooansnOi (nampiapuerr) oudriomexu (Moscow: Sinodal'naja tip., 1894), 672 no. 441; J.
CompernassDenkmaler der griechischen Volkssprache fiir sprassenschaftliche Ubungen und Vorlesungen
(Bonn: Hanstein, 1911), 3-8; M. A. SangilusanTniickne nonmrrIene e nepBoii MONOBHHBI X B.,”
Vizantiiskij Sbornikl (1945): 228-30; Patricia Karlin-Hayter, “Textsr fthe Historical Study of th&ita
Euthymii” Byz28 (1958): 273—75; Jean Darrouzes, “Inventaireégestoliers byzantins du®éiécle,”REB 18
(1960): 115-17; Westerinrethae Scripta minoral:IX—XVIII.

" These scholia have been edited by Hugo Rabe ie thikianstudien des ArethasiNachrichten von der
KdniglichenGesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Goéttingen, Blikch-historische Klassg 904): 643-56 and
idem, Scholia in Lucianum71,25-75,44chol. in Jup. trag38) and 78,17-82,1%¢hol. in Jup. trag47) and
Westerink,Arethae Scripta minoral:333-39 (nos. 54 and 55).

%8 Seeschol. in Jup. trag3 (= Rabe, 58,27-59,4 in manuscrip@V0Q); schol. in Jup. tragd2 (= Rabe, 76,3—
24 in manuscript); schol. in Parasit41 (= Rabe, 159,24-158,11 in manuscriptg;\schol. in Per.13 (=
Rabe, 218,20-220,21 in manuscript R). On the varimanuscripts, see Hugo Rabe, “Die Ueberlieferuerg d
Lukianscholia,”"Nachrichten von der KéniglicheBesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Goéttingen, IBilech-
historische Klass€1902): 718—36.
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Mosg. 315, one can be assured not only that thdsalia were composed by Arethas, but
that Arethas owned and annotated an additionalxcatecodices) containing other texts by
Lucian that do not appear in Harley 5694. Moreovegardless of whether the instances of
the ascriptioriApé8o. were copied or added by the scribes of the codi€édsician, there is
little reason to doubt Arethas’ authorship of thesholia. Many scholars have been overly
and anomalously cautious with regard to the attidouof the signed scholia on Lucian to
Arethas, but such reticence appears to be unwadantlight of both the examples provided
by Mosg. 315 and Arethas’ occasional habit of sigriis own scholia’

Lucian of Samosata was an author whom, as M. J.akEtsvcorrectly observed,
“Byzantine custodians of eloquence could not affiardbury. One expedient was to bell the
cat, to crowd the margins of his text with expaation where he fell short of the Christian
standard of piety or virtué® Arethas’ scholia on Lucian cover a wide rangeopids from
grammar and syntax to antiquarian interests arssicial scholarship, but more than anything
else Arethas’ scholia on Lucian showcase his pericfar polemic and invectiv®. A
number of examples from Arethas’ scholia on Lu@aacited in the chapters that follow.

1.6 PAR GR. 451(EARLY CHRISTIAN APOLOGISTY

Par. gr. 451, informally known as the “the Aretl@@sdex” among scholars of early
Christianity, is famous for being the earliest kmowollection of early Christian apologetic
literature. The codex contains ClemerRi®otrepticus(1r-56v) andPaedagogug57r—154v),
Pseudo-Justin’€pistula ad Zenam et Serenufb55r-163v) andCohortatio ad Graecos
(163v-187v), EusebiusPraeparatio evangelica(188r-322r), Athenagorad.egatio pro
Christianis(322v—-348r) ande resurrectione mortuorurf848v—-367v), and finally Eusebius’
Contra Hieroclem(368r—401v). The codex preserves the earliestbastl withesses of each
text and subsequently served as the exemplar foaraful of later manuscripts. Adolf

Harnack demonstrated from a codicological analgsithese manuscripts that Par. gr. 451,

9 E.g., M. J. Edwards stated in reference to thelsmhonJup. trag.47 only that the scholiast was “named by
a scribe as Arethas” (“Lucian of Samosata in theisfian Memory,” Byz 80 [2010]: 147); similarly Paul
Lemerle used scare quotes and referred to thesigieed” scholiaByzantine Humanisp265 n. 102).

% Edwards, “Lucian of Samosata,” 143.

®1 The best analysis of Arethas’ scholia on Luciathisrecent monograph of Giuseppe Ru§mntestazione e
conservazione: Luciano nell’esegesi di AreBAlt 297 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2011); cf. Helne Luciani
scholiorum fontibugDissertatio inauguralis, Philipps-Universitat Marg, 1908); Richard WinteDe Luciani
scholiis quaestiones selecté@issertatio inauguralis, Universitat Leipzig, B)0Jean Schneider, “Les scholies
de Lucien et la tradition parcemiographique,’Lircien de Samosate: Actes du colloque internaticieal yon
organisé au Centre d'études romaines et gallo-ravesj les 30 septembré-bctobre 1993ed. A. Billault
(Lyons: De Boccard, 1994), 191-204; D. E. Hahm,&Hihical Doxography of Arius Didymus&NRWII.36.4
(1990): 2947-74.
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which now lacks four quires\(-Ay") between fols. 187v and 188r, once contained atia
Oratio ad Graecosfrom whichall extant copies derivV&. The codex enjoys special status as
the most expensive and luxurious of Arethas’ sung\wcodices. The colophon contains the

usual informatiorf®

&ypdion xe1pi Bodvoug vot(opiov) |’ ApéBa dpy(t)emicidn(mt) Koncopei(og)

Konrodoki(og) £tet koopuov | gukP’.

vo(uiopotev) k- mepyounv(on) vo(uiouotov) .
The codex was written by the hand of tiwarios Baanes, the copyist of Arethas’ codex of
Lucian, “in the year of the world 6422,” i.e., be®n September 913 and August 914.
Altogether the codex cost Arethas a total of 26 iIsamata, twenty for Baanes’ scribal work
and another six for the parchment.

The colophon on fol. 401v is followed by a lengdoholion, beginning on fol. 402r,
on Clement'sPaedagogugl.5.15), written in Arethas’ own hand in an undcaeristically
large majuscule script. In later manuscripts of Raedagogushe scholion appears adjacent
to its respective text and bears the signat\wéo. apyenicxdmov; altogether a total of four
scholia bear the signatut&pé0o, two in Arethas’ own hand and two only in apog=fhit
is possible that Arethas’ scholia dappiter tragoedushat appear in Mosq. 315 were once
written in the same fashion at the end of a now ¢oslex of Lucian’s works. Most of the
scholia are devoted to the works of Clement anceveepied into the margins by Baanes;
according to Otto Stdhlin these scholia may havenbeomposed as early as the fifth
century®® The majority of Arethas’ own contributions to tilseholia are again far from

%2 Harnack’s hypothesis was confirmed by Oscar vomhaedt, “Zur handschriftlichen Ueberlieferung der
griechischen Apologeten: 1. Der Arethascodex, P&is 451,"Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der
altchristlichen Literaturl.3 (1883): 163; cf. Miroslav Marcovich, “Codexethae and TatianJOB 44 (1944):
307-12.

8 There is little variation among the several puii$ transcriptions, see Maass, “Observationes galae
graphicae,” 749-50; Lake and Lakeated Greek Minuscule Manuscript4:9 no. 136 (note, however, the
incorrect conjectures in their reading of the secawte); Follieri, “Un codice di Areta,” 267; Fongj
“Scriptoria bizantini,” 101; LemerleByzantine Humanism271; Karl Mras, Eusebius Werke: VIII. Die
Praeparatio EvangelicaGCS 43.1 (Berlin: Academie-Verlag, 1954), XV. Racsimiles of Par. gr. 451, see
Kougeas:0 Kaioapeios Apébag, pls. 1, 11, VII; Lake and LakeDated Greek Minuscule Manuscripi:pls.
230-231; Lefort and Coche&lbum palaeographicunpl. 18.

% For the scholia that were attributed to Arethadabgr scribes, seschol. in Paed!.5.15 (= Stahlin, 321,32—
323,23) andPaed.11.10.99 (= Stahlin, 332,1-6); the scholion Baed.l.5.15 that begins on fol. 402r does not
bear a signature as the critical apparati of Staf# 321,32) and Marcovich (= 210,11) suggest; tee
facsimile of this folio in Kougeasp Kaioapeiog Apébug, pl. VII. For the scholia signed by Arethas hinfisel
seeschol. in Paedll.4.41 (= Stahlin, 328,26—28) afthed.l.10.110 (= Stahlin, 333,8-17)

% Otto Stahlin,Untersuchungen iiber die Scholien zu Clemens Aleixarsi Beilage zum Jahresbericht des
Nurnberger Gymnasiums (Nurnberg: J. L. Stich, 1899-48; but cf. Edwards’ comments (“Lucian of
Samosata,” 150 n. 13). The scholia were first ddiby Otto Stahlin,Clemens Alexandrinus, Band I:
Protrepticus und PaedagoguSCS 12 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1905), 293-340; thhddia on Clement and several
other texts in Par. gr. 451 were reedited in séparalumes by Miroslav MarcoviclClementis Alexandrini
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scholarly, and in this respect the corpus resemblethas’ scholia in the Bodleian Plato. For
example, when Clement recommends a diet that iesldmilbs, Arethas responds, “Father,
what a word has escaped the barrier of your té®tiat more difficult and indigestible food

can there be?®

1.7 VALLIC. GR. F10(79) (NOMOCANON)

The second of three codices containing Chrisitenature from among the surviving
manuscripts of Arethas’ library is Vallicellianusagcus F 10 (79, a collection of texts
dealing with matters of ecclesiastical law. Valljt. F 10 lacks a colophon, but as the codex
is now mutilated at the end it is possible thatodopghon once existetf. The codex is
therefore difficult to date. All that can be saal Certain is that it was written after Arethas
became archbishop of Caesarea, as one of the achfiis to Saint Basil dstiic ko Mudc
Kaoapeioc pootip.®® The scholia deal with a wide range of topics anel aritten in
Arethas’ own hand, although in Vallic. gr. F 10 &kas has not signed any of the scholia
with his own namé® A number of the scholia are concerned with Empeew VI and the
controversial tetragamy, against which Arethas wakemently opposed. But while
significant progress has been made on the codimalbgspects of Vallic. gr. F 10, a

considerable portion of its scholia still remairedited’?

1.8 GIM 231(THEOLOGICAL MISCELLANY)

The final dated manuscript that survives from libeary of Arethas is GIM 231
(Matthaei394 = Vladimir 231),which wasbroughtfrom the Athonite monasteryf Dionysiou
to the Gosudarstvennyj Istéeiskij Musej in Moscow. Towards the end of the esghth
century Christian Friedrich von Matthaei detachegogion of the codex (eighteen leaves)

and brought it to Dresden, but the Dresden fragr{ieat12) was later returned to Moscow,

Protrepticus VCSup 34 (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 179-217; ide@lementis Alexandrini PaedagogWsCSup 61
(Leiden: Brill, 2002), 207-29; cf. idemAthenagorae qui fertur De resurrectione mortuotuCSup 53
(Leiden Brill, 2000), 51-63.

% wilson, Scholars of Byzantium 25.

® For facsimiles see A. Menschirll, codice Vallicelliano di AretaUniversita di Padova, Instituto di studi
bizantini e neogreci, Quaderni 4 (Padova: La gasknd 972), pls. | and llb; Lidia Perriaifethaeall Codice
Vallicelliano di Areta e I&iropediadell’Escorial,”RSBN25 (1988): pls. la—b, lla—c.

% perria, ‘Arethaeall,” 67.

% | emerle,Byzantine Humanisn272 and n. 132.

930 Menschinill codice Vallicelliang 16.

L On the tetragamy, see esp. R. J. H. Jenkins ahddgirdas, “Eight Letters of Arethas on the FolMidrriage
of Leo the Wise,Hellenika 14 (1956): 293-370; repr. in R. J. H. Jenkid®jdies on Byzantine History of the
9th and 10th Centurie€S 1 (London: Variorum Reprints, 1970), 293-370.

2 According to Paul Lemerle, P. Karlin-Hayter anckadukoules were in the process of studying the itedd
scholia, but, so far as | am aware, no study has bablishedByzantine Humanisnp272 n. 133).
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after the leaves had been heavily damaged durinddWdar 11.”® The codex is a miscellany
of theological and polemical Christian treatisesrirthe fifth to the ninth century; some of
the larger works include Theodore Abu-QurraBs unione et incarnationand Opuscula
(fols. 33r=71r), Timotheus presbyteD® receptione haereticoruitiols. 86r—103r), Cyril's
Apologeticus contra Theodoretuffols. 107r—133v), and Photio&mphilochia(fols. 143r—
169r). The codex does not have the appearancargf bevork commissioned by Arethas, as
a note in his own hand on fol. 35v shows him unablelentify the author of the text he was
reading. However, Arethas may have instructed &tgls to add at least the material from the
Amphilochia since Stylianos rather than Arethas wrote moghefscholia on Photios into
the margins? The colophon, on fol. 6r of the former Dresdens@sytains information on the
scribe and date of the codex, but unlike eachebther colophons it is written in the hand of
the scribe and not by Areth&s.

Ttodtovdg  didkovog Eypoya "ApéBon  dpyemiokdtor  Koncopeiog
Konradokiog £tel kéouov | gop” vdiktidvo(Q) méuntng unvi | depiiiot
cvunAnpo|0éviog tod tedovc.

The codex was copied for Arethas by the deaconads “in the year of the world 6440,
indiction 5, in the month of April,” i.e., in theewar 932. This is the last known mention of
Arethas of Caesarea and now tkeminus post querfor his death. The scholia evince an
aged Arethas, around eighty years old, whose eyesigs failing him and who was more
doctrinaire than ever in his judgments. Arethasasmmally struggled in deciphering the
script of Stylianos and supplied a number of unssasy textual emendatioffsWhat is most
surprising about the scholia in GIM 231 is the haess of Arethas’ criticisms against
Christian authors, but this is perhaps due to #uot that the theological issues discussed by
these authors were more pertinent to the religmrgroversies of his own day than those
discussed by the authors in Par. gr. 451. Aretlegsoached Cyril for using the term
hypostasido refer to the human nature of Christ. After insting Cyril on the more recent
theological developments Arethas hurled severallisshat rival even his meanest scholia on

Lucian. Not even Photios is spared from Arethaseative. Only one of Photios’ five

3 See LemerleByzantine Humanisn265-66; L. G. Westerink, “Marginalia by ArethasNtoscow Greek MS
231,"Byz42 (1972): 196-99.

" Westerink, “Marginalia by Arethas,” 196-97.

S All published transcriptions are in agreement, lsake and LakeDated Greek Minuscule Manuscrip8:9
no. 218; Fonki, “Scriptoria bizantini,” 101; LemerleByzantine Humanisp266; Westerink, “Marginalia by
Arethas,” 197. For facsimiles, see Kouge@sKaioapeios Apébog, pl. V; Lake and LakePated Greek
Minuscule Manuscript$:pls. 382—384; Lefort and Coch@dbum palaeographicunpl. 25.

® See Westerink, “Marginalia by Arethas,” 199-200.
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solutions to the question “Why was it God the sdrovwecame man?Afphilochiald4) is
deemed sensible, the others are “gibberish andagarh’ The codex also contains nine
scholia to which Arethas affixed his own name, @itApé6o. or *ApéBo. dpyemickdmov, and
two additional signatures among the scholia on iBeothich Westerink has identified as

manu Styliani®

* % %

A great number of manuscripts must have passeddhrthe hands of Arethas, and a
number of margins no doubt soaked up the ink ofjbi. But one cannot assume that every
manuscript in Arethas’ personal library was a gostbmmissioned masterpiece of Byzantine
calligraphy. Nor can one assume, given the tenédenai both Arethas and his scribes, that
Arethas possessed manuscript copies of everyritevark either quoted or alluded to in the
scholiastic corpora which have been associated hiith It is clear, however, from the eight
codices which have survived from his library, tAag¢thas made use of earlier commentaries
whenever they were available to him. Sometimestagginal scholia that derive from earlier
commentaries or scholiastic corpora were writtehi;m margins by the scribes of Arethas’
commissioned codices (e.g., the D'Orville 301, &K#aB9, Par. gr. 451), and other times
Arethas copied them into the margins of his manptchimself (e.g., Urb. gr. 35, Par. gr.
2951 + Laur. 60.3)° The scholia of Arethas further elucidate his iests in grammar,
syntax, and Attic Greek usage, as well as in aatign subjects and classical scholarship.
But the hallmarks of Arethas’ scholia are most ewidin his own contributions, which are
typically devoid of any real scholarship. Theseddiehevince Arethas’ habit of referencing
contemporary personages, places, and events assveis penchant for polemical discourse
and diatribe, particularly his predilection for elitly addressing and engaging in apostrophic
dialogue both the protagonists of the works he eeatlthe authors themselves.

It is much more difficult to determine Arethas’ ekacholiastic role in those codices
that are thought to be apographs of manuscriptstwdice formed a part of his library. This

is partly for the reason that it is often uncledrether these codices are complete transcripts

Tl & dAlon coploTikel okAyels kol Tpdg tepetionota drookvBatilduevon (fol. 153r).

8 See the scholia on fols. 26r, 27v, 29v, 46r, 4%8)( 48v bis), 66r (ApéBo. dpyieniokémov), 153r fnanu
Styliani, 153v (Apé0a. dpyenickénov [manu Styliarj).

"N. G. Wilson has suggested that Arethas may haetted his tiny half-majuscule script on a typeakhhe
had encountered in old books, “The Relation of Tand Commentary in Greek Books,” Aiti del Convegno
Internazionale “Il Libro e il Testo,” Urbino, 20-23ettembre 1982d. Cesare Questa and Renato Raffaelli,
Publicazioni dell’'Universita di Urbino, Science uneal (Urbino: Universita degli studi di Urbino, ¥98107;

cf. idem, “A Chapter in the History of ScholiaCQ 17 (1967): 244-56; idem, “Scholiasts and Commendét
GBR$47 (2007): 39-70.
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of manuscripts from his personal library or merabglices that contain one scholion or more
that derive, directly or otherwise, from a codeatthe furnished with scholia. The scholia on
Pausanias may well reflect the latter scenario §2€). But this is primarily for the reason
that the palaeographic features of the originalceslare irrecoverable and it is impossible to
determine whether a given scholion was written Ipgti#as or by his scribe. In several cases
the arguments for attributing scholia in later msoripts to Arethas, and hence positing an
original exemplar that belonged to Arethas, aretdas either the presence of Arethas’ name
prefixing a scholion or prolegomenon or to the preg of quotations from authors whom
Arethas is known to have read and cited elsewloera,combination of both. One exception
in this regard is Vindob. phil. gr. 314, a tentmitey codex that contains what has been
described as a “Platonic corpus.” L. G. Westerinkwincingly argued that this codex is an
apograph of a manuscript owned and annotated bth&sewhich was made during his own
lifetime, on the basis of both the character ofgbkolia and references in his lett&tike
Vindob. phil. gr. 314, Laur. 69.33 contains no dizh@r prolegomena to which Arethas’
name has been affixed, nor do its scholia containcuotations from authors like Marcus
Aurelius, whom Arethas often quoted or cited in cholia—for which reason Arethas is
thought to be responsible for the scholia on DioySbstom and Epictetd$.Due to the lack

of any clear indicators the attribution of the d@hmn theVita Apollonii to Arethas has
remained an open question. The following chapt@meres the proposals of Adolf Sonny
and Rudolf Mueller concerning the scholia on Y& Apollonii and their relation to Arethas

and considers additional evidence provided by softlee previously unedited scholia.

8 The codex was copied by Jogrammatikosin the year 924 or 925; it contains the EpitomeAtfinus,
extracts from Olympiodorus and Diogenes Laertiusprgmous prolegomena to Platonic philosophy, and
Hierocles’ commentary on thHeolden Verses of Pythagorasee L. G. Westerink and B. Laourdas, “Scholia by
Arethas inVindob. phil. gr.314,” ‘EAdlnvixa 17 (1962): 105-31. For Arethas role, see also L\W@sterink,
Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy: lkiticiion, Text, Translation and Indic§dmsterdam:
North-Holland Pub. Co., 1962) L-LI and n. 142; &fWhittaker, “Arethas and th@ollection philosophiqué

in Paleografia e codicologia greca: Atti del Il collo@p international, Berlin-Wolfenbuttel 17-21 ottebt983

ed. Dieter Harlfinger and Giancarlo Prato, 2 vdihlioteca di scrittura e civita 3 (Rome: Ed. d8hso, 1991),
1:513-21.

81 See WilsonScholars of Byzantium 26—27.
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The Scholia on Philostratus'Ta. é¢ tov Tvavéa *AroAAwviov in Laur. 69.33

C. L. Kayser included over three hundred scholiam@gnthe “Notae in Philostrati
libros de Tyanensi Apollonio” that follow his 184&dlition of 72 ¢ rov Tvavéa "AroAA@viov
or Vita Apollonii (hereafterVA).! Kayser had knowledge of seventeen codices, but he
collected scholia from only four, one from the tenéentury, Laur. 69.33 (Kayser’s f; Boter’s
F), and three from the fourteenth century, Par1§01 (Kayser'st; Boter's A), Laur. Conv.
Soppr. 155 (Kayser's s; Boter's S), and Leiden,.8.P73D (Kayser's |; Boter's L). A
number of these scholia had been previously editetl published just over a quarter of a
centuryearlierby G. J. Bekkerfrom whathedescribedimply as“codex Schellershemianu$.”
This codex may now be identified as Laur. Conv. @ofd55, one of the many codices
acquired by the Baron von Schellersheim, an avigécor of antiquities who was entrusted
with the task of transferring several importantsslaal manuscripts from the Badia to the
Biblioteca Laurenziana in 1808 “to protect thermirthe greed of the Frencf.The scholia
in these manuscripts vary in size, ranging fromsggs of a single word to paragraphs of
some length. With the exception of a number of igadtrupt glosses that are unique to Par.
gr. 1801, the bulk of the scholia are found inittergins of Laur. 69.33. A number of scholia
are common to both Laur. 69.33 and the “Schellenstweus” in particular, but many are
found only in Laur. 69.33. In addition, there acen® thirty scholia in Laur. 69.33 that were
never edited by Kayser (for reasons that are nttegn clear to me) and have remained

unpublished.

! C. L. Kayser,Flavii Philostrati quae supersunt: Philostrati juris Imagines, Callistrati Descriptiones
(Zurich: Meyeri et Zelleri, 1844), 177-98 (“Notae Philostrati libros de Tyanensi Apollonio”) and*#80*
(“Corrigenda and Addenda”). Although Kayser was @aaf seventeen manuscripts of W& it appears that he
only had full collations of six: Laur. Conv. Sopds5 (ca. 1400); Laur. 69.33 (ca. 1000); the Lugohsis,
B.P.G. 73D (14th cent.); Par. gr. 1696 (14th. ¢emar. gr. 1801 (14th cent.); and the VratislasisnBU,
Rehd. 39 (15th cent. [subsequently lost in World W% see Gerard Boter, “Towards a New Criticalifion of
Philostratus’Life of Apollonius The Affiliation of the Manuscripts,” imMheios Sophistes: Essays on Flavius
Philostratus’ Vita Apollonii ed. Kristoffel Demoen and Danny Praet, MBCB 30&iden: Brill, 2009), 24.

2 G. J. BekkerSpecimen variarum lectionum et observationum irloBtrati Vitae Apollonii librum primum
(Heidelberg: A. Oswald, 1818), 109-30 (“ScholiaicaiSchellershemiani in Philostrati Vitae Apolloséptem
libros priores”). While | have not had the chanoeirispect Laur. Conv. Soppr. 155, | have inspedted
apograph Laur. 69.26 (Kayser's fc; Boter's G); Bekk edition runs almost exactly in parallel tosthi
manuscript, and | presume even more so to LaurvC8oppr. 155. A handful of the scholia edited takBer
and subsequently by Kayser had already appearte inotes to Olearius’ 1709 edition of té; see Gottfried
Olearius,Philostratorum quae supersunt omrfleeipzig: T. Fritsch, 1709passim

% John M. MooreThe Manuscript Tradition of Polybiu@.ondon: Cambridge University Press, 1965), 12; on
the identity of the “Schellershemianus,” a labetdidy Kayser as well, see Boter, “Towards a Newicati
Edition,” 24.
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Fig. 1. Gerard Boter’sstemfna codicum

Full collation of the scholia from all surviving mascripts of the/A has yet to be
completed and a full understanding of the relatigps between the scholia contained in
these manuscripts is not possible at present. Hemvéive general relationships between the
four codices from which Kayser collected scholia easily explained through Gerard Boter’s
recently publishedtemma codicurtfig. 1).* Two characteristics are immediately apparent in
this collection of scholia: (1) A and F rarely caint the same scholfaand (2) L and S rarely
contain scholia that are not also found in F. Tduk lof any significant overlap in the scholia
in A and F is certainly reflective of the two inggplent textual traditions they represent. It is
also apparent that when L and S share scholiakyithese scholia derive ultimately from F.
However, a significant number of scholia in F ao¢ present in L or S. This would suggest
that the scribe of the archetype of L and S orsttrébes of L and S independently chose not
to copy certain scholia into the margins of theianuscripts. In the majority of cases,
although there are several exceptions, it is thed®lia which do not contribute to an

understanding of the text of tMA that do not appear in these later copies.

* Boter, “Towards a New Critical Edition,” 50.

® This occurs only twice, if Kayser has listed thamascripts correctly (occasionally he attributesotia to F
when they are nowhere to be found in this manusarig., the scholion he listed fgA I11.58 (= Kayser, 65,10)
(see § 3.4). One is a polemical scholion (see § 3chol. in VAVIII.16 (= Kayser, 167,33); the other is a
geographical scholion (see § 2.63hol. in VAVIII.19.2 (= Kayser, 167,33).
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To date there has been no detailed study of tbislvody of scholia. There is but a
single scholion from this collection that has bed#ted with any degree of frequency in
modern scholarship. That scholion is found in tb&édm margin of Laur. 69.33 (F) on fol.
90v and subsequently made its way into the mamgfisP.G. 73D (L).

Schol in VAV.20.2 (= Kayser, 93,14)(0¢ dyoAupotorotic. KTA.) TOVG GyELPOVIOG

Aéyer, firol dyvprog, dv kai viv diypo ol kotdpatot [lopAoydveg (naprlat@dveg F)

®ddc Tvog cvunhdooavieg TaBn nepiexovoog EvaGEmv dvdpdv kol mpog 6BoAOV

ddovrec kol éxdotny oixiav. ~ F (fol. 90v) L
This marginal comment was incited by Apollonius’achcterization of the shipowner he
encountered at the port of Piraeus. He accusedhipewner, who would not let him board
his ship, of trafficking in images of the gods, ehavior wholly foreign to the image-makers
of old who would never have thought to parade statf the gods from city to city in hopes
of turning a profi€ The remark reminded the scholiast of a contemposad equally
contemptible example of such “beggars” and “vagalsgni.e., “the accursed Paphlagonians
who make up songs about the adventures of famoumsamé sing them for pennies from
door to door.” Modern scholars have taken this noo@cerning the activities of the
“Paphlagonians” as an early, if not the earliefestation of the beginnings of the Akritan
oral cycle’

The scholion on the Paphlagonians, if the widelyegted conjecture is correct, is one

of a handful of comments that contain informatidrowat the scholiast’'s present day. In a
similar fashion the F scholiast clarifies Philogiga reference to “Pamphylian wool” with the
brief comment “which they now call Magnesigh& marginal note to the description of the
type of pearls found off the coast of Balara idieedi them as “what are called by us”

xokkopaxio (F) orkokkoPogia (LS)? A note toVA IV.21.2 similarly explains that the best

® The scholion was not provoked by the wargbptic as has been suggested by Michael J. Jeffreys, “The
Nature and Origins of the Political VersQOP 28 (1974): 160 n. 99.

" James A. Notopoulos, “Akritan Ikonography on Bytiag Pottery,"Hesperia2 (1964): 108—10; Konstantinos
Dimaras,A History of Modern Greek Literaturérans. Mary P. Gianos (Albany: State UniversityNew York
Press, 1972), 24; Roderick Beatdmlk Poetry of Modern GreecgCambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1980), 77; Elizabeth Jeffreys and Michael Jeffréyfie Oral Background of Byzantine Popular Poet@ral
Tradition 1 (1986): 508; repr. ireek Literature of the Byzantine Perjatl. Gregory Nagy, Greek Literature 9
(New York: Routledge, 2001), 138; G. M. Sifakis,otikking for the Tracks of Oral Tradition in Mediewatd
Early Modern Greek Poetic WorksJHD 27 (2001): 83 n. 29. According to Elizabeth and:ihiel Jeffreys the
term “Paphlagonians” is used by the scholiast asgsfor “windbags” rather than as a geographicalkera
according to Sifakis this is not entirely clear.

8 Schol. in VAIL15.4 (= Kayser, 49,25; cf. Bekker, 116—1Tufiotbiov:) & viv Mayviciov kodobo. ~ F (fol.
45r) LS.

° Schol. in VAIILL57.1 (= Kayser, 64,22; cf. Bekker, 11Q)opyopitidoc) nept tév map fuiv kokkogoxiov (F,
kokkoPaglov LS) Aeyopévwv. ~ F (fol. 61r) LS; cf. Kougeas, Epsvvar mepl tiig ‘"EAANviKTig Aaoypapiog,”
259-60.
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clothes made of saffron are now callegAauio and asserts, as if to reinforce Apollonius’
denunciation of the effeminacy of the Athenian nado were dancing at the Dyonisia, “the
finest saffron-dyed robe is fitting for wometf Finally, a helpful comment informing the
reader that “the Athenians do this to this very’dagcompanies Apollonius’ encounter with
certain Athenians who liked to suntan naked in snmertimé! Among Byzantine

commentators and scholiasts Arethas in particidaknown for his habit of referencing
contemporary events and circumstances in his sghelg., Symeon of Bulgaria’s defeat of

the Byzantine army (see § 1.4).

2.1 LAUR. 69.33(PHILOSTRATUYS

Sokrates Kougeas singled out the marginal notdherPaphlagonians as an unknown
and unused scholion of great significance andbaitied its authorship, together with all of
the scholia in Laur. 69.33, to Arethgougeas later outlined the evidence in suppothisf
attribution in his monograph on Arethas. He refesgh Adolf Sonny’s earlier hypothesis
about a possible codicological relationship betweawr. 69.33 and Urb. gr. 124 and pointed
out the additional datum that a scholion of AretbasPausanias V.8.8 showed that he was
familiar with Philostratus’ workOn Gymnastics® While it is reasonable to suggest that
Arethas had some role in the manuscript traditibRausanias, it is by no means certain that
he was responsible for all or most of the schaliafor that matter, the scholion on Pausanias
v.8.8 As N. G. Wilson has pointed out, this scholionwscsolely in a manuscript (Par. gr.

1399) written and signed by Peter Hypsilas of Aagim 1497 and may well be due to his

19 Schol. in VAIV.21.2 (= Kayser, *73,20fkpokwotoi’) Aentdtatov Spooua kpokoPogeg yuvouliv dpuédiov.
otpor 82 & viv pact ueyAduio to poAtsto kpdxve todta givor. ~ F (fol. 70r).

1 'Schol. in VAIV.17 (= Kayser, *71,33)ouvot é0¢povtor) todto kol é¢ 168e *ABnvoiiot Tpdrtovst. ~ F (fol.
68v).

125, B. Kougeas, *Epevvor mept tiic  EAAnvikiic Aooypogioc,” 239-40. Ever since Kougeas' brief note, most
scholars with very few exceptions have unquestigiginelayed the information that Arethas was ththauof
the scholia to th&A. See, e.g., the sources listed in notes 6 asdprg J. Draseke, “Arethas von Céasarea,”
NJahrb 35 (1915): 259, 266; Zardini, “Sulla bibliotecall@dgciescovo Areta,” 675; Thomas M. Banchich,
“Eunapius and Arethas,” 183. The sole exceptiorfas@as | am aware, is N. G. Wilson, “Books and dga in
Byzantium,” 7.

1335, B. KougeasO Kaioopeiog Apébuc kai 10 Epyov avrov: Zvufoln eic v ioropiav tiic mpdrnc
avayewnoewg v ‘EAAnvikdv ypouudrov év Bulavrie, Epilecta 1 (Athens: Vivliopoleion Eleutherouddiai
Mpart, 1913), 43 n. 1 and 104.

14 Arethas was at the very least responsible foist®lion on Pausanias VI1.21.10. Here Arethas, tsishop

of Caesarea, simply noted in the margin of his reanpt—whether or not Par. gr. 1410 is a direcicdadent
of Arethas’ Pausanias is unclear—next to Pausadiestription of Patras that this was his placeidghjpthe
marginal note appears on fol. 194r of Par. gr. 14&pi [Totp@v 10D tHc éufic yevéceng "ApéBa dpylemiokdénon
Kouosopiog (sic) témov yopoypaoic. See Aubrey Diller, “Pausanias in the Middle A§EEAPA87 (1956): 86;
Lemerle,Byzantine Humanisn268.
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hand rather than ArethaS.However, regardless of who the scholiast mightehagen, he
may never have read Philostrat@ GymnasticsThe scholion cannot be construed as an
original comment since it was clearly copied frdra $cholia veterson Plato. It appears that
Pausanius’ mention of the victory of the pancratiaggdamis of Syracuse incited the
scholiast to copy out the note &aws 795b concerning the pancratium, which concludes
with the wordscadto ¢k T0d ®1hootpdtov [ept yopvootikic.

Even if Arethas had been familiar with Philostrat@® Gymnasticsit is no small
leap to infer from this that he either composedcompiled the scholia on théA Paul
Lemerle’s warning bears repeating here: “Far talgacholars have leapt the barrier which
separates Arethas’ showing, by a quotation or lsiah, that he knew, directly or otherwise,
a particular author or work, from the quite diffieresituation where he would have been the
‘editor’ of the text or the scholiast, or botH."Arethas’ only uncontestable reference to
Philostratus is in his scholion on the rhetoridimsbonax of Mitylene, mentioned by Lucian
in Salt. 69: “He means that Lesbonax of whom several wdob@&eclamations survive,
rivaling those of Nicostratus and Philostratus wiere conspicuous among the more recent
sophists, and especially his love letters, whidp dith great verbal charm® The scholion
suggests first-hand knowledge not only of the wgs of Lesbonax, but of Nicostratus and
Philostratus as well. But all that can be said wigntainty from the sources available is that
Arethas probably read some of Philostratus’ workd #hat, as the owner of Par. gr. 451, he
was at least familiar with théA from the citations in Eusebiu€ontra Hieroclem

As for the hypothesis of Sonny’'s that Kougeas imgkit has more merit than the
Pausanias scholion. Sonny noted that Laur. 69.33wrdten in a hand that was very similar
to Urb. gr. 124—which contains prolegomena and k&lom the orations of Dio Chrysostom
and is considered as well to be an apograph of rrustaipt once owned and annotated by

Arethas—and that both manuscripts shared commoraceagistics such as the color of the

15 Wilson, Scholars of Byzantiumi27.

' The scholion in Par. gr. 1399 hasv instead oftod, see Friedrich Spiro, “Ein Leser des Pausanias,” i
Festschrift Johannes Vahlen, zum siebenzigsten r&tdy, gewidmet von seinen Schijeed. Wilhelm von
Hartel (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1900), 137; otherwise #tholion is virtually a word for word copy of teeholion
on Laws 795b (GreeneScholia platonica327) with material added at the end. Hoholia veteracontain an
additional reference to Philostratu@h Gymnasticen another scholion on the pancratium, evidenibjited by
Socrates’ mention of the pancratiast PolydamaRépublic338c, which concludes with the similar phrase
tabto ®1hdotpotdc enowy év 1@ Iepi youvootixiic (GreeneScholia platonical94-95).

7 Lemerle,Byzantine Humanisn255.

18 Schol. in Salt69 (= Rabe, 189,11-15\doPdvat) tottov Aéyer AeoPdvarta, od kol dAlo pedéton
pnropikod @épovton Bovpdoion kol évdudiot Nikostpdtov kol ®ilostpdiov t@v €v 10ic vemtépolg
COPLOTOIG OLOMPETOVIMY, LAAIGTO O ol EpdTiKol Em6ToA TOAATY THY £k TAV Adyov droctdlovcot Ndoviv.
The translation is from Christopher P. Jones, “Bhevival of the Sophists,” ikast & West: Papers in Ancient
History Presented to Glen W. Bowerspekl. T. Corey Brennan and Harriet |. Flower, LCKI (Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2008), 116; ck$,Contestazione79-80.
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ink, the quality of the parchment, and the size patlerns of rulindg? Sonny ascribed both
manuscripts, in part relying on Bandini’'s catalogtethe eleventh century, but they may
both be more plausibly ascribed to the tefitilowever, if in fact both manuscripts were
products of the same scriptorium this by itseli@éd enough evidence to conclude that Laur.
69.33 is also an apograph of a manuscript once @w&nd annotated by Arethas. The modern
attribution of the prolegomena in Urb. gr. 124 teethas, for which Sonny is also largely
responsible, wamcited primarily by the ascription Apébo dpytemicrkénov that prefixesthe
prolegomena? which is likely to be correct even if it was addsda later scribe (see §§ 1.4—
6, 8). Sonny went a step further and attributedsiti®lia to Arethas as well for the reason
that two scholia contain references to Marcus AuselMeditations which Arethas also
referenced in two of his scholia on Lucian, in &iddi to a few other indirect indicatofs.

9 A. Sonny, “Zur handschriftlichen Uberlieferung de@®n Chrysostomos,JCPh 133 (1886): 95 n. 2. Since
this work is no longer so easily accessible andesihis often cited incorrectly, | quote Sonnyésnark here in
full: “von sehr ahnlicher hand wie der Urbinas li2dder cod. Laur. 69, 33 (des Philostratos vitaoligmii
enthaltend) geschrieben, der von Bandini in das @if gesetzt wird. auch in bezug auf farbe deetiqualitat
des pergamentes und grészenverhéltnisse stimmda bss. Uberein. im Laur. finden sich ebenfalldreathe
marginalscholien von erster hand, und ich habedymunder vermutung, dasz ihr verfasser mit denrsdeolien
im Urbinas identisch, dh. Arethas ist.” Sonny ferticonjectured that the examples of symmetricablgzin the
margins of Urb. gr. 124 were the remnants of tlehetlype which contained scholia written in Arethas/n
hand Ad Dionem Chrysostomum analeffaev: Zavadzkianis, 1896], 91). Arethas was ceftanot the first to
write out scholia in such a manner. However, Pédraia noted the rigorous symmetry of the scholidtevriout
in Arethas’ own hand @rethaeall,” 75) and Hutter has described such scholithas'hallmark” of the Arethas
mise en pag€‘Marginalia decorata,” 98). The scribe of Lau®.83 more often than not showed little concern
for the aesthetic layout of the scholia he copkad,some folia contain scholia writt@tpuddn (to borrow a
term from the Greek Magical Papyri) or in invertédngles, and once in the form of a cross. Givendcribes’
overall lack of concern for the layout of the s¢hplt is probable that the symmetrical scholia ao¢ of his
own design, but retain the symmetrical form presanthe codex from which he copied; see, e.g., 4ol.
(symmetrical; cf. Laur. 60.3 fol. 187r), fol. 8rréss), fol. 108v (vertical). That there was a seiiib the latter
half of the tenth century commissioned with the&ktatcopying multiple works from the library of Afeas is
not too far-fetched, especially since Otto Staiated that the scribe of Urb. gr. 124 was identigith the
scribe of Laur. 5.3 (containing Clemen8sromatei} and that this very scribe also wrote parts of Mug 5. 9
(olim Mut. I1l. D. 7)—the only indisputable apogfapf a manuscript owned and annotated by Aretramety
Par. gr. 451, the “codex apologetarur@ldmens Alexandrinus, Band 1: Protrepticus und Rgedus GCS 12
[Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1905], xI and n. 1). Howevet,is to be noted that the minuscule scripts in Hathr. 5.3
and Mut.o. S 5, 9 are (unlike the script in Laur. 69.33) teritat an angle and the scholia in the latter aittenw
in tiny majuscules (also unlike Laur. 69.33). Sudfit to say that further investigation of the seror scribes of
these codices remains a desideratum.

2 Wilson (Scholars of Byzantium 26) assigned Urb. gr. 124 to the tenth centdsyfor Laur. 69.33, which A.
M. Bandini had assigned to the eleventh cent@atélogus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Mealkc
Laurentianae 2 vols. [Florence: Typis Caesareis, 1764-177@48&), Boter assigned a rough date of ca. 1000
(“Towards a Critical Edition,” 24), while it has &e placed more precisely in the latter half oftdmth century
by Daniele Bianconi, “La controversia palamiticégute, libri, testi e mani,Segno e Test® (2008): 340.

2L A, Sonny,Ad Dionem Chrysostomum analec. J. de Arnim attributed the prolegomena totias but did
not make note of the signature in his editDionis Prusaensis, quem vocant Chrysostomum, quatare
omnig 2 vols. (Berlin: Weidmannos, 1893-1896), eithrehis introduction (1:VIIl) or in the apparatustiiis
to the prolegomena (2:325).

22 From the scholia on Dio, seehol. in Or.XX.8 (= Sonny, 113) an@®r. XXXI1.15 (= Sonny, 116); from the
scholia on Lucian, seschol. in Salt63 (= Rabe, 189,4-5%chol in Pr. imtit. (= Rabe, 207,4-7). There is one
scholion that marks a passage from Dio as “usejalrst the iconoclasts,” a known target of Arethesitic
invective.
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The Meditationsor Ei¢ éavrov is a work which Arethas is known to have possesselimay
well have saved from extinction. In a letter novegarved only in Mosq. 315 Arethas wrote
to Demetrios, the metropolitan of Herakleia, anéspnted him with the gift of a fresh copy
of theMeditations a transcript made from the old, worn-out, anebali-forgotten manuscript
that was in his possessiohThe attribution to Arethas of the scholia on Dibrgsostom in
Urb. gr. 124 has been accepted by many scholadsa &ew scholia in Laur. 69.33 appear to
be written by the same scholiast.

Although the scribe of Laur. 69.33 remains unknowme of its subsequent owners
has recently been identified. That owner was ndherahan the Byzantine astronomer and
historian Nikephoros Gregoras (ca. 1295-1360), ohehe main protagonists of the
hesychast controvery, who was responsible for xicerpts from th&/A that are found in two
other manuscripts (Escurialensis X.1.13 and P#aidelberg. gr. 129" It was Gregoras
who fleshed out the originahscriptio + Bi(og) ’AroAlmviov tob Tvavémg by adding
ovyypoageig topa Prhootportov o Anuviov + within the decorative rubrication on fol. 1r.
Daniele Bianconi has suggested that this is thg eidible trace of the intervention of
Gregoras in Laur. 69.33, but Gregoras also appears to be responsible fiimgvrthe
compendiunmsnu(eiooot) in the margins on at least five separate occasldisstall and thin
initial lunate sigma is quite distinct and unmisthle; the sigmas in each of the compendia
are virtually identical to the initial sigma ebyypageic in Gregoras’ addition. The passages
of interest that Gregoras appears to have mark#donjii(eimcan) are the following(1) fol.
78v, atVA 1V.38.3 (coitor moAttikov pev eivan 10 Onplov ktA.), Apollonius’ characterization
of Nero as a beast; (2) fol. 97v, @A V.35.1 oi 6 "AroAlwviog kTA.), the beginning of
Apollonius’ speech to the emperor Vespasian—whickhis instance, perhaps significantly,
breaks a spell of silenceyprn); (3) fol. 158v, atVA VIII.7.22 (6 Adyog d¢ tig uev SAwv

vevéoedg kTtA.), Apollonius’ description of the Indians’ accouot the demiurge; (4) fol.

2 A. Sonny, “Zur Ueberlieferungsgeschichte von M.rélius Eic éavtév,” Phil 54 (1895): 181-83; Lemerle,
Byzantine Humanism266—67; Wilson,Scholars of Byzantiuml30; William Lameere, “L’'empereur Marc
Aurele,” RUB4 (1975): 373-76 n. 13.

24|, Pérez Martin, “El Escurialensis X.1.13: Unafite de los extractos elaborados por Nicéforo Géegen el
Palat. Heidelberg. gr. 129BZ 86—87 (1993-1994): 20-30. It would be interestimgknow which passages
Gregoras excerpted in these manuscripts; unfogbnateither Pérez Martin (p. 29) nor Alejo Revidad
Gregorio de Andrés Martinez in their cataloguehefEscorial collection provide this informationg€zatalogo
de los Codices Griegos de la Biblioteca de El Eisdpi3 vols. [Madrid: Biblioteca Nacional, 1936-1968],
2:255 no. 10, fol. 253r-v). More excerpts from W& are found in a Palaiologan anthology with commentar
(Vat. gr. 926 fols. 53v—56r); cf. Paul Canart, “Paun répertoire des anthologies scolaires commeriéela
période des Paléologues,” Tine Legacy of Bernard de Montfaucon: Three Hundfedrs of Studies in Greek
Handwriting, ed. Antonio Bravo Garcia and Inmaculada PéreziMaBibliologia 31A-B (Turnhout: Brepols,
2010), 449-62.

% Bianconi, “La controversia palamitica,” 341
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164v, atVA VIII.7.44 (rév yop, 6 11 dkpoieveg, kopdio ioyet ktA.), Apollonius on the
futility of hepatoscopy; and (5) fol. 173v, %A VIII.28 (AdBe Bidsog ktA.), Apollonius’
endorsement of the Epicurean maxim, “Live unobsinand if that cannot be, slip un-
observed from life2° Gregoras’ interest in tHeéA was likely sparked by his broader interests

in Pythagoreanism and Neoplatonishm.

2.2 RELATIONSHIP TO URB GR. 124(DIO CHRYSOSTON)

The prolegomena in Urb. gr. 124 are primarily coned with Dio’s orations on
kingship Or. I-IV). N. G. Wilson commented on Arethas’ possiblgerest in these
particular orations: “As Arethas had the delicatsktof expressing opinions on a matter of
state, namely whether remarriage is permissibl@ moan who still used the title of Roman
emperor, Dio’s vicissitudes in his relations witlbrbitian and his successors had an obvious
interest.”® The attribution of the prolegomena in Urb. gr. 1B4Arethas turns out to be
more secure than previously thought. It is confanmet only by the ascriptioMpébo
dpylemiokorov, but by content as well. Both Sonny and J. de rAringled out three
historical data that are unique to the prolegomamc irreconcilable with the information
provided by Photios in his summary of Dio’s oratidBibliothecg codex 209): (1) the origin
of the Dio’s nickname “Chrysostom”; (2) the assartithat the orations on kingship were
composed for Vespasian; and (3) the assertionDimtwas sent into exile by Nero. The
identification of Arethas as the author of the pgdmena and scholia in Urb. gr. 124 has
implications for the identity of the scholiast betVA and, significantly, the identification of
Arethas as a reader of tMA in turn has implications for understanding therses behind
the prolegomena to Dio.

Photios noted that Dio gained a reputation fong@&lever in his speeches and that he
earned the sobriquet Chrysostom or “Golden-mouthediis own day on account of the
beauty of his orationS. Arethas was aware of this anecdote and explisityed that it was
false. He preserved an onomastic etiology thatoissiclerably different: “Dio was called

Golden-mouthed, not so much to accord with his woge, as on account of a certain

% There are more marginalia that may be due to Gasgand require further attention, cf. fols. 120y,259v,
78r, 83r, 114r.

%" See, e.g., L. G. Westerink, “Proclus, ProcopiusellBs,” Mnemosynel0 (1942): 275-80; E. R. Dodds,
“Theurgy and Its Relationship to NeoplatonisiiiRS37 (1947): 55—-69.

2 Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium 26. For Arethas’ views on the controversialagamy of Leo VI, which was
a target of Arethas’ invective in Vallic. gr. F {19) (see § 1.8), see esp. Jenkins and Laourdaght“Eetters of
Arethas,” 293-370.

2 Xpuodotopov & odTov ol Adyot i kot ordToV yeved deddracty émovoudlety (de Arnim, 2:320,16-18).
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physical peculiarity the name of which was alteiredhe direction of greater respectability.
For he was not at all fortunate in the effluviattissued from his mouth, as indeed many
others report and in particular the man of divirieenance.?® Arethas went on to cite a
humorous iambic trimeter attributed to Gregory @izinzus. The poem relates Dio’s dismay
over the fact that his wife had never told him aldus bad breath and his wife’s assumption
that halitosis was merely a symptom all men heltbmmon Arethasconcludedhat “instead
of Foul-mouthed (Ol6ctounog), through euphemismegonuwc) he was called Golden-
mouthed Xpvodotopoc).” Arethas made the very same statement in a sehoh Lucian’s
Hermotimus(34), where Lycinus described the unfortunate ath of the Silician tyrant
Gelon: “This is said about Dio of Prusa, whom foe tsame reason the Hellenes through
euphemism ot evenuiopév) named Golden-mouthed™

The second peculiar datum in the prolegomena eth&s’ false assertion that Dio
composed the orations on kingship for the empemspésian. Arethas claimed concerning
the kingship orations that the emperor Vespasiad “rasped the practical wisdom which
characterizes them” and later suggested that DioMaspasian “in Alexandria on the Nile”
and “after instructing him in many of the matteestpining to a king, he finally worked out
for him the present discourses on kingship.” Bug kommonly held that these orations were
composed for Trajaff. Photios simply noted that Dio flourished during ttime of the
emperor Trajan and made no mention of Vespadsaoli¢theca codex 209). Philostratus
stated in hid.ives of the Sophisthat Dio lived at the time when Apollonius and Brgies
were teaching philosophy, but in this work he refier Dio asamicusto Trajan and makes no
mention of VespasianWV§1.7). The sole piece of evidence linking Dio andspasian isVA
V.27-38, where Apollonius meets with Vespasian ilexandria, together with Dio and
Euphrates, who advised the would-be emperor onidbal form of constitutionMany

scholars construe Dio’s encounter with Vespasiaa piece of pure Philostratean fictidh.

30 X pvobotopoc 88 katd 1oV Abyov 0By 0BTmc Soov S16. Tt oVUTTOUE £ TO EVCYNUOVESTEPOV HETATOLOVLUEVOV
gxANMON. T} yop dnd 10D otéuatog drogopd 0¥ mavy edTLYEL éxpiito, ddg M kol EAAor moAAol, kod 6 Tovg
Adyovug Bgiog droryyéAder avip (de Arnim, 2:328,1-5); trans. H. Lamar Crosbijo Chrysostom: V. Discourses
61-8Q LCL 385 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University$2re1951), 415.

31 Schol. in Herm34 (= Rabe, 242,15-17) nenetpdoBot dAlov dvdpdc) toBto mepl Alwvog iotopotiot tod
[Mpovoaéwme, Ov kol d1a 1od10 kot edenuicuov Xpvcsdotopov “EAAnveg dvéuacav. Cf. RussoContestazione
192.

32 See esp. John Moles, “The Date and Purpose oFdeth Kingship Oration of Dio ChrysostomZA 2
(1983): 251-78.

% See, e.g., E. L. Bowie, “Apollonius of Tyana: Titazh and Reality,” ANRWII 16.2 (1978): 1660-62; J. L.
Moles, “The Career and Conversion of Dio ChrysostodHS 98 (1978): 84-85; Graham Anderson,
Philostratus: Biography and Belles Lettres in theirdl Century A.D.(London: Croom Helm, 1986), 178-79;
Harry Sidebottom, “Dio of Prusa and the Flavian Bty,” CQ 46 (1996): 447-48.
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But all historicity aside, this is the best extéreaidence for Arethas as a reader of i
since he could not have derived this informati@mfrany other source now knowh.

Finally, the author of the prolegomena falsely esskethat Dio had been exiled by
Nero. It was, however, Domitian who had exiled Daad Dio ventured to return only after
Domitian’s death. According to Arethas, howeverp dulged in the force of his language
and “after expressing himself freely in the pregeatNero on behalf of his own friends, he
was sentenced to lifelong exikeofi tpog Népmvo Vrep 1@V £0rvT0D TEPPNOIUGAUEVOS PIADVY
ae1puyiq xatedikdoln), and he remained under this sentence until thedRostate obtained
Vespasian as emperor.” This same information i®atgd using the same language in a
scholion onOr. 111.13: 1y npdg Népwva moppnoiov Aéyet, fitep xpNOGUEVOS delQUYLY
xotedicdoOn. More significantly, the same information is refgehusing similar language in

a scholion on th&¥ A:

Schol. in VAV.27.1 (= Kayser, 95,35; cf. Bekker, 12®i¢vec uev xoi Edgpdror)

tov [Ipovooaéa Aéyer Almvo 1oV Xpuodotopov kol tov Edepatny dvdpog e1locdeoug

uév, delpuyiq 68 vrd Népwvog katadikacBivioag 11 odtov fileyEov dnuociq ovx

aiciog Paocidedovia, donep kol ¢ kVOV Anuitplog &v 16 Yo NEpwvog TovTov

Aovtpedvi ékticuéve. ~ F (fol. 93v) LS
The scholion accompanies Philostratus’ initialodirction of Dio Chrysostom and Euphrates
in Egypt with Apollonius and Vespasian. The schgilinotes, “He means the philosophers
Dio Chrysostom of Prusa and Euphrates, who werteseed to lifelong exiledgipuyiy . . .
rotadikacOéviac) by Nero because they disgraced him in public ae who ruled
inauspiciously, just as Demetrius the Cynic hadlamy done in the bathhouse built by Nero
himself.” Philostratus described the bathhousehesia of Demetrius and his expulsion by
Nero earlier invVA IV.42.1-2. It could be maintained that the scholiaisthe VA relied on
Arethas’ prolegomena for his comment, given Sontygothesis concerning the contiguity

of the two codices, but the apparent influence hed harrative of the/A on Arethas’

3 Jacques Schamp is overly critical of Aldo Branéacposition that Arethas thought the kingship @as
were dedicated to VespasiaRhgtorike philosophousa: Dione Crisostomo nellatwral antica e bizantina
Elenchos 11 [Rome: Bibliopolis, 1985], 236). Schamgntures an improbable interpretation of the Dio-
Vespasian relationship as it appears in the prohega, resulting in his equiparation of Arethas’rapkuim of
Nestor with Apollonius (“Rhetor, Philosoph und ‘Skmund’: Dions Bild in der eigenen und in spatefeit

bis zum Ende von Byzanz,” iDion von Prusa: Der Philosoph und sein Bikel. H.-G. Nesselrath and Eugenio
Amato, SAPERE 13 [Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 20095-27@). This is untenable, especially if it is mained
that Arethas is the author of the scholia on\e The suggestion (p. 274) that Baanes was theesofitthe
codex from which Urb. gr. 124 was copied is groessl
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construction of the prolegomena would suggest ot are due to Arethas. Moreover, the
misattribution of Nero as the cause of Dio’s egifpears to be a misreading of i&*

There are additional parallels between the sclmiighe orations of Dio in Urb. gr.
124 and the scholia on théA in Laur. 69.33. In addition to similar constructso and
citations in grammatical scholia, e.g., the user@fcvrakovotéov and the citation of the
same Homeric exemplund@ysseyXI1.73),%® each corpus contains a scholion describing the
design and purpose of tikgpvkeiov (spelledknpixiov in both sources). The scholiast of the
VA notes, “Thekerykeion was a wand of moderate length arranged at the entbm in
serpents positioned turning towards each othehenshape of the lettg@hi. Heralds would
travel carrying them for protection.” The scholi@am Urb. gr. 124 contains the same
information, with the addition of an etymology eaping that the name is derived from the

word kfpu&.

Schol. in VAV.15.1

Schal. in Or. VII.9
pafdot Tiveg ta knpvKLO
dvobev Eyovoor yvdpiouo
e1dmwAo Seemv évalla dvr-
euoAriopevov GAARAOLG, ¢
ol knpukeg npog mpecPetoy
drnocteAlopevor Epepov
dogoaleiog xopv tol un
TIVO, KOKOV T dToig Opdioon
TAV GVVOVTOVIOV d@ AV
KNPUK®V Kol TNV Enovouioy
Exetl.

knpYxiov paBdoc v petpiov
unkovg, dve mpog TH dpxi
Soeig Eoynuaticuivn Avi-
euPoaAilopevovg dAARAOLG
elg tonmov 10D @ oToKEIOV.
DT 01 KNMPLKEG PEPOVTEC
Bdevov 10D doEaAoDS XapLY.
~ F (fol. 89r) LS

g¢oymuaticuévor (fo. -uévov) Kay

EM s.v.knpikiov
... 10 xnpvKiov paPdog A
HETPLOV UAKOLGE, Bve TPOG TH
apyil S0eLg EoNUOTIOUEVOLG
dvtepforlopevougdAARAOLG
el tomov 100 ¢ oToElOV.
TOOTNV 01 KNPLKEC PEPOVTEG
Bdevov 10D AoeaA0DS XApLY.

£xovoo postdeeic add. Gaisford

The presence of a nearly identical passage in ttideaxnpvkiov in the twelfth-century
Etymologium Magnunsuggests the existence of a common source. Tladi@tlon theVA
appears to have been copied directly from thatcso(and Laur. 69.33 may preserve the
more original readingoynuoaticuévn), whereas in the scholion @r. VII.9 this source has
been rewritten, in part to accommodate the plunalikeio in Dio’s oration. Arethas often
composed scholia by rewriting his sources, e.g, Use of Lesbonax in his scholion on

Theaetetud 73d, but he often copied his sources verbatimvétitbut citation®” Moreover, a

% See SonnyAd Dionem Chrysostomum analec®8-87; cf. Schamp, “Rhetor,” 279-80.

% For nposurakovotéov, see, e.g.schol. in VAIIL25.2 (= Kayser, 54,3) anschol. in Or.111.80,3 (= Sonny,
99), 107,5 (= ibid.) [cf. 115,3 (= ibid.)]; XXX.4¢& Sonny, 114). For the use of the exemplur®df12.73, see
schol. in VAII.24 (= Kayser, 35,20 ; cf. Bekker, 115-16) aathol. in Or.l.44 (= Sonny, 96).

37 See, e.g., WilsorScholars of Byzantiupi21; cf. § 1.Zupra
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number of Arethas’ scholia have been shown to apetd varying degrees with the articles

in the Etymologium Magnurif

2.3 SCHOLIA ON GRAMMAR AND SYNTAX

The range of grammatical scholia on A is comparable to Arethas’ scholia on
grammar and syntax in the Bodleian Plato (see gah& the scholia on Lucian, both having
an abundance of substitution scholia. By far thetnmeresting and convoluted grammatical
scholia are those in which Arethas appears to makeof Lesbonax the grammariad/sp:
oynucitwvor On Rhetorical Figured® Rudolph Mueller, in a doctoral dissertation contgie
under the supervision of Ernst Maass in 1890, firsticed that Arethas had reworked
Lesbonax’s material in his grammatical scholionTéreaetetud 73d, apparently following
what he labeled recension*AMueller identified a second example among the lizhm the
VA, which he attributed to Arethas, independenti\sofiny, on the basis of Arethas’ use of
Lesbonax in E. D. Clarke 39 and the presence @ralful of polemical scholia in Kayser’'s

edition of the scholia on théA*! The latter scholion runs as follows:

Schol. in VAVII.2.1 (= Kayser 130,9)épvtod Euvoudtoc [sic Kay]) 1@ ninBuviikd
gvikov émnveyke piiuo. totto 08 OnPoikov @aot kol ITvdapikov, 8t cuveyde
avt® ypfitan Iivdopog mAnfuviik® Emeépwv éviko (F, évika émoépov Kay)
puoTo, olov “ Aakedonpudviot todepei *ABnvaiiorg” dvri 1o nolepotot kol “Ounpog
“drotyeto 8¢ copkec” dvtitod drotyovro. ~ F (fol. 128v)
The scholiast begins with the statement, “He hasapsingular verb with the plural (noun).
They call this Theban and Pindaric because Pingguéntly makes use of it by putting
singular verbs with plural (nouns),” and followsstlup with two examples, “such as, ‘The

Lakedaimonians war (sg.) with the Athenidfshstead of ‘war’ (in the plural) and Homer,

3 peter Beckeme Photio et Aretha lexicorum scriptorib(Bonn: Typis Caroli Georgi Typographi Academici,
1909), 80-81; Sonnyd Dionem Chrysostomum analec®; Mario Manfredini, “Gli scolii a Plutarco dirAta

di Cesarea,Siculorum Gymnasiur28 (1975): 348.

39 The most recent edition is that of David L. Blarikesbonax, [TEPI £XHMATQN,” in | frammenti dei
grammatici Agathokles, Hellanikos, Ptolemaios Egitis: In appendice i grammatici Theophilos, Anaxago
Xenon ed. Franco Montanari, SGLG 7 (Berlin: de GruytE988), 129-216. The identity of Lesbonax the
grammarian is uncertain; it is probable, howeveat he was neither the philosopher, nor the sojpleisbonax

of Mitylene mentioned in Arethas’ scholion &alt.63, nor the Lesbonax mentioned in the letters afliypius

of Tyana Epist.22, 61).

0 Rudolf Mueller,De Leshonacte grammatig@issertatio inauguralis, Universitate Gryphisveaidi, 1890),
106-8; cf. Greenescholia platonica435. Mueller hypothesized that all of the sumgyicopies of recension A
of Lesbonax’s treatise derive from a codex of AasthWhile this suggestion is somewhat overbold,tmos
modern scholars have accepted his assertion tleh#s owned a copy of the treatise, see LemByleantine
Humanism 263; Wilson,Scholars of Byzantiuni 33.

*! Mueller,De Lesbonacte grammatich08—12.

2 pPindar, frag. 246a Snell.
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‘Flesh (pl.) was torn apart (sg’}’instead of ‘torn apart’ (in the plural).” In Kayse edition
the scholiast's comment is directed at Philostfatise of the pluraléuvoudtag in his
description of Nearchus the Mysian andrefisalto give up thenamesof his co-conspirators
even under torture. But this is completely nonsmisince the passage from Philostratus, as
Kayser himself admitted and Mueller later concurrednnot be construed schema
Pindaricumby any stretch of the imaginatihlf in fact Arethas knew thélepi oynudzav,
and his reworked scholion drheaetetud73d suggests as much, and if it was Arethas who
used Lesbonax here as a source for the scholiornAovill.2.1, as Mueller argued, this does
not paint a very flattering picture of Arethas eithas a scholiast or with respect to his
knowledge of Greek. Scholars have criticized Aretha an editor for his heavihandedness
and his tendency to establish an inferior f&xtiowever, it is inconceivable that Arethas
would make such a gross oversight as this. Ardiias pains to compose in a style of Greek
that modern scholars describe invariably as delileéy obscure and “abominably difficuft®”
Arethas’ tortuous Greek style was even recogningtie middle ages; a scholiast commented
on the uncharacteristic simplicity of his letterth® emir of Damascus with the statement, “It
is simply phrased for the understanding of the ArdbIf one accepts the scenario proposed
by Kayser and Mueller, one can only conclude thatrdbe of Arethas rather than Arethas
himself copied this scholion, in which case thelscmost likely did not copy it directly from
the text of Lesbonax but from the margins of hisraglar of thevVA.

Fortunately there is a more logical solution. Thieation appears without a reference
mark in the bottom margin of fol. 128v, and thet lasrds of the main text on this folio are

indeed£ovtod Euvmudtag, but the scholion clearly was not intended to aggany these

3 Pindar Lyr. frag. 246b Maehlerdeest).

*4 Following the scholion Kayser noted, “Mentio Piridaschematis ab h. |. aliena.Flavii Philostrati quae
supersunt 193, note to 130,7); Mueller subsequently cordidmKayers's assertion, “Mentionem Pindarici
schematis ab h. I. alienam esse recte observaygdfaDe Lesbonacte grammaticé n. 1).

5 See N. G. Wilson, “Did Arethas Read Athenaeuli?382 (1962): 147-48. Perhaps the most critical sghol
in this respect is A. Severyns, who hypothesized Arethas edited PhotioBibliothecaand was responsible
for the recension now labelled M (which descendsnfiMarc. gr. 451), which is textually inferior teaension
A (which descends from Marc. gr. 450). AccordingSeveryns the editor (i.e., Arethas) was consistent
careless and made numerous blunders (see LeBgdantine Humanisn273-76).

“® The quotation is from Robert Browning'’s reviewlofG. Westerink Arethae Scripta minoravol. I, CR 20
(1970): 332. Browning further characterized Arethasting (p. 332) as “a tortuous, allusive, anduaacal
Greek, whose complexity may well reflect the canfliin its author’'s mind”; see further the itemided of
grammatical peculiarities in Browning's subsequentiew of Westerink’'s second Teubner volun@R 25
(1975): 58.

" For contemporary reactions to Arethas’ obscuréessee WilsonScholars of Byzantiunl33-34. For the
letter to the emir, see Westerink, no. 26, 2:133-P&ricia Karlin-Hayter, “Arethas’ Letter to thentt of
Damascus,Byz29 (1959): 282-92; cf. Margaret Mullet, “Writing Early Mediaeval Byzantium,” ilthe Uses
of Literacy in Early Mediaeval Europed. Rosamond McKitterick (Cambridge: Cambridgaversity Press,
1990), 179.
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words. The solution to this problem is to be fowordfol. 128r, which contains a lengthy
polemical scholion on Apollonius’ healing of a bato had been bitten by a rabid dog. The
scholion runs from approximately the middle of tlght margin, agéAyBeic in the main text
(VA V1.43.2), down into the bottom margin. The copys$tLaur. 69.33 clearly did not plan
ahead and in his haste neglected to leave any foommsecond scholion. After the scholion
had been entered in the margins, any further sthwlia word or phrase froéiyeic to the
final words of the main text on fol. 128tof¢ fiAixac) would have required writing in the
margins above and reversing the proper sequentteeadcholia or writing on the following
folio. Scribes typically avoided both of these ops, but the scribe of Laur. 69.33 was often
careless about copying scholia (and even referevan&s) in their appropriate plac&sThe
scholion only makes sense as a comment on the féqrcbt immediately followingélyBeic

in VA VI1.43.2: é\yBeic & 6 xdmv vrd 100 Aduidog YrexAibn toig 109 "AroAlmviov mociy,
donep ot foutot tév ixetdv kAatwv (“When Damis had dragged the dog along, it lathat
feet of Apollonius, weeping like a suppliant atatar”). This is still not a traditionachema
Pindaricum but this scenario is much less problematic ifsitmaintained that Arethas
composed the scholion using the text of LesbonaxvBiile this may save Arethas from one
blunder, it cannot obsolve him of another, nama$y ditribution of the Pindaric fragment

diolyeto 8¢ capkeg to Homer.

IIepi oynudrav 14 (Rec. A)
tOnPaixdy. ot 68 kol GALo oyfjuo Gmod
Bowwtiact, 6 on xoi [Tivéopikov Aéyeton, 8Tt

4 ~ /4 ’ N 4
TOALOKIG 0¥T@ KEYPOTOL. YlveTon 08 oUTme

<F*x> 4 Aokedopoviotr ToAepel “ABnvaiong”
“ueAppdBov &8 #reton mAdxopor” dvti Tod
Enovton kol “dufyeto 8¢ copxed” dvti tod

duyovro.  “Ounpog “xai oM dolpa céonre
VE®V Kol omdpto AéAvvion” dvti to¥
GECTTOCY.

Iepl oynudraov 22 (Rec. B)

10 8¢ OnPoikov évovtiov €oti ToUT® TA
oxfuotL Toig yop TANBLVTIKOIC GpoeviKoic
kol OnAukoic dvouacty Enipépovct phuota
gvikar ool yap “Ackedoipuovior ToAepel
‘ABnvaiore” xoai IMivéapog “Emetot
nAdkapol” dvti tob Emovtat, kol “dnyeTo
copked” ovti ToD duyovto, B¢ kol 10 “1iig O
NV Tpeig kepadal.” TovTov 88 10D oYNUaTOg
£0TL KTA.

According to Mueller the error could only have aridrom a misreading of recension
A, “where Homer’'s name is placed in such a marat a careless man could attribute it
back to the foregoing exampl&”Mueller and Maass set a lacuna af@iBoixév in

recension A, positing an omission of a descripbbr first Boeotian schema, and suggested

“8 E.g., the scholion oA 111.50.1, the placement of which is off by fivaéis of text; see § 2idfra.

49 “Causam autem, cur illi poetae exemplum scholitauvindicaverit, docet rec. A, ubi Homeri noméa i
positum est, ut ab homine neglegenti ad exemplutecadens referri possit” (MuelleBe Lesbonacte
grammatico 108).
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that recension B’s reading of th@nBoixov oyijuo—introduced as the opposite of the
preceding Kvuoiov oyfjuo—could only have arisen from the corrupted textoiprio
Aaxedapévior in recension A2 According to David L. Blank, this scenario canesplain
the phrased om kol IMvdopikov Aéyetar which clearly equates th@nBoikdév with the
Mvdapikdy, suggesting that they were different names forsémae scheni®.But whatever
the relationship between recension A and B mightibés clear that Arethas, who also
equated these two schemata, knew the text of Lesbiomthe corrupt form of A? The
attribution of the exemplum to Homer may have baennnocent parablepsis, but the same
exemplum is used a second time in a scholioWWAVI111.7.9, and again Pindar’s fragment is
attributed to Homer. The description of the rhetalrfigure is the same, but here it is labeled
as theAwpiov oyfjuc: “In the Dorian schema one puts a plural noun tagrettith a singular
verb, according to which Homer wroBeoiyeto 8¢ cdpxec.”>® The repetition of this error
suggests that it is the same scholiast, and sineerhietorical figure inVA VIIL.7.9 is
appropriately characterizeofti 11 . . . yevddco@ol t¢ kol dyeipovteg), there is no reason to
believe that the same scholiast would so badly res mark at Philostratugovtot
Euvoudtag in VAVIL2.1. Arethas’ dependance on Lesbonax for hisofion onTheaetetus
173d, when taken together with the convergencesdsst the scholia on théA and the
prolegomena and scholia on Dio, increases the piilyahat these grammatical scholia are
also due to Arethas.

The use ofto £&fc in the grammatical scholia on tMA may also point to Arethas.
Scholiasts commonly use ¢&ig in grammatical scholia as a technical term to idhte
difficult passages, specifically to denote the ordewhich the scholiast thought the reader
should understand the words of a sentence. Thessipn, literally meaning “the following,”
took on the meaning “the sequence in which the ware to be taken iS$*In a study on the
use of1o £&fc in the Homeric scholia Harry L. Levy noticed fifte instances whered
¢Eic introduced free paraphrases rather than the iadlt collocatio verborunt® The

scholiasts’ presentations of their free paraphrases &g rather thamloyog or vodc—

*%1pid., 3.

*1 Blank, “Lesbhonax,” 161-62.

2|t is to be noted, however, that his definitiorrgikels the definition in B: “for they put singulaerbs with
masculine and feminine plural nouns.” Arethas’ nsmipt of Lesbonax probably had something similar.

3 Schol. in VAVIIL7.9 (Rott Tt . . . yevdoopor) Adpiov 10 oo VK piuott cuvtdrtely TANBuVTLKOV
Svopa, kol 6 koi map “Oufpw “drotyeto 8¢ odpkeg” ~ F (fol. 155v) L.

** Eleanor Dickey,Ancient Greek Scholarship: A Guide to Finding, Regdand Understanding Scholia,
Commentaries, Lexica, and Grammatical TreatisesnfiTheir Beginnings to the Byzantine Peridanerican
Philological Association Classical Resources (Cxf@xford University Press, 2007), 120 (4.1.38).

* Harry L. Levy, ‘“To Hexé&sn Homeric Scholia and ServiuSrdo,” TAPA100 (1969): 237-54.
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terms traditionally used to present free paraplsratecidating the meaning or sense of a
passag€—led Levy to suggest thab ¢&fic was perhaps “on the way toward developing an
extended meaning, that of the ‘gist’ of a passage.”

Five years later Levy found clear confirmation lukttransformation in two scholia in
Arethas’ theological miscellany, GIM 231, and irthhastances the expressiohé&iic obtmg
appears to mean “the sense is understood ffiuEhe expression is used four times in the
scholia on th&/A but it appears that the traditional usage isrsiire or less retained in three
of the four>® One scholion, however, is particularly worthy afta as it shows significant
laxity—even more than in the examples Levy cited-#snusage of the technical tert
¢&fc. The passage is from Apollonius’ written apologmwhich he defended himself against
the charge of conspiring with Nerva against Domi{jleuse Kayser’s edition for Philostratus’
text since it follows Laur. 69.33):

VA VII.7.32: TIGg odv miBovdv fyficaito v tig apyfic émibBuuficon Nepodo

ayomavto, £l thg foavtod oixiog dpEot, i Vrgp peydAmv drohéyesbal pot Tov und’

Ynep pikpdv teBoppndta, i Euvdmtely épol yvdunv vrgp dv und v npog dAlov, ei
T0V¥uoV éveBuuhfn, Euviyyev; (ed. Kayser 160,10-13)

Schol. in VAVIIL.7.32 (= Kayser, 160,10)n¢c odv) 10 £&fic ottog ndg v ovv
Nepovoav (NépBav Kay) fiyfoontd tig dpyiic Eribupficat tov dyandvio Vrgp peydAny
SdrodéyesBai pot A g Eovtod oixlog &p&ety Tov <und’> (suppl. Kay)onep uikpdv
teBoppnrdro, f} ndg Euoi yvdunv Euvdrtey vrep dv unde mpdg dAAov cuvijyey, el
ToVuOV &veBuundn, todt’ Eoti el 1OV &uov EveBuundn tpdmov, undev dnlovott
10109T0V 0¥t@ VroPadddpevov. Tobto 88 Prnropikiic 0Tl GKALOTNTOG TAVTO Kol
dvotporniag, 0V LA0GOPOV drparyrocvuvng Anpeiv kai anAdtntoc. ~ F (fol. 161r)
The scholion begins as a traditiomallocatio verborumbut half-way through the scholiast
switches gears and the scholion moves from “order”gist” and ends in polemic. The
scholiast reworks Philostratus’ text with easientay up toei tovuov éveBoundn (“if he [sc.
Nerva] had any consideration for me [sc. Apollotijysat which point his reordering ceases
and he paraphrases the sense or gist of the pngcedssage using words that are not present
in Philostratus’ text, a change singaledtbyt o711, “that is, if he had any consideration for

my way of life.” The scholiast concludes with a gmical remark against the wording of

* See DickeyAncient Greek Scholarshi45, 248. Note the scholiast’s usesofotc ottme in schol. in VA
111.14.3 (= Kayser, 48,30).

" Levy, “To Hexégs 248.

* Harry L. Levy, ‘TO ‘EEHE in Arethas,”Byz 43 (1973): 512-14; the two examples are from Wirster
“Marginalia by Arethas,” 205 (fol. 1v) and 206 (f@v).

9 E.g.,schol. in VAIV.32.2 (= Kayser, *78,28)kol tév £1épov kTA.) 10 ¢&fic kol 1oV Plov t@v étaipov Béov
avdyxny eindvieg ol vodton deeilovio dBedtata kol drovreg (SC. 098’ dxovieg, Kay). ~ F (fol. 75v). Cf.
Schol. in VAVI.11 (= Kayser, 113,32); VII.25 (= Kayser, 142,8).
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Apollonius’ defense, “But these are all exampleshatorical awkwardness and peevishness
in order to avoid speaking foolishly about the tenamce and simplicity of a philosopher.”
This nontraditional use ab £&fc with exegetical interjections is another possibtiicator of
Arethas’ hand in the scholia on t&. Moreover, it is clear from the concluding reménkat
this is the same scholiast who authored many ofpthlemical scholia. A comprehensive
analysis of Arethas’ use ab £&iic among his various scholiastic corpora would prave

worthwhile undertaking, as he employed the expoessften®

2.4 SCHOLIA REFERENCING CLASSICAL AUTHORS

The scholiast references classical authors in abeuraf ways and for a variety of
reasons, sometimes to identify a proper name amgthmes in explanations of grammar and
syntax. Philostratus’ use atpippoveivin VAIL.11.2 is clarified with a substitution scholion
and a citation of Aristophane€louds (225), a work also cited in the margins of Urb. gr
124°% The grammatical form of a sentencé/iaV1.19.1 is highlighted as the same form that
Hermogenes frequently employed in his w@k Types of Styldhilostratus’ description of
Apollonius’ style of speech incited a referencdhe style of Thucydides. These scholia are
for the most part not of great importance and oftentain incorrect information. The
scholiast correctly identified th&Awavog in VA VIIL16.1 as the prefect of the Praetorian
Guard, Casperius Aelianus, but he continued byriectly conflating him with the author of
the Varia historiaand the losiZepi zpovoioc.®

To readers of Kayser’s edition it would appear it scholiast had at best only a
superficial knowledge of the works of Lucian. Fagholia in Laur. 69.33 mention Lucian by
name, but Kayser included only three of these sddition. These three scholia are abrupt
and mostly uninformative (or misinformative), eawritten with the same formulaic
expression noting that Lucian also makes mentioncatfain characters, e.g., Damis,
Demetrius, and MenippuSchol in VAL.3.1 (= Kayser, 2,26; Bekker, 109A¢uic) totvtov
100 Aduidog odg 6Béov Aovkiavog pépvnron. ~ FS;schol. in VAIV.25.1 (= Kayser, 75,7;

% For other examples, see K. StaBauluskommentare aus der griechischen Kirche ausnémhandschriften
gesammeltMinster: Aschendorff, 1933), 653,22 (on Rom 2Share Arethas of Caesarea’s Schqlia9,27—
29 (no. 51, on Porphyry); cf. Rusgbontestazionel64—66 (all of the examples from the scholia oian are
used in the traditional manner).

1 Schol. in VAIL11.2 (= Kayser, 28,5) ngpiopovdv) dvil 10D 810 moAAiic epoviidoc motobuevoc.
"Apiotoedvng “depoPfotd kol mepiopovd tov fhov.” ~ F (fol. 23v). Kayser incorrectly transcribedettine
from Aristophanes asdtpoPatdv kol nepropovdv tov filov.” Arethas citedClouds386 in a scholion on Dio
ChrysostomQr. 1X.1 (= Sonny, 106-7).

%2 Hermogenesschol. in VAVI.19.1 (= Kayser, 118,20); Thucydideschol. in VA17.1 (= Kayser, 10,13);
Aelianus/Aelianschol. in VAVII.16.1 (= Kayser, 138,12).
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Bekker, 120) Anuftproc) mepi Anuntpiov tod kuvdg, 00 Aovkiovog uépvntot. ~ FLS;schol.
in VAIV.25.2 (= Kayser, 75.11; Bekker, 12QYI§vinroc) 0O Aovkiovdg pépvnron. ~ FLS.
The reference to Demetrius the Cynic is unproblenat least in this instance (cf. Lucian,
Tox. 27; Salt. 63); however, the references to Damis and Menipegsire some further
explanation. The scholiast confused Menippus ofidyeith the homonymous cynic of
Gadara, the protagonist of Lucian’s satire; thistake occurs even in the scholia on Lucian,
but there the error is made in the reverse dirediod the Menippus (of Gadara) in Lucian’s
Icaromenippuss confused with the Menippus (of Lycia) in th&.°® As for the equation of
Damis with the unflinching atheist afuppiter tragoedusone can sympathize with the
outrage in Kayser’s fine academic Latin, “Schaliqulo errore respicit Luc. Jup. Trag. 8. 16.
et alios locos.” But neither is this confusion wi@bsent in antiquity? However, excluding
the possibility that this is a tongue-in-cheek retr(@hich, given the other examples, it does
not appear to be), Arethas had a great deal talayt Damis in his polemical scholion on
Jup. trag.47, without once referring directly or indirectty Apollonius’ faithful disciple®
Arethas certainly was not the only reader of Ludrathe tenth century, but, if in fact
these are his own notes—and there is no guaramééey are; a commissioned scribe could
simply have copied them from the exemplar intorttegins of the manuscript—one would
expect much more from a reader who copiously atedtais works. However, the formulaic
expression with a relative pronoun plusiviito and the proper name of an author occurs in
several scholia of Arethas, and equally false kaitrons occasionally accompany these
formulae. The scholia on Lucian contain a numbeexamples, but since uncertainty often

% The error occurs in a prolegomenon to tbharomenippus ’IK(xpO}.Lévutnog O TPOKELUEVOG EMIYEYPOTTOL
Adyog d1a. pu&v To TINVOV elcso'cysceou oV 16 dpapott vrokelnevov elg IKocpov 0V AcitddAov Vro@epOUevog,
d10. 62 10 usyakon POYHOV KO TTE plepyov Kol paopat@ddeg eic Mévinrov 1ov Kovikov (pl?uOGO(pOV apuo@ouavog,

og H(xwpu)v Vrapyxmv Thg Avkicg Kol T ’Avncsesvoug 86&av vromotovuEvog ysvvouog f]v Kol GDYKSKpO‘CT]},LEVOQ

10 o@ue kKol 0vK dddkiuog 0¥dE Ty Syiv oo Tpog dpav evnpdowmov Vrogépetol Kol obtag dote, el TioTig
Breott P1hootpate 1@ Tople oV "AnoAdwviov tol Tvavémg dvaypdeovrt Blov, ... ~ VoAQ (Rabe, 98, 8-17).
The prolegomenon does not appear among the mapissofi Rabe’s Class I, and therefore it is difficio
attribute its authorship to Arethas. It is to betetp however, that Arethas’ lengthy scholion duppiter
tragoedugRabe, 71,25-75,4), which is found independentliheftext of Lucian in Mosq. 315, is also found in
Rabe’s manuscriph (= Vat. gr. 1322; Class V), where it is affixed tye signatureApéBa. Of particular
interest is the reference in the prolegomenon tgthatus “the Tyrian,” a collocation known othésa only
from Photios’Bibliotheca(codex 44)—recourse to Photios, however, is a comotcurrence in the Class V
manuscripts; see Rab8cholia in Lucianumvi; idem, “Die Ueberlieferung der LukianscholiadNachrichten
von der Koéniglichen Gesellschaft der WissenschatierGottingen, Philologisch-historische Klasg02):
718-36.

% See Graham Anderson, “Damis: The Dubious Disdikeovered?” inPhilostratus: Biography and Belles
Lettres in the Third Century A.[fLondon: Croom Helm, 1986), 155-74. Anderson iaware of this scholion
on VA 1.3.1, which essentially proves his initial, hypetical scenario and makes his “more compelling
explanation” (p. 168) seem something of a stretch.

% See Rabe, 71,25-75,4; idem, “Die LukianstudienAteshas,”Nachrichten von der Koniglichen Gesellschaft
der Wissenschaften zu Géttingen, Philologisch-histhe Klass€1904): 643-56.
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surrounds whether certain scholia on Lucian caattriouted to Arethas, it is perhaps best to
confine the parallel examples to Harley 5694 (Ralf®°°

The aforementioned scholia of Arethas citing Maréuselius’ Meditationsprovide
excellent examples for comparison. Arethas refert@dthe Meditations in a scholion
describing the context of LucianBro Imaginibus “This discourse is a written reply in
defense of the panegyric on Panthea of Smyrnareasstf the worthy emperor Verus, which
Lucian also titledOn Images(6v xoi Eixdveg énéypoyev), whom Marcus Aurelius also
mentions in hisvieditations”®’ The construction of the final claugexci Mépioc 6 koicop
v 10i¢ eic fovtov “HBucoic ovtod péuvnron is similar to the examples from the scholia on the
VA. Scholars have never been confused over the fgdersftithe woman Lucian identified
merely as a beauty from Smyrrianég.2) and a homonym of the wife of Abradatamdg.
10; cf. XenophonCyr. VI1.1.45-46; VI11.3.14), but this scholion remainsetbnly ancient
testamonium that expressly identifies Panthea—wMamncus Aurelius indeed mentions in
Meditions8.37—as the dedicatee of Lucian’s panegyric. GipseRusso has recently noted
that the awkward constructioéiv . . . Eixovec would suggest that the scribes of the
manuscripts that contain the scholion (&) all derived its text from a manuscript that had
the same reading, but the peculiarity may well be & Arethas himseff

Arethas’ scholion oibalt. 63 occurs only in Harley 5694 and is thereforeliiko be
his own addition. The scholion is intended to ekplaucian’s mention of Demetrius the
Cynic: “This Demetrius flourished during the timé Augustus, whom Marcus Aurelius
mentions in hisMeditations”®® The scholion would make litle sense as a wholéhé
relative pronoun referred back to its immediateee@tient, Augustus, despite the fact that
Marcus Aurelius never mentions Demetrius the Cymithe Meditations’® Marcus Aurelius
makes mention of a Demetrius, but it is Demetrhes Rlatonist (8.25). Even though such an
error may not paint the most flattering pictureAstthas as a scholar, this scholion shows

that Arethas was not always careful when it camerass-referencing the personalities in the

% Some examples from the scholia on Lucian are ictrin form to the scholion on Damis, e.schol. in Dial.
mort.V.1 (= Rabe, 253,11-12N(pev¢) tovtov "Ounpog dog koAdictov puéuvntal. However, since the scholion
does not appear in Harley 5694 (which lacks@iedogi mortuorum and is not accompanied by the signature
"Apé0o, there is no way to be sure that Arethas eitherpmsed or copied it.

7Schol. in Pr. imtit. (= Rabe, 207,4—7%) Aéyoc 0dto¢ dvtiypoen 1o eic [TdvOetow thy Zpvpvoiay, yoveiko 88
OvfApov 10T ypnoTod kaicapog, Emoivov éotiy, Ov kol Eikdveg énéyponyev, fig kol Mapkog 0 xoiicap év Toig eig
£ovtov *HOucoic orvtod pépvnron.

% RussoContestazione89. It should be noted, however, that none ofotiher manuscripts are earlier than the
thirteenth century. Rabe noted that the claitse . néuvnron does not appear in V (207,6-7 [apparatus]), but
Russo notes its omission in both V and U.

9Schol. in Salt63 (= Rabe, 189,4-5\ufitplov) Anufitplog 0dtog émi t0d Tefootod fikpalev, 0d Mapkog év
10i¢ "HBwoic avtod péuvnro.

0 So RussoContestazione78-79.
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texts he read and studied. This formulaic crossregice is identical in form to another

scholion on th&/Aidentifying Python of Byzantium:

Schol. in VAVII.37 (= Kayser, 147,36): .00 xai AnpocBéwng &v 16 @rhmmikd péuvnror.
Schol. in Salt63 (= Rabe, 189,5): ... 00 Méprog &v 1oig "HO1koic adtod péuvnro.

Of course Demosthenes does mention Python of Bymanbut not in thdhilippics At any
rate the fourth reference to Lucian paints a lesbagrassing picture; it occurs in a scholion
found only in Laur. 69.33, one that Kayser did imctude in his edition.

Schol. in VAIIL.50.1 (ined.) feov toic moAloig elvon ddEev 0¥ tebvedtar pdvov)

ikovog 1@ AOY® TopooyElv TO ToTOV Kol Aovkiovog 6 ¢k <Za>pocdtmv, 0¢ v 1

PevdadeEdvdpm yomro meploovdg eivot enoiv (ea(owy) F)’AtoAdldviov, Tpog Ov kol

10V yevdoAtavdpov drewxalet. ~ F (fol. 60r)
As Apollonius prepared for his departure from Indlee Brahmans embraced him and told
him that he would be esteemed as a god, not mafady death, but during his lifetinfé.
Here the scholiast notes, “Even Lucian of Samosata competent enough to furnish the
truth of the matter, who iAlexander the False Prophstys that Apollonius—to whom he
also compared the pseudo-Alexander—was a notormagician.” The scholion is a learned
comment referencing a specific passage fromAleganderin which Lucian described the
teacher of Alexander of Abonouteichos: “This teaca admirer of his was a man of Tyana
by birth, one of those who had been followers efribtorious Apollonius, and who knew his
whole bag of tricks.”? While the other scholia referencing Lucian seentdavey only a
superficial knowledge of his works, this scholiomdicates the complete opposite. The
comment is of particular interest for its use @ tarmyesvdadéEavdpog, which is unattested
elsewhere either as the title of Luciarislélavdpos 77 wevdouavric or in reference
specifically to Alexander of Abonouteichos. Josephused the term several times in
reference to the pretended son of Herod the Geeat {7.12.1;B.J. 2.7.1) and Lucian
himself employed the term ixdversus indoctur0, together with the termguvdogpiAinrog
andyevdovépmv. Both Josephus and Lucian used the term to desarilsham Alexander,”

i.e., a person who adopted the name Alexander couat of a strong resemblance in looks.

" The scholion is written with a reference marktia bottom margin of fol. 60r. However, the referenuark is
off by approximately 5 lines, placed adjacent te fbllowing sentence in which Philostratus desdatibew
Apollonius traveled with the Ganges on his right &ime Hyphasis on his left.

2 Lucian, Alex. 5: fiv 8¢ 6 $18dokoog éxkeivog kal épootic 1O yévog Tvavets, TGV AToAAOVi® T@ mhvy
cuyyevouévev Kol Ty toay odtol Tporymdiay eiddtav. 6pdc € olog cot drotp1Piic dvBpwmov Aéyw.
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2.5 SCHOLIA OF ANTIQUARIAN INTEREST

A number of marginal notes reveal the scholiastgiquarian interests, e.g., the
aforementioned scholion on tHerykeion Occasionally the scholia of Arethas preserve
precious data of antiquarian interéshut more often than not, as happens to be thevigise
the scholia on th&¥A, his scholia supply well-attested information rigadvailable in many
other sources. For example, the scholiast adjoinsote to Apollonius’ description of
Timomachus’ famous painting of the madness of Agag correctly identifies the second of
Timomachus’ two known paintings, “This Timomachuaswexceptional among painters,
who became immensely famous after he painted tHehfam Medea as she dealt most
cruelly with the children of Jason himseff.’According to Pliny, TimomachusVledeawas
an unfinished painting\Nat. hist.35.145).

A few notes are concerned with Pythagoras andPiltbagoreans, the first a lengthy
scholion found only on fol. 1r of Laur. 69.33, namuch faded and worn, on Philostratus’
description of the philosopher-sage of Samo¥Anl.1.1. The other notes clearly show that
the scholiast was familiar with the Pythagoreanimeg. The second note concerns the
legendary Pythagorean period of silence. Philagdratentioned that Apollonius performed
certain rites alone at sunrise and that he revellese rites “only to those who had kept
silence for four years” (A 1.16.3). The scholiast remarks, “He probably medns
Pythagoreans on account of thetraktys”’®> According to Porphyry, lamblichus, and
Diogenes Laertius the Pythagoreans were obligethserve a period of silence for five years

before they could meet the mast&The third note concerns the Pythagorean diet:

Schol. in VAIL8.1 (= Kayser, 5,7) tpoyfuoto) kol pnyv (ueév Kay) tpoyfuoato
nukvotépatg avobvuidoest nAéov dvaborotor (dvBpanov Bododot Kay) tov volv
kol Tpog dpyiay vroAeipovoty. £péfvboc ey kol eokol peloryxoAkd T¢ youd,
koopor 8¢, el uimo t@ mubBayopikd (hlw BdeAvktol, kotepaivovio (épaivovio,
Kay) noytog oipoto tf yevéoet te xoi émiPAvoet. ~ F (fol. 3v)

3 See espschol. in Dial. Mercll.1 (= Rabe, 275,23-276,28) and VII.4 (= Rabe,24-281,3); cf. G. E. Skov,
“The Priestess of Demeter and Kore and her Roliaéninitiation of Women at the Festival of the Halat
Eleusis,"Temenod.1 (1975): 136-47; N. J. Lowe, “Thesmophoria amdold: Myth, Physics and Mysteries,” in
The Sacred and the Feminine in Ancient Greede S. Blundell and M. Williamson (London: Roulde, 1998),
149-73.

" schol. in VAI22.5 (= Kayser, 35,7; cf. Bekker, 118)yfopdyov?) 6 Trudpayog 0dtog tév mept (thv add. LS)
ypopikiy v mepttde, dg xoi v Kodyidar Mndelov ypdwog toig ¢§ “Idcovog odtol tdroig dnnvéotata
xpNoouéEvIy kKAEog drelpésiov drnvéykaro. ~ F (fol. 30v) LS.

> Schol. in VAL.16.3 (= Kayser, 9,35; cf. Bekker, 1121 é1év tettdpov clondv yeyouvacuévols) iong
[MvBayopeiovg Aéyer d10. Ty tetpaxtiv. ~ F (fol. 7v) S. This is not the complete readiid; the scholion has
faded and is difficult to read, but there are dietwo or three more words aftegtpoktiv.

® See Gillian Clark, translamblichus: On the Pythagorean Lif8TH 8 (Liverpool: Liverpool University
Press, 1989), 31-32 (§ 17 [72-74]), 40 (8 19 [90]).
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Kayser readiev for what is clearlyunyv, despite his suggestion that the text be correttied
unyv, and he appears to have mistaken the initialrietté the manuscript'evBoA’st for the
nomen sacrunavBponov. Kayser understandably concluded this difficubaon with an
elipsis, perhaps because of the (correctly trabedji wordénifAvcet. | have left this word
as is, but it cannot be the vettAvev as Kayser might have thought (the presence: of
kol suggests as much); if it is not an error §orkAvoet, then it is an as yet unattested noun
énipivoic.’’ The latter seems more probable given the presehseveralhapax legomena
in this corpus. | have also removed the comma Kaptseed after his reading (correction?)
£@aivovTo.

The scholiast comments on Apollonius’ refusal tb reaat because it is impure and
dulls the mind. According to Philostratus, Apollosiate only dried fruitstpoynuoto) and
vegetables Nayovo) since “everthing that the earth produced unaides pure.” The
scholiast notes, “Indeed, dried fruits cloud th@dneven more with thicker juices and line it
with laziness. The chickpea and lentils manifesnglancholic juices (i.e., black bile), while
broad beans, if they were not yet abominationhéRythagorean taste, manifest thickly in
the formation and flow of the blood.” It appearsttthe scholiast was well acquainted with
Pythagorean traditions, particularly concerningt.didis sources told him, contrary to
Philostratus’ statement, that there were indeeddedaproducts of the earth that someone
like Apollonius, who “aspired to Pythagoras’ waylie¢” (VA 1.7.3), not only abstained from
but abhorred. Pythagoras’ aversion to broad beansip1) was a well-known controversy in
antiquity. Ancient authorities provided a wide rangf reasons for Pythagoras’ prohibition.
According to lamblichus, Diogenes Laertius, andeath Pythagoras shunned fava beans
because they caused flatulence and disrupted dréanmhers the taboo on beans was due
to their fleshy texture, or because they resemtasticles (or resembled the gates of Hades!),
or because beans were oligarchical, since they used to draw lot& The scholiast, on the
other hand, provides medical reasons which apmeaéetbased on authors like Galen and
may well be his own deductions. Galen recommenaetpes for chickpeas, lentils, and

broad beans that were specifically designed to aedbeir capacity for producing thick

" The word clearly means “flow” or the like in thimntext; BAdoic is synonymous witlBAvoudc (LSJ s.v.
BAvoig) and the formimiBAvoude (“gushing forth”) is attested. This is one of seldapax legomen&om the
scholia on th&/A; see, e.gxoxkopoxio andueyAlduie in § 2supraand the exampléasfra.

8 John Scarborough, “Beans, Pythagoras, TaboosAaciént Dietetics,"CW 75 (1982): 355-58; Kimberly B.
Flint-Hamilton, “Legumes in Ancient Greece and Rofeod, Medicine, or PoisonFASCSA68 (1999): 371—
85; Christoph Riedwedythagoras: His Life, Teaching, and Influent#haca: Cornell University Press, 2005),
36-39, 69-71; Clarkamblichus 24-25 n. 61
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juices, “for such food produces even thicker blawith larger amounts of black bilé¥
Arethas owned a copy of Hierocles’ commentary @Qblden Verses of Pythagorashich
outlines the Pythagorean dietary prohibitions aigte and mentiongvauotl specifically.
Arethas noted in the margin next to the prohibitamainst eating the “matrix” of an animal:
0 puftpay p o8iew mopd. toi MuBayopeliog Srotdypoov.®
In another scholion of antiquarian interest, natluded in Kayser’s edition, the

commentator discusses two fragments concerning Bogpes, another ancient philosopher
who supposedly shunned beans. In his defense sp@ationius likened his purgation of the
plague at Ephesus to the deeds of Democritus ofehdSophocles the Athenian, and
Empedocles, in particular the latter’s ability tintrol the weather by stopping a storm cloud
that threatened Acrag8s.

Schol. in VAVIIL7.25 (ined.) (EuredoxAtovg, ¢ ve@EANng GvESYE?) B¢ UEV dVEGKEV

vepéAny “BunedoxAfic ovk Exm Aéyerv, 10D xpdvov 1y dAfBeiay vrmoAlvydlovroc i

3¢ kol aAnBerov 10 mpdyHo. GLYKPOTEL, 0¥dEV ¥pnotov Eot’ Av kol yohaldpiot,

oltm Aéyewv, yomrelong éoyxoAaxdteg, tobto xoropfoduev[ol]- el &’ dxmAftTn Thv

"EunedokAéong ve@EAng dromounny, aioybvny t0 NuipAektov cauBalov toteltm cot.

~ F (fol. 159v)
The scholiast remarks, “I cannot say how Empedduidg back the storm cloud, since time
conceals the truth. But even if the deed applaudh,tthen it would be of no use as long as
there are hail-makers, so to say, who by devotirgnselves to the magical arts are also
successful in this respect. So if you marvel at Bdgeles’ averting of the storm cloud, may
the half-burnt sandal bring shame upon you.” Twonge require further comment. The
compoundyoAalapiog is unattested elsewhere, but a number of compoohttgs kind are
attested, e.gdipBepdprog (“parchment-maker”)icikidpiog (“sausage-maker”younAd.pilog
(“camel-driver”), vrodnuataplog (“sandal-maker”). The Greek suffixapiog derives from
the Latin suffix arius, which in the masculine termination formed nouesating an agent

of use,e.g.,rete(“net”) — retiarius (“net-fighter”); examplesof this borrowing are attested

¥ Mark Grant,Galen on Food and Didt.ondon: Routledge, 2000), 97; for Galen’s recipsig lentils, beans,
chickpeas, see pp. 96-100.

8 Westerink and Laourdas, “Scholia by Arethas,” {2ihdob. phil. gr. 314 fol. 106r).

8 Empedocles was particularly known for his weatmagic, in addition to this passage from Philossata
DK 31A17) he was credited with blocking a wind timade women barren and caused miscarriages (Riutarc
Curios.515c and Clemengtrom.6.3.30 = DK 31A14). Like Democritus, who is creditwith freeing Abdera
from a plague, and Apollonius, who freed Ephesomfa plague (see § 3.5), Empedocles is also sdidvie rid
Selinus of a plague, see Ava Chitwo@iath by Philosophy: The Biographical Traditiontire Life and Death

of the Archaic Philosophers Empedocles, Heraclitug] DemocritugMichigan: University of Michigan Press,
2004), 46.
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as early as the third century, esrpoyesdpioc (“tax-farmer”) 8

Here thehapax legomenon
must mean something like “hail-maker” or “hail-diV in reference to ancient weather
magicians like the Telchines, who by means of teeicery could produce clouds, rain, and
hail at will, and hence, so the scholiast arguesicel out the “white” weather-magic of
Empedocles. Philostratus also described how th&ansdpossessed jars of wind and rain
which they opened and released whenever India ¥flaged with drought and bad weather
(VAI1.14.2).

A few rare compounds witjpAalo favor such an interpretation, e.goAoloxongiv
in Theophrastu&® Recently David Jordan put forth a corrected reqdiha magical amulet
from Noto in southeast Sicily—not too far from Erdpeles’ native city, Acragas—for the
protection of a vineyard from hail. The operatiuget read as follows: “I adjure the cloud-
drivers @eo[eA]niatog) in the name of God: do not damage the vineyarth Wwail (un
yoholokovnionte).”® Pseudo-Justin mentioned certain “cloud-drivers” vepodidxton,
who could reputedly “drive clouds wherever theywis/ certain invocations to cast hail and
immoderate rainfall.” Despite the proscription agdithevepodidkton in the canons of the
Quinisext Council, held at Constantinople in 692lotid-drivers” and various weather-
magicians still crop up repeatedly in Byzantinerkiture®

The second peculiar term, the veroAvydlesBon, is of especial interest since it is
attested only in the writings of Arethas. The vegpears to be little more than a variant
spelling ofvrolvyilesBou, “to be concealed.” Arethas used the verb with #fsime meaning
in his oration, delivered on 4 May 902, in celelmatof Emperor Leo VI's translation of the
relics of St. Lazarus from Cyprus to the Hagia SapArethas described a brilliant light that
issued from the hanging torch lamps and blinded gieeession as it entered the Great

Church: “a brilliant light fell upon the holy prewt of the temple, which was at once

8| . R. PalmerA Grammar of the Post-Ptolemaic Papyri, Vol. 1: ilence and Word-Formation, Part 1, The
Suffixes Publications of the Philological Society (Lond@xford University Press, 1946), 48-49; J. N. Adams
Bilingualism and the Latin Languag@New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 49&cording to
Palmer and Adams, the existing diminutive suffixiov contributed to the acceptance of this particukztiniate
suffixation into Greek.

883 s.vyorafoxoném.

8 See David Jordan, “Cloud-drivers and Damage fromil,HZPE 133 (2000): 147—48. The previous editors
read the name of a demon who apparently causestdrails Miyyodalokov, seeGabriella Bevilacqua and
Sergio Giannoble, “Magia’ rurale siciliana: Insdni di Noto e Modica,ZPE 133 (2000): 135-46.

8 See Frank R. Trombley, “Paganism in the Greek Watlthe End of Antiquity: The Case of Rural Anitol
and Greece,HTR 78 (1985): 343.
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concealediirolvyolopéve) from the eyes of those who entered by its rd§dhe scholion
attests the same form but with an active meaning.

Arethas also referenced the theories of Democat Empedocles in his refutation
of the emperor Julian’s notion that Jesus cameesirdy sin, but had instead multiplied the
amount of evil in the world. He refuted Julian byguaing for the autonomy of the rational
soul and briefly broached the topic of first prples: “the indivisibles touol) were
extraordinarily surmised by Democritus of Abderad andeed the famou$phairos by
Empedocles of Sicily, and their teachings conceyiive hypostatizing of bodies were held in
high regard.?” From Arethas’ references to tSg@hairos here and elsewhere, it is clear that
he was interested in the figure of Empedocles, iaml also probable that he was familiar
with Lucian’s satiric portrayal of his death in thearomenippud® The final polemical
remark in the scholion is directed at Apolloniusogenes Laertius recorded a legend that
Empedocles cast himself into the volcano on MountEn order to convince people that he
had vanished and become a god (VIII.69). The “balfat sandal” mentioned in the scholion
refers to the infamous bronze sandal of EmpeddblgsEtna belched forth after his failed

attempt at self-divinizatioft

2.6 GEOGRAPHICAL SCHOLIA

Among the scholia on theA there are a few geographical descriptions. Phdtst’
reference to Caphereus and the mountainous redisautheastern Euboea incites a simple
description, “This Caphereus is at the extremitfEaboia. It is now called Xylophago3.”
The reference to the toponyBdLopdyog, meaning “devourer of vessels,” is significanttas

predates by two centuries the only other refereiocéhis alternate name in the Tzetzes

8 pdc yap dxpotov vmolvyalopéve @ lepd tepeviopott toig @V Spuudtov dOpdng TPOsTINTOV TGV
elodviov PoAdic kol olovel dudocov 10¢ kdpog @ dpooctnpiy Tod eéyyovg AmnuPAvve te doelg kol
GUVETAPOTTE, Ko TTPOG AvaAnyLy ToD oikelov 1@ 010U T0T Gpwuévov oxordlewy énétperev (Westerink, no.
59, 2:14,22-28). For a summary of the oration amdeshistorical notes, see R. J. H. Jenkins, B. tdas) and
C. A. Mango, “Nine Orations of Arethas from Cod. idagr. 524,"BZ 47 (1954): 5-8, 9-11; repr. in R. J. H.
Jenkins,Studies on Byzantine History of the 9th and 10tht@és CS 1 (London: Variorum Reprints, 1970),
1-40.

871...] 8mep éni te Tiic £xdoTOL TPOESOV TEY YEVITGY 0TIV Gpdiv, Ay’ 0dmep Kol Anuokpite ¢ ABSNpity ai
dropot kGv éxkténmc Vretondobnooy kol M kol “BunedoxAel 1 Tikehdty 6 doidiuog Teoiipog Gpyod kol
cToLEldoelC ThY €€ otdv vroctdviay évopictnoay coudtov (Westerink, no. 24, 1:222,29-223,2).

8 Arethas references Empedocl&ghairosa second time, see Westerink, no. 56, 1:346,27.

8 For the legends of Empedocles and his bronze grege ChitwoodDeath by Philosophy20, 51, 183 n. 85.
% Schol. in VAL 24 (= Kayser, 14,29; cf. Bekker, 114pv Kagnpéo dvéguye) odtoc 6 Kagnpedg éotiv
dxpwtiplov tiig EdBoiac. Evloedyog viv Aéyetal. Kopnpedg 88 610, TAg TRV GVEL®Y GVTITVOl0G ToLpa. TO KOTOG
(6o xammog F), 6 onuaitver 10 nvedua, §tov koi 6 NodmAiog Tovg gpukTovg dvayog Esenie tovg “EAAnvoc, ~

F (fol. 11v) S. See BekkeBpecimen variarum lectionyrhl4 n. 9 and 114-15 n. 10; Kouged&ptuvvor nepl
e “EAAnvikiic Acoypopiag,” 245-46.

a7



CEU eTD Collection

scholia on Lycophron (373)n a second geographical scholion the scholiaggtstiat the
hill near the oracle of Trophonius in Lebadea wasis day the site of theemenosof a
Christian martyr® A third geographical scholion describes the peslastuary of the

Hyphasis river:

Schol. in VAIIL52 (ined.) o0 otéua 100 ‘Yodo1dog kTA.") T0ig mopo 10 X€iAog ToD

rotopol: elkdg yop toig métpaig 10 Vdmp KkoToppnyvilevoy, gito mpdg abT@Y

avtwBoduevov Tf napomotopiq Angel, kol ndAv drd TodTng Todavtevduevoy 010,

o1evoTITOL TPOG TOG KOTerelEAG G odTEH TETPOG, KoL T0DTO TOAAGKIG cupPav divny

1e TOAATY dnepydlecBou kol donhoa Ta topa kpnrido ndvto kol drndoo. ~ F (fol.

60v)
Philostratus described the Hyphasis twice. At thgitning of book Il he mentioned the
jagged rocks that jut out of the water on each aigg how “the current as it twists around
them makes the river unnavigablegiv tov rotaudv driovv).” Again, towards the end of
book Ill, as Apollonius sailed away from India, Pltratus described the “narrow, rocky
places and precipices,” how the river poured it dcean, and how it was dangerous “for
those who hugged the shore.” In this passage Rifatas informed the reader that he had
described the river on an earlier occasion. Tlagestent may have prompted the scholiast to
go back to the beginning of book IlIl and rereadd®tiatus’ first description. It appears that
the scholiast relied exclusively on Philostratus’otdescriptions rather than an outside
source. He writes, “For it is natural that the watdnich breaks down upon the rocks will
then leave the riverside pushing away from therth@opposite direction, and again ebbing
and flowing from there through the narrows towatdsrocks which press down upon it, and
this happens so often that the constant circulaiomaonakes all the areas along the river's

edge dangerous for ships and unnavigable.”

* * %

The array of scholia in Laur. 69.33 on topics raggrom grammar and syntax to
classical authors and antiquarian interests is wiat would expect to find in a codex of
Arethas. The occasional historical errors, the akist identities, and the scholastic slips, in
addition to the polemical interjections and the ydiecities in Greek style, all point to the
bishop of Caesarea as well. The independent stwdiéglolf Sonny and Rudolf Mueller,

when put together and viewed synoptically, layrargg foundation for the hypothesis that

%1 Schol. in VAVIIL19.1 (= Kayser, 168,37)¢ ynkéow?) kol dv viv témov 10 xpiotoedpov (Kay, xpiotogopde
F) 100 udptvpog téuevog idputat. ~ F (fol. 171nr; cf. Kougeas, “Epsvvait tepi tiig “EAANvikTg Acoypogiag,”
246-47.
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Laur. 69.33 is indeed an apograph of a manuscripe @wned and annotated by Arethas.
The scholia in Laur. 69.33, those which show tHeoBast both at his best and at his worst,
supplement this hypothesis with convincing corraltive evidence. But the few polemical

scholia presented thus far are merely the tip adtuda vast iceberg of invective salted with
sarcasm, the “scholiastic” elements for which Aastlis best known. Kayser left out of his
edition a significant number of the polemical s¢hah the margins of Laur. 69.33. The next
chapter presents and analyses these previouslhjtethestholia and places the scholiast’s
polemic against Philostratus and Apollonius withie long, protracted, and surprisingly
variegated reception history of thi@ and of the figure of Apollonius of Tyana. The matof

these polemical remarks also evince the hand ahAse
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The Christian Polemic against Philostratus and Apdbnius of Tyana

Inadequate source materials frustrate any atteon@construct the character or life of
the historical Apollonius of TyanaHowever, from both Philostratus’ biography andniro
secondargourcegpredatinghe VA—theaforementioned passage from Luciaflexanderin
particular (see 8§ 2.4)—it is clear that prior tal&$tratus’ influential composition Apollonius
already had a reputation as a magician. At theebudt his work, Philostratus stated that
people in general and certain biographers in pdaic(presumably Moeragenes) did not
know Apollonius for his philosophical wisdom, noiddhey portray him as a philosopher,
instead “they single out only this or that of hieseds, while because of his association with
Babylonian magicians, Indian Brahmans, and the NaBees of Egypt, some think him a
sorcerer and misrepresent him as a philosophic stopobut in this they are wrong¥VA
.2).2 Philostratus’ attempt to distance Apollonius as da possible from this preexisting
sorcerer persona would prove ineffective. Apollehimage as a sorcerer was set in stone for
all future generations, partly by the pagan-Charstilebates of late antiquity and partly by
the traditions about Apollonius that circulated epdndently of Philostratus’ biography.
Sossianus Hierocles’ anti-Christian pamphlet whiiompared Jesus to Apollonius incited a
vitriolic response from Eusebius of Caesarea imblogetic treatis€ontra Hieroclem but
this work was not so muchbontra Hierocles as it wagontra Philostratus’ depiction of
Apollonius in theVA. The purpose of this chapter is threefold. Itiistfdesigned to present
the content and character of the previously undgitdemical scholia in the margins of Laur.
69.33, second, to highlight those features thathagacteristic of Arethas’ scholia, and third,
to outline the reception history of théA. A number of the polemical scholia overlap in
argumentation with Eusebiu€ontra Hieroclemo such a degree that it appears the scholiast

was familiar with this work, which also points taethas’ involvement.

3.1 APOLLONIUS OF TYANA IN LATE ANTIQUITY
A significant amount of controversy surrounds tla¢edand authorship of th&ontra

Hieroclem (hereafterCH). Attestation for the work in late antiquity is mtang. The earliest

! See esp. E. L. Bowie, “Apollonius of Tyana: Tramtitand Reality, ANRWII 16.2 (1978): 1652-99.
2 Trans. Christopher P. Jond@e Life of Apollonius of Tyana vols., LCL 16-17 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 2005-2006), 1:35.
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reference to th€H is the short summary of PhotidBiliotheca codex 39) and the earliest
manuscript evidence for its text is none other tRan gr. 451, Arethas’ famous collection of
early Christian apologetic literature, copied bg Htribe Baanes in 914 (see 8 1.6). The piece
in Par. gr. 451 bears the titlReply of Eusebius, pupil of Pamphilus, to the wofk
Philostratus on Apollonius, occasioned by the comspa between him and Christ handed
down by Hierocle§ Sometime during the start of the fourth centuhgrtly before or after
the Great Persecution of 303, Sossianus Hieroalddished a polemical treatise in two
books titled @AaAinc or Lover of Trutt® Hierocles coined the title in mimesis of its
forerunner, CelsusAin@ic Adyoc or True Discoursg and if one takes Eusebius’ accusation
of plagiarism seriously a significant portion oettvork owed its existence to the arguments
of Celsus. There may be some truth to this, bt dtaim is in fact part of Eusebius’
rhetorical strategy. Since Origen before him hadedsuch a fine job refuting Celsus’ anti-
Christian polemic, Eusebius averred, it was necggeaefute only what was newt 1.1).
Eusebius claimed that Hierocles, “alone among thvase have ever written against
us, has produced a formal contrast and comparisépallonius with our savior’ CH 1.2).
Eusebius’ comment on Hierocles’ idiosyncratic cdaanation incited several scholars, Tomas
Hagg in particular, to cast doubt over the attidoubf theCH to Eusebius of Caesarea and to
suggest an alternative theory, namely that the wa later attributed to him either because
of its polemical character or because an otherwigenown early Christian sophist named

Eusebius authored the work and it was incorporbiedccident among the writings of the

3 GveyviroBn EvoePiov 1o Mopueilov dvookevootikov BiAddpiov mpdg todg vnep *Anorlloviov oD
Tvavéag ‘TepoxAdéovg AMdyoug (Photios Bibliotheca codex 39).

* EYZEBIOY TOY ITAM®IAOY ITPOZ TA YIIO ®IAOZTPATOY EIZ AITOAAQNION AIA THN IEPOKAEI
[TAPAAEI®OEIXAN AYTOY TE KAI TOY XPIXTOY XYTKPIZIN (Par. gr. 451 fol. 368r). Eric Junod has argued th
the work would better be titledgainst the Writings of Philostratus in Favor of dpnius (“Polémique
chrétienne contre Apollonius de TyanRTP120 [1988]: 482).

® Hierocles composed thever of Trutheither shortly before 303 when he held the pasitibvicarius Orientis
or shortly after the Great Persecution of 303 whemecam@raesef Bythinia (after 311 he becanpeaeses
of Egypt); for the various arguments on the prediste of Hierocles’ work, see Marguerite Forratsaduction
to Edouard des Places, eHysébe de Césarée, Contre Hiéroclés: Introducttaaduction et notesSC 333
(Paris: Cerf, 1986), 18-20; John G. Co®ke Interpretation of the New Testament in Grecoi®o Paganism
STAC 3 (Tubingen: Mohr Siebek, 2000), 253-54. Thedf Eusebius’ reply is even more hotly disputad,
the triumphal tone o€H 4 suggests that it was probably composed aftepénsecution had ended, &2,
rather than before the persecution began, seetF&uacbe de CésargB0-26; Tomas Hagg, “Hierocles the
Lover of Truth and Eusebius the SophiS067 (1992): 144-45; Christopher P. Jones, “Apolisrof Tyana in
Late Antiquity,” in Greek Literature in Late Antiquity: Dynamism, Didiatsm, Classicismed. Scott Fitzgerald
Johnson (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006), 50; cf. T. Brrigs, “Sossianus Hierocles and the Antecedentheof
‘Great Persecution’, HSCP80 (1976): 240-43. On Hierocles’ career, see Bartfossianus Hierocles,” 243—
45; Cook, Interpretation 251-52; Herwig Maehler, “Zur Amtszeit des PréaégktSossianus Hierokles,” in
Collecteana Papyrologica: Texts Published in HonbH. C. Youtieed. Ann Ellis Hanson, 2 vols., PTA 19-20
(Bonn: Rudolf Habelt, 1976), 2.527-33 with pl. X4YClaude Vandersleyen, “La date de la prefectwre d
Sossianus Hierocles en Egypte (& propos di PCaiek B7049),JJP 13 (1961): 109-22.

® Hagg put forth the interesting proposal that thgioal title was®:1aA1i@nc Adyoc or Truth-loving Discourse
(“Hierocles the Lover of Truth,” 140-43).
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pupil of Pamphilug. The argument is based on the notion that Porphgidymade the very
same comparison in his now lost wakgainst the Christiansagainst which Eusebius wrote
a lengthy refutation (also now lost). However, tefathe three fragments in question, aside
from the fact they compare Apollonius not with Jebut with Paul and Jesus’ disciples, are
from Macarius MagnesApocriticus® The authentic fragment preserved by Jerome coscern
Porphyry’s equiparation of Apollonius’ miracles Wwithose of Jesus’ disciple$réct. Ps.
81). Hierocles may or may not have been the foguxtapose Jesus and Apollonius, but it is
clear from Eusebius’ statement that this was tHgest of the whole of book two of the
Lover of Truth(CH 1.1), and there must have been some originalitguch a sustained
comparison.

Eusebius’ clever strategy of isolating the subjeecttter of the second book of the
Lover of Truthallowed him to shift the debate away from Hierstkpecific arguments and
points of comparison and to focus solely on thé té¥Philostratus. Hierocles claimed that,
despite the miracles attributed to Apollonius byilédtratus, pagans regarded Apollonius
only as a man pleasing to the gods, whereas thist@hs worshipped Jesus as a god on the
basis of the less extraordinary miracles attribtitedim by his credulous follower€H 2.2).
Christopher P. Jones has aptly characterized tleendia Eusebius seized upon, “If what
Philostratus said about Apollonius was true, tHenrhan was a sorcerer in league with evil
powers; if it was untrue, then Hierocles and othdmirers of Apollonius were more
credulous than the ChristianSBusebius set out to prove both points and workesligh the

text of Philostratus book by book af@tuc by Ooduc. He often chose one line of

" Scholars have proposed a number of argumentssigaiattribution of th€H to Eusebius of Caesarea, chief
among them are those concerning the style of ttieoaof theCH and its anomalous position in the corpus of
Eusebius’ writings. However, two independent stidisomparisons between the text of tid and the writings

of Eusebius show conclusively that the pupil of Phitus was most likely the author of t#; see Salvatore
Borzi, “Sull’autenticita del Contra Hieroclem di &bio di Cesarea,Aug 43 (2003): 397-416 and Jones,
“Apollonius of Tyana in Late Antiquity,” 49-52 (Jes was not aware of Borzi's article). It is liketppreover,
that Eusebius’ lost refutation of Porphyr@gainst the Christianwas written in a similar style.

8 Adolf von Harnack,Porphyrius, “Gegen die Christen”: 15 Biicher Zeugsgis Fragmente und Referate
Abhandlungen der Koniglich Preussischen Akademie Weéssenschaften, Philosophisch-historische Klasse
(Berlin;: Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1916), 83 @), 84-85 (fr. 63). It is by no means certaiatth
Porphyry’s polemic was the source of these pass&ges Macarius’ Apocriticus T. D. Barnes is rightly
skeptical, “PorphynAgainst the ChristiandDate and the Attribution of Fragmentg,TS24 (1973): 428-30. In
fact the most convincing candidate for the idemityhe pagan interlocutor of Macarus’ text is Rotrphyry but
Hierocles, see Elizabeth DePalma Digeser, “Porphynjian, or Hierokles?: The Anonymous Hellene in
Makarios Magas’ Apokritikos” JTS53 (2002): 466—-502.

® Christopher P. Jone#pollonius of Tyana: Letters of Apollonius, Ancidfgstimonia, Eusebius’s Reply to
Hierocles LCL 458 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University $3re2006), 150; cf. John G. Cook, “Some
Hellenistic Responses to the Gospels and Gospalititnas,” ZNW 84 (1993): 245-46. On the rhetorical
strategies of Eusebius, see further Edouard dee®ldla seconde sophistique au service de I'agoipge
chrétienne: Le Contre Hiérocles d’Eusébe de Cégar€RAl 129 (1985): 423-27; Manfred Kertsch,
“Traditionelle Rhetorik und Philosophie in Eusebigsmtirrhetikos gegen’ Hierokles,VC 34 (1980): 145-71;
Junod, “Polémique chrétienne contre Apollonius glane,” 475-82.
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argumentation or the other, but on occasion heeardar both Apollonius as sorcerer and

Philostratus as fantasy writer simultaneously. &beusations and avenues of attack found in
the margins of Laur. 69.33 are often strikingly #amto those Eusebius ventured some six
centuries earlier (see §8 3.3-6).

It is a mistake, however, to place too much emphasithe importance of Eusebius’
refutation in the reception history of Philostratiisography. It is simply untrue that a
Christian could not have read Philostratus’ worl anll pardoned Apollonius of the charge
of sorcery. Wolfgang Speyer argued on these groagdsist the authenticity of a letter of
Isidore of Pelusium (ca. 360/370—post 431), nowsmered authentic, that shows him to be

surprisingly sympathetic to both Apollonius andIB$tratus®
Some people have deceived mankind with empty wola#ging in
Apollonius of Tyana, who has produced many talissnan many places
(roAlaydoe moAla tedecauevov), for the protection of dwellings, so they
say. But they can show nothing of which he is terse. For those who have
recorded the man’s own words, and made exact riceenything about him,
would not have omitted the celebrated deeds. Yme Rhilostratus, who set
out his history exactly, and you may see that Inlilaklihood his enemies
devised an obviously false charge of magical pracigainst hin*
The origin of the tradition of Apollonius’ talismarfreAécuoto in most texts) is something
of a mystery; the talismans are usually descrilzest@ues of animals that possess apotropaic
and protective powers.Eusebius appears to be the first author to reférem, if this is how
one understands his reference to the “magic deiegswvoc) set up in his name'GH 44.2);
it is even less clear whether the famous Adanaijtian attests this same traditibhAround
the same time as Isidore’s letter fQaaestiones et responsion&sPseudo-Justin raised the
guestion as to how the talismans of Apollonius ddug effective if God is the architect of
creation. The author answers the question by dingr&pollonius from his sorcerer persona:

“As a man expert in natural powers and the sympatlind antipathies that they contain,

% Wolfgang Speyer, “Zum Bild des Apollonios von Tygeei Heiden und ChristenJAC17 (1974): 58.

" Trans. Jones, “Apollonius of Tyana in Late Antigli53.

12 See esp. J. Miller, “Zur Frage nach der Persokéittdes Apollonius von TyanaPhil 51 (1892): 581-84;
Speyer, “Zum Bild des Apollonios von Tyana,” 47—688&. L. Duliere, “Protection permanente contre des
animaux nuisibles assurée par Apollonius de TyaB& 63 (1970): 247-77; Maria Dzielskapollonius of
Tyana in Legend and Histargrans. Piotr Pikowski, Problemi e ricerche di storia antica 10fiRo “L’Erma”

di Bretschneider, 1986), 85-127; Jones, “Apolloruti$yana in Late Antiquity,” 49—64.

3 There is a significant amount of disagreement dwaw the lacunae of the Adana inscription should be
restored, see Bowie, “Apollonius of Tyana,” 1687-8%ristopher P. Jones, “An Epigram on Apollonids o
Tyana,”JHS 100 (1980): 190-94; R. Merkelbach, “Das EpigramuhAgpollonius von Tyana,ZPE 41 (1981):
270; N. J. Richardson and Peter Burian, “The Epigran Apollonius of Tyana,GRBS22 (1981): 283-85;
Miroslav Marcovich, “The Epigram on Apollonius ofydna,” ZPE 45 (1982): 263-65. As to the question of
whether the inscription is reflective of the talesmic tradition, Dzielska has suggested as muchsheitappears
to contradict hersel#qpollonius of TyanalO1l, cf. 64-73, esp. 68).
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Apollonius used this expertise in making his tabsis’ (24.2). Apollonius did not operate his
talisman’s by God’s authority since they workedotigh natural processes, Pseudo-Justin
claimed, whereas Jesus performed his miracles ghrdivine authority. Pseudo-Nonnus (fl.
ca. 5007?) similarly drew a distinction between magiryeio) and sorceryypnreia), and
further between sorcery and witchcraftopuoxeio), in his commentary on Gregory of
Nazianzus’ first invective against Julian; he notedt magic is the invocation of good
daimonesto achieve some good purpose and that the talisnleere Oeonicuoto) of
Apollonius were an example of thiBG 36:1021).

Isidore made it very clear that the legendary itadiss were nowhere to be found in
Philostratus’ narrative. But while some Christiarntheors were well-disposed to Apollonius’
talismans, many were not. Nilus of Ancyra (1t caD4& contemporary of Isidore, claimed
that Apollonius’ talismans typified evil magic andntained no heavenly benefigist.138).
Basil of Seleucia (ca. 468) thought that anyone wi@w Apollonius from those who wrote
down his life would be aware of the repulsive anduased talismans of this sorcerer, but the
examples Basil cited from Apollonius’ life are iacate and it is clear that his source was
not Philostratus? It was primarily in the East that Apollonius’ reption as a sorcerer
flourished, but this reputation does not appednaee been the direct result of Philostratus’
portrayal. With the exception of Arnobius of Siggh ca. 330), who may have known the
talismanic tradition Adv. gen.1.52), his pupil Lactantius, who had read Hierdcpedemic
(Div. inst. 5.3.7-16, 20), and Augustine, attitudes towards IlBpws in the West were
mostly positive. In a letter to Paulinus, bishopNifla, Jerome offered a short synopsis of
Apollonius’ life. His description contains inaccuaras similar to Basil’s, but unlike Basil he
specifically cited the eight books of Philostrafisshis source. Jerome introduced Apollonius
with the words “whether he was a magician, as thigar say, or a philosopher, as the
Pythagoreans say,” without weighing in on the iskimself, but later referred to him as a
great manille vir) (Epist.53) ' Positive appraisal of Philostratus and Apolloniegched its
height in a letter of Sidonius Apollinaris (ca. 48@. 486), in which he introduced and
presented his Latin translation of #4& to the courtier LeoEpist. VI1II.3).

With the exception of Eusebius those authors whmeapto have read Philostratus’
Vita were either well-disposed to Apollonius or wersimlierested in the sorcerer question;

4 Speyer thought that his source was Moeragenest(‘Bild des Apollonios,” 59-60).
15 gee further N. Adkin, “Apollonius of Tyana in Jere,” Sacris Erudiri39 (2000): 67—79; Jones, “Apollonius
in Late Antiquity,” 59-60.
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those authors who were familiar with the indepemndelition of Apollonius’ talismans were

often the most vocal and adamant about Apollomeisition to sorcery.

3.2 APOLLONIUS OF TYANA IN BYZANTIUM

The works of prose authors such as Lucian, Phdastr and Julian, whose works
often outraged Christians, continued to be read teantsmitted, despite the fact that they
never achieved the status of required readingarstools, because they were recognized as
masters of Attic pros®. It is particularly noteworthy that a catenist ab@omment on the
Attic features of Luke 1:9 with the words “Philastins makes use of this frequently in the
Life of Apolloniug’ without any additional remarks about the chagactf Philostratus’ work
or Apollonius®’ The manuscript, Laud gr. 33 (NT minuscule 50), baen dated to the
eleventh century, but the note may well be moreesmicPhotios summarized tM&A twice in
his Bibliotheca The first summary is relatively brief (codex 44ut in the second he
excerpted no less than 120 stylistic examples fioentext of theVA (codex 241)® While
some learned Byzantine readers may have thougltidaBhotios himself, that in terms of
content the/A was a rather silly work, this did not weaken thegpreciation of Philostratus’
prose style.

Photios described Philostratus’ style as clearfrmohmy, aphoristic, and bursting with
good taste due to his fondness for archaisms amadaic innovations. But Photios was less
enthusiastic about the content of Y& His short summary highlighted several of the more
fantastic events in Philostratus’ narrative, dlig, plague at Ephesus, the soul of the Egyptian
king Amasis that was trapped in a lion’s body, tesuscitation of a Roman girl, and how
Apollonius freed himself from his fetters, vanishiedm court, and joined his companions
moments later even though they were days apartthétend of the synopsis Photios’
seemingly unbiased academic review subsides arekpresses his own feelings about the
text, “On the subject of the Indians our authorriizdies an entire series of ridiculous and

absurd statements.” Photios singled out as paatigulinbelievable the story of the Indians’

18 wilson, Scholars of Byzantiun25—26.

7 1100 tovte kol Prhdotportog év ¢ el "AtoAAdviov kotaypiran Tov Tvavéa. The comment is in reference
to the phraseiceABov eig tov voov Tol kvpiov (Luke 1:9). See J. A. Cramer, ed., “Supplementtivagetas
lectionis ad cat. in Evang. S. Lucae e codd. Ba&llet L,” in Catenae Graecorum patrum in Novum
Testamentum: Tomus Il. Catenae in Evangelia S. éetaS. JoannigOxford: E typographeo academico,
1841), 418,14-15. Cf. esp. N. G. Wilson, “The Chuaiad Classical Studies®&A 16 (1970): 68—77.

18 Tomas Hagg has suggested that the size of sortie @fxcerpts from th¥A speaks against the notion that
Photios was quoting his texts from memory, see tidhat Work: Evidence from the Text of tBéliothecg”
GBRS14 (1973): 213-22; cf. Nigel G. Wilson, “The Corsjimn of Photius’Bibliothecg” GRBS9 (1968):
451-55; idem, “PhotiusBibliotheca A Supplementary Note,GBRS12 (1971): 559-60; idenfcholars of
Byzantium 96.
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jars of wind and rain\(A 111.14.2; cf. § 2.5). “There is a great deal mansense like this,”
Photios concluded, “utterly stupid. In his eightoke he wasted all his labour in empty
effort.”*

Photios also referenced the tradition of Apollohitdismans and drew the same
distinction as Isidore of Pelusium centuries befdnés is a point that scholars who have
studied the afterlife of Apollonius have mis$8dPrior to his summary of the text Photios
assured his readers that nowhere does Philos&atgst that Apollonius worked any of the
wonders felecBivor) that legend ascribed to hithAt the end of his summary he makes the
same statement, only more explicitly: “Such are fiotions of Philostratus concerning
Apollonius. He does not say, however, that he wamker of talismansté\eotng), whether
he constructed any of the talismansiéocudtov) that are commonly attributed to him by
some.*? Photios’ appraisal is not quite so negative a®Bius’, whose reply Photios himself
had read and recommenddiljiothecg codex 39). Nor did Photios weigh in himself oe th
claim that Apollonius was a sorcerer; he merelyedothat, according to Philostratus,
Apollonius did not practice magic, and was in factenemy of sorcerers and magicians.

Photios’ summary gives the impression that he lead theVA with the expectation
of understanding the source of Apollonius’ talismaBy the tenth century the talismanic
tradition had significantly trumped the PhilosteateEither Photios knew of the talismans as
a part of popular culture or he may have recalleading about them in the history of

Hesychius of MiletusRibliothecg codex 69). Hesychius reported that there wastaestof
three storks in Constantinople, a sort of Byzant@ieoniae Nixae that Apollonius had
erected during the reign of Philip of Macedon—audathat caused W. L. Duliere to flag the
passage as a later interpolation—and that the peaipthe city had credited with scaring

% Trans. N. G. WilsonPhotius, The Bibliotheca: A Selection, TranslateithviNotes(London: Duckworth,
1994), 35.

% Dzielska mentions Photios’ summary, but she redetg to his negative comments and says nothingizhis
reference to Apollonius’ talismandgollonius of Tyanal00).

L For this sense akA¢iv, seeGLBRPs.v.1eAéw. The term is used in this same sense by IsidoRehfsium in
the passage cited above (see § 3.1); cf. Jonesllthius of Tyana,” 53 and n. 11.

2 radro udv mepl adtol dvomhdrtel, od péviol ye ¢ €in teheotc, el Tva dieteréocoto T@EV éviolg
SroBpvAlovuévov O’ odtod nerorficBon tedecudtov: erhiocopiq 88 kol Biov kobapdtnrt (ed. René Henry,
Photius, Bibliotheque: Tome 1. Codices 1{®4ris: Société d'édition les Belles lettres, 1]95%,18-21).
Scholars may have missed Photios’ reference ttattsnans of Apollonius for the reason that botbdse and
Wilson in their English translations and Henry iis lrrench translation—which is heavily influenceyd b
Freese’'s—rendered the operative words in a vergrgésense (J. H. Free3#e Library of Photius: Volume |
Translations of Christian Literature, Series |: &€rdexts [London: Macmillan, 1920], 38; WilsdPhotius 35;
Henry,Photius 29). Freese translatedieotic as “wonder-worker,” Wilson as “miracle-worker,”dhlenry as
“faiseur de miracles,” but cfGLBRP s.v. teAeotng (“maker of talismans”). Similarly Freese transthte
teheopdtov as “wonders,” Wilson as “feats,” and Henry sinlifaas “merveilles,” but cfGLBRPS.v.téAecpno
(“talisman”).
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away the storks, which supposedly dropped snakestieir wells and poisoned their water
(Orig. Const.25)? In the same era John Malalas (ca. 491-578) relatsimilar extra-
Philostratean story about two voyages, one to @aitisbple, where Apollonius constructed
talismanic storks, a tortoise, and horses in stattcam, and one to Antioch, where a he set
up a bronze scorpion on a pillar and a talismanisauito, successfully driving scorpions
and mosquitoes out of the cit€lfron. 10.51)** Anastasius of Sinai knew similar stories
about talismans of Apollonius that protected ciagainst four-footed animals and birds, but,
unlike the disinterested narratives of Hesychiud &falalas, Anastasius considered the
talismans to be the products of demoRsdest. et resp20)?°

Opinions about Apollonius’ talismans were even meaeied in the ninth century.
George Monachos (842—-867) reported on the samsentads discussed by Malalas and, like
Anastasius, he attributed them to demonic po#e@n the other hand George Synkellos (T
post 810) recounted the peculiar datum that Veapdsad received word about Apollonius’
positive attitude towards Christ and wished to kpsdah him about Christ and the coming
kingdom of God. Synkellos’ following citation of hisource as Philostratus, who according
to Synkellos had written a precise account of Aglis’ history, cannot be taken seriously.
The Christianization of Apollonius reached its tntign the astrological treatise titled the
Apotelesmata of Apollonius of Tyaffaln this bizarre treatise Apollonius predicts (fet
birth of Christ, born in Bethlehem from a virgirwto would save the human race . . . but not
abolish the astrological effectsifotedecpatikny) that | [sc. Apollonius] will make.” It

comes as no great shock that a medieval text cdlastgic would possess such a Christian

% Duliére, “Protection permanente,” 253; cf. Dziglskpollonius of Tyanal08.

24 The seventh-centur@hronicon Paschal@reserves a nearly identical stoBQ 92:601, 604). Cf. Duliére,
“Protection permanente,” 254-55; Dzielskgollonius of Tyana36, 108-9.

% Cf. Speyer, “Zum Bild des Apollonios,” 60-62.

% Dzielska,Apollonius of Tyanal09.

2" Duliere, “Protection permanente,” 255-56; Dzie|gpollonius of Tyanalll.

% Two Greek versions were published almost simutiasly, see F. BollCatalogus codicum astrologorum
graecorum: VII. Codices Germani¢Brussels: Henrici Lamertin, 1908), 174-81 (artiediof BSB, Phillipps
1577 [173] fols. 72v—74v); F. Nau, “Apotelesmataollpnii Tyanensis,”Patrologia Syriaca.2 (1907): 1363—
92 (an edition of Par. gr. 2419 fols. 247v—249v #rel excerpts from this codex in Par. suppl. gr.t@@ether
with Par. gr. 2316 fols. 324v—325r and Par. sugpl1148 fols. 36r—40v); cf. Paul Magdalino, “Odc8tience
and Imperial Power in Byzantine History and Histgriaphy (§~12" Centuries),” inThe Occult Sciences in
Byzantium ed. Paul Magdalino and Maria V. Mavroudi (Geneva:Pomme d’or, 2006), 135. F. Nau thought
that the text was genuine, although full of Chaistinterpolations, but this is clearly not the caemes assigned
a rough date of 800-1200 on the basis ofApetelesmata use ofctoyeidw in the sense of “enchant” or
“bewitch,” which is not attested before Theopho@estinuatus in Sophocle&LRBP(“Apollonius of Tyana,”
58). However, it can be placed comfortably at thgibning of this spectrum in the ninth century ttoe reason
that during this era the magic of statues was #itegfe concern (see Magdalino, “Occult Science5)land
this specific sense @ftoyeidom was well-established by this time (see C. BlumhéT™eaning obtoygiov and
Its Derivatives in the Byzantine AgeEranos44 (1946): 316-25).
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veneer, but the author’s proposal that Apolloniathtpredated Jesus and at the same time set
up a Christian church in Tyana is special pleadhaiged.

The traditions of Apollonius’ talismans were widesgd and spanned the Byzantine
Empire in both space and time. After the tenth wgnthe talismans are described by George
Kedrenos, John Tzetzes, Niketas Choniates, Nik@ghKallistos Xanthopoulos, and many
others. Both Kedrenos in the eleventh and Tzetzdsa twelfth century reproduced Malalas’
account and showed themselves to be well-disposedpollonius’ talismansg? In the
thirteenth century Niketas Choniates described etaill a statue of a bronze eagle that
Apollonius had set up in the Hippodrome for pratecfrom snakes® But both Niketas and
Nikephoros a century later held the view that Apoills was a sorcerer and had created the
talismans through demonic magfc.

It would appear that the vast majority of Byzantmehors who mention Apollonius
had only a superficial knowledge of Philostratuatrative, even (or especially) those who
mentioned the author by name. Those who associgtetionius with demons and sorcery
did not do so for apologetic reasons, but becausg $aw a clear relationship between the
apotropaic talismans attributed to Apollonius agydar traditions of magic. Some authors
were well-disposed to Apollonius regardless ofdurcerer persona. Such a positive appraisal
of the figure of Apollonius could explain why thast majority of the polemical scholia in
Laur. 69.33 do not appear in manuscripts L or 3 (@nce G), which are descendents of a
lost archetype copied from Laur. 69.33 (see fidddter'sstemma codicumEither the scribe
of the archetype of L and S, or the scribes of d 8nindependently, considered the overly
negative scholia as worthless for understandingdkeof theVA—which indeed they are—
and chose to preserve only those scholia on grapsyatax, and classical literature, or the
scribe(s) held Apollonius in high regard and disagr with the prior scholiast’'s negative

appraisal.

3.3 APOLLONIUS MAGUS IN THE MARGINS OF LAUR 69.33
Apollonius was widely regarded as a sorcerer inaByimm, but this reputation was

not the direct result of careful reading or evesued perusal of Philostratus’ biography, but

% Dzielska,Apollonius of Tyana77, 111.

30 See Cyril Mango, “Antique Statuary and the ByzamtBeholder, DOP 17 (1963): 61, 68; Anthony Cutler,
“The De Signisof Nicetas Choniates: A ReappraisalA 72 (1968): 113-18; Helen Saradi-Mendelovici,
“Christian Attitudes towards Pagan Monuments inelLa&ntiquity and Their Legacy in Later Byzantine
Centuries,”DOP 44 (1990): 57; Henry Maguire, “Profane Icons: T8ignificance of Animal Violence in
Byzantine Art,"RES38 (2000): 27.

31 Dzielska,Apollonius of Tyanal10.
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rather in the main the result of popular tradititingt had their origins in late antiquity, late-
antique traditions that were, as Isidore of Pelmsinsisted and Photios later confirnié&d,
completely divorced from the text of Philostratidoreover, in the Byzantine period the
Jesus-Apollonius debate had ceased to exist; inwdsnger necessary to defend the divinity
of Jesus by denigrating Apollonius and downgradiisgstatus from divine mafgiog avip)
to conjure manyprc). This is attested not only by the loss of a numifgpagan works that
had invoked the exemplum of Apollonius in their wrgents against the Christians, e.g.,
Celsus’ True Discourseand Porphyry’sAgainst the Christiansbut also by the dearth of
manuscript evidence for the works of several e@hyistian apologists who countered these
very same arguments, e.g., Eusebius’ refutatio®aphyry’'s anti-Christian polemic and
Macarius MagnesApocriticus®® But there would appear to be one exception. TyEaBtine
scholiast of th&/A, although he may on occasion voice his apprecidbo a well-composed
dialogue®* takes every opportunity to expose the Cappadauiaacle worker as a fraudulent
magician, pointing out along the way Philostratushonesty in trying to distance
Apollonius from his sorcerer-charlatan personanéipoint does the scholiast mention either
theteAéouoto or aroteAéouata of Apollonius or any of the other traditions thnatd origins
independent of Philostratus’ biography and that bmdulated so widely. Moreover, the
familiar late-antique comparisons between JesusAgudlonius suddenly reemerge in the
margins of this tenth-century manuscript (see §,&dd many of the scholiast’s polemical
arguments are strikingly similar to those Eusebeweled centuries before in hSontra
Hieroclem(see 88 3.5-3.6).

In a group of approximately twenty polemical schpthe commentator employs the
term yong and its derivatives, always in a derogatory sergk occasionally in conjunction

with poryyoveio, trickery or deceit through magical attsVhen Apollonius defended himself

%2 For Isidore’s statement, see Jones, “Apollonia8,”PhotiosBibliotheca codex 44.

% The Apocriticuswas published in 1876 by P. Foucart, who reliedadnanscript of a single manuscript in
Athens made by C. BlondeMaxapiov Mdyvirog, "Arokpirixog 1 Movoyevig : Macarii Magnetis quae super-
sunt ex inedito codicgParis: E typographia publica, 1876). Neither Fsticor anyone since has been able to
relocate this manuscript.

% However, even when the scholiast voices his ajmtien for Philostratus’ Greek, it seems he cardmiso
without some reservation; see, esghol. inVAIV.3.2 (ined.) ¢pdite ktA.") kol 1 kowvoloyia, einep GANONC T
tepotoroylo. ~ F (fol. 62v).

% Many of these terms appear in the previously ueddscholia discussed here; the reader may cotisult
appendix for those listed as uneditedyc (“sorcerer” or “magician”)schol. in VAIV.1.1[b] (ined.), 111.50.1
(ined.), 111.58 (ined.), IV.10.2 (ined.), V.35.3 ayser, 100,12), V.42.2 (= Kayser, 104,10), VI2L¢= Kayser,
111,6), VI.11.17 (= Kayser, 114,28), VII.17.1 (=ysar, 138,29), VIII.7.7 (= Kayser, 154,24), VIIIZB. (=
Kayser, 160,23)yontelo (“sorcery” or “magic”): schol. in VAIV.44.2 (ined.), VI.43.2 (= Kayser, 129,24),
VII.35 (= Kayser, 147,1), VII.38.2 (= Kayser, 148)1VI1.39.1 (= Kayser, 148,19), VIII.7.9 (= Kaysdr54,35),
VIII.7.25 (ined.), VII.7.26 (= Kayser, 158,35), W17.33 (= Kayser, 160,23)ontikdg (“skilled in witchcraft”):
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soon after his arrest, he asked Aelianus, “If | arsorcerer, how is it that | am brought to
trial?” To this the scholiast responds, “But if yaere not a sorcerer, then after being brought
to trial by Domitian, you would not have escapeddisappearing® a disappearing act that
could only be occasioned kygnteie.?” The scholiast misses few opportunities to asseciat
Apollonius with magic and sorcery, but even as ee®@r Apollonius falls victim to the
additional pejorativeilalév (“charlatan”f®: a speech of “Apollonius Magus“AftoAdmviov
yénroc) is “full of every kind of bufooneryfwpotoyioc) and fraud®® and his counsel is
“possessed of bewitchment and sycophari€y\hen Apollonius accomplishes some deed or
other the scholiast consistently attributes itdacery, at the same time characterizing the acts
of Apollonius astepatdior and tepatoloyion, almost always in the derogatory sense of
“fairy tales” or “tall tales.** The scholiast's combative strategies closely pelr&lusebius’
polemical equations.

The scholia on th&¥A share in common several of the abusive terms dthatie.ucian
and the characters of his satires in the signiflgdarger corpus of scholia on Lucian, e.g.,
from Rabe’s list of 3%convicia 2. dAalov; 4. Bouordyog 8. yomg 18. xatapartog 21.
udratoc 35. tepotoddyoc.*? In the scholia on th&/A most of these terms are used as
adjectives and not as diatribe vocatives directedha author or one of the author’s
characters. The one exceptioryds, which the scholiast directs at Apollonius twioagce in

a sarcastic remark that Apollonius will receivetjusward for the counsel he offered

schol. in VAV.34.3 (= Kayser, 99,35; cf. Bekker, 124)yyoveio (“trickery,” esp. of magical arts): 111.58
(ined.);uoyyavevew : IV.44.2 (ined.), 1V.46.2 (ined.).

% Schol. in VAVILL17.1 (= Kayser, 138,29)e{ pév yénc) dAL’ el pi yéne ovk dv d1° deovelac (Kay,
d()paveiog F) Aoprtiavog kpvduevog d1édpoc. ~ F (fol. 138r).

37 Schol. in VAVIL35 (= Kayser, 147,1)xév?) ndc vik@v, 8¢, ei uf) yontelq é¢ kamvdg fieavicOn, edpev dv
afilov g foavtod dAaloveiog thv diknv; ~ F (fol. 147r). Christians considered Apolloniudisappearance,
above all of his other deeds, as evidence of hisesy; the scholiast refutes the reappearance ofléqus
among his followers ischol. in VAVIIL.13.1 (= Kayser, 166,21), which also occursyim F (fol. 168r).

3 ghaldv (“charlatan”): schol. in VAIV.1.1[a] (ined.), VII.40 (= Kayser, 149,63\ oaloveia (“imposture”):
schol. inVI1.35 (= Kayser, 147,1), VI1.36.4 (= Kayser, 149)2BouoAoyio (“bufoonery”): schol. in VAVI.11.2
(= Kayser, 111,6); cfcatapotog (“abominable”):schol. in VAVI.20.7 (= Kayser, 120,26).

% Schol. in VAVI.11.2 (= Kayser, 111,6)oftmol #Aelev) Adyoc *AmoAlmviov yénrog peotdg dmdong
BwuoAoyiog kol kAowfc. ~ F (fol. 109r) LS.

“0'Schol. in VAV.34.3 (= Kayser, 99,35; cf. Bekker, 124pksi 8¢ pot ktA.) cvuBovAs *AnoAlmviov 0b tod
dixaiov gyopévn fi vouipov: dALa Tol yonrikod kol koAakevtikod. ~ F (fol. 97v) S.

1 repateio (“fairy tale”): schol. in VAIV.10.2 (ined.), 1V.46.2 (ined.), VI1.43.2 (= Kaysek29,24), VII.40 (=
Kayser, 149,6);tepatoloyio (“tall tale™): schol. in VAIILL.27.1 (ined.), IV.3.2 (ined.)zepotedecBor (to
“announce marvelously” or “tell marvels”chol. in VAIV.11.1 (ined.). Cf. Harold Remus’ discussion bése
terms and several others, “Does Terminology Distisly Early Christian from Pagan Miracles?BL 101
(1982): 531-51.

“2 Rabe,Scholia in Lucianum336 (“Index 11.”). Barry Baldwin provides a thoroudally of each term, “The
Scholist’s Lucian,”Helikon 20—-21 (1980-1981): 219-34; repr. $tudies on Greek and Roman History and
Literature, LSCP 15 (Amsterdam: J. C. Gieben, 1985), 394—409.
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Vespasian, not from Vespasian but from Domifiaand the other for the remark Apollonius
made about the old women who practiced coscinom&ndjne scholiast responds to
Philostratus’ claim, that it is the more simple-ged folk who chalk up Apollonius’ actions
as those of a magician, with the diatribe vocakiveayélaocte, a vociferation used by Plato
(Theaetetusl49a), Dio ChrysostomQOfation X.2), and others: “More intelligent folk, you
absurd man, say that these things are magic, edesis intelligent, as you have so foolishly
stated.*> More often the scholiast uses the personal namh#seqrotagonists in polemical
direct address, a characteristic feature of Arétbasolia of which numerous examples could
be cited. Twice the scholiast calls out Apollondwsing his conversations with young men,
e.g., when Apollonius disagreed with the rich youngn of Rhodes for overvaluing money
and wealth, the scholiast remarks, “Just as wheabssly is dear to him, Apollonius, it is to
you as well.*® There is one additional scholion directed at Apuillis in this manner which
Kayser left out of his edition.

Schol. in VAIL39.2 (ined.) ¢oi tadta, Een, & Pacihed, yphuoto, ¢uoi 68 dyvpor)

uéyo todto, & "AmoAAddvie, €1 ye uf ko’ émidei&v fiv: AL’ ol viv iy dpetty

Ymokpivéuevol kol 10 dyvpa xpvoov PAEnovot xai d1ddueva mpobiuwg

AouPdvovot kol yp@vion pev o¥doude, xpuood d¢ tatta d186act. ~ F (fol. 18v)
When the Babylonian king opened his treasury ireotd impress Apollonius, he responded
to him, “To you, majesty, this represents wealilt, to me it is mere chaff.” The king then
asked Apollonius how best to make use of it, aackplied,“By makinguseof it (ypoduevoc),
for you are a king.” The scholiast responds to Apous’ initial remark, “A great thing,
Apollonius, if this were not for show?” This comment is as close as the scholiast comas to
positive remark. The scholiast reserves his prawen he is not patronizing the author (cf.
schol. in VAIV.45.2), for those who have disagreements with llgmius. For example, he

*3Schol. in VAV.35.3 (= Kayser, 100,12p%5¢ yap éx€ivo kTA.) evprioets, yone, mopd Aopetiovo® tov piodv
i VOV sot dplotng BovAfc. ~ F (fol. 98r).

* Schol. in VAVI.11.17 (= Kayser, 114,28)0¢8¢v eipficetor’) eipniog 1o, yéng, ypawet kookvilopévoug
o¥tovg nopaPdiiav. ~ F (fol. 112v).

%5 Schol. in VAVIL39.1 (= Kayser, 148,19)dfagépovot tadta’) ol cvverdtepol t@v dvlpdnov, &
kotoyédoote, yontelog eiva tobta Aéyovsty, ovy ol evnbéctepor, ae oitdc Anpdv Eene. ~ F (fol. 148v).

6 Schol. in VAV.22.2 (= Kayser, 94,16)t§ yop ypfhuatar) ¢ ve (Kay, dote F) kai (om. Kay) adtd oo,
'AnolAovie, 10 modvtedég idov. ~ F (fol. 92r). Cf. the comment directed at Apallas when he is conversing
with an Athenian youth (if Kayser is not mistak#mis is one of the very few instances where La@r38 and
Par. gr. 1801 share the same scholisool. in VAVIIL.16 (= Kayser, 167,33}rictonilwv:) todt0 £xeivo kol
viiv d&rov éni 60D épei (elpgiv conj. Muel) (<Aéyewv> conj. Kay)’ AroAAddvie, dig év ik poig puev Aéymv o, &v 68
10i¢ kpotoBor MeArtoiov kuvidiov. ~ F (fol. 169v)r.

*" 1t is unclear who precisely the scholiast is néfgr to in the later part of the scholion: “But #gowho now
pretend virtue also see the chaff as gold and #aggerly receive what is given; and they do not fy means
make use it, but hand out this golden chaff.” ktlsar, however, that the clause “those who noweprevirtue”
is a contemporary reference, of which there arearoos examples in Laur. 69.33, e.g., the aforemeati
scholion on the Paphlagonians (cf. the examplésanntroduction to chapter II).
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praises Thespesion for “wisely cross-examining fdm@e-mongering and notoriety-thirsty
Apollonius.”®
Eusebius was far from lauding Apollonius but corembdonetheless that many of his

human character traits—e.g., his celibacy—were eabste CH 12.3). He stated explicitly,
however, that Apollonius was not worthy to be rahkenong the philosopher€ii 4.3). The
scholiast shares the latter view and frequentlg sett to distance Apollonius from the
philosophical tradition. This is evident particijam the scholiast's comment on the letter
exchange between Apollonius and the Stoic philospptusonius, who had been imprisoned
by Nero and was awaiting his trigl.

Schol. in VAIV.46.2 (ined.) (AroAAdviog Movowviw:) ody 6pdc COOPOVEGTEPOG

’AroAAmviov Movo®viog, 6 UEv Yap £ml HoyYOVELOG KOl TEPOTELNG OOTOV TP

KOoA£L, 0 88 Movoviog Tog Totodtog dronéunetan ydprrog teboppndtog edokmv

1§} dmoloylq 0 aitiduoto drolovcachor, dAA’ ovk &ni potondTnrog Kol poviog

WeLOEIG ATOKAIVOG, Kol Yap HTIOTOTO AOY® XPNOOUEVOS TA dokoTvTor dykANuoTo

dradpaviorr tobto Og] 'AmoAA®Vi® UN TPOCOV, TOIG QOOUOOL OLEKPOVETO TOG

dAnPEic kol draporoyiotoug aitiac. ~ F (fol. 83r§°
“Do you not see that Musonius was wiser than Apuolle?” the scholiast asks Philostratus.
“For the latter encouraged him with his magic tsidnd knowledge of signs, but Musonius
boldly dismissed such charms saying that he wolddraway the charges by means of his
defense speech, but not by inclining towards falla vanities and madness. For he knew
how to escape from the seeming accusations by maise of speech; but as this quality was
not present in Apollonius, he evaded the true andrrning accusations by means of
apparitions.” The comparison of Apollonius with Musus is an attack against Philostratus’
depiction of Apollonius as a philosopher. The reirarmost likely addressed to Philostratus
rather than the reader (see § 3.6), since Phitastiaad earlier described Musonius as second
only to Apollonius YA I1V.35). It is probably the same scholiast who ¢ders Apollonius’
wisecrack “Is this a bath or a trail?” as unbecamnaf a philosophet' But not only is
Musonius wiser than Apollonius in the scholiasti®e® so is the lion that housed the soul

of the Egyptian king Amasis/@ V.42.2). The scholiast, clearly at his satiricabt) suggests

*8Schol. in VAVI.20.2 (= Kayser, 119,26)( 8¢) kadd 6ot toAld, Oeon<es>iwv, o¥tm caedg éAéyEavt oV
doopaviy kai dofoxdmov *AroAddviov. ~ F (fol. 117v).

* These letters circulated independently of Philiss’ text asEpistulae 42b—e in the well-known
pseudepigraphic collection of Apollonius’ lettec§; JonesApollonius of Tyana34—35.

** There is a considerable erasure on this folio hias obliterated a scholion running from the inmargin
down to the bottom margin where it meets and ieted with the readability of the bracketed portidowever,
the sense of the scholion is clear.

*L Schol. in VAVIIL3 (= Kayser, 151,18) Xovo6ueBor) doteiov & kol edtpdmelov. ob péviol kol kotd.
eLdcogpov Aog Selkvuoty *ArolAwdvioc. ~ F (151v). Cfschol. in VAL.35 (ined.).
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that the lion was wiser for the reason that, desjp# speechless reincarnation, it was not
hindered from recognizing those who seemed to wtaied the doctrine of transmigration.
According to the scholiast, the lion was really pieg aloud for “the lethargy and stupidity
of the people who devoted themselves to the comjae €6 yonTt dvdpt).”>

In addition to consistency in terminology and argmsation there is some indication
that the majority of the polemical scholia are Wk of a single scholiast. When Apollonius
name-drops Thales and Anaxagord# {111.7.26), pointing out the fact that they, tocac
been accused of sorcery, the scholiast is reminfiedremark he had made several books
prior, “I have said previously, ‘rom a higher wisd, not from sorcery’*® What the
scholiast had said previously was in referencehitoBtratus’ first mention in book | of the
impressive predictive skills of Anaxagoras; “subimgs come from a higher wisdom,” the
scholiast had written, “not, as is the case wittolkmius, from magic tricks™ What lies
behind the scholiast’s verbal onslaught? Compaipgllonius with Musonius or with
Anaxagoras, or even with a wise lion, is one thitiggse are characters mentioned in the
narrative, and Philostratus himself made compasidmtween Apollonius and Anaxagoras,
Thales, and Musonius. But comparing Apolloniusdsu, who is nowhere mentioned in the

VA, directly or indirectly, is quite another.

3.4 SCHOLIA MENTIONING CHRIST AND THE CHRISTIANS

In the each of the scholia that mention Christ #aedChristians there appears to be no
immediate reason for the scholiast to do so. Instif®lia on Lucian’®e morte Pereginug
comes as no surprise that a scholiast would mdkeerece to Jesus and the early Christians,
since they were the subjects of Lucian’s satire #medobjects of his derision. The text of
Philostratus on the other hand contains no refexesither to Christ or the early Christians. It
would appear that the scholiast was either alreayre of the late-antique Jesus-Apollonius
debates or simply could not help but see paraitethe gospel accounts of Jesus as he read

Philostratus’ narrative. Arethas was occasionatiynp to marginal comments of this nature,

*23chol. in VAV.42.2 (= Kayser 104,10p¢eBpuxicoto’) ei pév kal kotd. aicOnoty ovk Exo Aéyety 0vde Toig
@V dAMov elocdpmv dvtiléyely d6€oig oBtm yewaliog dAnBdc &xouévong ei 82 kol Sduev todTo,
ovvetdtepov edpoipey Gv "AnoAdlmviov TOv Afovta, unde vmo g dAdYov dtomAdoens koAlvduevov eig v
gnilyvooty 1@V cvviévor todtae dokodviwv- 80ev kakeivo enut, dg cuvieic (Kay, ouviel F) tovtmv EBpuyicoto
gheewvdv, Ty moydTto kol duobioy drokAoidpevog 1@ yontt Gvdpl mpocoavexdviav avlparev. ~ F (fol.
102r).

3 Schol. in VAVIIL7.26 (= Kayser, 158,35)mpocinévte’) o¥tag £k petedpov coplac, ovk &k yorrelog
npoBAeyov. ~ F (fol. 160r).

> Schol. in VAL2.2 (= Kayser, 2,14; cf. Bekker, 109ppdAeye’) tabta £k petedpov coeiog, ovk 6md
poyyoveio, ¢ *AroAldvioc. 810 kol 6 uév éBovudleto 6 *Avatoydpag, 6 82 éBdeAcoeto npog dimavto (L(eV)
[?] F; “dele uev,” Kay) 6 *AroAddviog. ~ F (fol. 1v) S.
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e.g., his comment oiuthyphrol1l5a (see § 1.2). In reference to Epictetus 3.24hase
similarly made the improbable suggestion, “I thimk has read the Gospefs.Most of the
scholia in this category are concerned with thdihgs credited to Apollonius.

Philostratus recounted how Apollonius restored liealth of a Syrian youth who
suffered from dropsy. The young man visited a tengdl Asclepius in hopes of alleviating
his ailment, but the god chose to ignore him beeafshis indulgent behavior, which had
been the cause of his illness. Asclepius suggektgdhe youth visit Apollonius instead. The
“healing” in question did not occur instantaneousér from being a supernatural event, it
consisted merely of Apollonius’ recommendation ttied youth stop eating heavy meals.
Although Philostratus claimed great wisdom on thd pf Apollonius, he did not ascribe the
event to the miraculous.

Schol. in VALL9.2 (= Kayser, 5,27)#foaysv) AL ovy 6 éudg obtm Xp1otog 000

ity mpounBoduevog ta ThHg Vyrelog, GAAG T pev Aempd “Bfde” ¢@not

“kaBapicOnt,” xoi “&yepBeid” dAA® mAAY “dpov TOV kpdfatov’ kol TG KOO

“SravoiyBnrt,” dootmg kol ol pobntol adtod “dvdoto kol othifl i Tovg nddog

o0v,” dAN 0Vk &k uAakiic TV BAarTovVI®Y T pdotv Tpouvnotevouevoc. ~ F (fol.

4r)
Regardless of Philostratus’ description of Apollmiirestoration of the youth’s health the
scholiast finds cause to compare the healing mstbbépollonius with those of Jesus. “But
my Christ was not like this,” the scholiast asseft®r did he show regard for matters of
health by prescribing a particular manner of livinghe scholiast goes on to cite three
examples from the Gospel of Mark in order to shbat tJesus healed people immediately
and without giving any prescriptions, “but rather the leper he said, ‘1 am willing, be
cleansed,” (Mark 1:41) and ‘Rise,” again to anothersaid, ‘pick up your mattress’ (Mark
2:9, 11) and to the blind man, ‘Be opened!” (MarB4).”° The biblical citation in the phrase
that follows—"in like manner as his disciples, hads ‘Rise and stand on your feet’ (Acts
26:16),”»—is Paul’s quotation of the words Jesus spokerto(dielivered during his defense
before Agrippa) after he fell to the ground on tbad to Damascus. The quotation is also
reminiscent of Acts 14:10, where with the wordsaf&t on your feet!” Paul immediately

healed a man who had been lame since Birfipollonius’ healing of the boy who had been

5 Wilson, Scholars of Byzantiuni27.

0 Mark 1:41 ot onhoyyvioBeic éxteivag Ty yeipo adtod fyato kol Aéyer ovtd, Oédo, kabapicOn); 2:9,
11 Eoi Méyw, Eyeipe Gpov 1OV kpdPattdv cov kol Broye eig TOv 0lkdy cov); 7:34 foi dvaPAéyag eig Tov
ovpoavov otévalev kol Aéyer odtd, Eppoba, 8 Eotiv, AtovoiyBnrt)

7 Acts 26:16 GAAS. dvdotnOt kot otidt éml Todg ToSag cov).

%8 Acts 14:10 €inev ueydAn ¢ovii, *Avdotdt éml todg m6Sag sov 3pBdc. kol fhato kol mepiendtet).
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bitten by a rabid dog similarly incited the schstito ask, “For why was it necessary to call
the dog, rather than to work the healing with udbid authority?® The scholiast appears to

be referencing Jesus’ exorcism of a demon, destalse’a new teaching with authority,” in

Mark 1:21-28.

The scholiast’s contention that Christ did not hibal sick with a prescribed manner
of living is similar to a statement made by Aretladis invective against Julian@ontra
Galilaeos® In his refutation of Julian’s statement that “Jesame to destroy sin and is
discovered to have multiplied it,” Arethas maintdrthat by this line of thought one should
blame a skillful physician when he tells “those wér@ sick due to the depravity of their
character” the inevitable things that will happentlhiem during the course of their illness.
Arethas explains that the physician (a common nietafor Jesus, e.g., Mark 2:17) in fact
does see to the removal of diseases “rather than #hat the responsibility for the burden of
their distress stems from their choosing to liveeaithy lives.®! Both this comment and the
scholion on thé/A are very similar to Arethas’ polemical scholioraagt Aelius Aristides’
claim about the healing powers of Asclepius (séeA

A second scholion is similarly concerned with thubjsct of healing, but here the
scholiast attributes the healings of sorcerers Aigellonius to the activities of demons. The
comment is one of two unedited scholia that app¢ahe beginning of book IV in Laur.
69.33; both notes contain lacunae occasioned byethiading process, which has somewhat
obscured the relation between text and commentdrg. first scholion, written in the top
margin of fol. 62r, appears to address Apollonils‘ge followings in Ephesus and

Pergamum. Apollonius is described with tiegpax legomenodpkvovAkdc, a compound of

%9 Schol. in VAVI43.2 (= Kayser, 129,24)é{x0eic) todto 8¢ un mpopovii yonreiov Aoyileton, @peviv
apoptdver T yap £det OV kv kKoAEiv, dAAG un odtokededotw éEovoiq Ty tactv dvepyeiv; el 88 kol
gteBviicer 6 xdwv Brep kol GANDEC Av: 0¥ yaip mov mieTdV Adyov fiuépay thv AMdccov otV KopTepeiv: Td¢ Av

' AtoAAdviog 1OV Avccddnktov ¢E1@to; d1a tabto uev odv wevdi 1o napdvia eig’ AroAdldviov ypapévio Kol
tepatelog uokpdc Eyyova. ~ F (fol. 128r).

0 See WesterinkArethae Scripta minorano. 24, 1.221-25; cf. J. Bidez and F. Cumdtecherches sur la
tradition manuscrite des lettres de I'empereur dnliMémoires couronnés et autres mémoires publiés par
I'Académie royale de sciences, des lettres et despbarts de Belgique 57 (Bruxelles: Académie myigs
sciences et belles-lettres de Bruxelles, 1898);-38{“Appendice 1.”).

1 ¢rel 1ot 0Bt @povodvit kol totpov aitidoacBur Sefidtatov goveiton g etwBuiog toic ndBeowv
gpedpedey koxdoelg Topadnlotvio toig poxdnpie xduvovot gdoeme, 811 uf kol npdg dvaipecsty todTwv
angidev, <> dmod T@v vooepdic (v aipovpévav vrevBuvov drogaivewy tiig Tév Avrnodviav gopdc (Westerink,
Arethae Scripta minorano. 24, 1.225,14-19; cf. Bidez-CumoRgcherchesur la tradition manuscritel38, I.
17-22). There is a serious textual discrepanchénprevious sentence that has gone unnoticed and peeat
impact on the interpretation of this sentence. WHgidez-Cumont read the definite artiei, Westerink’s text
reads Incotc, indicating that the manuscript, Mosq. 315, heyetains thenomen sacruning. For some reason
Westerink did not note the reading of Bidez-Cumiaritis apparatus. On Bidez-Cumont’s reading thgestitof
the previous sentence is Moses, but this is imdéidor several reasons, least among them the dbske
physician metaphor.
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apxvc and #lkewv, similar to the rare compoundsktvovixde (“fisher”) and iyBvoviidc
(“angler”). Apollonius is a “net-hunter” or “net-digger” who “plays with the beast” for
crowds when they wish to be deceived. But conttaryvhat Philostratus says about the
Ephesians’ admiration of Apollonius’ wisdom, dielress, and appearance, the scholiast
suggests that Apollonius was not great at attrgathowds due to his squalid and unkempt
appearance, “because the common people are drivay and the earnest laugh at an
attention-seeker and charlataistiol. in VAVI.1.1[a])® This is followed by a note in the
right-hand margin on demons which draws a compaifisiween Apollonius and Christ.

Schol. in VA IV.1.1]b] (ined.) @{oAAoVg yap T@V Vylelog OLOpévOV KTA.)

gxvevevpio[uevol] ol datpoveg i) 1ot X[protod] émidnuig & Aowmdv adtoig dd TGV

opolwv yonrav toic drfo]tmioic énexeip[ovv] vyiacestv. ~ F (fol. 62r)
This is a tentative reconstruction. The ends of sahthe lines (they are not all of equal
length) were cut off during the rebinding proceskhough only the lettechi of Xpiotod is
preserved, there are remmants of a supralineakestsuggesting the possible reading
which the unexpected reference to demons seen®svtw. fAs in the previous passage, the
godAsclepius—whonPhilostratus describes here as the god of the sanmyan Pergamum—
advised those who were seeking health to visit Wpals. The scholiast attributes
Apollonius’ healing powers to the work of demonSirice the demons have been weakened
by the arrival of Christ, with what remained torthéhrough similar sorcerers they attempted
illusory healings.”

The notion that demons were the causes of ilinessprevalent in both late antiquity

and the middle ages. Arethas broached the topideafons in his scholion oRer. 13, a
protracted animadversion incited by Lucian’s mogkafr Jesus as “that crucified sophist.” It
was the vengeful demons, according to Arethas, wiged Lucian to make his remark; but
while even the demons recognized Jesus as thef$ady Jesus rebuked them and forbade
them from proclaiming his true identity (Mark 3:1How then could Lucian have obtained
this information, “unless one concedes that somesvpeecious perfume can emanate from a

sewer and a beam of light emerge from the darkh@&#?t is what Arethas says in passing

82 Schol. in VAIV.1.1[a] (ined.) rel 8¢ €18ov ktA.) [lacuna of at least one line] éxnAntropévov i Oéq,
kol gopaxdtmv pév, yoyayoyeicBor 82 Povlouévov oig 6 dprvovdkdg évalfipetl 1@ Onpig. od péya odv 6
' ATOAL®DVI0G SYAay®YEV T@ odyunpd Kol drposeVlg tHg Syewg ToAlovg ¢nicvpopéve, TGV eV Yudoimv
gxnAnttopévav, Tév 8¢ omovdainy Stayeddviov émdetctikov dvBponov kol dloléva. ~ F (fol. 62r). The
scholion appears in the top margin and contaiasana of at least one line. The immediate congeldst, but it
appears to refer to those who admired and folloieallonius.
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that is of greater interest: the son of God batheddemons from their ability to cause harm
to humans, “so long as he has entered our boffles.”

Two further references, one to Christ and the atbvé¢he early Christians, are equally
unexpected and show a significant amount of eisegasthe part of the scholiast. In book
VIII Apollonius defended himself from the charge adllusion by arguing that, during the
thirty-eight years before Domitian became empeararch of his time was spent in India and
in the public eye.

Schol. in VAVIIL.7.33 (= Kayser, 160,23) [vd0ig port@vir) og £otkev 10D KLPLOL

kol Beo® fudv "Incod Xpiotod 10ig émi yiig dumoArtevopévouv odtog 6 yong "Ivdoig

kol T} To0tov Eneyoplalev yomeiq 100 maviog (taviov Kay) éxfpod drafdiov

olopévou 10Ut éntckothoely 10 kotd Xprotov Bio, Tuydviog 8¢ 0¥ 10D cxomod. ~

F (fol. 161v)
The mere mention of Apollonius’ voyage to Indiagc@aaling to Kayser’'s lemma, incites this
surprising remark from the scholiast, who suggtsis“when our Lord and God Jesus Christ
was conversing with to those on earth this sorcewes occupied with the Indians and their
magic, because the devil who is the enemy in erespect intended by means of this man to
cast a shadow over the divine which accords withsGhalthough he did not succeed in this
purpose.” More probably it was the thirty-eight yezarker that incited the remark, since this
places Apollonius and Jesus at roughly the same {Domitian became emperor in 88&).
In no other place does the scholiast mention tivd derefer to the magical practices of the
Indians. Cyril of Alexandria similarly remarked Ims refutation of Julian that the purpose of
Apollonius’ travels was to gain expertise in soycgontra lulianum3); Arethas in turn was
familiar with Cyril's refutation and cited a pasgafgom a now lost chapter of this work in his
commentary on the Apocalyp&e.

At the end of book IlIl Apollonius decided to sal€yprus and to bypass Antioch due
to the “customary insolence” of the Antiocheans #malr lack of interest in Greek culture.
The scholiast envisions a scenario similar to titerpretation once championed by some

nineteenth- and twentieth-century scholars.

8 Schol. in Per.13 @ov 8¢ dveskolomiopuévov ékeivov copiotiv) (= Rabe, 218,20-219,TApé00- 11 cot
netaéd pwpolroyiog mopeykixAnue todto xotelpyocal, pototdtote Aovkiavé; nAfy, dc ye eixde, Oelong 1@
vt mowdig gAouvipevog, kol ofoig kol Soaig kol odtor, odg oéfn dAdotopog daipoveg Ereidov
avurepPAiTe duvapet 10T 81 Hubc Gxpt ToT Nuetépou 81 GEaToV 01KTOV XWPACOVTIOG COUNTOG AVIAAOIDTOG
vio® 100 B0 Kol Beo THg Tpdc dvBpdmovc drnhadvovto énnpeiog [...]. Cf. RussoContestazionel4-15.

6 K. J. Neumann took this as evidence that Arethamnkthe text of Julian'€ontra Galilaeossolely from
Cyril’'s refutation (“Ein neues Bruchstlck aus Kaisalians Buchern gegen die Christem|” 24 [1899]: col.
299), but cf. Bidez, “Aréthas de Césarée,” 399-400.
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Schol. in VAIIL.58 (ined.) (t#ic *Avtioygiog cuviBag vBpilovone) Xpiotioavdy #idn

v Avtidyetoy évorkodviov, ABortog T@ yomtt yiveton Tod un tog poryyovelog odtod

gheyyBivar- £3ediel yap un 10 Spotov 1@ Ziuwwt (chuovt F) ndbot kol avtdc. ~ F

(fol. 61v)
“Since the Christians already inhabited Antiochkie tscholiast maintains, “it was left
untrodden by the sorcerer in order that his mage&g not be exposed; for he feared that he
himself would suffer a fate similar to Simofr."The Simon in question is of course Simon
Magus, the notorious Samaritan magician of Acts—8349 However, the idea that
Philostratus’ description of the people of Antiashindicative of the Christians who lived

there is no longer taken seriously in modern sekblp®

3.5 THE MIRACLES OF APOLLONIUS

The miracles that Philostratus attributed to Amoills were the greatest cause of
consternation for early Christian apologists sipagan polemicists latched on to these above
all else when comparing Jesus with Apollonius. tdiaon to the alleged healings of
Apollonius, the scholiast devotes his attentiorth® third and fourttboduoto attacked by
Eusebius in th&€H, i.e., the purgation of the plague in Ephesus thiedconjuration at the
tomb of Achilles.

In book IV Philostratus recounted how Apolloniusijoeyed to Ephesus to bring an
end to the plague immediatly after receiving wobdw the outbreak. He led the Ephesians
to a statue of Heracles where there sat an olddvaegdattered clothing, craftily shifting his
eyes. Apollonius urged the Ephesians to stone tbebeggar and despite their initial
reluctance to kill a man they stoned him to deAfiter the first stones started to fly the old
man showed his eyes full of fire and the Ephesiaabzed that it was a demon.

Schol. in VAIV.10.2 (ined.) fepiothoog ktA.) tobto ovk €11 oxalovsav xetl v
TioTV B¢ 0V YONG kol karto, 6pBaludy mopanoinotv évepydv 6 *AnoAAdvioc. Tt yap
VOGOG GECOUATMTOL, OG 1) Topd, 60D PovAeton tepatela; GALN dO¢ Eolkev LOPOiG KoL

BAevwddeot kai 1107 deopévoig avBpdmorg mapatvygiy, E€lotnot Toig portondTnot
tovtoug. ~ F (fol. 64v)

8 Kayser did not include this scholion in his editidut he included another scholion on the sameapes
Schol. in VAIII.58 (= Kayser, 65,10; cf. Bekker, 11%uiBuc vpp1lodong) kaldg noodone. ~ LS. Kayser
listed the group FLS, but this scholion in fact sloet appear in F.

% See, e.g., Jackson P. Hershbell, “Philostratdgi®ikosand Early Christianity: Heroes, Saints, and Martyrs
in Philostratus’s Heroikos: Religion and Cultural Idég in the Third Century C.Eed. Jennifer K. Berenson
Maclean and Ellen Bradshaw Aitken, Writings frone tBreco-Roman World 6 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2004), 169-70.
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The scholiast remarks, “Apollonius still does naivé lame faith in this deed, as though he
were not a sorcerer actually working some forgaggiest the eyes.” The motif of lame or
limping faith is common in patristic literature.gdhent of Alexandria wrote that perfect faith
lacks nothing, but is complete in itself; if faith lame 6xalovoa) in any respect it is not
wholly perfect Paed. 1.6.29)%" The scholiast takes Apollonius’ absolute confideras
evidence of his charlatanism. This story was tle s of Apollonius that Eusebius set
out to dismantle. Eusebius had much the same talsayt the story, which he considered
“an outright fabrication and deception, full of serery”; anyone who could not see it as such
needed only look closely at the manner in whidh narratedCH 27.2).

Eusebius further pointed out that the story wasid¢abed for the reason that plagues,
according to medical lore, are caused by the poluand corruption of the air; the fact that
only Ephesus suffered from the plague, Eusebivsriast attested to the story’s concoction
(CH 27.3). The scholiast of Laur. 69.33 similarly exgses his disbelief, “For why had a
plague become embodied, as your fairy*fafgofesses? But as it seems to have appeared
among men who are stupid and slimy and in needweétanurse, it confounded them with
these follies.” The scholiast’s final remark thhe tstone-throwing Ephesians were stupid,
slimy, and childish is very similar to a remark &a&s made about Lucian’s Damis in his
lengthy scholion odup. trag.47. Arethas called out the atheist Damis, who iclened the
injustice of fate as evidence for the nonexisteot@rovidence, “You have such need of
hellebore and you are so full of snot and in nefed wet nurse {pocdeduevoc tithne) to
wipe your nose . . . so that as a result humandifd its happiness are restored in the
satisfaction of the baby’s bottle and the pleasoféke body.®®

After the Ephesians had heaped up a pile of rubblehe old man, Apollonius
ordered them to remove the stones. Upon their raintbe Ephesians discovered that the old
man had disappeared and in its place lay an an@sambling a Mosossian dog the size of a
lion, crushed to death and spewing foam. The Ephsediad stoned an apparition.

Schol. in VAIV.10.3 (ined.) §ichrov xtA.) donep 6 kotalBobeic yépov, ovx
alnBero, pdoua 8¢ obtwg 0¥8E O Vv kdmv Todto Srnep Opdtat, GAAS kol ToDTo TOT

TPOTEPOL AVUTOPKTOTEPOV. TL YOp U Adyw EAvev d¢ 6 "HAlog tov odyuov dAAS
pdouact datvrndoog 1o nabog; ~ F (fol. 65r)

87 005y 88 &vdei 1) Tioter tedeiq obon €€ fautiic kol memAnpopévy. el 88 évSel TL adti, 0Bk EoTiv ShoTeEAG
0008 mioTig éotl, oxalovoa nept Tt . . . (Stahlin, 107,17-19).

88 Cf. PGL s.v.1epareio.

89 60 8¢ tocoBtov EMeBOpov TPoadén kol oltm kopdlng mepinhenc €l kol mpoodeduevoe Titng, 1§ oe
amopvéel, xaddg éxelvn ye virio Totodoa, dote v avBporiviy {onv koi 10 tadtng eddaipov &v Tf 10D
Aopod ti0ecBon drolodoet koi 1@V koto oduc déwv- ... (Rabe, 80, 1-6). Cf. Russbpntestazione28.
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The scholiast again discredits the story’s plaliggbi‘Just like the old man who was stoned
to death, it [sc. the dog] was not real, but anaafipn. Thus the present dog was not
something that was actually seen, but rather it mvage unreal than the former [sc. the old
man]. Why does he [sc. Apollonius] not bring an émdhe plague by means of speech like
Elijah brought an end to the drought, but by forgnihinto an apparition?” The scholiast
references 3 Kgdms 17:1 where Elijah announcedhabA“As the Lord God of hosts, the
God of Israel, lives, before whom | stand, therallsiot be dew or rain for these years except
by the word of my mouthd{d. otdpatoc Adyou pov).”® This reference shows a commanding
knowledge of scripture on the part of the schaolidsethas had in fact delivered an oration
for the festival of Elijah (July 20) in the year®@@nd was well acquainted with the biblical
narrative. In the exordium Arethas outlined Elimmiracles and focused on 3 Kgdms 17:2—6
and the drought or “lack of heavenly moisturéinkuov ovpavov). He noted how the ravens,
although considered unclean according to the lasv, inclean to eat [cf. Lev 11:15]), were
considered clean by the wor@lofoc) that guided and commanded them to bring food to
Elijah.”

After Apollonius expunged the plague in Ephesustdseimed his travels, eventually
arriving in llium. He visited the tombs of the Ad®ns with his travel companions and made
funeral speeches and sacrifices. When he decideiditahe mound of Achilles, however, he
told his companions to go back to the ship.

N

Schol. in VAIV.11.1 (ined.) éri 10D xoAwvod 100 "AyiAléme) kol uny ictopodot Ta:
100 "ApAréwc dotd drotebiivon eig Ty Asvknv Viicov: Td¢ 0BV Enl 16 KevoTapie O
Hpo¢ Tapeivar tepatevetol oot; ~ F (fol. 65r)
The scholiast references an alternate traditiorutathee burial of Achilles, “It is also stated
that the bones of Achilles were buried on the dlaruke. How, then, do you marvelously

maintair? that the hero is present at the empty torfibPhe placement of this scholion on

93 Kgdms 17:1 [LXX]: kil €inev HAov 6 mpogitng 6 OeoPitng éx OeoPav tiig Tadoad npog Axoap, Zi
x¥p1og 6 Bedg t@v Suvduenv 6 Bedg Ioponh, § mapéotny Evdniov oitod, el Eoton ta Etn Todto Spdoog Kol
Vetog 811 el um 81d otdpatog Adyov pov. The drought ends in 3 Kgdms 18:41 when Elijah taligb, “Go up,
and eat and drink, for there is a sound of the ngrof rain.”

1...] dvikpov 0dpavov T yeitovt i St doéPetoy TéV Evotkodviov kol od0ig eig 10 katd @hoy Endvodov:
képaxag, 00 kobapodg pEv 16 vouw, kebopodg 82 ¢ ndvio kdAMoto mopoyoydvit kod drotdEovtt Adyw,
Tpoiic Yrovpyovg, tva tpaef) dixaoc: [...] (Westerink, no. 65: 2.44,20-22).

2 Cf. PGL s.v.tepatetopart.

3 On the various legends concerning what becamecbfllds’ body after his death, see Jonathan S. &sg
The Tradition of the Trojan War and the Epic Cy(altimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University PressQ2))
160-67; cf. Peter Grossardt, “How to Become a Pd¢dther and Apollonius Visit the Mound of Achillésn
Theios Sophistes: Essays on Flavius Philostratuta ¥pollonii, ed. Kristoffel Demoen and Danny Praet,
MBCB 305 (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 75—-94.
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fol. 65r adjacent to the relevant textA 1V.11.1 is somewhat peculiar since Philostratus has
not yet described the appearance of Achilles. Th&e nMmore properly refers to what
Apollonius claimed inVA 1V.16.2, when he told his companions about thehgaake and
subsequent appearance of Achilles, five cubits emghit, beside the tomb. It seems the
scholiast was already familiar with the story; eitlhhe backtracked after readivié\ IV.16.2,

or this was a second reading, or he already knewstbry from some other polemical
source’*

The story of the ghost of Achilles was the fouBdabuo in Eusebius’ catalogue of
mistaken miraclesGH 28.1-29.1). Eusebius did not reference any altertraditions about
the burial of Achilles; however, his statement ttieet ghost of Achilles appeared beside his
very own tomb fopa 16 181w odtod uvApatt eovopévn) is somewhat similar the statement
in the scholiast’s sarcastic question (€H 28.1). But the bones of contention for Eusebius
lay around the nature of the questions that Apal®mput to Achilles and the necromantic
overtones of the nocturnal conversation. As if miapation of accusations of necromancy
Apollonius claimed that Achilles appeared to hintdngse he offered a prayer in the manner
of the Indians’ prayers to heroes and that he eetllng Odysseus’ ditch nor raised the spirit
of the dead with sheep’s bloddBut if this was not necromancy, Eusebius asked; whs
the deed performed alone and in the dead of nlgHtZ9.1)? The scholiast makes precisely
this argument when iVA VIII.7.7 Apollonius claimed in his written defenseyainst the
charge of sorcery that he had spoken with Vespagidoticly in a sanctuary, whereas a
sorcerer would have avoided such a setting ancketbgheir art under the cover of night.
Here the scholiast refers back to Apollonius’ emteuwith the ghost of Achilles: “And how
can you be acquitted of being a sorcerer by nigherweven you yourself arrived at the
mound of Achilles and permitted none of your acchioag in this deed to approach? Do you
not see how you are caught in your own snare by word and deed?®

The scholiast’s reference to the tradition of Aldsil posthumous translation to the
island Leuke has its origins in tiéthiopis, which is known primarily from the prolegomena

" On occasion the scribe of Laur. 69.33 shows a ¢digiecision in his placement of scholia (esghol. in VA
[11.50.1 [see § 2.4]); however, while the scholia occasion may be misplaced by several lines, sor ef
several folia is out of the question.

> The reference is to Home®d. 11.25-36; on necromantic pits, see esp. Daniele®g@8reek and Roman
NecromancyPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 2001),-588

8 Schol. in VAVIIL7.7 (= Kayser, 154,24)(kto 8¢7) kol méc 10 v6ng Ekeedén vortdg kol ordtdg 10 AxtAléamg
ofiuo. kotaAofov kol undéve. 10D £pyov TOUTOL TPOOSMKAUEVOG KOwwvdv; 0pdc Onwg {8nog oceovtd
nepmintelg kol Adyw xoi Epyg; ~ F (fol. 155r). On the importance of secrecyatelantique magic, see esp.
Hans Dieter Betz, “Secrecy in the Greek Magicalyidpin Secrecy and Concealment: Studies in the History
of Mediterranean and Near Eastern Religipad. Hans G. Kippenberg and Guy G. Stroumsa, S éiden:
Brill, 1995), 153-76.
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to thelliad in the famous Venetus A (Marc. gr. 454¥ccording to this post-lliadic tradition

a great struggle for the body of Achilles ensuddrahe hero’s death; Ajax carried his body
to the ships, while Odysseus fought off the Trojaesind. The relevant passage runs as
follows: “Then the Achaeans bury Antilochus and @it the dead body of Achilles, while
Thetis, arriving with the Muses and her sisterswdils her son, whom she afterwards
transports from the pyre to the island Leuki i Aevki viioov).”® Pindar'sOl. 2.79-80
andNem.4.49 are reflective of the same tradition, lesedly in the former, but quite clearly
in the latter'sév 8> Ed&eivw meldyelr poevway Apdede. Such general references to this
alternate tradition are made in several ancientsteand scholiastic corpora; there is
unfortunately no way of knowing which one was tbkdiast’s source.

The genie Achilles granted Apollonius five questiabout Troy. The first question
concerned the burial of Achilles, whether he reeteburial as the poets described. Achilles
answered that he had indeed received burial, aat] #s for the dirges which the poets
ascribed to the Muses and the Nereids, the Muses wame to théumulusbut the Nereids
continued to visif? Apollonius’ second question concerned whether faig had been
slaughtered at Achilles’ tomb.

Schol. in VAIV.16.4 (ined.) fieto tobto 8¢ fpduny, kTA.) tig éunAiniloc ei{c} yop

eig Be0Vg Gvopépetal cot, Ti pn dndppnrd Tiva: kol Ogio kol olo eikdg dvdpo Goeov

novBdvn dALa todta; ~ F (fol. 68r)
The scholiast considers Apollonius’ line of quesiny as an example of sheer stupidity, “for
if he [sc. Achilles] is reporting to you on the ggtthe scholiast again addresses Apollonius,
“why would you not inquire about certain divine ameffable secrets and all those things
about which it is fitting for a wise man to ask lbliese things?” The scholiast’'s question is

again remarkably similar to the accusations Euselaveled against Philostratus’ narrative.

" The prolegomena are thought to derive from Prodliisestomathyor more precisely what is considered an
edited summary of Proclus’ text, which was also swamzed by PhotiosB(blioteca codex 239). On the
parallels between codex 239 of PhotiB#bliothecaand the prolegomena in Marc. gr. 454, see D. B. fglon
“On the Fragment of Proclus’ Abstract of the Epigclé contained in the Codex Venetus of thed,” JHS 4
(1883): 305-34. Based on the codicological featafeMlarc. gr. 454, A. Severyns hypothesized thatais
none other than Arethas who conceived of and cosiamed the work (see “Aréthas etMenetusd’Homere,”
BCLSMP37 [1951]: 279-320). Severyns’ hypothesis, whidledeon a dating of the manuscript to the firstfhal
of the tenth century and was initially acceptedsbgne scholars, fell by the wayside after J. Irigmiblished his
critique (“Les manuscrits grecs,” 64—65); the codeas eventually dated more precisely to the middléhe
tenth century by Fonkj “Scriptoria bizantini,” 106—7; cf. Wilsorcholars of Byzantiuyl39-40; Lemerle,
Byzantine Humanisn261-62.

8 grerto. *Avtidoxdv te Bdmrovot kal OV vekpov ol AgpAAéwng mpotifevrat. kol OfTic dgcopévy GOV
Movdooug kai toiic 6.delgoiic Opnvel Tov moiido kol petd Todto Ex Tiig Tupdic eig Ty Aevkny vijcov Stokopilet.
See A. Severyn®echerches sur la Chrestomathie de PracBBPL 170 (Paris: Société d’Edition “Les Belles
Lettres,” 1977), here Il. 198-200; cf. M. L. Wedtiad andAithiopis” CQ 53 (2003): 1-14, esp. 13.

" The reference is to Homedd. 24.43-92.
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On this matter Eusebius appealed to what was pgrhigpfavorite ax to grind, Apollonius’
alleged omniscience. “Isn’t it a complete scand&lisebius remarked, “that the man who
converses with ‘gods whether seen or not seeghisrant about so much, and asks questions
of this kind” (CH 28.2)%

3.6 SCHOLIA ADDRESSING PHILOSTRATUS

In Kayser’s edition there is but a single scholibat mentions Philostratus, although
in this comment the scholiast does not directlyresisl the author. The remark is a typical
polemic blaming Philostratus for the manner in whigpollonius changes the topic of
conversation during his discussion with Thespesiom)eader of the Naked Ongs{vot) of
Ethiopia® Kayser included a number of scholia addressedilog®ratus with second person
singular verbs, as well as the example with theatioe kotoryéAaote mentioned above (see
8 3.3); however, he neglected to include in higiediof theVA any of the polemical scholia
in Laur. 69.33 in which the commentator directlygaasses Philostratus by name.

The first instance occurs during Apollonius’ dissiogs with the Indian king
Phraotes. It is here that the reader first discovleat Apollonius had been conversing with
the Indian king through an interpreter. Philostsatecounted how Phraotes took Apollonius
by the hand and ordered the interpreter to defmApollonius’ astonishment, Phraotes then
began speaking to him in the Greek language.

Schol. in VAI.27.1 (ined.) keAedoog aneABeiv tov épunvéor) 6 mdvia Exmv cuviévor

V9’ (v(0) F) £punvei 1@ "Tvd® évtuyyoaver kol nig 0¥ Afjpog kol TepotoAoyloL TG,

xotdmy ot mepi’ AmoAlmviov teBpvAnuévo, Drddstpate; ~ F (fol. 31v)
The scholiast takes issue with what he consideeggaggious inconsistency on the part of the
author: “The one who is able to understand allghinonverses with the Indian through an
interpreter! And how, Philostratus, are these thipgu have babbled about Apollonius up to
this point not rubbish and tall tale§%The scholiast's use afatémiv indicates that he has

8 Cf. Thomas Schirren, “Irony Versus Eulogy: TWéa Apollonii as Metabiographical Fiction,” iTheios
Sophistes: Essays on Flavius Philostratus’ Vita lBpdi, ed. Kristoffel Demoen and Danny Praet, MBCB 305
(Leiden: Brill, 2009), 183-84.

8 5chol. in VAVI.20.7 (= Kayser, 120,26)toAofov kTA.) 8po 1oV pdtotov tovtovt Pihdotpatov, dc (Muel,
oig F) 0pd tov xotdpatov *AnoAldviov 10 fttov droeepbuevov: ndg drdyel thg Ynobécemg tov Adyov &g’
étépov petotiBeic (itmow. ~ F (fol. 118v).

82 The scholiast uses a similar argument (and sintdlaguage) when in book VII Apollonius asks the rgia
after he has announced that Apollonius is to bedffeom his chains and moved to the free prisonhdéWill
conduct me from hereBchol. in VAVII.40 (= Kayser, 149,6)dnuaivav:) 6 movio yivdokey EroryyeAAduevog
8po. TG VOV Gyvoel Tov petackevdoovio odtdy. elto 0¥ tepateion ta tfig dAaldvog émaryyeAiog &k TovTmV
g\éyyovtoy;, ~ F (fol. 149v). (I have removed Kayser's pundatafterdpo; the manuscript in fact contains a
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specific passages in mind prior to the introductioh the interpreter that contradict
Philostratus’ statemefit. This is in fact the very same argument marshadiedusebius in
CH 14-15, but unlike the scholiast Eusebius providedreaders with several references.
Eusebius singled out the numerous questions Apakoput to Phraotes as evidence of his
charlatan omniscience, using the same argumenththévelled against the five questions
Apollonius asked the ghost of Achilles. But thelrseandal for both Eusebius and the
scholiast is the fact that Apollonius would neediterpreter when i'VA 1.19.1-2 he told
Damis that he could understand all human languages) though he had not learned them.
The scholiast calls out Philostratus again for Eimieasons when Apollonius responded to
those who criticized him for living in sanctuarieg saying that the gods did not spend all of
their time in the heavens, but travelled to Ethapdlympus, and Athos visiting mankind,
and that it was thus only proper for humans ta g gods in their sanctuari&s,

At the conjunction of a solar eclipse and a claghahder Apollonius looked up to the
sky and predicted some future event with the andaiguwords “Something momentous will
happen and not happen.” Although the scholiast doésnention Philostratus specifically, it
is clear that he is the subject of the second pessagular verb. As in the scholion &A
IV.44.2 (seeinfra) and elsewhere, the commentator blames Philostfatuhis inability to
recognize the obvious charlatanism of Apollonius.

Schol. in VAIV.43.1 (ined.) éoton 11, Een, ueyo kol ovk Eotor) ovy 6pdc dolepod
dvopog Adyov; Eropeotepilov yop TOV Adyov Kol mpog AvIipaoty Vrek@épmy dokel
T0i¢ dvonrtolg mpoyvmotikflc duvdupeng Eumdemg eival, 10 O8 kol mog #Toluog
anepycdcocBort ko ondrepov 1o Adyov THg ExPdoemg uf dotoyxovong. ~ F (fol. 81r)
The scholiast responds, “Do you not see that thtke statement of a deceitful man? For by
making the statement ambiguous and by approachunggadiction he seems to the ignorant

to be quite full of prognostic power, but in fasteeyone is ready to bring it to completion in

punctuation mark befor&po, which, if needed at all, is preferable.) Presumilis Apollonius’ alleged ability
to predict future events (cf., e.gchol. in VAIV.43) that the scholiast had in mind.

8 GLRBPs.v.xatémv.

8 Schol. in VAV.40.4 (ined.) fopedovrat pév é¢ Aironiav, kth.) Totto kot PEPnhog dv évéuioe soplag{dv},
AL’ ovy olov adtog Bovret, Pildotpate, "AnoAldviov drogoivery. Bedg Yop mavio mANPGY, TavVImY UEv
drogortd Tommv, T0ig 08 émiportd: Povadcov toryopodv tadta kol dyvptikfic coplag. ~ F (fol. 80v).
According to Apollonius it was absurd that evenuhio the gods visited all earthly places and evation, men
still did not visit all the gods. The scholiast apps to criticize what he perceives as Apolloniistv that the
gods would only be in one place at any given tifs@meone uninitiated might consider this wisdont, you
yourself, Philostratus, do not want Apollonius taim such a thing as this. A god who fills all thgleaves
certain places altogehter, but visits others: ihigulgar and vagabond wisdom.” Descriptions ofydasndvto
TAnp&v were common in both late antiquity, particulantythe writings of John Chrysostom, and the middle
ages, notably in the form of the opening prayethefGreek Orthodox church, where the epithet igecéfe of
God’s omnipresence ftovtoxot Topdv Kol T8 TeVIo TANPGY).
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accordance with either option of the statementadtlfillment cannot miss the mark.” The
fulfillment of the divination £xBocic) came to pass three days later when a bolt ofrigh
struck Nero’s dinner table and split apart a cugt tie held in his hands. Here the scholiast
reverts to his characteristic sarcasm and asksy“Wés Nero not struck, how unjust? What
did the cup do wrong®® Not long after the lightning-bolt struck but didtnstrike Nero,
Tigellinus, the brutal prefect of the Praetorianal) received word of the story. According
to Philostratus, Tigellinus began to fear Apollaand reconsidered bringing charges against
him. The scholiast again chimes in, “From thesagsiit appears as a lie that Tigellinus is
modestly well-disposed to Apollonius. For how coolte who investigated all the dealings
of Apollonius have had such reverence for hiffi?”

Shortly after the lightning-bolt struck the cup alft his hands, Nero fell ill when
catarrh swept through Rome. The sanctuaries of Rilee up with people offering prayers
on behalf of the emperor. When Menippus witnes$ésl e became angry and voiced his
feelings to Apollonius, who advised him to couch anger and forgive the gods for enjoying
the “capers of buffoons.” Tigellinus had Apollonilsought to court together with an
informant who had heard Apollonius’ remark. Whegr thformant handed his document to

Tigellinus, he unrolled it and found nothing butlank sheet of paper.

Schol. in VAIV.44.2 (ined.) ¢vekittwv TryeAXivog 10 ypoppoteiov:) éupdvinee,

d1AdoTpatE, 0BOE dmd ToVTOL THE TOoD AVOPOg cLVING Yonrelog. el yap 0V dikaiov TO

ypoupoteiov, T mpdyuo uf dredéyEon Adym dAnBeiog adto GAN f ottwe deavicoy;

Taxo 08 00OE Neavicey, el un v 10b BAErovtog topamooag Syiv: 8tep ToAD Topo.

T01¢ poryyovevovot to towadto. ~ F (fol. 82r)
The scholiast sees sorcery written all over Phiddss’ narrative: “Philostratus, you fool!
From this event you do not even take notice ofrtfam’s sorcery! For if the document was
genuine, what deed could refute it without a wokdrath except to obliterate the writing in
this manner? But he didn’'t even erase it quicklyless he forged the sight of the one who
saw it, for which reason such things as these &alythe product of those who deceive by
magical arts.” The accusation made here that Apalk somehow fooled with Tigellinus’
eyesight faparoioog dywv) is very similiar to that in the scholion &M IV.10.2 (kata

6pBaludv topanoinowv); these undoubtedly belong to the same scholiast.

8 Schol. in VAIV.43.2[a] (ined.) 6irovpévou yap tob Népovog kTh.) koi ti piy ARIN ékeivog, g dducov; i
yap 1 kOMENRdiknoev; ~ F (fol. 81v).

¥ Schol. in VAIV.43.2[b] (ined.) ixotoag 8¢ TiyeAXivog kth.) éx todtov webddog drogoaivetat 10 TryeAXivov
aidnuévag drokeicBot npog AnoAAdwdviov. Tég Yop 6 mepiepyalduevog ndvto, *AroAloviov cefocuing mpog
ooV elyev; ~ F (fol. 81v).
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The final example occurs at the famous resuscitatioacle in book IV. The story of
Apollonius’ resuscitation of the young Roman gialsha number of parallels to gospel stories
of Jesus raising the dead (the raising of Jairasigtiter in particular) and probably would
have made a bigger splash in the Jesus-Apollorebatds of late antiquity had Philostratus
not included an alternate explanation for the ntéaddlis wording of the miraculous
resuscitation as an awakening from “apparent de@atit’ doxotvrog Bovdtov) provoked an
interjection from the scholiast, “See! Even you rgalf reckon her death as opinion, not as
truth!”®” Philostratus suggested that Apollonius might hagen able to see some spark of
life in the girl since it was drizzling at the tinaed steam was rising from her face. Eusebius
cited the same text and discussed it briefly, those not to belabor the matter since the
story seemed rather incredible even to Philostiatuself CH 30.2).

Schol. in VAIV.45.2 (ined.) (¢ yexalot xtA.) edye, P1hdotpate, udylg mote 10

aAnfic €endv. xdp@ yop M képn frror EkAdoet koteidnmto 10D favthic cdpotog 0

yop v Bovtog kol 100 Tpocwnov Toig yekdol VoTi{ouévon, ATl AmenéuneTo,

elwBo¢ tobt0 Emldviov pdvov coudtov cvurintey: g évonovong Bepudtnrog

PLOKTG AMOUOXOUEVNG TG AR THG WeKASOG VYp@ Kol AETTUVOUOTG KOTA UIKPOV,

elto eig dépo ExBupidong, 01dv te kol mept 10 &k mupog tpoBodebévia couato

Eotv 18€1v, éneld’ dv Ydott katokAdIntat. N yap tot tod Tupdg dvvaulg T Tod

Bdatog mukvotntt eig Eapainotv dvrayovilouévn . . . ~ F (fol. 82v)
Most of the text in the last line of the scholioasacut off in the rebinding process; only two
words from the last line are visible and it is aerly possible that more than one line is
missing. The scholiast’'s refutation of the mirademuch more elaborate than Eusebius’
“Well done, Philostratus, as you have hardly eveclated the truth! For the girl had been
overcome by a deep sleep or by the feeblenessrobve body. Otherwise, since it was
raining and her face was wet from the drops of, rsieam was rising (from her face)—as is
wont to happen when bodies are still alive—becawesenatural body heatf{g évorodong
Bepudtnrog puoixiic) was fighting off the moisture from the drizzledaevaporating it little
by little and then turning it into vapor in the .diris possible to see (this) around bodies that
have been warmed by a fire, whenever a body isofullater. For, indeed, the power of the
fire was struggling against the thickness of théeweausing rarefaction ... .”

The introductory exclamation contains the sameop&mg praise that is so common
in the scholia of Arethas, e.g., the previously tieered scholion o\pology27d, beginning

with the words “You are quite right, Socratestof.d¢ ye 6V noidv, Zokpotec). However,

87Schol. in VAV.45.1 (ined.) fo® Sokobvroc Bovdton?) idod kol odtdg eig déknotv katadoyilet tov Odvatov,
ovk eigdAnBeiag ~ F (fol. 82v).
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the initial phrase even more strongly resembleghas vitriolic response to Lucian when

Theomnestus’ declared his preference for boy-lowetse Amores

Schol. in VAV.45.2 edye, ®P1ldotpore, udyig note 10 dAnfec é€eindv.

Schol. in Am54 uéy1g Toté, wiopd kol Endparte, 10 cowtod eeimog

Perhaps more significant is the scholiast's us¢hefcompound verlvoreivon, which is
attested only in the writings of Arethas. The seokéhe term in the phrase here seems to
mean “the natural heat that lies within,” essehtia more scientific way of expressing
Philostratus’ “spark of life” grivdfipa tiic wuyiic).2° This apparent medical jargon crops up in
other scholia, in particular in the lengthy scholmn fol. 36r, where the scholiast comments
on Apollonius’ contention that the eyes cannot inec@any sleep if the mind cannot reSt
11.35).%°
In light of the similar subject matter and an aibthél reference to thedpn it is

assured that the previous scholion on fol. 82viooles onto the next folio. Moreover, the
encounter between Apollonius and Musonius thabvadl the resuscitation begins at the end
of the main text on fol. 82v, and there is nothinghe main text on fol. 83r to which this
comment could refer.

Schol. in VAIV.45.2 cont. (ined.). . . x6pn V¥ndv- ei¢ Boduo 1@ cvuntduaTt

aneyphoato. énel 11 un kol én’ dAlov vexkpol 1todto &rnoinoceyv, do¢ ol én’ dAnfeig

vekpoVg dvaBidvarl tol kvplov pobntol éwmpynkdteg, firtot Yo TGV TPOSNKOVIRY

nopokekAnuévol i kol odBaipetor émi todto dpwpunxdtec; ~ F (fol. 83r)
The scholiast continues his diatribe and suggésts“Apollonius abused the girl's symptom
to cause wonder.” And yet again he makes a Chmigtegegan comparison, but this time he
compares Apollonius to Jesus’ disciples @thol. in VAI.9.2.): “Why did he not then
perform this feat on another dead body just asdikeiples of the Lord who had worked
miracles to bring the dead to life again for th&esaf truth, either because they had been
begged by those who had come to them or becaugéddedecided to do this voluntarily?”

8 See Rabe, 206,22—24. Note in particular Russai®ction of Rabe’s faulty texiQontestazione41 n. 107);
on the derogatory terms Arethas employs, see BaldWhe Scholiast’s Lucian,” 227 and 229, respadtivOn
Arethas and homosexuality, see Russontestaziong40-45; cf. WilsonScholars of Byzantiuymi23.

% The following are the three other occurrenceshefterm in Arethas’ writings: Westerink, no.@picacé

LOLTO TRV @ VWiV 1pnoToTépwv EATIOMV, 6 UEV YVAUNV dvoAaBav Ty évorodooy kol BAeropévny cepvitnto,

novin mappnoalovoay, [...] (1:67,3); Westerink, no. 56: [.. duvdueng, fi vrovpydg kol didkovog 1 edoig

dedwpnuévn dxorodBwg T Evumdvtt 10 oikmriplov drepydleton (1:348,2 [']); ibid.: 8rep ei pn tiig

gvunodong 86&ng vednlwoic Tig £in Tod kot dpydg udv émi tedeiw Tf nposAiyel teBewpévov, [...] (1:356,23
[x']).

0| have not included this scholion here, see Kdgs®lotae,” 182 (= 40,13).
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* * %

Given the wide range of opinions regarding the ati@r of Apollonius expressed by
readers of th&A from late antiquity and throughout the middle agesannot be assumed
that in the tenth-century a Christian reader of Wewould have automatically held a low
opinion of Apollonius, and even less that a Chaistireader of theVA would have
unavoidably seen parallels between the life andisl@ Apollonius and the life and deeds
of Christ. Moreover, the parallels between the padal argumentation of Eusebius and that
of the scholiast whose comments appear in the magjiLaur. 69.33 suggest that the author
of the scholia had already read Eusebius’ treaise that this polemical work served as
fodder for the scholiast's comments and his charastion of Philostratus and Apollonius.
In addition to the overall style of the polemicahslia, particularly the use of satirical
metaphors and vitriolic expressions characterstiérethas and the presence of rare words
attested only in the writings of Arethas, the degte which the scholia in Laur. 69.33
overlap with the polemical remarks of Eusebius {®oas well to Arethas as the author of the
scholia. The earliest manuscript evidence for Eus2lCH is in Arethas’ collection of early
Christian apologetic literature, Par. gr. 451. @tten Photios, who briefly mentioned the
work in hisBibliotheca(codex 39), Arethas is the only other identifialdader of Eusebius’
treatise. This places Arethas in a unique posiigrithe only author, ancient or medieval, to
have put the arguments in Eusebius’ treatise to Tisie would also suggest, unless Arethas
reread theVA after reading th&€H, aterminus post queraf 914 for Arethas’ codex of the
VA
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CONCLUSION

Schol. in VAVI.20.6 (cf. Bekker, 127)1fic *’EAevcivt tedetiic émAoPoiuebor) ovx
dyevwdg 10 1@V ‘EAAAvov voulduevo pootipile kol Bov<uc>ota (so Bek, Muel, Kay)
drokmuwdeic, dvipore. ~ LS. For this scholion Kayser listed the groupSF(= Kayser,
120,22), but this scholion is in fact nowhere toftnend in the margins of Laur. 69.33he
scholiast, commenting on a remark made by Thespesgarding the Eleusinian mysteries,
directly addresses Thespesion with the polemidalrjection “Do not sordidly satirize the
mysteries and marvels that were practiced by theekd, man!” Rudolf Mueller cited this
scholion among a small group of polemical schdia he thought showed characteristics of
Arethas’ scholi& However, since the scholion does not appear igimsof Laur. 69.33, but
rather in two manuscripts that descend from aéasimplar, which in turn descended from
Laur. 69.33, it is not probable that this scholwas written by Arethas. Even though this
does not seem, to my mind, to be the kind of rerdadthas would ever make given what
appears to be a favorable appraisal of ancientkQrgestery-cults, it is an excellent example
of a scholion that has features similar to thos¢ sicholars consider characteristic of Arethas’
scholia: it is combattive; it engages a literanamgcter in apostrophic dialogue; it directly
addresses the character with a diatribe vocdtMeeller thought it was Arethas, but this is
codicologically improbabile.

This scholion serves as a stern warning that causorequired when attributing
scholia to Arethas solely on the basis of thostufea perceived as characteristic of Arethas’
scholia. In reaction to the number of books whialihbeen attributed to the personal library
of Arethas “for no good reason or indeed no reamoall” N. G. Wilson rightly reminded
scholars that “Arethas was not the only scholaehder of his generatiofd.However, | have
shown that there are good reasons for attributnggscholia on th&A in Laur. 69.33 to
Arethas and for confidently positing a copy of W& among the books of Arethas’ personal
library.

The proposal that Laur. 69.33 is an apograph oth&as codex of th& A turns out to
have much in its favor. Adolf Sonny’'s observatitwatt Laur. 69.33 and Urb. gr. 124 were

copied by the same scribe by itself is not enougtesce to conclude that Laur. 69.33 is an

! Kayser occasionally listed the wrong manuscriptsiridividual scholia, e.g., the scholi@nAdc mototong in
reference tauviBwg vBp1lovong in VAIILS8 (= Kayser, 65,10), which also does not appea (see p. 65 n.
65 supra).

% Mueller,De Lesbonacte Grammatic10.

% On the vociferatiorivdpwne, see Baldwin, “The Scholiast’s Lucian,” 222—23.

* Wilson, Scholars of Byzantiumi36.
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apograph of a manuscript from the library of Arathdowever, the prolegomena and scholia
on Dio Chrysostom in Urb. gr. 124 and the schohatlee VA in Laur. 69.33 prove to be
closely interconnected. Not only are there a nundfegparallels between these corpora of
scholia, e.g., the notion that Nero was respondiniédanishing Dio gchol. in VAV.27.1),
but the transmission in Arethas’ prolegomena offtge historical datum that the kingship
orations were composed for Vespasian convincirdgyiifies Arethas as a reader of &
Like Sonny’s hypothesis, Rudolf Mueller’'s propo#iaat Arethas had a hand in the scholia
on theVA, which he made on the basis of the scholion ddrifrem Lesbonax, whose
grammatical treatise Arethas made use of in hislscbn Plato, fails to convince on its own.
However, once it is realized that Kayser misidesdifthe appropriate lemma due to the
scribe’s misplacement of the scholion, and hene¢ tiiie scholion does not evince a poor
knowledge of the Greek language on the part ostheliast, the Lesbonax scholion becomes
a credible piece of corroborative evidence for Aast involvement gchol. in VAVI.43.2
rather than VI1.2.1).

The array of scholia in Laur. 69.33 on topics raggirom grammar and syntax to
classical authors and antiquarian interests is what would expect to find in a codex of
Arethas. The formulae for referencing classicaharg with a relative pronoun pluguvnron
and a proper name that are used in several scbolihe VA parallel the examples from
Arethas’ scholia, and both occasionally contairomect cross-references and display subpar
scholarshipgchol. in VAL.3.1; IV.25.1, 2; VII.37); it is clear, howevehat the scholiast was
well acquainted with the works of Luciaschol. in VAIIL.50.1). Several of the scholia on the
VA contain features that are consistent with thosmanuscripts annotated by Arethas, e.g.,
the handful of references to contemporary peodbges, and circumstancescfol. in VA
[.15.4; 111.57.1; V.17, 21.2; V.20.2; VIII.19.1)the scholia on grammar and syntax (e.g.,
schol. in VAVIIL.7.32), in addition to a number of polemicaitérjections and pejoratives
(see § 3.3) and peculiarities in Greek style.

The polemical scholia also contain several of taeexpressions and analogies used
by Arethas (e.g.schol. in VAIV.10.2; 45.2) and show a similar recourse to ardirect
citation of biblical literature (e.gschol. inlV.10.3; 43.2). The nails in the coffin are the
presence of linguistic forms that are not just ahtaristic of but unique to Arethas, e.g., the
compound verbévureivon (schol. in VAIV.45.2) and the spellingyroAvydlecBan for
YrolvyilesOou (schol. in VAVIIL7.7), both of which are attested only in Araff writings. |
have further introduced as supplementary evideneelose relationship between Eusebius’
arguments in th€H and the polemical scholia on thé&\. The polemical argumentation of
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several scholia overlaps with Eusebius’ invectivestich a degree that it appears @ie
served as fodder for the scholiast’'s own polemig.{schol. in VAII.27.1; 1V.10.2-3; 16.4
11.1; 46.2; VII.7.7). This apparent use of t@&l points to Arethas’ involvment and is
consistent with his tendency to rely heavily onieacommentaries in his own scholia, often
by reworking them in his own style (e.g., Arethasé of the Sopater scholia on Aristides).
This conclusion does little to change Wilson’s asagent that as a scholiast Arethas
“enjoys a more flattering reputation than he des®f¥ In fact Arethas’ scholia on théA
confirms this view. However, there can be littlaudbthat Laur. 69.33 is indeed an apograph
of a manuscript which was once shelved in Aretpassonal library. The distribution and the
character of the scholia closely resemble the sthal Arethas’ codices of Lucian and
Aristides, which would suggest that the codex wasogated by Arethas himself, rather than
by his scribe (as were Harley 5694 and Par. grl29bkaur. 60.3). Many of the notes appear
to be Arethas’ own contributions, but several natesld conceivably antedate Arethas, who
often reproduced, or commissioned a scribe to cepre, scholia from other manuscripts.
Furthermore, the relationship between Arethas’ kahend EusebiusCH suggests that the
codex was copied for Arethas sometime after the 9&4d, which places the codex roughly
around the same time as Arethas’ study of Luciasahosata. The scholion alluding to a
specific passage from th&lexanderseems to confirm this vieschol. in VAIIL.50.1).
Philostratus’Life of Apolloniuscan no longer be ignored in discussions of Aréthasate
library and deserves mention in all future analysésArethas as a book collector and

scholiast.

® Wilson, Scholars of Byzantiumi35.
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APPENDIX

Scholia inedita in Flavii Philostrati Vitam Apollonii

What follows is a small edition of those scholranfi Laur. 69.33 which Kayser
neglected to include among the “Notae in Philostibtos de Tyanensi Apollonio” and
“Corrigenda and Addenda” in his 1844 edition of Miga Apollonii' | have excluded a
handful of marginal notes due to transcriptiondlficilties caused by damage to the
manuscript; a number of scholia were partially affitwhen the codex was rebound and are
difficult-to-impossible to reconstruct. | have peded each lemma as before with the book,
section, and paragraph numbers from the Leob eddfoChristopher P. Jones. The reader
should be aware that his section divisions occadlipdiffer from those of F. C. Conybeare,
the editor of the previous Loeb edition, as welltlasse of C. L. Kayser. References to the
relevant page and line numbers in Kayser’s edifiddiow each reference to the text of Jones
in round brackets, e.gll.50.1 (= 63,12) This has been done in order that this supplement
may be used with ease together with Kayser’'s editibthe scholia on th€A | have also
included in the right-hand margin the respectivBofmumbers in Laur. 69.33 for each

scholion. The following editorial conventions andla are used in the scholia presented here:

[...] Square brackets enclose letters or words logiastially lost due to physical
damage to the manuscript (F)

<...> Angle brackets enclose letters or words thatambe added
F Florentinus Laurentianus 69.33 (s. x)

! Carl Ludwig KayserFlavii Philostrati quae supersunt: Philostrati justis Imagines, Callistrati Descriptiones
(Zurich: Meyeri et Zelleri, 1844), 179-99, 79*—-80*.
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.35 (= 19,25) &v oic €011V, KTA.") OTOG01 PLAGGOPOL PLAOXPNUOTIY EGAMCHY.

1.39.2 (= 22,12) ¢oi todta, Egn, @ PoociAed, ypuota, &uoi 68 dyvpor) péyo
10010, & "AmoAAdvie, €1 ye un ko’ &nidei&v fv- GAL™ ol viv v dpetty
Ymokpvopevol kol T dyvpo. xpvodv PAénovst kol S1dduevo. mpoBduwmg
AopPavovot kol xp@viot uev 0¥doude, xpuood dg Tabta 180aot.

11.27.1 (= 36,15) geledoog dneADeiv Tov Epunvéar) 6 mdvio Exov cuviévor Ve’
EpUNVEL 1@ "Tvd@ évtuyyover kol mdig 0V Afpog Kol TepOTOAOYIO TO KOTOTLY
cotmepi "AnoAlwviov teBpuvinuéva, D1AdcTpate;

111.17.2 (= 50,26) i 82 xvptwOeica kA ) TovTOV T1¢ AV VoDV EYmv mictedoety;

111.50.1 (= 63,12) Qedv 10ic moALoig elvar 86Eetv 0¥ 1eBvedrtor pdvov:) ixavog
T® AOY® TopaoyElv 10 ToTov Kol Aovkiovog ¢ ék <Za>Hocdtov, d¢ &v Td

PevdadeEdvdpm yomta teptoavds eivat onoiy *AroAldviov, Tpdg Ov kol Tov

yevdade€ovdpov drnetkalet.

[11.52 (= 63,27) @0 otépa 10D “Yeaoidog KTA.) T0ig apad 10 ¥£1Aog 10D ToTOpoD:
elkdg yap toic métpag 10 VAP KaTOoppMyVOUEVOV, €itor TPOg adT@V
5 ’ ~ ’ , N ’ s N\ ’ ’
avtoBoduevov i) napamotouio Anget, kol tdAy dnod TodTng Todlovtevduevoy
S0 otevdTToL TPOG TOG KOTENEEASOG 0T TETPOS, KoL TODTO TOAAAKIG

ocvufov divny te moAANY drepydlecBot kol dvomloo O mopd KpNEido

TAVTO, Kol ETA0OL.

11.58 (= 65,10) fic *Avtioxeiog cvviBog vBp1lodone) Xpiotioav@v #dn Ty
"Avtidygelov vorkovviav, EBotog TG yomTt YiveTol ToU Un TOG WOYYOVELOG
avtod éheyyOivar- 8ediet yap un 1o Spotov @ Tipwvi tabot kol odTdc,

IV.1.1[a] (= 65,15) énei 8¢ €idov xTA.) [ . . . ] éxnAntropévov 1 0éq, f kol
EpokOTOV pév, yuxoyoyeicot 8¢ Bovlouévmv oig 6 dprvovAiog évabipet
¢ Onplw. 0% péyo odv 6 AmoAldviog SyAoywyeiv 1@ adyunp® Kol Grpoc-
PUAQ TG SYemg TOAAOVG ETIGLPOUEVE, TAV UEV YLOAIOV EKTANTTOUEVOV, THV

8¢ onovdainv drayeldvioy Enideiktikov dvBpmnov kai dAaldvo.

10-13cf. Lucian,Alex.5 ||22 cf. Acts 8:9-24.

6vn(0) F ||12 9aowv) F ||22 oniuowvt F.
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IV.1.1[b] (= 65,19) (roAAoVg yop TAV Vylelag Oopévmy KTA.) ékvevevpio[uevol]
ol daipoveg 1§ 100 X[protot] €midnuign 6 Aowmov adtoic did TV OpoiwV
yontov tolic drf o] tnAoic érexeip[ovv] Vytdceotv.

IV.3.2 (= 66,16) §pdte kTA.") koA 1) KOwvoloyia, einep GANONC 1) Tepatoloyio.

IV.6 (= 66,33) (3 Oeol xtA.") kol 11 un fcoveto, el Beo@iAng oBte Av;

IV.10.2 (= 68,13) teprothoag kTA.) tobto ok £t1 oxalovoay Exetl Ty TioTY K¢
oV yong kol xato dQBoAUGY mapomoincly vepydv 6 AmoAldviog. Tl yop
V060G GECOUATMOTOL, MG 1) Topd 60D PovAetar tepotela; AL’ d¢ Eotkev
nopoic xoi Plevwdddect xai tutbfig deopévoig dvBpdmolc maporTtLkELy,
¢E16TNG1 TOG LOTELOTNOT TOTOLG,

IV.10.3 (= 68,19) §rolmdv xtA.) donep 6 xotabBwbeic yépwv, ovk dinbero,
Qoo 8¢ 0BTm 0B0E O ViV kVmV ToDTo Srep Opdtat, GAAG, kol ToDTo TOD
TPOTEPOV GVOTOPKTOTEPOV. TL YOp uN Adym EAvev og 6 "HAlog tov odyuov
aALO pdopact droturdoag 10 tdbog;

IV.11.1 (= 68,29) £ri T0D koAmvod 10T "AiAAéwe) kol uny iotopodot ta tod
"ApidAémg 6616 amoteBiivon eic Ty AevkTy vijoov: Tdg 0vV £l TG KeVOTaQin
0 fipw¢ mopeivat TepaTedeETl GO,

IV.16.4 (= 71,12) fieta taidto 88 fipduny, ktA.) The dunAnilog el yap eig Beodg
avopépetal 6ot T1 uf Grdppntd Tve kol Bgion koi olo eikdg Gvdpor ooV
movBdvn dAAG Tod T,

IV.40.4 (= 83,10) fopevoviar pév &g Aibrormiav, ktA.) to¥to kol BEPnAog dv
gvoice coplag, dAL’ ovy olov avtog PBodier, Prddotporte, *AToAAdVIOV
dmogoivety. 0ed¢ yop mavia, TANPAY, TEVIOV UEV Groeoltd TOT®V, Toig 08
gniportd: Pavodoov toryopotv tadto Kol dyvpTikiic 6oplog.

IV.43.1 (= 83,37) £oton 11, E@n, péyo kol 0¥k Eotar) ovy Opdic dodepod dvdpog
Adyov; Eropeotepllov yop TV Adyov Kol mpog GvIlpaoty VTEKQEP®Y OKEL
T01¢ dvonrtolg TpoyvooTikiic duvaueng Eunieng eivor, 10 88 kol Tog #Toluog

anepydoochort ko dndtepov 1o Adyov THg xPdoemg uf dotoxovong.

13cf. 3 Kgdms 17:1.

18¢i : eic F ||22 &v postooeiog add. F.
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IV.43.2[a] (= 84,2) crrovuévov yap 10D Népwvog kTA.) kol ti un éBANON éxeivog, 81v
¢ ddukov; T1 yap M kOAE Md1knoEey;

IV.43.2[b] (= 84,4) @xovoag 8¢ TiyeAXivog kTA.) &k ToUTOV Wweddog dmo- 8lv
paiveton 10 TiyedAivov aidnuévag drokeicBon tpdg "AnolAdviov. mdg yop
0 meprepyalduevoc mdvto ' AtoAlmviov ceBocuing Tpog oty elyey;

IV.45.1 (= 85,7) ot Soxodviog Bovdtov) 1800 kol ovtog eig d6xknowv 82v
kotaloyiler Tov Bdvartov, 0k eic aAnBetoc.

IV.45.2 (= 85,10) ¢ yexdlot xTA.) edye, Drddotparte, pdyg mote 10 dAnbeg 82v
gCemav. xopw yop N k6pn firor éxkAdoel koteiAnmto 100 £ovtiic copaToC
o¥ yap dv Boviog kol o mpocwnov Toic yekaot votilouévov, dTuic
arnenéuneto, eiwBoc todto Emldviov pdvov copdtov cvumintev: THg
gvomovong Bepudtnrog puoikiic dropoyouévng T@ dnod thHg yekddog Vypd kol
Aentuvodong kotd uikpdy, eito eig dépo. EkBupidong, oldv te kol mepl T0, &k
nupog TpoBalebévia couato Eotiv id€iv, éneld’ dv oot kotaxAvnton. 1
Yop tol ToD TLPOG dVvoulg T Tod Voatog mukvotnTl eig EEapoimotv
dvtoyovilopéwn [ .. . 1. . . ] xépn vnév elc Oadua 1§ cvumtduort 83r
dreypnooto. énel i un kol &n’ dAAov vekpod Todto émoinoev, K¢ ol ém’
aAnBeiq vexpovg dvaBidvor oD kupiov poBnrol dvnpynkdreg, fitol Vrd T@EV
npooNKOVIOVY topakekAnuévor fi ki odBaipetor &ni tolto dewpunkdreg;

IV.46.2 (= 85,18) CAtoAAdVviog Movowvie:) ovy 6plc cwepovéstepog 83r
"AnoAA®Viov Movodviog; ¢ pev yop €ml Hoyyovelog Kol TEPOTELNG OTOV
nopokodel, 6 & Movo®viog TO.¢ TOLHVTOC GMOTEUTETAL XOPLTOG
teBoppnrdrog pdokwv Tfi droAoyiq ta aitiduoto drodovcacBor, GAN ovk
Ml LOTOLOTITOG KO Hoviog WeLOElG drokAlvoe. kol yap MrioToto Ady®m
xpnoopevog to. dokotvio dykAnuoto dradpavion todto O] "AmroAlwvig un
TPOGOV, TOIG PACLOGT dlekpoveTo TAG GANDELC kol dropodoyicToug oitiog.

V.33.2 (= 98,23) dig vedtne) x1BONAog 6 Aoyog Kol TpOg VEMTEPIKTY VIToryOUevog 96V
dpeokelay.

VI.29.1 (=124,24) Titog fipfiker 1 ZoAvpor) 61t tprokoviovtng Titog to 123r

"TeposdAvpa elhey.
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VII1.7.16 (= 156,21) {pvcod & 0¥deic én avdtd Adyog) T0 xpvoodv dépog AEyel.
VII1.7.25 (= 158,28)’ EunedoxA£ovg, O VEQEANC AVETYE?) G LEV GVEGKEV VEQEATV
"BEunedokAfic o0k Exm Aéyetv, 10D ypdvov thy dAnberov vrolvydlovog: i 8¢
kol dAfBeio 10 TpdyHo GLYKPOTEL, 0VdEY ¥pNnoTov ot Qv kol yalaldpror,
5 ot Aéyetv, yomtelong éoyolokdteg, Todto karropBodueviol]- ei 8 éxnAfrn
v "EuredoxAéong vepéAng dronouniy, aioydvwmy 10 fuieAextov capforov
TOLELT® GOl.
VIII1.7.43 (= 163,1) Meyiotiog KTA.) Tiveg Kol TOo0L 01 U VIOU®V HAVTELS KO
TioL
10 VII.19.1 (= 168,32) (dradé€opat KTA.) meplomovdaoTo TPAYUOTO KO TOAATY

oOT@V TNV LOTOLOTOVIOY TPOGLOLPTVPODVTCL.

86

157r
159v

164v

170v



CEU eTD Collection

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Adams, J. NBilingualism and the Latin LanguagBlew York: Cambridge University Press,
2003.

Adkin, N. “Apollonius of Tyana in JeromeSacris Erudiri39 (2000): 67-79.

Aletta, A. “Su Stefano, copista di AreteRivista di studi bizantini e neoellenidiL (2004):
73-93.

Allen, T. W. “Miscellanea.’Classical Quarterly22 (1928): 73-76.

. “Palaeographica lll.: A Group of Ninthr@lgy Greek Manuscripts.Journal of
Philology 21 (1893): 48-55.

Alline, Henri. Histoire du texte de PlatofParis: E. Champion, 1915.

Anderson, GrahamPhilostratus: Biography and Belles Lettres in theird Century A.D.
London: Croom Helm, 1986.

Anton, John P. “Neoplatonic Elements in Arethas diahon Aristotle and Porphyry.” In
Néoplatonisme et philosophie médiévale: Actes dio@ee international de Corfou,
6—8 octobre 1995 organisé par la Société Internale pour I'Etude de la
Philosophie Médiévaleed. Linos G. Benakis, 291-306. Société Intermai® pour
I'Etude de la Philosophie Médiévale: Rencontres Riglosophie Médiévale 6.
Turnhout: Brepols, 1997.

Baldwin, Barry. “The Scholiasts’ LucianHelikon 20-21 (1980-1981): 219-34. Repr. in
Studies on Greek and Roman History and Literat@®1—-409. London Studies in
Classical Philology 15. Amsterdam: J. C. Gieber8519

Banchich, Thomas M. “Eunapius and Aretha&feek, Roman, and Byzantine Studids
(1983): 181-84.

Bandini, A. M. Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Mealkc Laurentianae
varia continens opera Graecorum Patruéhvols. Florence: Typis Caesareis, 1764—
1770.

Barnes, T. D. “PorphynAgainst the ChristiansDate and the Attribution of Fragments.”
Journal of Theological Studigs! (1973): 424-442

. “Sossianus Hierocles and the Antecedsntise ‘Great Persecution’ Harvard
Studies in Classical Philolog80 (1976): 239-52.

Beaton, RoderickFolk Poetry of Modern Greec€ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1980.

Becker, PeteDe Photio et Aretha lexicorum scriptoribuBonn: Typis Caroli Georgi Typo-
graphi Academici, 1909.

87



CEU eTD Collection

Bees, N. A. Al émidpopoi 1@v Bovdyapwv ¥ro tov t{dpov Zupuemv Kol 10 GYeTIKO GYOALNL
100 "ApéOa Kasapeiog.” ‘EAlnvixd 1 (1928): 337-70.

Bekker, Georg Joseplspecimen variarum lectionum et observationum irfoBtrati Vitae
Apollonii librum primum Heidelberg: A. Oswald, 1818.

Benakis, L. G. “H yéveon tiig AoyikTig yuyfic 6TOv "Ap1oTOTEAN KOl OTT YPLOTLOVIKT OKEYT;
Mg Gpopun Eva véo keipevo 10D “ApéBo.” @rlocopia 2 (1972): 327-36.

Betz, Hans Dieter. “Secrecy in the Greek Magicgbyid In Secrecy and Concealment:
Studies in the History of Mediterranean and Neastem Religionsed. Hans G.
Kippenberg and Guy G. Stroumsa, 153-76. StudigtenHistory of Religions 65.
Leiden: Brill, 1995.

Bevilacqua, Gabriella and Sergio Giannoble. “Magiaale siciliana: Inscrizioni di Noto e
Modica.” Zeitschrift fur Papyrologie und Epigraphii33 (2000): 135-46.

Bianconi, Daniele. “La controversia palamitica: dig, libri, testi e mani.Segno e Test6
(2008): 337-76.

Bidez, J. “Aréthas de Césarée editeur et scholfaBieantion9 (1934): 391-408.

Blank, David L. “LesbonaxITEPI £XHMATQN.” In | frammenti dei grammatici Agathokles,
Hellanikos,Ptolemaio<Epithetesin appendice i grammatici Theophilos, Anaxagoras,
Xenon ed. Franco Montanari, 129-216. Sammlung griebleisaund lateinischer
Grammatiker 7. Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988.

Blondel, C., edMaxapiov Mdayvnrog "Armoxpitixog 7 Movoyeviie. Macarii Magnetis quae
supersunt ex inedito codicBaris: E typographia publica, 1876.

Blum, C. “The Meaning o6toigiov and Its Derivatives in the Byzantine Ag&fanos44
(1946): 316-25.

Boll, F. Catalogus codicum astrologorum graecorum: VII. Gedi Germanici Brussels:
Henrici Lamertin, 1908.

Borzi, S. “Sull'autenticita del Contra Hieroclem Husebio di Cesarea”Augustinianum43
(2003): 397-416.

Boter, Gerard. “Towards a New Critical Edition ohil®stratus’Life of Apollonius The
Affiliation of the Manuscripts.” InTheios Sophistes: Essays on Flavius Philostratus
Vita Apollonii ed. Kristoffel Demoen and Danny Praet, 21-56. iMogyne,
bibliotheca classica Batava 305. Leiden: Brill, 200

.The Textual Tradition of Plato’'s Republidinemosyne, bibliotheca classica
Batava 107. Leiden: Brill, 1988.

Bowie, E. L. “Apollonius of Tyana: Tradition and &gy.” Aufstieg und Niedergang der
rémischen Welll 16.2 (1978): 1652-99.

88



CEU eTD Collection

Brancacci, Aldo. Rhetorike philosophousa: Dione Crisostomo nellatwal antica e
bizantina Elenchos 11. Rome: Bibliopolis, 1985.

Bravo Garcia, Antonio. “Aretas, semblanza de unligobizantino.”Erytheia6 (1985): 241—
53.

Browning, Robert. “Byzantine Scholarshifast & Presen8 (1964): 3—-20.

. Review of L. G. Westerinkrethae Scripta minoraClassical Revievi20 (1970):
331-33; 25 (1975): 57-58.

Brumbaugh, R. S. “Logical and Mathematical Symbunlia the Platonic ScholiaJournal of
the Warburg and Courtauld Institut@g (1961): 45-58.

Biulow-Jacobsen, Adam and Sten Ebbes&aticanus Urbinas Graecu35: An Edition of
the Scholia on Aristotle’Sophistici Elenchi Cahiers de linstitut du moyen-age grec
et latin43 (1982): 45-120.

Burgess, Jonathan Jhe Tradition of the Trojan War in Homer and theiEgycle
Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 200

Burnet, John. “Arethas and ti@odex ClarkianugPlato,Phaedo 96 a—c)."Classical Review
16 (1902): 276.

Canart, Paul. “Pour un répertoire des anthologmdases commentées de la période des
Paléologues.” InThe Legacy of Bernard de Montfaucon: Three Hundredrs of
Studies in Greek Handwriting. Proceedings of theeSth International Colloquium
of Greek Palaeography (Madrid-Salamanca, 15-20 esaper 2008) ed. Antonio
Bravo Garcia and Inmaculada Pérez Martin, 449—-@idbgia 31A-B. Turnhout:
Brepols, 2010.

Chitwood, Ava.Death by Philosophy: The Biographical Tradition time Life and Death
of the Archaic Philosophers Empedocles, Heraclitaisg Democritus Michigan:
University of Michigan Press, 2004.

Clark, Gillian. lamblichus: On the Pythagorean Lif@ranslated Texts for Historians 8.
Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 1989.

Clarke, E. D.Travels in Various Countries of Europe, Asia andoaf Volume 6, Part 2:
Greece, Egypt and the Holy Land, Sectiordth ed. London: Cadell and Davies,
1818.

Cobet, C. G. “Scholia Platonis a Christiano scriptdnemosyne (1874): 88.

Cook, John G. “Some Hellenistic Responses to thesp€&lse and Gospel Traditions.”
Zeitschrift fur die neutestamentliche Wissenschatt die Kunde der alteren Kirche
84 (1993): 233-54.

The Interpretation of the New Testament in Grecoa&wo PaganismStudien und
Texte zu Antike und Christentum 3. Tubingen: Molet®gk, 2000.

89



CEU eTD Collection

Cooper, John MRPlato: Complete Workdndianapolis, Ind.: Hackett, 1997.

Compernass, JDenkmaler der griechischen Volkssprache flr sprasbenschaftliche
Ubungen und VorlesungeBonn: Hanstein, 1911.

Cougny, E., edEpigrammatum anthologia Palatina cum Planudeis ppemndice nova:
Volumen tertiumParis: Didot, 1890.

Cramer, J. A., edCatenae Graecorum patrum in Novum Testamentum: $dimGatenae in
Evangelia S. Lucae et S. Joanrixford: E typographeo academico, 1841.

Cutler, Anthony. “TheDe Signis of Nicetas Choniates: A Reappraisallournal of
Archaeology72 (1968): 113-18.

Darrouzes, Jean. “Inventaire des épistoliers byaantu X siécle.” Revue des études
byzantined 8 (1960): 109-35.

De Arnim, J. edDionis Prusaensis, quem vocant Chrysostomum, gxstard omnia2 vols.
Berlin: Weidmannos, 1893-1896.

DePalma Digeser, Elizabeth. “Porphyry, Julian, eerbkles?: The Anonymous Hellene in
Makarios Magas’ Apokritikos” Journal of Theological Studiés3 (2002): 466—-502.

Des Places, Edouard. “La seconde sophistique aiceedle I'apologétique chrétienne: Le
Contre Hiéroclés d’Eusebe de Césarésomptes-rendus des séances de I'’Académie
des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettr&g9 (1985): 423-27.

Des Places, Edouard and Auguste Diés, Btiston, Euvres complétes, tome Xl, premiére
partie: Les Lois I-IIl Collection des universités de France. Paris: éBellettres,
1951.

Dickey, Eleanor.Ancient Greek Scholarship: A Guide to Finding, Regdand Under-
standing Scholia, Commentaries, Lexica, and Granualaflreatises, from Their
Beginnings to the Byzantine PerioAmerican Philological Association Classical
Resources. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007.

Dimaras, KonstantinosA History of Modern Greek Literaturdrans. Mary P. Gianos.
Albany: State University of New York Press, 1972.

Diller, Aubrey. “Pausanias in the Middle AgesTransactions and Proceedings of the
American Philological Associatiod7 (1956). 84-97.

. “The Age of Some Early Greek Classicahiaripts.” InSerta Turyniana:
Studies in Greek Literature and Palaeography indroof Alexander Turyned. John
L. Heller, 514-24. Urbana: University of lllinoisd3s, 1974.
Dodds, E. RPIato: Gorgias Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1959.
. “Theurgy and Its Relationship to Neoplam.” Journal of Roman Studie®7
(1947): 55-69.

90



CEU eTD Collection

D’Orville, Jacques PhilippeXAPITRNOX Appodiciéws tav repl XAIPEAN xoi KAAAIPPOHN
EPQTIKQN AIHTHMATRN AOTOI H. Amsterdam: Petrus Mortier, 1750.

Draseke, J. “Arethas von Casarddeue Jahrbicher fur das klassische Altertum, Gebhi
und deutsche Literatur und fur Padago@ik (1915): 249-70.

Duliere, W. L. “Protection permanente contre desnanx nuisibles assurée par Apollonius
de Tyane.'Byzantinische Zeitschri3 (1970): 247-77.

Dzielska, Maria.Apollonius of Tyana in Legend and Histpriyans. Piotr Pigowski.
Problemi e ricerche di storia antica 10. Rome: ‘ifa” di Bretschneider, 1986.

Edwards, M. J. “Lucian of Samosata in the Christiégemory.” Byzantion80 (2010): 142—
56.

Flint-Hamilton, Kimberly B. “Legumes in Ancient Gzee and Rome: Food, Medicine, or
Poison?”Journal of the American School of Classical Studieg\thens68 (1999):
371-85.

Follieri, E. “Un codice di Areta troppo a buon maa Il Vat. Urb. gr. 35.”Archeologia
Classica25 (1973-1974): 262-79.

Fonkic, Boris L. “Scriptoria bizantini: Risultati e prosgive della ricerca.Rivista di studi
bizantini e neoellenicl7-19 (1980-1982): 73-118.

Forrat, Marguerite and Edouard des Places, Edsébe de Césarée, Contre Hiérocleés:
Introduction, traduction et noteSources chrétiennes 333. Paris: Cerf, 1986.

Gamillscheg, E. “Autoren und Kopisten: Beobachtung®i Autographen byzantinischer
Autoren.” Jahrbuch der 6sterreichischen Byzantinifik(1981): 379-94.

Gardthausen, VGriechische Palaeographi€2nd ed. 2 vols. Leipzig: Verlag von Veit &
Comp., 1911-1913.

Gaul, Niels. “The Manuscript Tradition.” IA Companion to the Ancient Greek Language
ed. Egbert J. Bakker, 69-81. Blackwell Companioos the Ancient World.
Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, 2010.

Gifford, E. H. “Arethas and th€odex Clarkianu$ Classical Revievit6 (1902): 391-93.

. “On Some Corrections in the Clarke MSPlatto.” Classical Reviewl6 (1902):
16-17.

Gebhardt, Oscar von. “Zur handschriftichen Uele¢eliung der griechischen Apologeten: 1.
Der Arethascodex, Paris. Gr. 45I'éxte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der
altchristlichen Literaturl.3 (1883): 154—96.

Greene, William Chasé&cholia platonicaPhilological Monographs 8. Haverforiae: Societas
Philologica Americana, 1938.

91



CEU eTD Collection

Grossardt, Peter. “How to Become a Poet?: Homer Amallonius Visit the Mound of
Achilles.” In Theios Sophistes: Essays on Flavius Philostratut ¥pollonii, ed.
Kristoffel Demoen and Danny Praet, 75-94. Mnemogsitdiotheca classica Batava
305. Leiden: Brill, 2009.

Hackman, Alfred.Catalogi codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecee Bodiesapars quarta
codices viri admodum reverendi Thomee Tanneri, S.TeBiscopi Asaphensis,
complectensReprinted with corrections from the edition of608 Quarto vol. IV.
Oxford: Bodleian Library, 1966

Hagg, Tomas. “Hierocles the Lover of Truth and bBuse the Sophist.Symbolae Osloenses
67 (1992): 138-50.

. “Photius at Work: Evidence from the T@ixthe Bibliotheca” Greek, Roman and
Byzantine Studie$4 (1973): 213-22.

Hahm, D. E. “The Ethical Doxography of Arius Didymu Aufstieg und Niedergang der
rémischen Welll.36.4 (1990): 2935-3055.

Harnack Adolf von.Porphyrius,“Gegendie Christen”: 15BlcherZeugnissei-ragmenteund
Referate Abhandlungen der Koniglich Preussischen Akadedeie Wissenschaften,
Philosophisch-historische Klasse. Berlin: Akadedee Wissenschaften, 1916.

Die Uberlieferung der griechischen Apologeten desiten Jahrhunderts in der
alten Kirche und im Mittelalter Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der
altchristlichen Literatur 1.1-2. Leipzig: J. C. IHohs, 1882.

Heath, T. L.The Thirteen Books of Euclid’s Elements. Volumittoduction and Books |,
II. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1908.

Heiberg, J. L. “Der byzantinische Mathematiker L&dBibliotheca Mathematicd (1887):
33-36.

, edEuclidis Elementa, vol. V: Elementorum qui feruriibri XIV-XV et scholia
in Elementa cum prolegomenis criticis et appendisiheipzig: Teubner: 1888.

Helm, Karl. De Luciani scholiorum fontibusDissertatio inauguralis, Philipps-Universitéat
Marburg, 1908.

Henry, René, edPhotius, Bibliothéque: Tome 1. Codices 1-Bdris: Société d’édition les
Belles lettres, 1959.

Herrin, Judith. “Mathematical Mysteries in ByzamtiiuThe Transmission of Fermat’s Last
Theorem.”Dialogos: Hellenic Studies Revied(1999): 22-42.

Hershbell, Jackson P. “Philostratusteroikosand Early Christianity: Heroes, Saints, and
Martyrs.” In Philostratus’s Heroikos: Religion and Cultural Idég in the Third
Century C.E.ed. Jennifer K. Berenson Maclean and Ellen Brawshitken, 169-80.
Writings from the Greco-Roman World 6. Atlanta: #tbg of Biblical Literature,
2004.

92



CEU eTD Collection

Hutter, I. “Marginalia decorata.” IiThe Legacy of Bernard de Montfaucon: Three Hundred
Years of Studies in Greek Handwriting. Proceedinfghe Seventh International
Colloquium of Greek Palaeography (Madrid-Salamaria;-20 september 200&d.
Antonio Bravo Garcia and Inmaculada Pérez Martif,/4106, 2:719-34. 2 vols.
Bibliologia 31A-B. Turnhout: Brepols, 2010.

Irigoin, Jean. “Les manuscrits grecs (1931-60ustrum7 (1962): 5-93.

. “Survie et renouveau de la literaturegaet a Constantinople.Cahiers de
civilisation médiéval® (1962): 287-302.

Jeffreys, Elizabeth and Michael Jeffreys, “The OBackground of Byzantine Popular
Poetry.”Oral Tradition 1 (1986): 504—-47. Repr. i@reek Literature of the Byzantine
Period ed. Gregory Nagy, 134-78. Greek Literature 9. Nark: Routledge, 2001.

Jeffreys, Michael J. “The Nature and Origins of tRelitical Verse.” Dumbarton Oaks
Papers28 (1974): 141-95.

Jenkins, R. J. H. “The Bronze Athena at Byzantiudournal of Hellenic Studie€7 (1947):
31-33.

Jenkins, R. J. H., B. Laourdas, and C. A. Mangan&\Drations of Arethas from Cod. Marc.
gr. 524.” Byantinische Zeitschri#7 (1954): 1-40. Repr. in R. J. H. Jenki&tdies
on Byzantine History of the 9th and 10th Centuri@sllected Studies 1. London:
Variorum Reprints, 1970.

Jones, Christopher P. “An Epigram on Apolloniuggéna.”Journal of Hellenic Studies00
(1980): 190-94.

. “Apollonius of Tyana in Late Antiquityli Greek Literature in Late Antiquity:
Dynamism, Didacticism, Classicismd. Scott Fitzgerald Johnson, 49-64. Aldershot:
Ashgate, 2006.

Apollonius of Tyana: Letters of Apollonius, Ancideistimonia, Eusebius’s Reply
to Hierocles Loeb Classical Library 458. Cambridge, Mass.: vded University
Press, 2006.

The Life of Apollonius of Tyanavols.Loeb Classical Library 16-17. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2005-2006.

. “The Survival of the Sophists.” Fast & West: Papers in Ancient History
Presented to Glen W. Bowerspekl. T. Corey Brennan and Harriet |. Flower, 113—
25. Loeb Classical Monographs 14. Cambridge, Madarvard University Press,
2008.

Jordan, David. “Cloud-drivers and Damage from HaHeitschrift fur Papyrologie und
Epigraphik133 (2000): 147-48.

Junod, Eric. “Polémique chrétienne contre Apollsnile Tyane.'Revue de théologie et de
philosophiel20 (1988): 475-82.

93



CEU eTD Collection

Karlin-Hayter, Patricia. “Arethas’ Letter to the Enof Damascus.’Byzantion29 (1959):
282-92

. “Texts for the Historical Study of tiiéa Euthymii” Byzantion28 (1958): 363—
89.

Kayser, C. L., edFlavii Philostrati quae supersunt: Philostrati juoris Imagines, Callistrati
DescriptionesZurich: Meyeri et Zelleri, 1844.

Keil, Bruno, ed Aelii Aristidis Smyrnaei quae supersunt omnia: Viodum [l Orationes XVII—
LIII continens Berlin: Weidmann, 1898.

Kertsch, Manfred. “Traditionelle Rhetorik und Plstphie in Eusebios’ ‘Antirrhetikos
gegen’ Hierokles.Vigiliae Christianae34 (1980): 145-71.

Kougeas, Sokrates BD Kaioopeiog ‘ApéBog kai 10 épyov avtov. Zvufoldn eig tiv icropiov
i mp@tne dvayewnoews tov ‘EAAnvikév ypouudrov év Bulavrip. Epilecta 1.
Athens: Vivliopoleion Eleutheroudakkai Mpart, 1913.

. "Epevvou mepl thig “EAANVIKTC Aaoypaglog Kot Tovg uEGoUG xpovoug: A’ Al év
101g oyoAio1g 10D "ApéBa Aooypopikal eidficelc.” Aaoypapio 4 (1912—-1913): 236—
69.

Krumbacher, KarlGeschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur von Justirbis zum Ende des
ostromischen Reiches (527-1453)d ed. Munich: Beck, 1891.

Lake, Kirsopp and Silva Lakéated Greek Minuscule Manuscripts to the year 1200
vols. Boston, Mass.: The American Academy of Arid &ciences, 1934-1945.

Lameere, William. “L’'empereur Marc AuréleRevue de I'Université de Bruxellds(1975):
347-99.

Lampe, G. W. HA Patristic Greek LexicarOxford: Clarendon Press, 1961.

Lefort, Louis Théophile and Joseph CochPalaeographische album van gedagteekende
Grieksche minuskel handschriften uit de 1Xe en & e= Album paleographicum
codicum graecorum minusculis litteris saec. IX etceto tempore scriptorum.
Philologische studién, Albumreeks 1. Leuven: Pbiidche studién, 1932.

Lemerle, Paul.Byzantine Humanism: Notes and Remarks on Educatmah Culture in
Byzantium from Its Origins to the 10th Centutyans. Helen Lindsay and Ann
Moffatt. Byzantinia Australiensia 3. Canberra: Aafitn Association for Byzantine
Studies, 1986. Translation bé premier humanisme byzantin: Notes et remarquies s
enseignement et culture a Byzance des origines’aigXle Bibliotheque byzantine,
Etudes 6. Paris: Presses universitaires de Fraaza,

Lenz, Friedrich. “Der Vaticanus Gr. 1, eine Hanagthles Arethas."Nachrichten von der

Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen. &iploisch-historische Klasse
(1933): 193-218.

94



CEU eTD Collection

. Untersuchungen zu den Aristeidesscholid?Problemata, Forschungen zur
klassischen Philologie 8. Berlin: Weidmann, 1934

Levy, Harry L. “TOEZHX in Arethas.”Byzantior43 (1973): 512-14.

. To Hexésn Homeric Scholia and Serviu®rdo.” Transactions and Proceedings
of the American Philological Associatid®0 (1969): 237-54.

Liddel, H. G., R. Scott, and H. S. Jonés.Greek-English Lexicor9th ed. with revised
supplement. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996.

Lowe, N. J. “Thesmophoria and Haloa: Myth, Physind Mysteries.” InThe Sacred and the
Feminine in Ancient Greeced. S. Blundell and M. Williamson, 149-73. London
Routledge, 1998.

Maass, Ernest. “Observationes palaeographicaeMédtanges Graux: Recueil de travaux
d’érudition classique dédié a la mémoire de ChafBeaux ed. Eugéne Benoist and
Abel Bergaigne, 749—-66 Paris: E. Thorin, 1884.

Maehler, Herwig. “Zur Amtszeit des Prafekten Sasgsa Hierokles.” In Collecteana
Papyrologica: Texts Published in Honor of H. C. ¥eued. Ann Ellis Hanson,
2.527-33 with pl. XXVII. 2 vols. Papyrologica Textend Abhandlungen 19-20.
Bonn: Rudolf Habelt, 1976.

Magdalino, Paul. “Occult Science and Imperial PoweByzantine History and Historio-
graphy (§-12" Centuries).” In The Occult Sciences in Byzantjured. Paul
Magdalino and Maria V. Mavroudi, 119-62. GenevaPamme d’or, 2006.

Manfredini, Mario. “Gli scolii a Plutarco di Aretdi Cesarea.’Siculorum Gymnasiur28
(1975): 337-50.

Maguire, Henry. “Profane Icons: The SignificanceAafimal Violence in Byzantine Art.”
RES: Anthropology and Aesthet8 (2000): 18-33.

Mango, Cyril. “Antique Statuary and the ByzantinehBlder.”Dumbarton Oaks Papers7
(1963): 53-75.

Marcovich, Miroslav, edAthenagorae qui fertur De resurrectione mortuorusuipplements
to Vigiliae Christianae 53. Leiden Brill, 2000.

, edClementis Alexandrini PaedagoguSupplements to Vigiliae Christianae 61.
Leiden: Brill, 2002.

, edClementis Alexandrini ProtrepticuSupplements to Vigiliae Christianae 34.
Leiden: Brill, 1995.

. “Codex Arethae and Tatiaddhrbuch der 6sterreichischen Byzantinistik
(1944): 307-12.

95



CEU eTD Collection

. “The Epigram on Apollonius of TyanaZeitschrift fur Papyrologie und
Epigraphik45 (1982): 263—-65.

Matthaei, Christian Friedrich voimdex codicvm manvscriptorvm graecorvm bibliotheoar
mosqgvensivm sanctissimae Synodi ecclesiae orthedgsaecorossicaePetropoli:
Typis Academiae scientiarum, 1780.

Menschini, A.ll codice Vallicelliano di Areta Universita di Padova, Instituto di studi
bizantini e neogreci, Quaderni 4. Padova: La garknd.972.

Merkelbach, R. “Das Epigramm auf Apollonius von mgd Zeitschrift fir Papyrologie und
Epigraphik41 (1981): 270.

Miller, J. “Zur Frage nach der Personlichkeit degoBonius von Tyana.Philologus 51
(1892): 581-84.

Moles, J. L. “The Career and Conversion of Dio Glostom.”Journal of Hellenic Studied8
(1978): 79-100.

. “The Date and Purpose of the Fourth Kiipg©ration of Dio Chrysostom.”
Classical Antiquity2 (1983): 251-78.

Monro, D. B. “On the Fragment of Proclus’ Abstradtthe Epic Cycle contained in the
Codex Venetus of thiéiad.” Journal of Hellenic Studie$ (1883): 305—34.

Moore, John M.The Manuscript Tradition of PolybiusCambridge Classical Studies.
London: Cambridge University Press, 1965.

Mras, Karl, ed.Eusebius Werke, VIII: Die Praeparatio EvangelicBie griechischen
christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten drei Jahdarte 43.1. Berlin: Academie-Verlag,
1954,

Mueller, Rudolf.De Lesbonacte grammatic®issertatio inauguralis, Universitate Gryphis-
waldensi, 1890.

Mullet, Margaret. “Writing in Early Mediaeval Byzaam.” In The Uses of Literacy in Early
Mediaeval Europe ed. Rosamond McKitterick, 156—85. Cambridge: Cadige
University Press, 1990.

Murdoch, John E. Euclides Graeco-LatinusA Hitherto Unknown Translation.Harvard
Studies in Classical Philologgl (1966): 249-302.

Nau, F. “Apotelesmata Apollonii Tyanensi®atrologia Syriacd.2 (1907): 1363-92.

Notopoulos, James A. “Akritan Ikonography on ByzaatPottery.”Hesperia2 (1964): 108—
33.

Ogden, DanielGreek and Roman Necroman&yinceton: Princeton University Press, 2001.

Olearius, GottfriedPhilostratorum quae supersunt omniaipzig: T. Fritsch, 1709.

96



CEU eTD Collection

Palmer, L. R.A Grammar of the Post-Ptolemaic Papyri, Vol. 1. llence and Word-
Formation, Part 1, The Suffixe®ublications of the Philological Society. London:
Oxford University Press, 1946.

Pérez Martin, |. “El Escurialensis X.I.13: Una fteede los extractos elaborados por Nicéforo
Gregoras en el Palat. Heidelberg. Gr. 18yzantinische ZeitschriB6—-87 (1993—
1994): 20-30.

Perria, Lidia. ‘Arethaea Il Codice Vallicelliano di Areta e la&Ciropedia dell’Escorial.”
Rivista di studi bizantini e neoellenizb (1988): 41-56.

. Arethaeall: Impaginazione e scrittura nei codice di Aretdivista di studi
bizantini e neoellenic27 (1990): 55-87.

Post, L. A. “The Vatican PlatoClassical Quarterly22 (1928): 11-15.

.The Vatican Plato and Its RelatianBhilological Monographs 4. Middletown,
Conn.: American Philological Association, 1934.

Quattrocelli, Luana. “Aelius Aristides’ Receptioh Byzantium: The Case of Arethas.” In
Aelius Aristides between Greece, Rome, and the ,GatsWilliam V. Harris and
Brook Holmes, 279-94. Columbia Studies in the Gta$F radition 33. Leiden: Birill,
2008.

Rabe, Hugo. “Die Lukianstudien des Arethdsdchrichten von der Konigliche@esellschaft
der Wissenschaften zu Goéttingen. Philologisch-hsthe Klass€1904): 643-56.

. “Die Ueberlieferung der LukianscholidNachrichten von der Koniglichen
Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Goéttingen. Bhikch-historische Klasse
(1902): 718-36.

Scholia in LucianumStuttgart: Teubner, 1971.

Rashed, Marwan. “Lesmarginalia d’Aréthas, Ibn al-ayyib et les dernieres gloses
alexandrines a®rganon” In Scientia in margine: Etudes sur les marginalia diess
manuscrits scientifiques du Moyen Age a la Renasad. Danielle Jacquart and
Charles Burnett, 57-73. Hautes études médiévalesodernes 88. Geneve: Droz,
2005.

Remus, Harold. “Does Terminology Distinguish Ea@ristian from Pagan Miracles?”
Journal of Biblical Literaturel01 (1982): 531-51.

Revilla, Alejo and Gregorio de Andrés Martin€zatalogo de los Cdodices Griegos de la
Biblioteca de El Escorial3 vols. Madrid: Biblioteca Nacional, 1936—-1968.

Reynolds, L. D. and N. QWilson. Scribes and Scholars: A Guide to the Transmission o
Greek and Latin Literature3rd ed. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991.

Richardson, N. J. and Peter Burian. “The EpigranmApallonius of Tyana."Greek, Roman,
and Byzantine Studie® (1981): 283-85.

97



CEU eTD Collection

RiedwegChristophPythagorasHis Life, Teachingand Influencelthaca: Cornell University
Press, 2005.

Russo, Giusepp€ontestazione e conservazione: Luciano nell’esetjeSreta Beitrage zur
Altertumskunde 297. Berlin: de Gruyter, 2011.

Saffrey, Henri Dominique. “Retour sur Rarisinus graecud.807, le manuscrit A de Platon.”
In The Libraries of the Neoplatonists: Proceedingshaf Meeting of the European
Science Foundation Network “Late Antiquity and Acalbhought: Patterns in the
Constitution of European Culture” held in StrasbgurMarch 12-14, 20Q4ed.
Cristina D’Ancona, 3—-28. Philosophia antiqua 10&iden: Brill, 2007.

Sangin, M. A. Buszadtuiickue nomuTHYEKHe 1e1emu MepBoi monoBuubl X B.” Vizantiiskij
Sbornikl (1945): 227-48.

Saradi-Mendelovici, Helen. “Christian Attitudes tawls Pagan Monuments in Late
Antiquity and Their Legacy in Later Byzantine Cemgs.” Dumbarton Oaks Papers
44 (1990): 47-61.

Scarborough, John. “Beans, Pythagoras, TaboosAaciént Dietetics."Classical World75
(1982): 355-58

Schamp, Jacques. “Rhetor, Philosoph und ‘Stunkmubibns Bild in der eigenen und in
spaterer Zeit bis zum Ende von Byzanz.'Dion von Prusa: Der Philosoph und sein
Bild, ed. H.-G. Nesselrath and Eugenio Amato, 259-8@pta antiquis posterioris ad
ethicam religionemque pertitentia 13. Tubingen: M8kebeck, 2009.

Schanz, M. “Arethas verfasser von scholien zu Rlathilologus34 (1876): 374-75.

Schirren, Thomas. “Irony Versus Eulogy: TWiga Apolloniias Metabiographical Fiction.” In
Theios Sophistes: Essays on Flavius Philostratuisa VApollonii, ed. Kristoffel
Demoen and Danny Praet, 161-86. Mnemosyne, biblaticlassica Batava 305.
Leiden: Brill, 2009.

Schneider, Jean. “Les scholies de Lucien et laittbadparocemiographique.” lhucien de
Samosate: Actes du colloque international de Lyogamisé au Centre d’études
romaines et gallo-romaines, les 30 septembre—1taboe 1993 ed. A. Billault, 191
204. Lyons: De Boccard, 1994.

Severyns, A. “Aréthas et I¥enetusd’Homere.” Bulletin de la classe des lettres et des
sciences morales et politiquds (1951): 279-320.

Recherches sur la Chrestomathie de Proclos, prenparte: Le Codex 239 de
Photios I, étude paléographique et critiqubliotheque de la Faculté de philosophie
et lettres de I'Université de Liege 78. Paris: Hacde philosophie et lettres, 1938.

Share, Michael, eddpéfo Kaicopeiog oydria eic v Hoppvpiov Eicaywynv xai tog

"Apiororédovg Karnyopiog = Arethas of Caesarea’s Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge
and Aristotle’s Categories (Codex Vaticanus Urbin@saecus 35): A Critical

98



CEU eTD Collection

Edition. Corpus philosophorum medii aevi: Commentaria iisthtelem byzantina 1.
Athens: Academy of Athens, 1994.

Sidebottom, Harry. “Dio of Prusa and the FlaviamBsty.” Classical Quarterly46 (1996):
447-56.

Sifakis, G. M. “Looking for the Tracks of Oral Tnédn in Medieval and Early Modern
Greek Poetic Works.Journal of the Hellenic Diaspora7 (2001): 61-86.

Skov, G. E. “The Priestess of Demeter and KorelardRole in the Initiation of Women at
the Festival of the Haloa at Eleusi$émenod1 (1975): 136-47.

Sonny, Adolf.Ad Dionem Chrysostomum analedkaev: Zavadzkianis, 1896.

. “Zur handschriftlichen Uberlieferung dgien Chrysostomos.Jahrbiicher fiir
classische Philologi&2 (1886): 95-96.

Sophocles, E. AGreek Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine Periadm(B. C. 146 to A. D.
1100) New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1900.

Speyer, Wolfgang. “Zum Bild des Apollonios von Tyalbei Heiden und ChristenJahrbuch
fur Antike und Christenturh7 (1974): 47-63.

Spiro, Friedrich. “Ein Leser des Pausanias.’Hestschrift Johannes Vahlen, zum sieben-
zigsten Geburtstag, gewidmet von seinen SchiétnWilhelm von Hartel, 129-38.
Berlin: G. Reimer, 1900.

Staab, Karl.Pauluskommentare aus der griechischen Kirche auterkahandschriften
gesammeltMinster: Aschendorff, 1933.

Stahlin, Otto, ed.Clemens Alexandrinus, Band |.: Protrepticus und Raggdus Die
griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der erswdmei Jahrhunderte 12. Leipzig:
Hinrichs, 1905.

.Untersuchungen Uber die Scholien zu Clemens Alexarsd Beilage zum
Jahresbericht des Nurnberger Gymnasiums. NurnBetg:Stich, 1897.

Thompson, E. MAN Introduction to Greek and Latin Palaeograpl@xford: Clarendon
Press, 1912.

Trombley, Frank R. “Paganism in the Greek Worldret End of Antiquity: The Case of
Rural Anatolia and Greecetfarvard Theological Review8 (1985): 327-52.

Vandersleyen, Claude. “La date de la prefectur8afsianus Hierocles en Egypte (& propos
di PCairo Boak 57049).Journal of Juristic Papyrolog$3 (1961): 109-22.

Vitrac, Bernard. “Les scholies grecques atkmentsd’Euclide.” Revue d'histoire des
science$6 (2003): 275-92.

99



CEU eTD Collection

Vogel, K. “Buchstabenrechnung und indische Ziffam Byzanz.” In Akten des XI.
Internationalen Byzantinistenkongressiiinchen, 1958ed. Franz Joseph Ddlger
and Hans-Georg Beck, 660—64. Munich: C. H. Beck019

Vladimir, Archimandrite. Cucmevamuyeacoe onucarnie pyxkonucer Mock0sCkOu CurOoanbHOLU
(nampiapwerr) 6uoniomexu. Moscow: Sinodal’'naja tip., 1894.

Westerink, L. G.Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy: lkidiciion, Text,
Translation and IndicesAmsterdam: North-Holland Pub. Co., 1962.

, edArethae archiepiscopi Caesariensis Scripta minofa vols. Bibliotheca
scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubnerianaziggiffeubner, 1968-1972.

. “Marginalia by Arethas in Moscow Greek [%l.” Byzantion42 (1972): 196—
244,

. “Proclus, Procopius, Pselludriemosynd 0 (1942): 275-80.

Westerink, L. G. and B. Laourdas. “Scholia by AethinVindob. phil. gr.314.” ‘EAdnvixa
17 (1962): 105-31.

Whittaker, J. “Arethas and th€ollection philosophiqué In Paleografia e codicologia
greca: Atti del Il colloquio international, BerlikVolfenbiittel 17—21 ottobre 198&d.

Dieter Harlfinger and Giancarlo Prato, 1:513-21vd!s. Biblioteca di scrittura e
civita 3. Rome: Ed. dell'Orso, 1991.

Wilson, N. G. “A Chapter in the History of Schofi&lassical Quarterlyl7 (1967): 244-56.

. “Books and Readers in Byzantium.” Byzantine Books and Bookmen: A
Dumbarton Oaks Colloquiumed. Ihor Setenko and Cyrii Mango, 1-15.
Washington: Dumbarton Oaks, 1975.

. “Did Arethas Read Athenaeud@urnal of Hellenic Studie82 (1962): 147-48.

.Mediaeval Greek Bookhands: Examples Selected froeekGManuscripts in
Oxford Libraries Repr. ed. Medieval Academy Books 81. Cambridgegsiv
Medieval Academy of America, 1995.

. “PhotiusBibliotheca A Supplementary Note.Greek, Roman, and Byzantine
Studiesl? (1971): 559-60.

Photius, TheBibliotheca:A Selection Translatedvith Notes London: Duckworth,
1994.

Scholars of ByzantiuniRevised edition. London: Duckworth, 1996.

. “Scholiasts and Commentato@Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studi€éq2007):
39-70.

. “Some Palaeographical Not&dssical Quarterlyl0 (1960): 199-204.

100



CEU eTD Collection

. “The Church and Classical Studies in Bymam.” Antike und Abendland6
(1970): 68-77.

. “The Composition of Photil&bliotheca” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies

9 (1968): 451-55,

. “The Relation of Text and Commentary neeé® Books.” InAtti del Convegno
Internazionale “Il Libro e il Testo,” Urbino, 20-23%ettembre 1982ed. Cesare
Questa and Renato Raffaelli, 103—10. Publicazieflihiversita di Urbino, Science
umane 1. Urbino: Universita degli studi di Urbii®84.

Winter,Richard.De Luciani scholiis quaestiones selectBéssertatio inauguralis, Universitat
Leipzig, 1908.

West, M. L. ‘lliad andAithiopis” Classical Quarterly53 (2003): 1-14.
Zardini, E. “Sulla biblioteca dell’arcivescovo Aeetli Cesarea (IX—X secolo).” lakten des

XI. Internationalen Byzantinistenkongressus, Mun¢ch&958 ed. Franz Joseph
Ddlger and Hans-Georg Beck, 671-78. Munich: C. eck3 1960.

101



	Acknowledgements
	Table of contents
	List of figures
	List of abbreviations
	Introduction
	I. The Library and Scholia of Arethas of Caesarea
	1.1 D'Orville 301 (Euclid)
	1.2 E. D. Clarke 39 (Plato)
	1.3 Urb. gr. 35 (Porphyry, Aristotle)
	1.4 Par. gr. 2951 + Laur. 60.3 (Aelius Aristides)
	1.5 Harley 5694 (Lucian)
	1.6 Par. gr. 451 (early Christian apologists)
	1.7 Vallic. gr. F 10 (79) (nomocanon)
	1.8 GIM 231 (theological miscellany)
	II. The Scholia on Philostratus' Ta es ton Tyanea Apollonion in Laur. 69.33
	2.1 Laur. 69.33 (Philostratus)
	2.2 Relationship to Urb. gr. 124 (Dio Chrysostom)
	2.3 Scholia on grammar and syntax
	2.4 Scholia referencing classical authors
	2.5 Scholia of antiquarian interest
	2.6 Geographical scholia
	III. The Christian Polemic against Philostratus and Apollonius of Tyana
	3.1 Apollonius of Tyana in Late Antiquity
	3.2 Apollonius of Tyana in Byzantium
	3.3 Apollonius Magus in the margins of Laur. 69.33
	3.4 Scholia mentioning Christ and the Christians
	3.5 The miracles of Apollonius
	3.6 Scholia addressing Philostratus
	Conclusion
	Appendix: Scholia inedita in Flavii Philostrati Vitam Apollonii
	Bibliography



