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Zu einigen skythischen Glossen

Abstract. Der skythische Name der Amazonen, von Herodot als Oidrpata
(Olvpmata) wiedegegeben und als ‘Méannertoterinnen’ {ibersetzt, wird zu
*OtBpmata verbessert und als Zusammenstellung von altiranisch v79r-
‘Krieger’ und *pat-ay- ‘schlagen, schneiden” erklart. Die skythischen Glossen
bei Hesychius adigér “Heuschrecke’ und dnor “‘Sinn” werden zu altiranisch
matika- bzw. manah- gestellt und einer dem Baktrischen nahestehenden
mitteliranischen Sprache zugeschrieben, wo ein vorgestellter m-haltiger
Artikel zu einer falschen Zerlegung fiihren konnte.

Schlufiworter: Glossen, Skythisch, Altiranisch, Baktrisch, Herodot, Hesychius.

Mein Interesse an den nordpontischen Iraniern reicht mehr als dreifig
Jahre zuriick, in eine Zeit, als ich die ersten, immer noch unsicheren
Schritte in das Feld der indogermanischen Philologie machte. Dabei
konnte ich, wie auch sonst, mit der Unterstutzung meiner Professorin
und Doktormutter Ljiljana Crepajac rechnen. Unter ihrer Betreuung
ist auch meine Magisterarbeit entstanden, wo die skythischen Sprach-
reste, darunter skythische Glossen, einen wichtigen Platz einnehmen;’
ihr sei die vorliegende Abhandlung als Zeichen meiner Dankbarkeit
gewidmet.

In der fast zweihundert Jahre langen Forschungsgeschichte des
Skythischen, einschliefslich meiner eigenen Bemiihungen, fiel mir immer
wieder eine unberuhigende Tatsache auf. Wahrend man aus dem
iiberlieferten Namengut mehr oder weniger iiberzeugende Erkenntnisse

! Znadaj konteksta onomastickih podataka u izu¢avanju relikinih jezika (»Die Bedeutung des
Kontextes von Namenbelegen in der Erforschung der Reliktsprachen«), Philosophische
Fakultat der Belgrader Universitit, 1986; sie blieb unverdffentlicht, aber in meinen nach-
folgenden Arbeiten konnte ich manches daraus weiterentwickeln und vom methodo-
logischen Standpunkt aus diirften die Beobachtungen tiiber das, was ich Kryptoglosse
nenne, ihren Wert behalten.
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iiber das Iraniertum der Skythen und die Stelle ihrer Mundart innerhalb
des altiranischen Sprachkomplexes ziehen konnte, stehen die wenigen
skythischen Glossen allen bisherigen Deutungen wider. Das heifst, daf3
unsere Aufschliisse auf einer unsicheren Grundlage beriihen, die aus
den Wortern besteht, deren Bedeutungen von uns nur erschlossen
werden, und dafd sie in den erstklassigen Zeugnissen — den Féllen, wo
unsere Quellen samt der skythischen Wortform auch ihre Bedeutung
wiedergeben — keine entscheidende Bestatigung finden, was ja Raum fiir
Zweifel an die Einordnung des Skythishen als altiranische Sprache und
fiir Spekulationen iiber seinen nicht-iranischen und sogar nicht-indoger-
manischen, oder mindenstens gemischten Charakter 1dit.” Vor einigen
Jahren habe ich schon auf dieses methodologische Problem hingewiesen
(Loma 2009, 63):
Our knowledge of Scythian is based mainly on etymologies of proper names,
whereas the glosses beyond expectation proved so far less “etymologizable” than
the onomastic material. It may be due partly to the unreliability of our sources —
we always have reason to suspect the Scythian word of being misunderstood by
Greek or Roman glossator or simply corrupted — and partly to the faultiness of
our premises.
Mit dem letzteren meinte ich die tief eingewurzelte und immer noch vor-
herrschende Uberzeugung, die Skythen seien sprachliche Vorfahren der
Sarmaten und letzten Endes der heutigen Osseten, die m.M.n. das Erkennen
der distinktiven Lautmerkmale des Skythischen im Kreise der altiranischen
Mundarten weiterhin stort.” Eigentlich versuchte ich in der Arbeit aus 2009
durch die Interpretation einer skythischen Glosse die Giiltigkeit der von mir
fiir das Skythische angenommenen Lautgesetze zu priifen und gleichzeitig
die Perspektiven vorzustellen, die uns ihre Anwendung offnet. Ob sich
jemand von den Vertretern der communis opinio dadurch {iberzeugen lief3
oder nicht, bleibt fiir uns alle auflerhalb dieser strittigen Fragen ein
gemeinsamer Spielraum iibrig, wo die unbestrittenen Lautgesetze des
Altiranischen in Kraft nach wie vor sind, und ich glaube, daf} sich auch von
diesem Ausgangspunkt her mancher skythische Sprachrest plausibler als
bisher erklaren 1afit. Nach einem namenkundlichen Versuch (Loma 2011),
wende ich mich jetzt einer der wenigen Glossen zu, die in der wert-
vollsten Quelle fiir die Skythen und ihre Sprache, die auf uns gekommen

28 u. A. 9 u. 22.

* Loma 2000, wo ich in Grundlinien Witczak 1992 folge.
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ist, zu finden sind, dem skythischen I4gos Herodots.* Sie sind insgesamt
drei,” und alle wurden im Laufe der letzten rund zweihundert Jahre, von
den Anfingen der vergleichenden Sprachwissenschaft bis heute,
wiederholten Deutungsversuchen unterworfen; trotzdem wage ich hier
iiber eine davon einige neuen Beobachtungen zu machen.

Es ist vom skythischen Namen der Amazonen die Rede, den Herodot
IV 110 als Oidpmata anfiihrt, mit ‘dvdgooktévol” iibersetzt und aus
skythisch oldép ‘Mann’ und mata ‘toten’ erklart.” Hier liegt also eine
Doppelglosse vor, wo ein angeblich zusammengesetztes Wort in seine
Bestandteile zerlegt und dann jedes Glied abgesondert gedeutet wird.”
Die lange und reiche Problemgeschichte mdchte ich hier so knapp wie
moglich zusammenfassen. Von jenen abgesehen, die dem ganzen Na-
men eine ganz andere Bedeutung als die bei Herodot angegebene — z.B.
‘die Einbrustigen’® — zumuten, herrscht beziiglich der ersteren Glosse
Einstimmigkeit, indem man in oi6g seit Kaspar Zeufi eine Wiedergabe
von altiran. vira- “‘Mann, Held’ erkennt,” wahrend iiber maté Meinungen
weit auseinandergehen. Von einen wird die herodotische Ubersetzung in

* Es sei auch hier an den methodologischen Ansatz erinnert, den VASMER formuliert
hat, es empfiehle sich, fiir skythisch nur das zu halten, was Herodot oder noch éltere
Quellen als skythisch bezeichnen (1923, 112). Ja stammt die in meiner Arbeit aus 2009
behandelte Glosse aus einer spéteren Zeit, als die Mischung der Skythen mit den
Sarmaten schon im Gang war, so daf$ das »Spétskythische«, das ich dort erkannt zu
haben glaube, schon nicht zu Vasmers »Echtskythischen« gehdren diirfte.

® Die anderen zwei sind IV 27 Agiuaonol pouvopOaipol und IV 52 EEaunaiog:
Toai 6dot.

bt ¢ Apalovag kaAéovot LxvOat Oidomata, dvvatatl d& 1O OOVOUA TOUTO KATX
EAAGDa YA@WOTOTAV vOQOKTOVOL 0100 YAQ KAAEOLTL AvOQQ, TO OE TaTa KTELVELV.

7 Es ist mit AQuaoTol IV 27 dasselbe der Fall, nicht aber mit EEapmaiog IV 52.

8 So HINGE 2005, 94 ff., zu altiran. aiva- “ein” und varah- ‘Brust’, mit Hinweis auf die
Angabe in der hippokratischen Schrift de aere XVII 3, dafd die sauromatischen Miitter
die rechte Brust ihrer kleinen Madchen wegbrennen. Nun weicht diese Deutung
stark nicht nur von der angegebenen Ubersetzung, sondern auch von der {iberlie-
ferten Namenform ab.

° Zeuss 1837, 294 f.; MULLENHOFF 1892, 106; MARQUART 1905, 79 (der eine skythische
Nebenform *waira(a)- ansetzt), VASMER 1923, 117 f. u.a.m., vgl. jiingst CHEUNG 2002,
41, 193, MAYRHOFER 2006, 14. Zuriickhaltend CHrisTOL 1987, 217 A. 3, jedoch hilft
seine Anahme in oior- einer Vorstufe von abchasisch w(a)y’ “‘Mensch’ kaum weiter.
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Frage gestellt — in der Tat handle es sich um altiran. pat(n)i- ‘Herr(in)"" -
von anderen die wiedergegebene Lautgestalt verschiedentlich verbessert
- zu *pagta ‘Toterinen’," *Cata = ja-ta dass.,” *yvata ‘totend”.”

Mir sieht die Sachlage genau umgekehrt aus. Was matd: krtetverv
betrifft, finde ich den alten Vergleich mit osset. fadyn ‘aufschlagen,
zerhacken, zerspalten, durchségen’"* sowohl lautlich als auch semantisch
einleuchtend, vgl. einerseits belutschisch patay ‘abhauen’, wodurch
altiran. *pat- gesichert wird,” andererseits das Wortgebrauch von
‘schlagen, schneiden’ im Sinne von ‘erschlagen, toten’, wie etwa in skr.
Qlavo-s(j)ek, russ. golovo-rez “Toter’, wortlich ‘Kopfabschneider’. Dagegen
ist die Deutung von oi6g als vira- kaum einwandfrei, denn der grie-
chischen Buchstabenfolge 1dfit sich kaum ungezwungen die angenom-
mene altiranische Lautung entnehmen. Was die erste Silbe betrifft, oi- fiir
vi- ist in der griechischen Wiedergabe des altiranischen Sprachgutes
m.W. sonst unbelegt; dem Regel nach, wird dafiir 0- geschrieben, in

1% Schon Zeu8 stellt a.a.0. °“tatd zu »zend. paitis, sanskr. patis, lit. pats (dominus)«
unter Berufung auf gr. T'vvawokgatovuevor, wodurch (Pseudo-)Skylax die
Sarmaten an der Maeotis bezeichnet; Miillenhoff a.a.O. erwagt einen Nom. pl. patayd,
wiéhrend Vasmer a.a.O. den Plural von virapaOni bevorzugt.

" So ABAEV 1947, 172 f., vgl. 176, 188; ders. 1979, 295, der sich fiir seinen Verbes-
serungsvorschlag auf die von Hesych wiedergegebene Lesart opudtal stiitzt, die
wohl durch Anlehnung an den Namen des Volkes Lavgopdtal entstanden ist;
Herodot fiigt ja die uns interessierende Glosse in den Kontext seiner Erzahlung iiber
die Herkunft der Sauromaten ein; zum Abfall von oi- s.u. SCHMEJA 1974, 185-189
schlagt vor, ovouagta zu lesen und mit Yavooudtat gleichzusetzen, wo er eine
Ableitung von airan. sura-ma(r)ta- ‘Heldentdter” annimmt.

2 Schon von Marquart a.a.0. wird *ologlatd als Pluralbildung zu av. vira-jan-
‘Ménner tétend” erwogen, aber als »zu kithn« zugunsten von *-I<N>ATA abgelehnt,
von HuMBACH 1960, 323 f. wieder aufgegriffen, vgl. Mayrhofer a.a.O.

" So Marquart, vgl. die vorausgehende Anmerkung.

 Wilhelm Tomaschek, Die Pamir-Dialekte, Centralasiatische Studien 2, Wien 1880,
861; mir unzugénglich, nach VASMER 1923, 118 zitiert.

> Das Belutschische (Balochi) bewahrt die airan. stimmloses -t- in der zwischen-
vokalischen Stellung (ELFENBEIN 1989, 353). Vgl. ABAEV 1, 415 £., wo er (iron.) fadyn als
Kausativ zu fadyn ‘sich spalten’ interpretiert und mit dem belutschischen Verb
zusammenstellt; auflerhalb des Iranischen lafit sich mit diesen iranischen Verben
wohl arm. hatanem ‘schneide ab’ vergleichen, schwierig aber, wegen des Zerebrals,
aind. patayati ‘reifie auf, zerreifSe, spalte’, vgl. zuletzt MAYRHOFER EWAIa 2, 67.
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Herodots Geschichtsschreibung (vgl. etwa Ydaovng, Yotaonng = Vidar-
na, Viétdspa),l6 wie auch anderswo (z.B. Yotaomnng auch bei Ktesias,
Scamrrt 2006, 123 ff.); mitunter kommt auch i- vor, wie in Tvtadévng
Hdt. III 70 usw. = Vindafarna- (ScHmITT 1967, 120 f.). Das Wort vira- selbst
als Vorderglied eines PN wird mutmaflich einmal 0po- (Yoowadng = *Vi-
rayauda-?) geschrieben (Hinz 1975, 264) und einmal an gr. iepog ‘heilig’
(Teoapévne = *Viramanah-?) angepafit (ebda. 263). Jedoch hat die
Schreibweise oi- (oder besser 01-?) fiir vi- (wi-) in Herodots Text an sich
nichts unwahrscheinlich. Nachdem v im Ionisch-Attischen nicht mehr
[u] sondern [ii] ausgesprochen war, bediente man sich, in ionischen
Inschriften Kleinasiens, des Omikrons um [u] als zweites Glied eines
Diphthongen zu schreiben (z.B. taota = tavta, Scamirt 1977, 101), und
auch ein iranisches v (w) wiederzugeben, vgl. die Legende OATA auf
den im 4. Jh. gepragten Miinzen, wohl abgekiirzt fiir *Oatadoaddtng =
Avtodpoaddtng der literarischen Quellen, altiran. *Vata-fradata- (SCHMITT
1982, 26 f., 2002, 95). Bei Herodot selbst finden wir Oa&dg als Wieder-
gabe des kretischen Ortsnamens fFafog ‘Axos’,"” ‘Oagog = altiran. *Varu-
‘breit’ als Flufnamen in Skythien,' und auch einen altpersischen PN auf
ot-, OioPalos / OlkBalos, wo man aber nicht einen Lautwert vi- er-
wigt.” Man kann sich fragen, ob den Formen mit altiran. v = ¢ der
handschriftlichen Uberlieferung wie Tvtadoévng (v.l. -péovng) = Vinda-
farnd- nicht etwa eine urspriingliche Schreibung *OINAA®EPNHX

16 ScHMITTT 1967, 127, wo er (Anm. 66) die Annahme Marquarts billigt, da wir fiir
Herodots Text wohl noch psilotisches U- annehmen diirfen, das erst bei der Umsetzung
ins Attische analog zu den Prapositionen U6, Umég etc. den spiritus asper erhielt.

' Wo eine Aussprache mit bilabialem w anzunehmen ist, vgl. LEJEUNE 1972, 177.

'8 Der skythische Name des Dnepr, von Herodot filschlich auf die Volga bezogen,
vgl. ScHRAMM 1973, 113-115 und jiingst Loma 2010, 11-13.

¥ *Viayubazu- nach Justi 1895, 232, HiNz 1975, 259, *Vahyavazda- nach SCHMITT 1967,
133 f. mit A. 131. Schon MULLENHOFF 1892, 106, der Vayabizu lafi, wies darauf
beziiglich seiner Interpretation von oidomata als virapatayo hin (s. o. Anm. 8, 9). Den
PN Oipdoac bei Ktesias interpretiert Scimirt 2006, 114 f. als Vahya- > Vahi-bara-.

11
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zugrundeliegt,” wo der erste Buchstabe als Artikel aufgefafit wurde.”
Ubrigens, als man im ersten nachchristlichen Jahrhundert fiir die schrift-
liche Wiedergabe einer iranischen Sprache, des Baktrischen, zum
griechischen Alphabet zuriickgrief, war es das Omikron, das dafiir
benutzt wurde, ein w in der vor- und zwischenvokalischen Stellung zu
schreiben, z.B. owomo fiir wispo “all, ganz’ (DAVARY 248). Folgich ist die
Annahme, dafl in oidgmata oi- fiir altiran. vi- steht, gewissermaflen
wahrscheinlich; mindestens lieff sich sie bislang durch eine andere
Lesung nicht entkréften.

Wenn also die Anfangssilbe keine grofien Bedenken erregt, kann man
nicht ohne weiteres annehmen, daff og in der zweiten Silbe ra
wiedergibt.” Eine Emendation zu *0ig0-, mit Ersatz des altiran. Binde-
vokals a4 durch das im Griechischen tiibliche o, 1afst sich vom text-
kritischen Standpunkt her nicht rechtfertigen; oo stellt die lectio difficilior
dar, die sich tibrigens durch das Hesychische dpudtau als alt erweist.”
Paldographisch wahrscheinlicher erscheint mir die Moglichkeit, daf8 ein
frither Kopist, oder Herodot selbst, *OI®PITATA seiner Vorlage als
OIOPIIATA verlesen hat. Daraus ergébe sich *ot0p- = altiran. v79r- als

* Angesichts der Tatsache, dafi im Ostoionischen das Digamma von den friihesten
Inschriften nicht im Gebrauch war, erscheint die alternative Schreibweise
*FINAADEPNHY wenig wahrscheinlich. Ja ist es immer noch moglich, dafs bei der
Grazisierung des Namens sein anlautendes V- vollig unbeachtet blieb.

' Durch solch eine falsche Zerlegung erkldrt sich der Abfall von oi- in dgudtat ol
avdgoktovol (s.o. Anm. 11), dazu LATTE 1966, 776 und jiingst Schmitt 2004, 307. Es
sieht aus, als ob in der Glosse des Hesychs oi, das sich aus dem herodotischen
Kontext nicht ableiten 143t (man wiirde at erwartet), auf das vom skythischen Wort
abgetrenntes oi- zuriickgehen konnte, als Artikel aufgefaffit und dann dem
griechischen Wort vorgesetzt. Vgl. auch Hdt. IV 154 ed. Legrand die Lesart 6&&og
neben A&og fiir Oa&dg (s.0.).

2 Fiir BrusT 2008, 486 ff., der ebenfalls an die Deutung oi6p = vira- zweifelt, stellt sich
das Problem umgekehrt, indem er betont, unter Hinweis auf ScHMITT 1967, dass
Herodot sonst eine fremde Lautfolge vi- mit U- oder gar nicht wiedergebe, wihrend
oo fiir ra ihn anscheinend nicht stort; er erwagt sogar, von der Lesart aidg® aus-
gehend, ein Vorderglied arya-, nur aber um zum defétistischen Schlufs zu kommen,
das Wort scheine nicht iranisch zu sein, und vielleicht sei es gar nicht indoger-
manisch.

®Vgl. 0. Anm. 10 u. 18.
12
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schwacher Stamm zu jav. vitar- ‘der nachjagt, Verfolger,* was ein
Nomen Agentis zu jav. vaéiti ‘verfolgt’, aind. véti dass., lith. vyti ‘treiben,
verfolgen, nachjagen’ (LIV 668 f.), serb. vijati dass.” ist. Fiir das
Skythische wére die Bedeutung ‘Krieger’ anzunehmen, vgl. von der-
selben Wurzel sogd. w'ywk ‘Jager’, slav. *vojo ‘Kampfer, Soldat’, serb. (im
Volkslied) vojno “‘Mann, Gemahl” usw. Bedeutungsmafiig steht *'Krieger
niederhauend, niedermetzelnd’ der griechischen Ubersetzung &vdgo-
ktovog ziemlich nahe.

Tréfe unsere Deutung zu, dann liefSe sich oidpmata: dvdgokTdvoL am
ehesten als airan. vidr-patah, Nom./AKk. pl. zu vidr-pat- interpretieren.
Die Sachlage ist aber nicht so einfach. Im Unterschied zu den vedischen
und avestischen Kompositen mit einem Stamm auf -tr als Vorderglied
wie ved. pitr-sad-, avest. atra-korat-, atara-savah-,* wire hier wegen 9 ein
konsonantisches, nicht silbenhaftes r anzunehmen, was ja im gegebenen
Lautkontext nicht erwartet wird. Eher als einen Sonderfall des Komposi-
tionssandhi, bin ich dazu geneigt, hier eine Riickbildung vom schwachen
Kasusstamm in Kauf zu nehmen, und von einem Akkusativ- oder
Genitivsyntagma *vidras patah ‘die Krieger erschlagend” bzw. *vidram
patah ‘der Krieger Morder(innen)’ auszugehen. Das hiefle, dafy der
herodotischen Glosse keine eigentliche Namenbildung im angegebenen
Sinn zugrundeliegt, aus den angegebenen Gliedern bestehend, sondern
eher eine ad hoc Erklarung des skythischen Amazonennamens, ver-
mutlich durch einen Kenner des Skythischen abgegeben, der darin zwei
anklingende Worter dieser Sprache, *vitar- / vidr- und *pat-ay- erkannt
zu haben glaubte. Wahrscheinlich hat er die wahre Etymologie des
Namens verkannt, und zwar nicht ohne Schaden fiir die iberlieferte
Namenform, die durch seinen Deutungsversuch beeinflufst worden sein
kann. Folglich diirfte die sprachliche Realitdt, die hinter der herodo-
tischen Angabe steht, skythisch *010p- ‘Krieger (0.d.) und mata-
‘schlagen’ sein, nicht aber *ot0p-ntata- ‘Méannertoter(in)’.

* Belegt vita Nom. sg. Yt. 1, 13 und vitaram Acc. sg. Yt. 17, 12.

 Es erklart sich ungezwungen als Iterativum zum (unbelegten) ursl. *viti, das zu lit.
vyti genau entspréache, ging aber im Slavischen wegen der Homonymie zu *viti
‘winden, wickeln’ verloren.

* Wo at(a)ro- fiir aty- steht, vgl. DUCHESNE-GUILLEMIN 1936, 20, weiter mpers. Adur’ in
den zusammengesetzen PN vom Typ Adurbad < Atarapata- (GIGNOUX 1986, 30 f.).

13
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Anschlieffend mochte ich auf zwei skythischen Glossen bei Hesychius
Riicksicht nehmen, &dryop ‘Heuschrecke’ und &vop ‘Geist, Sinn,
Vernunft (gr. voug), da sie denselben Auslaut wie o0iog aufweisen. Samt
einer dritten, &yAv ‘Schwan’, werden sie durch gleiche Wendung vmo
YxvOwv attribuiert, was darauf hinweist, dafs alledrei ein und derselben
Quelle entnommen sind. Keine davon wurde bis heute {iberzeugend
gedeutet. Die Glosse &dryog: toofaAAic wurde von TOMASCHEK 1880, 63
als andi-kara- ‘Eier-macher’, von TRUBACEvV 1977, 19; 1999, 220 f. als
“adi- gar- ‘Nahrungsfresser’ gedeutet” und von CHRIsTOL 1987, 218 ff. als
kaukasisch in Zusammenhang mit den Stammesnamen im Kaukasus-
gebiet gr. Boovxot ‘Heuschrecken” bei Procop, Adyger ‘Tscherkessen’,
Digorier Teilstamm der Osseten gebracht. Fiir &vop' vovug schlug
Witczak 1992, 58 eine sonst unbelegte airan. Vorlage *anu-wira- vor.”
Skythisch &yAv: kvxvog wurde von Lagarde” mit dem armenischen
Vogelnamen angl verglichen, der aber eine ganz andere Vogelart be-
zeichnet.*® Das Fazit heiflt, daR sich keine von drei Glossen aus irani-

¥ Unter Hinweis auf die griechische Nebenform tow&aAAig ‘Heuschrecke’, die eine
Ableitung von towyw nahe bringt. Diese Etymologie soll sich in den Rahmen von
Trubacevs Hypothese eines indoarischen Substrats im nordlichen Schwarzmeer-
gebiet einfiigen, denn das Vorderglied *idi- ‘Nahrung’ sei nur dem Indoarischen und
nicht dem Iranischen bekannt; was jedoch °gar- betrifft, kommt es in dieser
Lautgestalt im Avestischen aspo.gar-, nara.gar- ‘Rosse / Manner verschlingend” vor,
im Altindischen aber als °gir-, vgl. MAYRHOFER EWAia 1, 469. Mit demselben
Hinterglied rechnet WiTczak 1992, 56, der als Vorderglied (iranisch-)skythisch *ioi-
‘Grafy’ annimmt, zu dem aber er kein iranisches Gegenstiick anfiihren kann, nur toch.
A ati- ‘GrafS’ und das vermutlich daraus entlehnte tiirk. of dass. Jiingst wurde eine
ganz dhnliche Deutung, als airan. *Hadi-gar(-a-) oder -x‘ar(-a-) ‘Essenfresser’ von
BrusT vorgeschlagen (2008, 43 f.), ohne ihre Vorlaufer zu erwahnen.

® *ghuwira- ebda. ist offensichtlich ein Druckfehler. Ablehnend MAYRHOFER 2006, 12.
Brust 2008, 486 f. nimmt an, dass &vop auf die Lesart aiog in Hdt. IV 110 zuriickegeht;
dieser Annahme widerspricht nicht nur das Auseinandergehen der Ubersetzungen,
‘Mann, Held" bei Herodot, ‘Geist, Sinn, Verstand’ bei Hesychius, sondern auch die
Zuordnung der Hesychius-Glosse 0Urto XxvOwv, die, wie oben gesagt, darauf hinweist,
dass sie mit dyAv: kUkvog und adrydo* TQ0EAAAIS zusammengehort.

* LAGARDE 1866, 277, vgl. LATTE 1953, 24, Mayrhofer a.a.O.

* Nicht den Schwan, wie es Lagarde a.a.O. angibt, sondern den Geier; in der altarme-
nischen Literatur wird dadurch regelméaflig gr. yoy widergegeben — so fiinfmal in
der Bibeliibersetzung und auch in einem griechisch-armenischen Wérterbuch zu Ga-
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schen Sprachmitteln iiberzeugend deuten 1df3t, mindestens in der iiber-
lieferten Form. Ja wurde fiir dyAv angesichts von aind. madgi- ‘ein
Wasservogel’, npers. may dass. die Emendierung zu *udyAv erwogen.”
Tatsdchlich wiirde auch in zwei anderen Féllen eine verbesserte Lesung
mit pa- anstelle von &- plausible etymologische Ankniipfungen er-
moglichen, fiir [p]avop an *manas, avest. mano ‘Geist, Sinn’, fiir [u]a-
Ouydp an npers. maig < *madika- ‘Heuschrecke’, osset. metyx dass. Die
Entstellung im Anlaut lafSt sich am ehesten durch falsche Zerlegung des
Wortes aus einer Sprache, die einen vorangestellten m-haltigen Artikel
besafl, wie etwa pa, po im Baktrischen, erkldren. Fiir die Entwicklung
-as > -or im Auslaut liegen keine Parallelen vor; es kann sich um ein
graphisches Phdnomen handeln.”” Eher als den nordpontischen Skythen,
sind diese Hesychius-Glossen ihren zentralasiatischen Verwandten, den
Saken zuzuschreiben, die von den Griechen ebenfalls als »Skythen«
benannt wurden, geographisch als »oberhalb Baktriens wohnend« be-
stimmt,” und nicht bevor der Entstehung des griechisch-baktrischen
Reiches zu datieren, viellecht erst nach seiner Eroberung durch diese
nordlichen Nachbarn in der zweiten Halfte des 2. vorchristlichen Jh.s.,
infolgedessen sich einzelne skythisch-sakische Stamme dort nieder-
lieen, nach denen Sakastana, das heutige Sistan seinen Namen bekam.
Unser Baktrisches, dessen Denkmaler aus einer spateren Zeit, zwischen
dem 1. und 9. Jh. n. Chr., stammen, diirfte durch Mischung der altira-
nischen Mundart Baktriens mit den Sprachmerkmalen dieser Eroberer
und Ansiedler entstanden sein und folglich von einem Griechen nicht
ganz zu Unrecht als »skythich« bezeichnet werden. Tatsachlich weisen
bei unseren drei Glossen neben den obenerwdhnten Anlauts- und

len — wiahrend fiir xVkvog in den beiden Quellen karap steht (GREPPIN 1988, 172 f.).
BrusT 2008, 42 f. hélt es fiir mdoglich, dass eine Bezeichnung fiir den Adler bzw. Geier
auf den Schwan angewendet werden kénne bzw. umgekehrt.

' Witczak 1992, 53, ablehnend Mayrhofer a.a.O., vgl. ders., EWAia 2, 301, wo er den
Zusammenhang zwischen dem altindischen und dem neupersischen Vogelnamen als
moglich, wenn nicht gesichert, betrachtet.

% Es ist mir denkbar, daf das herodotische 0i6g* &vrjo — vermutlich statt *oiBp ver-
schrieben — dem spéteren Glossator vor Augen schwebte als Vorbild eines
»skythischen« Nominativs, nach dem er die Formen *(u)avo, *(1)adryo zusitzlich
»skythisierte«.

* ot Umeg e Bartoaviic TvBat Strabo 115, 14; vgl. 111, 3, 17.
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Auslautserscheinungen (Abfall von m-, -as > -0 (?), auf eine dem Bak-
trischen wenn nicht identische, jedenfalls naheverwandte Sprache auch
die mitteliranischen Lautentwicklungen hin, die ihm eigen sind: t, k
intervokalisch > d, g in *[u]adiyd{o} wenn aus < *matika-, d > 0 > [ in
*[u]dyAv wenn aus *madgqu- (vgl. SiMs-WiLLIAMS 233).* Im letzteren Wort
wire auch die Metathese Ig > gl (oder schon dg > gd) anzunehmen, die
den Lautumstellungen dhnelt, die fiir das Ossetische charakteristisch
sind und sich bis zum Sarmatischen zuriickverfolgen lassen.”
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AzekcaHgap /JoMa
dnaozodpckn Ppakyarer, beorpas

O nojeanHM CKUTCKMM raocaMa

ArncrpaxT

Cxnrcko mMe AMa3soHKHM, KoJ XepogoTa rpedaro kao Oidrpata (Oldomarta) u
IIpeBeA€HO Kao ‘/byAoMopke’, 6uBa rorpasbeHo y *Ol0pmata 1 objalmeHo Kao
CII0j CTapOMpaHCKUX peunt vidr- ‘paTHUK U *pat-ay- ‘cehn’. CKuTcke raoce Kog,
Xecuxuja adigor ‘ckakasary’ und dnor ‘(pa3)ym’ 40BoJe ce y Be3y ca cTupaH. matika-
O4H. manah- Y IPUIINCYjy HEKOM CpeAhelPaHCKOM je3MKy HaAMK Ha OaKTpUjcKy,
r/e je m- MOTA0 OTIACTHM IIOIITO je cxBaheHOo Kao IpeIoHNpaH YAaH.

Kawyune pedu: TA0Ce, CKUTCKM, CTAPOMPAHCKY, OaKTPUjCKM, XepoaoT, Xecuxuje.

% Mir lag der Nachdruck in ders., Schriften zur slavischen Altertumskunde und
Namenkunde 1, Berlin 1971, S. 106-170, vor.

¥ Mir lag 2. unverinderte Auflage, Gottingen 1904, vor.
18



UDK 821.14'02.09-13 Xomep ID 208259596

Christine Kossaifi
CELIS / Université Blaise Pascal, Clermont-Ferrand
christine.kossaifi@ac-orleans-tours.fr

Dans le cocon du mythe. Les raisons du silence de
Cassandre dans I"épopée homérique

Résumé : Si Eschyle est le poéte qui a le plus contribué a fixer I'image tragique
de Cassandre, la princesse troyenne devenue esclave d’Agamemnon n’est pas
absente de I'épopée homérique. Cependant, si I’aede semble étre parfaitement
conscient du potentiel, psychologique et poétique, de cette figure, il n’en
exploite pas la symbolique et laisse le mythe dans son cocon : troyenne et
femme, Cassandre doit rester un personnage épique, dont la voix ne peut se
faire entendre que sous l'autorité des Muses, desquelles le poete tient son
savoir, sa mémoire et sa place dans la société.

Mots-clés : Cassandre, Homere, Muses, épopée, mémoire, femme, Troie,
tragédie.

Dans lI'imaginaire collectif, Cassandre, c’est cette fille de Priam qui a requ
d’Apollon le don de prophétie, un don incomplet puisque le dieu,
auquel elle s’est refusée, I'a condamnée a ne jamais étre crue'. Victime de
la transe divine et de l'incrédulité générale, mais possédant un savoir
supérieur, cette figure complexe, essentiellement tragique, est d’abord
une création d’Eschyle, dont I’ Agamemnon dessine son lien avec Apollon
et sa qualité de prophétesse extatique. La piece pose également le
probléme de la survie mémorielle de cette connaissance, rattachant ainsi
Cassandre a la Titanide Mnémosyne, mere des neuf Muses, tout en
faisant implicitement d’elle I'image métaphorique du travail poétique.
Pourtant Homere ne connait ni 'enthousiasme de la possession par le
dieu ni la capacité a déchiffrer 1’avenir, aspects qui sont, par ailleurs, a
peine esquissés dans Les Chants Cypriens® ou La Petite Iliade.” Je voudrais
ici tenter de saisir les enjeux poétiques de 1’évanescence de Cassandre

'Sur le personnage de Cassandre, cf. Davreux 1942 ; Neblung 1997 ; Mazzoldi
2001 ; pour liconographie, se référer également au LIMC. Sur la Cassandre
anglaise, victorienne et burlesque, cf. Monrés Gaspar-Reece 2011, principalement
p. 21-58 (Cassandre d’Homere aux années 1600).
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dans I'épopée homérique, ce qui permettra peut-étre de mieux compren-
dre I’évolution future de la symbolique du personnage. Car, comme le
dit Pascal Quignard (2012), « tout mythe explique une situation actuelle
par le renversement d’une situation antérieure ». Revenons donc a l'ori-
gine littéraire du mythe, avant la réécriture eschyléenne et examinons
d’abord les diverses occurrences de Cassandre dans I'Iliade et I’ Odyssée.*

1 Les données homériques et leur signification

1.1 Cassandre, princesse troyenne : 'lIliade

Cassandre apparait d’abord, paradoxalement, sur le champ de bataille,
en lien avec la mort d’Othryonée, tué par Idoménée, au chant XIII,
consacré a la résistance des Achéens, qui, avec l'aide de Poséidon,
s'opposent a I'avancée des Troyens. Le verbe utilisé par Homere pour
dire cette mort, médve (v. 363), est tiré des nombreux synonymes qu’il a
a sa disposition”; le terme indique que le guerrier a été frappé, Oeivo,

*Le poéte n’indique pas clairement s'il s’agit simplement d'une capacité a interpréter
des données ou d’un véritable don prophétique. Rappelons que, pour la chronologie
de I'histoire, Les Chants Cypriens (attribués a Stasinos) précedent 1'Iliade, laquelle est
suivie de 1'Ethiopide attribuée a Arctinos de Milet, la Petite Iliade (Leschés de Lesbos),
I'Iloupersis ou Sac de Troie (Arctinos également) ; I'Odyssée est précédée par les Nostoi
(Agias de Trézene, Eumélos, Hégésias...) et suivie de la Télégonie (Eugammon de
Cyrene). Sur ces textes trés fragmentaires, cf. Kinkel 1877 ; voir aussi le résumé global
qu’en propose Proclus, dans sa Chrestomathie (éd. A Severyns), accessible en ligne
dans la traduction de G. Nagy (http://www.uh.edu/~cldue/texts/epiccycle. html).
Cependant, comme 1’a montré Burgess 2001, 172-175, le cycle épique reflete des
traditions antérieures aux épopées homériques dont il n’est pas dépendant (le lien a
été fait suite justement au résumé de Proclus, qui le présente comme devant combler
les vides de I'Iliade et de I’ Odyssée).

*Lesches de Lesbos accorde a Cassandre le pressentiment du caractére néfaste du
Cheval de Troie, mais cela ne fait pas du personnage une prophétesse ; cf. Kinkel
1877, 3-5.

I’évoque les problémes posés par la question homérique infra, note 33. Comme
I'ensemble de la communauté scientifique, je considére qu'Homere est 'auteur de
I'Iliade et de I’Odyssée (effets d’échos entre les deux épopées qui se répondent, au-dela
de leurs évidentes différences).

*Sur cet aspect, cf. Eck 2012, 177. Sur la « thanatologie homérique », voir Garland
1981, 43-60 (I’expression figure p. 51).
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avec, pour conséquence logique et voulue, son déces, povos.® Le vocabu-
laire ne distingue donc pas Othryonée de la longue liste des combattants
domptés par Ares, mais le poete, comme il le fait souvent, I'individualise
en suspendant son récit par une analepse de six vers (363-369), au terme
de laquelle il redit sa mort, de fagon plus détaillée (370-373), avant de
faire entendre les commentaires ironiques d’Idoménée (374-382). L’épi-
sode en lui-méme occupe donc en tout vingt vers sur un total de 837, soit
2,39% du chant. Le poéte nous dit qu'Othryonée était récemment venu
de Cabese (ville inconnue) a Troie attiré par «le bruit que faisait la
guerre » , TOAEOL0 peta kA€o, et avide de « gloire », selon 1'autre sens
du mot kAéog. Str de sa valeur, il avait promis a Priam de « chasser les
fils des Achéens de vive force loin de Troie » (367) en échange de la main
de sa fille « Cassandre, la premiere pour la beauté », €idog dototnv /
Kaooavdonv (365-366) et, sur la foi de sa parole, sans qu’il n’apporte
aucun présent (366), « le vieux Priam alors lui avait promis, garanti qu’il
la lui donnerait », t@ & 6 yéowv Ilptapog VMo T €oxeTo KAl KATE-
vevoe [/ dwoépeval (368-369). 11 se battait avec énergie, sur la foi de cette
promesse, lorsque, touché par Idoménée, il tombe avec fracas, provo-
quant les railleries de son adversaire sur le contrat de mariage passé avec
Priam. Sa mort donne ensuite lieu a un combat autour de son cadavre :
Asios, venu a la rescousse, est tué par Idoménée, et son cocher par An-
tiloque (383-401) avant que Déiphobe, affligé par la disparition d’Asios,
ne tue Hypsénor, a défaut d'Idoménée (402-416).

Cassandre, dont le nom est mis en valeur par le rejet en début de vers,
est caractérisée ici par sa grande beauté, marque également de sa
noblesse, aoiotv. Elément de « réalisme »°, elle permet d’ouvrir le récit
sur les a-cotés de la guerre, et d’évoquer le code social du mariage, fondé
sur un systeme de dons et de contre-dons. Mais 1’échange est biaisé
puisqu’il n’est basé que sur une promesse orale, marquée par le champ
lexical (Vmtéoxeto, OO T’ €oxeto kKal katévevoe, vmooxeoinot). Cette
anomalie et cette absence de dons, avaedvov, donnent lieu a la dérision

°Cf. I'analyse de Chantraine 1999, 425-426, qui souligne, & propos de mpdodpartog, le
lien avec la « technique de la chasse et de la péche ».

"Traduction Paul Mazon, Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 1949 ; contra : Eugene Lasserre
(« la gloire de la guerre I'avait attiré », Garnier-Flammarion, Paris, 1965, p. 223).

8Sur I'apparent réalisme d’"Homere, Scheinrealismus, cf. Wolf-Hartmut 1956.
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d’Idoménée, qui, lorsqu’il triomphe sur le cadavre d’Othryonée, reprend
cette thématique de la promesse (60" Uméotng, 6 O’ vméoyxeto Ovyatéoa
v, NUeIS TavTd Y’ ooxopevol) qui ne se concrétise dans aucun £dva
(¢edvwral, v. 382, qui conclut 'épisode). Le personnage de Cassandre est
ainsi l'objet passif d’une promesse qui s’avere étre du vide : elle est un
moyen de pathétique guerrier, les injures sur I’adversaire mort étant un
élément essentiel de la poésie homérique’ ; mais elle est aussi la belle
jeune fille destinée a rester vierge, sans voir se réaliser son mariage. La
projection dans un avenir qui lui permettrait son accomplissement social,
en tant que femme, lui est interdite. Or, c’est la, selon Mazzoldi'®, une des
constantes du mythe de Cassandre, depuis les sources les plus ancien-
nes : Cassandre est I'image de I'« inaccomplissement » permanent ; elle
est tendue, « projetée » vers ce but sans jamais I'atteindre. Sa féminité se
trouve ainsi figée, cristallisée dans une beauté stérile qui fait presque
d’elle une « non-femme ». On saisit ici tout le potentiel tragique de cette
tromperie qui constitue le destin de la Cassandre homérique.

La fille de Priam réapparait a la fin de I' lliade (XXIV 697-706) : lorsque
le vieux roi ramene le corps de son fils Hector a Troie, « nul homme,
nulle femme a la belle ceinture alors ne les reconnait » sauf « Cassandre,
pareille a I’Aphrodite d’or », &AA” doax Kaooavdon ikéAn xovon) Adoo-
dttn (v. 699). Elle se trouve sur l'acropole, d’ou elle apercoit les trois
protagonistes, cheminant vers la cité : Priam et son héraut, debout sur le
char, et le corps d'Hector, porté par les mules. Elle « gémit », kwkvoev,
et appelle alors tous les Troyens et Troyennes a « venir voir » (703-704) :
obéissant a sa voix, ils viennent tous pleurer Hector.

Homere semble avoir ici donné a Cassandre une capacité a voir par
avance ce dont les autres n’ont pas encore conscience ; si ce n’est pas de
la prophétie’’, c’est au moins une prescience qui, une fois encore, la met a
I'écart de la communauté ordinaire. Elle est symboliquement placée au-
dessus, puisqu’elle est « montée a Pergame », ITéoyapov eloavaBaoca

°Cf., par exemple, XVI 745-750 (Patrocle & Cébrion, cocher d’Hector), 830-861(¢change
Hector-Patrocle mourant) XXII, 365-374 (commentaire d’Achille et injures ironiques
des Achéens sur le cadavre d’Hector).

"Mazzoldi 2001, 27-30.
"Cf. Mazzoldi 2001, 115-116 (absence de pouvoirs mantiques chez la Cassandre
homérique).
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(v. 700) : a travers le jeu des préverbes, le verbe indique a la fois le
déplacement vers, eic, marque de sa volonté et indice de son inquiétude
pour son pere, que le poete évoque juste apres, ¢pidov matép’, et l'as-
cension « de bas en haut », dvd,"> en un mouvement qui la rapproche des
dieux et I'éloigne des hommes. Cette situation géographique particuliere,
qui est tout aussi bien une forme de supériorité que de prison”, permet a
son regard de jouer le role d'une caméra qui, en plongée, balaie
I'horizon, tout en lui donnant un rdle actif et éminemment tragique :
C'est elle — et elle seule, 0Vd¢ Tic AAAOG... AAA’ (697-699) — qui voit, 1de
(701), et qui fait venir les Troyens et les Troyennes, pour leur faire voir,
OpeoOe (704). Mais sa voix, qui remplit la ville, mav kata dotv (703), est
celle du malheur : la joie, xalpet’ (706), appartient au passé et son cri
instille dans le cceur de ses compatriotes une « douleur intolérable »,
aaoyxetov (...) mévOog (708). Cassandre contribue donc au pathétique
visuel et émotionnel de la scene, tandis que l'occupation de l’espace
donne a l'ensemble l'aspect d'une scene de théatre : la jeune fille, au
sommet de la skéné, apercoit les trois personnages qui cheminent en un
jeu croisé de verticalité (son pere et le héraut) et d’horizontalité (Hector),
signe de l'inversion des lois naturelles due a la guerre (c’est le vieux qui
est « debout », éotadT’, et le jeune qui est « étendu », ketlpevov, 701-702).
Elle a ainsi une fonction dramatique, puisque son cri déclenche les
threnes funébres qui préludent aux funérailles d'Hector, sur lesquelles se
termine I'épopée.

La dimension funeste de Cassandre, image de l'ironie d'un destin
cruel, peut aussi se lire dans la comparaison homérique qui 1’associe a
«I"’Aphrodite d’or », Kaoodvoon ikéAn xovor Adooditn (v. 699). Le
parallele ne releve pas seulement de 'ornement poétique visant a insérer
dans un épisode de sombre souffrance une touche de lumineuse beauté ;
il renvoie aussi implicitement a 'origine de la guerre de Troie et au
jugement de Paris, éléments essentiels de la prophétie de Cassandre et de

“Chantraine 1999, 82, qui rappelle que, « employé seul et accentué, &va adverbial
chez Homeére signifie "debout !" ».

“Elle évoque la tour dans laquelle, chez Lycophron, Cassandre est enfermée (Alexan-
dra, v. 349-351, 1462) ; sur la symbolique poétique de cette situation, cf. Kossaifi 2009,
148-149.
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celle de son frére jumeau, Hélénos", dans les Cypria, attribués a Stasinos
de Chypre".

Homere, dans 1'lliade, utilise donc le personnage de Cassandre pour
animer son épopée, tant au niveau des moments de bataille que lors des
scenes de funérailles : personnage marqué par l'incapacité au bonheur,
elle est un puissant vecteur de pathétique ; elle porte en elle les germes
de ce quelle deviendra dans la tragédie, comme le montre son unique
occurrence dans 1’Odyssée.

1.2 Cassandpre, captive de guerre : I’'Odyssée

Elle apparait au chant XI, consacré a la nékuia d’Ulysse qui, sur le conseil
de Circé, fait monter les défunts du fond de 1’Erebe’®, pour consulter
I’'ombre du devin Tirésias. Apres I'avoir interrogé, il parle avec sa mere
Anticlée et d’autres héros décédés, dont Agamemnon ; celui-ci, dans un
passage qui a subi de nombreuses interpolations, lui fait le triste récit de
sa « mort lamentable », (g Bavov oiktiotw Bavatw (v. 390-434). 11 lui
raconte comment Clytemnestre et Egisthe 1'ont abattu apres avoir
« égorgé tous ses gens, sans en épargner un » (412-413). Mais, comble de
I'horreur, ce qu’il a « entendu d’encore plus digne de pitié, c’est le cri de
Cassandre, la fille de Priam qu’égorgeait sur (son) corps la fourbe
Clytemnestre », oiktootatnv & tmkovoa Ona Iloikpowo Buyatpdc, /
Kaoodvdone, v ktetve KAvtawpvrioton doAountic / aud’ éupot (421-
423). 11 dit son impuissance a « la couvrir de (ses) bras », en un geste de
protection qu'un « coup de glaive » tranche net (423-424).

Cassandre est, encore une fois, associée a 'amour et a la mort vio-
lente, déplacée de la sphere guerriére troyenne a 1'otkos personnel grec.
Le champ lexical du meurtre (kteive, amoOviokwv meQl PaoyAvw)
contribue au pathétique de la scene, racontée en focalisation interne par
un Agamemnon victime et déja mort (ce qui contraste avec la violence
cruelle dont, dans l'lliade, il fait preuve sur le champ de bataille").

"Chez Homere, Hélénos (dont la capacité divinatoire est analysée en 2.2) est un bon
guerrier : il rend leur courage aux Troyens (VI, 75-105), tue Déipyre (XIII 576-580),
combat Ménélas, mais, blessé a la main, il se retire aupres des siens (v. 581- 600).

“Vers 5-7, trad. Nagy.
1%Sur la différence entre nékuia et catabase, cf. Kossaifi 2013, 143-147.
YComme le note Segal 1971, 11 et 20, cette cruauté est le plus souvent gratuite.
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Comme dans la premiere occurrence iliadique, Cassandre, dont le nom
est pareillement mis en valeur par un rejet en début de vers, est 'objet
passif d'une volonté extérieure (celle de son pere et d’Othryonée dans
I'Iliade, celle de Clytemnestre dans 1'Odyssée). De méme, tout comme le
mariage restait a 1'état de promesse brisée par la guerre, elle meurt,
enfermée dans son statut d’esclave inférieure, qui la condamne a ne ja-
mais étre reconnue socialement en tant que femme. Le passage « rejoue »
la méme thématique d'un autre point de vue, celui de I'ennemi vain-
queur, devenu le maitre de I'ancienne princesse, mais, comble de déri-
sion, incapable de protéger sa compagne égorgée sur son corps, &pd’
guot (v. 423). La scene se révele donc particulierement suggestive et elle
sera exploitée par les poetes tragiques, notamment bien stir par Eschyle
qui, dans son Agamemnon, symbolise « I'union entre Cassandre et le roi
des Grecs » par leur « mort conjointe »'*, mais aussi par Euripide dans les
Troyennes. En effet, comme l’a montré Mazzoldi®, celui-ci fait de la
jalousie de Clytemnestre envers Agamemnon le motif du meurtre :
Cassandre, la maAAakr] étrangere ramenée de Troie, est une menace
pour la stabilité de I'oikos et, en tant que telle, elle doit étre éliminée®. Or,
chez Homere, si Clytemnestre semble n’étre que la complice d’Egisthe
dans le meurtre d’Agamemnon, c’est clairement elle qui tue Cassandre® ;
la grande différence entre I'univers épique et celui de la tragédie, c’est
que, chez Homere, ces homicides ne provoquent pas de souillure et ne
nécessitent, de la part du meurtrier, aucune purification®.

Un dernier élément mérite d’étre évoqué, car il sera largement ex-
ploité par les poetes postérieurs, c’est celui du cri poussé par Cassandre.
Agamemnon mourant ne la voit pas, mais il entend cette « voix tres
pitoyable », oiktootdTnvV (...) OTtat, qui se détache, comme indépendante
de la jeune fille qui n’en est que le complément au génitif, le médium.
Nous ne sommes pas tres loin ici du phénomeéne classique de la pro-
phétie, souvent percue comme une parole externe imposée a celle qui a

®Triarte 1999, 54.
192001, 179-250, & propos des prophéties de Cassandre chez Eschyle et Euripide.

Sur cet aspect, cf. Iriarte, 1999, 42-64, surtout 57 et Serghidou 2010, 101-102 (rivalité
féminine, « combat de mort qui I'attach(e) a jamais a son compagnon de lit »).

*!Cf. Gagarin 1981, 7.
2Cf., a ce sujet, I'analyse d’Eck 2012, 97-116.
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été choisie pour en étre le véhicule”. Homere renforce par ailleurs ce
statut de victime de Cassandre par l'emploi d'un superlatif, otxtpo-
ATV, qui constitue une hypallage particulierement suggestive.

Malgré la rareté de ses apparitions dans 1'épopée homérique, Cas-
sandre apparait donc comme un personnage important : moyen de pa-
thétique et image de malheur, elle a un riche potentiel tragique ; capable
d’une prescience de I'avenir et individualisée en tant que « voix », elle
est porteuse de toute une symbolique poétique, qu’étrangement Homere
n’exploite pas. Tentons donc de cerner les raisons de ce silence.

2 Le silence de Cassandre : I'impossible poétique

2.1 Cassandre, troyenne et femme

Si Cassandre reste a 1'état d’ébauche, sans exprimer sa richesse poten-
tielle, c’est d’abord, me semble-t-il, parce qu’elle est une femme, dont la
sphere d’activité se situe normalement a l'intérieur de 1'oikos, comme
Télémaque le rappelle a sa mere reprochant a l'aéde Phémios d’avoir
pris pour sujet de son chant les malheurs d’Ulysse™: « va! rentre a la
maison, €i¢ olkov lovoa, et reprends tes travaux, T o’ avTng £oya, ta
toile, ta quenouille (...). Le discours, c’est a nous, les hommes, qu’il
revient », pvBog O avdgeoot peAnoetl / maot (Od., 1, 356-359). Les rela-
tions entre les deux sexes s’organisent donc sur une dichotomie nette qui
réserve «les paroles » et leur « contenu », «avis, intention (ou) pen-
sée »®, aux males, libres de sortir et de penser, et le silence, devant la
«toile (ou la) quenouille » linvisibilité*® aux femmes. En outre,
Cassandre, contrairement a Pénélope, n’est pas grecque : elle est prin-
cesse de Troie, cette ville située « sur la cote d’Asie Mineure, pres de

23Lycophron fera de son Alexandra le poéme d’'un cri (cf. v. 6, dma) ; cf. Kossaifi 2009,
141-147.

*Odyssée, 1, 336-344 ; Pénélope refuse par la la mort d’Ulysse : cf. Svenbro 1976, 20 et
Monsacré 1984, 162-163.

BCe sont les deux sens du terme po0og, selon Chantraine 1999, 718.

*Te fais ici allusion a « la tradition invisible » de 1'épique féminin (p. 18), telle que l'a
analysée Downes 2010. Sur la question de la place et de la parole de la femme
(surtout Pénélope), voir aussi Doherty 2009, principalement son article, 247-264, et
celui de Foley, 189-207.

26



Christine Kossaifi

Hellespont »”, et, méme si, mis & part « quelques traits d’allure orien-
tale», les Troyens sont «dans l’ensemble proches de la moAlC
grecque »”, ils restent les ennemis des Achéens. Investir Cassandre de la
fonction de prophétesse, ce serait donc courir le risque de faire éclater
l'identité du groupe social, en I'ouvrant a «l’autre »”. Or, la parole
s’inscrit dans une communauté qui lui donne sa raison d’exister et son
sens; comme le dit Henri Meschonnic, «le discours est l'activité de
langage d’un sujet dans une société et une histoire »” : la parole inspirée
de Cassandre serait celle d'une autre société et d’une autre histoire, en
tout cas d’une histoire marginale par rapport a celle des Achéens. Et,
méme si Homere est divers au point que l'on a pu parler d'une
« poétique de la multiplicité »*, il est aussi attaché a construire cette
multiplicité sur des bases solides.

D’autre part, Cassandre n’est pas vraiment intégrée au groupe : elle
est soit 1'objet d"une promesse (Il. XIII) ou d"un meurtre (Od. XI), soit, la
seule fois ou le poete lui donne la parole au discours direct® (Il. XXIV),
symboliquement placée a [’écart des autres. Or, 'aede homérique occupe
une place importante au sein de la société ou il est écouté et honoré : a la
table d’Alcinoos, par exemple, Démodocos est installé «au centre du
festin », péoow datvpovwv (Od. VIII, 473-474) et Ulysse lui fait porter
une belle part de viande en hommage a sa fonction de chanteur (v. 474-
484). Dans une société essentiellement orale®, il serait impensable de

7Knox 2006, 60-1.
BKnox, 2006, 73.

Sur l'existence et I'importance de ces relations aux cultures de « l'autre », cf., par
exemple, Skinner 2012. I va de soi que, au niveau du poéme méme, cette altérité est
nécessaire : cf. Zumthor 1983, 282-283 (« ne pas rester in-différents »).

%1982, 61.
Malta 2012.

*Sur le discours (direct et indirect) dans I'épopée homérique et les techniques de
présentation des personnages, cf. ’analyse récente de Beck 2012.

*Le probleme de loralité homérique est extrémement débattu, de la vision
d’Homere, poete érudit (West) a la notion d’évolution chere a Nagy, méme si I'on ne
considére plus, comme au XVIII® siécle, qu'Homeére était aussi illettré que ses per-
sonnages ; cf. la synthese de Knox 2006, 34-59 et, récemment, Skafte Jensen 2011.
Pour une synthese sur la question homérique, voir Said 2011, 7-20 (sur « 'auteur »
Homere et la fluctuation des approches en fonction des criteres et des sensibilités) et
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saper les fondements de ce pacte d’oralité sur lequel repose non seule-
ment le lien social, mais aussi celui que crée 'aede avec son public : le
poete se doit de respecter, au moins en partie, « ‘I’horizon d’attente” des
auditeurs », par rapport auquel, selon Zumthor, « la fonction de la poésie
orale se manifeste »*. Donner & Cassandre le don de poésie ou de
prophétie, ce serait donner a un étre socialement inférieur (une femme)
et, de surcroit, barbare une capacité qui n’est pas la sienne et qui n’entre
pas dans la logique du poeme : comment Cassandre pourrait-elle, au
sein de cette société, avoir une faculté d’évocation prospective du réel,
alors qu’elle est en marge du monde de la guerre, qui est celui de I' lliade,
ou qu’elle occupe, dans I'Odyssée, le statut d’esclave ? Tout au plus peut-
elle avoir la capacité d’anticiper les faits, peu avant qu’ils ne se pro-
duisent et c’est exactement le role que lui donne Homere au chant XXIV :
reconnaitre avant les autres son pere qui arrive avec le cadavre de son
frere...

2.2 Cassandre, un personnage épique

Mais l'organisation sociale et la féminité” de Cassandre ne sont pas les
seules raisons de son silence ; elle doit aussi avoir un statut conforme a
sa dimension épique. Or, si les personnages homériques, laches comme
héros, hommes comme femmes, connaissent la peur et subissent les
manifestations physiques de l'effroi®, si certains, comme le Cyclope,
peuvent étre victime d’une « maladie envoyée par Zeus »”, ils ne sont

20-45 (synthese d’ensemble : unitaristes et analystes, Motiv- et Quellenforshung,
influence de 1'oralité, notion plus consensuelle de « texte transitionnel »). Pour cet
auteur, I'Odyssée est « le premier palimpseste de la littérature occidentale » (p. 375).

¥7Zumthor 1983, 64.

*Par ce terme quelque peu général, je fais allusion a ce que les chercheurs de langue
anglaise appellent gender studies.

%Cf., par exemple, II. XIII 279-283 (portrait du lache, & (...) detddog dvro, par
opposition au brave, dAktuog, selon Idoménée (celui qui tue Othryonée) s’adressant
a Mérion); X, 374-377 (Dolon); VII 216 (Hector); XVIII 3-15 (crainte d’Achille
appréhendant la mort de Patrocle) ; XXIV 359 (Priam) ; XXII 447-459 (Andromaque, a
la mort d’Hector)... Sur cet aspect et I'exploitation poétique du théme par Eschyle, cf.
Romilly, 1971, 21-22.

¥0d. XI 410-413, vovoov (....) Awg peydAov (cest I'interprétation des Cyclopes
attirés par les cris de Polyphéme aveuglé par « Personne »).
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jamais possédés par un dieu ni emportés par une transe divine. La pavia
chez Homére est celle de la guerre®, non celle de la prophétie inspirée,
l'objectif étant d’apporter au héros le kAéoc®” immortalisant. Comme le
dit Zumthor, « 'épopée nie le tragique. Les catastrophes ne sont qu'une
occasion d’honneur [...]. C'est pourquoi, sans doute, le chant épique
narre le combat contre 1’Autre, 1'étranger hostile, I'ennemi extérieur au
groupe — que ce dernier soit une nation, une classe sociale ou une famille
»*. Cassandre, femme et troyenne, ne peut donc, dans la logique épique
homérique, &
Cela ne veut pas dire, bien siir, que la capacité a connaitre le futur soit

tre habitée par Apollon pour prédire I’avenir.

absente de l'épopée®: méme si les devins sont relativement rares ou
suscitent la méfiance de la communauté®, ils n’en sont pas moins
présents. Hélénos, le frere de Cassandre, est méme présenté comme « le
meilleur des augures », olwvomoAwv (...) aootog (VI 76), quand il
prédit 'avenir par ornithomancie, oiwvonoAwv* ; il induit un sens de
présages observés (comme, chez les Grecs, le fait Calchas, qu'Homere
qualifie exactement de la méme fagon en I. I, 69) et déchiffre la pensée et
la volonté des dieux dans le vol ou le chant des oiseaux ; son pouvoir de
divination inductive est mis au service de ses compatriotes : il releve le
courage de l'armée, conseille et rassure Hector, conformément a la
fonction poétique principalement liée a un « dessein cognitif », selon
Zumthor®. Enfin, s'il est capable d’entendre «la voix des dieux éter-
nels », éyw 01" dkovoa Bewv ateryevetawv (VII, 53), et de comprendre

%Sur cet aspect, cf. Eck 2012, 136-148.

¥Sur cette notion et ses implications, cf. Vidal-Naquet 2000, 66-67 ; Eck 2012, surtout
136-7 et 140-1 ; Kossaifi, a paraitre.

“Zumthor 1983, 110.

41’ état fragmentaire des poémes épiques du Cycle ne nous permet pas de dire quelle
était la modalité de divination dans ces ceuvres.

“Gur la divination en Grece, cf., entre autres, Bouché-Leclercq 1978 ; Sike 2001, 21-23
et passim.

®Cf. II. XXIV, 220-222 (Priam); les devins sont plus présents dans 1'Odyssée,
notamment avec Tirésias. Sur cet aspect, cf. Bardollet 1997, 76.

*Le terme renvoie a la fois & I'ornithomancie et au présage en général ; cf. Chantraine
1999, 789. Sur la capacité prophétique d'Hélénos, cf. Graf 2008, 61-62.

#1963, 13.
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leur message, il garde son identité humaine propre, sans étre assimilé a
une « voix », comme l'est Cassandre dans 1'Odyssée et, sous la forme de
cris et d’oracles effrayants, dans I’ Agamemnon d’Eschyle®. De fait, ce sont
principalement les auteurs tragiques” qui disent la dépossession de la
jeune femme par le dieu qui I'habite. Or, I’'enthousiasme divin, marque
de la pavia mantique®, releve d’une divination qui n’est plus déductive,
mais intuitive. Ainsi, chez Eschyle, Cassandre est possédée par Apollon,
action qui est a la fois la cause et I'effet de sa pavia, qui, le plus souvent,
fusionne avec la pavteia, sous la forme d’'un délire prophétique®. Une
telle approche, on le voit, differe profondément de la conception homé-
rique, qui n’associe pas don de lire les signes de I'avenir et aliénation a
soi. Au contraire, ’acte humain, a tous les niveaux, est en harmonie avec
la volonté des dieux : «il se fait une sorte d’équivalence entre les initia-
tives du cceur et celle de la divinité ; on lit ainsi : "il retournera au combat
quand, en sa poitrine, son cceur 'y invitera et quand un dieu I'y pous-
sera" (Iliade I, 702) »*.

Aussi la figure d’'une Cassandre prophétesse inspirée est-elle essen-
tiellement tragique et sa présence chez Homere signifierait que I'épopée
devient hybride par mutation générique. Si, par la spatialisation des
déplacements, le jeu sur les temps et les discours, la narration et la psy-
chologie homériques ne sont pas étrangeres au théatre’', le personnage

*“Nombreuses occurrences ; cf., par exemple, le dialogue tragique qui oppose le
choeur a Cassandre juste avant d’entrer dans le palais d’Agamemnon pour y étre
égorgée, v. 1072-1177.

“IIs s'inspirent souvent d'Homere ; sur cet aspect, cf. Morin 2003.

*C’est I'un des quatre types de folie définis par Platon, dans le Phedre, 244-249 ; dans
le Timée, 86b, il présente la mania (de méme que l'ignorance, amathia) comme une
manifestation de démence, relevant d'une « maladie de I’ame » ; sur ce sujet, cf. 'ana-
lyse tres complete de Rougier 1990, 344-375 ; voir aussi Dodds 1951, 71.

“Cf., par exemple, v. 1202-1216. Sur cet aspect, cf. Mazzoldi 2001, 99-114 et 179-283.
*Romilly 1971, 74, paraphrasant puis citant I’analyse de Dodds 1951 : « I'intervention
psychique (...) est souvent donnée comme agissant "non pas directement sur
I’'homme lui-méme, mais sur son thumos ou sur le siege physique de ce thumos : la
poitrine ou le diaphragme" ».

*!Cf. a ce sujet les analyses de Strauss Clay 2011, et de Dubel 2012, 23-41 (I'auteur
traite de la patroclie qu'elle aborde dans une perspective dramaturgique, en
montrant comment les déplacements de Patrocle dessinent la construction de son
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de Cassandre ne peut prendre une autonomie qui menacerait la
construction d’ensemble et la signification de l'ceuvre. Pour le poete
épique, Cassandre reste la fille de Priam ; dans la tragédie, au contraire,
elle est la fille d'Hécube, celle dont Euripide dit, a la fin de la piece qu’il
lui consacre, la métamorphose en « chienne aux regards de feu » (v.
1265). Or, ce catastérisme a une signification métapoétique : il fait de la
vieille reine le « moyen d’'une catharsis psychique et un objet de contem-
plation esthétique »”. 1l éclaire rétrospectivement le symbolisme de la
Cassandre eschyléenne, elle aussi comparée a cet animal, quand elle est
victime du dieu ; le chceur voit en elle une « étrangere », qui « a le nez
d'une chienne : elle flaire la piste et va trouver le sang » (1093-1094). La
dépréciation du personnage (étrangere et chienne) va implicitement de
paire avec 'expression d’un pouvoir qui la dépasse et qui s’exprime par
la puissance créatrice de la parole poétique, seule capable de donner a
cette voix, « instrument de la prophétie »*, une existence et une légiti-
mité. Et c’est bien, comme nous allons maintenant le voir, au niveau
poétique que se manifeste le plus 'incompatibilité entre le poete épique
et la possédée d’ Apollon.

2.3 La voix des Muses

L'univers épique homérique se construit sur une relation particuliere
entre les hommes et les dieux ; ceux-ci, humanisés par leurs corps™ et
leurs actions, « dépouillés de tout caractére mythique et sacré »”, per-
mettent a la dynamique narrative de se déployer au gré de la volonté du
poete, qui leur attribue, selon Kullman, une fonction d’« explication
rationnelle des événements » dans I'lliade et un role « métaphysique » en
tant que garants du « principe de la justice » dans I’Odyssée”. Comme le
dit Louis Bardollet, « Homere a dissimulé son pouvoir de création sous

identité héroique).
*?Kossaifi, a paraitre b.
¥7Zumthor 1983, 282.

*Sur le corps des dieux, dont « le sur-corps » frole « le non-corps » sans le rejoindre
jamais, cf. Vernant, 1989, 7-39.

%Bardollet 1997, 55.

*Kulman 1985, respectivement, p. 5 et 6,. L’auteur analyse I'influence de cette vision
homérique sur les Tragiques grecs (20-23).
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le voile prestigieux de la toute-puissance divine »”, et, comme 1’a montré
Kullman, il utilise ses outils selon I'orientation qu’il veut donner a son
épopée. La place et la symbolique d’Apollon, principalement dans
I'llinde ou Cassandre apparait a deux reprises, se révelent donc
particulierement importantes pour comprendre le silence de la jeune
fille. Et force est de constater qu'Homere a donné a cette divinité un role
relativement important, puisque, selon Graf, il est celui qui est cité le
plus souvent apres Zeus™. L’auteur souligne également son «rdle
majeur dans l'action »”
Troyens », marquée par 1'emplacement de son temple sur 1’acropole de

et sa fonction de « protecteur essentiel des

Pergame®. Or, — nous l'avons vu - c’est 1a qu’est montée Cassandre au
chant XXIV : le poete a donc réuni les deux figures dans un méme lieu.
D’autre part, la fonction de dieu de la lumiere qui est celle d’Apollon
peut étre mise en relation avec le nom de Cassandre, qui pourrait
signifier étymologiquement « celle qui brille parmi les hommes »".
L’épopée homérique porte donc en germe le lien entre la mortelle et le
dieu, mais sans le développer ni I'exploiter, alors qu’elle accorde une
place essentielle a Apollon. Pourquoi ? La réponse est sans doute a
chercher du coté de la symbolique poétique.

En effet, le poete rattache son art aux Muses et ce, a I'ouverture méme
de ses poemes : ce sont elles qui lui inspirent le « chant de la colere
d’Achille », unviv aewe Oed... (II. 1, 1), et ce sont elles qui « content
I’homme aux mille détours », avdoa pot évvernte, Movoa, moAvtoomov...

1997, 56. L’auteur ajoute : « les hommes, dans ses poémes, semblent étre les jouets
des dieux, alors qu’en vérité, dans la maniere homérique, ce sont les dieux qui sont
des jouets, les jouets du poete, de simples organes de transmission de sa volonté
cachée ».

*Graf 2008, 10.

*Ibid., référence a laquelle je renvoie le lecteur pour le détail des interventions
d’Apollon dans I'Iliade. Pour 1’Odyssée et le lien entre Ulysse et I'archer divin, cf. 13 et
passim.

0V, 446 et VII 83.

S’élément kas semble coder la beauté brillante, I'excellence (cf. le lien avec
Kkékaopal, proposé par Chantraine 1999, 503 et 511), mais cette interprétation ne fait
pas 'unanimité. Selon Lambrecht 2008, 183, « I'équivalent illyrien d’alex qui lui a été
recherché signifierait celle qui écarte les hommes » ; cf. aussi Davreux 1942, 90-91 et,
a propos d’Alexandra, Kossaifi 2009, 151.
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(Od. I, 1). Déesses toutes puissantes, les « filles de Zeus porte-égide »
n’hésitent pas a chatier ceux qui les défient, tel Thamyris de Thrace a qui
«elles ont ravi I'art divin du chant et fait oublier le jeu de la cithare »,
aowdnv / Oeomeoinv aPéAovto kat EékAéAabov kilbBagiotvv (1. 11, 599-
600). Car elles sont aussi filles de Mnémosyne62, de cette mémoire,
essentielle a la création poétique et détruite par Hades®. C’est pourquoi,
a l'instar de certains de ses personnages, tels Phémios ou Démodocoos,
avec lesquels il fusionne en mélant les niveaux narratifs*, 'aéde n’est
que leur voix et le charme de sa narration, qui « briile » les auditeurs,
vient d’elles. Telle est du moins ce que dit la fiction poétique®. Et le
silence de l'écoute, qui permet la communication entre 'aede et son
public et qui, en méme temps, garantit 1’existence méme du poeme — que
serait le chant d’Achille sans la présence silencieuse et attentive de
Patrocle® et sans les vers d'Homére ? — est totalement incompatible avec
le cri de la possession apollinienne, d’autant plus que, souvent, la
troyenne n’est méme pas consciente de ce qu’elle dit. Poete des Muses,
’aede chante la mort qu’il sublime pour la mettre au service du « contrat
épique » de commémoration” qu’il a passé avec ses personnages. Cas-
sandre, possédée d’Apollon, dit le malheur et son don de prophétie est a
lui-méme déja une forme de mort, une parole de souffrance et de
destruction condamnée a une douloureuse stérilité. Ainsi, si la voix de
Cassandre ne se fait pas davantage entendre dans 1'épopée, c’est qu’elle
contrevient doublement a la logique du poeme, chant des Muses (et non
d’Apollon) qui dit le jaillissement vital au coeur de 1'éphémere et qui
rappelle sans cesse la beauté de la vie® (et non uniquement le malheur).
Homere ne pouvait donc pas mettre les Muses, desquelles il tient son

Sur cet aspect, en lien avec la symbolique de la « belle mort », cf. Vernant 1989 b, 86-
89.

%Sur Hades qui ravit la mémoire, cf. Aristophane, Gren. 186, Platon, Rép. 10 621a,
Théocrite, Id. I, 63.

*Sur cet aspect dans le chant de Démodocos (Od. VIII, 266-367), cf., par exemple, De
Jong, 2009, 87-115.

Cf. Bardollet 1997, 114 et Svenbro 1976, passim.
%Sur cet aspect en lien avec le poikilon, cf. Lascoux 2006, 54.
L’expression est de Dubel 2011, 144.

%Cet aspect a été bien montré par Bardollet 1997.
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savoir et auxquelles revient la prééminence dans la construction drama-
tique du poeme®, en concurrence avec Apollon ni introduire dans son
épopée une voix discordante, méme s’il était conscient du potentiel
poétique (et tragique) de la figure de Cassandre.

Explorons, pour finir, la signification du rapprochement de Cas-
sandre et d’Agamemnon dans I’Odyssée. Pour en comprendre le sens, il
nous faut revenir a 1'Ilinde, en gardant présente a I'esprit la distinction
hésiodique entre le « vrai », aAn0¢a, le « semblable au vrai », étOuolov
ouoia, et le « mensonger », Pevdeq, qui relevent tous trois de la sphere
d’activité des Muses (Théogonie, v. 27-28). Comme I’a montré Malta”, le
personnage qui, dans 1'Iliade, est victime de cette trompeuse apparence
de vrai, c'est Agamemnon, au chant II: se fiant au songe fallacieux
envoyé par Zeus (v. 1-40), il trompe a son tour les troupes grecques par
son discours et cause la défaite de son camp. Parce qu’il s’est montré
incapable de déméler le vraisemblable du mensonger, il s’est emprisonné
dans son désir et a perdu le controle de ses propres paroles auxquelles il
a donné la forme (mensongere) du « vrai ». Ce langage en folie peut se
lire comme le reflet inversé (masculin et grec) de la Cassandre possédée
par Apollon. C’est peut-étre cela que voulait suggérer Homere quand,
dans 1'Odyssée, il unit Agamemnon et Cassandre dans la mort en les
présentant comme deux étres faibles, deux victimes de la trompeuse
venance d’Egisthe (XI, 410-411) et de la ruse de Clytemnestre, KAvtat-
pvrjoton doAountic (v. 422), qui tombent pour n’avoir pas su déchiffrer
derriére les paroles affectueuses la trompeuse réalité” d’un discours
« semblable au vrai » et trop conforme a leur propre désir : derriere le
pathétique de la situation d’énonciation (un mort raconte au discours
direct le meurtre bestial”” dont il a été victime) se lit la réflexion poétique
sur la mystérieuse et divine puissance des « paroles ailées », dont il faut

*Selon Perceau 2011.33-56, cette fiction de la Muse est particuliérement active dans
I'Odyssée, par opposition a I'Iliade ou se fait davantage entendre la voix personnelle
du poete.

"Malta 2012, surtout chapitres I (« Verdade e Mentira na Poesia ») et III
(« Agamemnon e a Linguagem Fora de Controdle »).

"'Cet aspect sera développé par Eschyle, qui fait entendre le dialogue par lequel
Clytemnestre triomphe de la réticence d’Agamemnon et le persuade d’entrer dans
son palais en marchant sur les tapis de pourpre qu’elle a fait disposer (Agamemnon, v.
902-957).
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savoir déchiffrer la signification réelle. C’est ainsi a travers le personnage
d’Agamemnon que 1’aede pose le probleme traditionnellement incarné
par la figure de Cassandre : celui d'un langage qui échappe au controle
de la raison et qui, de ce fait, perd son pouvoir de conviction...

Conclusion

C’est donc bien par une mutation — un « renversement », dirait Pascal
Quignard — de la conception homérique que Cassandre est devenue,
dans la tradition postérieure, une « figure (problématique) du témoi-
gnage et de la transmission mémorielle »”. La place qu'Homere lui a
donnée dans son épopée indique son importance : princesse troyenne
relativement a 1’écart de la communauté, puis esclave unie a son maitre
dans la méme mort sanglante, elle dit symboliquement le mystere et la
force de la parole poétique, capable de lire les signes de I’avenir et de se
faire entendre méme depuis le sombre Hades. Mais si le poete la laissait
véritablement s’exprimer et développait son lien avec le dieu de la
lumiere, il mettrait Apollon en concurrence avec les Muses, desquelles il
tient son savoir, courrait le risque de I'oubli et du silence, puisque, dans
la tradition mythique postérieure, la jeune femme subit les prophéties et
se heurte a 'incrédulité générale, et surtout renoncerait a s’inscrire dans
la mémoire d'une communauté grecque par la mélodie divine des « pa-
roles ailées ». La figure de Cassandre, dans la logique homérique, c’est
celle d'un poete fou, de surcroit femme et étrangere, qui saperait les
fondements poétiques sur lesquels se sont élaborés I'Iliade et I'Odyssée.

Le lien avec les animaux est mentionné a la fois pour Agamemnon (comparaison du
v. 411, &g tig te katékTave Povv EmL patvn) et pour ses compagnons (comparaison
avec les « porcs aux dents blanches », ovUeg Qg apylddovteg, 413), tandis que Cly-
temnestre est traitée de « chienne », 1) ¢ kvvamig (424). Significativement, Egisthe ne
recgoit aucune comparaison.

"Je reprends ici le titre (auquel jai ajouté une parentheése) de l'ouvrage collectif
dirigé par Léonard-Roques et Mesnard 2014. Voir aussi la synthése de Lambrecht
2008.
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The Matrix of Myth. Why Cassandra is Silent in the Homeric Epics
Abstract

Aeschylus” well known Cassandra is indeed a creation of the tragic poet. But
Homer has also sung this Trojan princess enslaved to Agamemnon and he
perfectly knew the psychological and poetical strength of this figure. Yet he did
not take her out of the matrix: as a Trojan woman and an epic character, she has
to submit to the voices of the Muses, from whom the poet holds his knowledge,
his memory and his place in the community.

Key Words: Cassandra, Homer, Muses, epic, memory, woman, Troy, tragedy.
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Kag u kako je Hactaaa ¢ppasa pax atque otium?"

Ancmpaxm. L1y oBor paja jecte 4a MCTpaXkyl KaJ M Kako je Hacrala ¢ppasa
pax atque otium, Xojy cy kopuctuau Lunepon u Llesap, kao 1 4a IpOHNUKHE Y
eHo 3Hauerbe. Hajpanuja ynorpeba gate dppase, sabesexxena y ILaayrosom
aeay, seh 1okasyje 4a leHa ceMaHTIYKa CTPYKTypa 400p0 0AcAMKaBa
CAOXKEeHU PUMCKU 1ojaM Mupa y A00a Penrybanke.

Kowyune peun: Gppasa pax atque otium, AeKCUIKo mosbe Mupa, [laayr.

ITosHopeny0AMKaHCKM MOAUTUYKU cAoTaHU 1 Ppase, kao 1mto cy [u-
LiepoHoBe concordia ordinum w cum dignitate otium, Beh cy 3aoKynmbaan
Ha>Kiby MOAEPHUX UcTpaxnsaua'. MebyTnm, gocasarisba ncTpaskuBarmba
HIUCY ce NoApoOHuje OaBmaa gppasoM pax atque otium xojy je Llunepon
ynorpebuo y cBojux ceaam deceaa’, a Llesap Ha jeAHOM MeCTy yBPCTHO Y
cBoje aeao De bello Gallico (7.66). I'aaBHu 11114 OBOT paga jecte ga IpyKu
OATrOBOP Ha IUTame KaJ U Kako je gaTa ¢ppas3a HacTala, I1a IIOTOM U Aa
AeTasbHMje UCIINTA HheHO 3HavYerbe.

CauyBaHu M3BOpM HECyMIbUBO cBejode Kako Hu Llunepon, nu Llesap
HUCy ayTopu (pase pax atque otium, IITaBuIlle, 3HAMO Aa je oHa Beh
II0CTOjala TOTOBO BeK U IO IIpe HIXOBOT aKTMBHOT yueltha Ha pUMCKO]

" YzaHak je AeAMMUYHO HAcTaO0 Kao pe3yaTaT paja Ha pojekTy Modeprusayuja
sanaonoz baaxana, 6p. 177009, ¢punHancHpaHoM oj cTpaHe MuHMICTapCTBa IIpOCBeTe,
HayKe 1 TeXHOAOIIKOT pa3Boja PemyOauke Cpbuje. JeqHa Bep3mja OBOT 4laHKa IIpe-
3eHTOBaHa je Ha VHCTUTYTy 3a KaacuaHe ctyanje Pruaosodckor paxyarera y CKorby
15. anpmaa 2014, ma oBOM IPUAMKOM 3axBasdyjeM KoJderaMa Koje Cy MU CBOjUM
AYIVMAHUM TIUTakbMMa IIOMOT/e Ja TojejuHe MUCAY jacHuje popMyAauIeM, Te 1 ja
Aobem 40 3a0Kpy>KeHUjIX 3aKbydaKa.

! Moryha tymauema ¢pase concordia ordinum 8. uup. y Wood 1988 u May 1988. O
sHauemy ¢pase cum dignitate otium B. Hup. Remy 1928, Wirszubski 1954, Balsdon
1960.

2 Cic. Verr. 2.4.78; Leg. Agr. 1.24; Red. Pop. 20; Dom. 137; Prov. Cons. 39; Pis. 73; Phil.
1.16.
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noantndkoj cienn. Haume, y Ilaaytosom geay 3abeaexxkena je HajpaHu-
ja, ICTOBpeMeHO I jeAMHa IIpeTKAacU4Ha, ynoTpeba gate ¢ppase. Takobe,
ILrayToBe KOMeguje cagp>ke IIpBe IIOMeHe AeKceMe pax U AeKceMe otium
Yy PUMCKOj KibVKeBHOCTU. VI3HOBa ce mokasyje aa IlaayTose xomeauje,
Koje uMHe Hajehm cauyBaHM KOpIIyC IpeTKAaCHMYHOT AaTUMHUTETa, MO-
Ppajy OnTn mmoaasuinre 3a TeMebHMje IIPOyJaBaibe TOTOBO CBAKOT acIeKTa
Aela KAacM4YHUX ayTopa, na Tako u Ilunieponose n Llesapose mmpose, 6e3
0031pa Ha IIXOBY YKaHPOBCKY HEMCTOBeTHOCT ca ITaayToBum geaom.

Kaxo Omcmo Gome ocseramam mpupody ¢pase pax atque otium, IpBO
heMO HEeIIITO Ka3aT! O CMHTAKCNYKO-CEMaHTNYKOM HOHaHIaHJy AeKcemMme pax
u AexceMe otium y I1aayToBum komeanjama.

* X X

Y IlaayToBuM AeanMa AeKceMa pax jaBba ce ABajeceT YeTUPHU ITyTa, U TO
AeseT IyTa y Komeauju Amphitruo, 40K je ocTaAmux IeTHaecCT IIpuMepa
pacriopebeno y ocam apyrux komeuja ca QppeKBeHITUCKIM UMHAEKCOM
nsmeby 1 u 4. Kako objarmaBaMo OBaKO BEAUKY Pa3AUKy Y AUCTPU-
Ooyuuju aate aekceme y oksupy Ilaayrosor kopmyca? Ilpe cera, Tpeba
pehu aa je komeauja Amphitruo usraega 6muaa NOAUTUYKM aKTyaaHUja
HeTo IITO OM ce TO IO HeHOM CUKey MOrao 3akabyuntu. Haume, npema
cadyBaHMM M3BOpUMa, OHa je jeauHa [LaayToBa u yommre jeauHa puMcKa
KOMeAMja UMji ce CVKe 3aCHMBa Ha (IpYKOM) MUTY 1 y KOjoj cy Ooropuma
AoJebeHe TaaBHe yaore. Y KOMeAMjU ce TOBOPM O TOMe Ha INTa je cBe
Jymmtep 610 cripeMaH Kako 61 0cBojio AMQUTPUOHOBY JKeHy AAKMeHY,
IITO OM Cce AaKO MOTAO AOBeCTU Y Be3y ca aHTUMUKMM CBeJO4YaHCTBMMa Aa
ce yIIpaBo Y BpeMe HacCTaHKa JaTe KOMeauje TOBOpKaao Kako je Cuumnmon
Ad¢pukanan cuH BpXoBHOT Oora Jynurepa. bes obG3mupa Ha To 4a au je
TBOpal] ose AereHje O01o caMm CIIUMIINOH UAM HEKO 13 HeTOBOT OKPY>Kerba,
roTOBO je u3BecHO Jda ce CUMIIMOH HMje MHOIO TPyAUO Ja Ty HpUYy
OIOBPTHE, KaO U TO Aa My je OHa AOHeJa BaXkKHe MOANTIYKE IIOEHe'.
CMmarpamo Kako TeMartcKa IoceOHOCT Komeauje Amphitruo uae pyky 1og
PYKY ca meHOM AeKcnukoM crenuduunonthy y oksupy Ilaayrosor kop-
nyca. Ctora, HeyoOmJajeHO BeanKa (ppeKkBeHIla AeKceMe pax y oBoj KoMe-

* Buam Liv. 26.1-8. Vlaejy 0 MOANTIUKOj aKTyaAHOCTU AaTe KOMEeAVje IIPey3nMamMo 13
cryauje AnmMesnaa, Koju jy je omer mosajmuo og VMooa. Buan Dumézil 1987 (oBae je
xopuithen mpesoa: Z. Dimezil, Drevna rimska religija, prev. J. Novakovié, Sremski
Karlovci, Novi Sad: Izdavacka knjizarnica Zorana Stojanovica, 1997, 388).

42



Apazara Jumumpujesufi

AMjU, Kao U IbeHe KoAoKalllje ca AeKceMaMa M3 PeAUTUjCKO-TIOAUTUYKOT
peructpa usraeja norsphyjy ysepeme jegHor Opoja ucrpakmupada JAa je
TeMaTMKa U cagp>kaj Makap msBecHor Opoja IlaayroBux aeaa Omaa
MHOTO BUIIIE yCAOBAbEHA APYIITBEHO-UCTOPUjCKMM OKOAHOCTMMA HEero
IITO Cce TO paHUje Mucanao®.

Cse BapMjaHTe CHMHTAKCIMIKO-CEMaHTMYKOT IIOHAIllama Koje JeKceMa
pax Ucroskasa y oksupy I1aayTrosor Kopiryca MOry ce yOUUTH y KOMeAUju
Ampbhitruo, a oBAe HaBOAMIMO CaMO /JBa IIpUMepa.

Y mpoaory Mepkyp kaxe caegehe:

etenim ille, cuius huc iussu venio, Iuppiter

non minus quam vostrum quivis formidat malum:
humana matre natus, humano patre,

mirari non est aequom, sibi si praetimet;

atque ego quoque etiam, qui lIovis sum filius,
contagione mei patris metuo malum.

propterea pace advenio et pacem ad vos affero. (26-32)°

Kao mro Bugumo, Mepkyp objammasa aa, IO JynuTepoBOM HaAoOry,
Aoaasu 'y mupy (pace advenio) u aa gonocu mup (pacem ad vos affero). Ono
IITO M3a3MBa Hallly IO30PHOCT jecTe YMIbeHMIIa Aa Ce Yy AAaTOM CTUXY
[TaayTr mourpao aekceMoM pax, Ia je yrnorpeOMo Apa IIyTa, U TO Y3
raaroze pasavantor poaa’. Tlotom, 6140 Aa y ya03u cyOjekra HaBeAHUX
raaroaa suauMo Mepkypa, 6140 ga cBe IITO OH paAu IPUIIMIIEMO
JynurepoBoj BOaM, youaBaMO KakoO je pax TeKOBUHa KOjy Pummbann
AoOmujajy o 6orosa.

e mojeAMHMM JeAoBuMa ojpebennx IlaayToBux KoMeamja Koju cy MoXJa Oman
ApymTseHo aHraxkosanu suau Scullard 1951, 254. C gpyre cTpaHe, y HeKIM HOBVUM
cryanjama o IlaayToBoj komeauju Amphitruo yommrte ce He IIOMUIbe FheHa €BeHTY-
aJHa APYIITBEHO-IIOAUTUYKA aHTaXKOBaHOCT. Buau uop. Moore 1998, 108-125.

® Josanosuhes 1peBo UTUPaHUX CTUXOBA I1ack oBako: HauMe, mTo: oHaj 1o anjem
Ha/lO0Iy A0JAa3MM OBaMo, Jyrmrep, | cTpeny o4 AOIIMX KPUTHUKa, Oall Kao U CBaTKO
o4 Bac, | pobenux oa ayacke Majke 1 04 byAckor ona. | Paszora Hema 4yAnT ce ITO
ra ApMa tpema. | Ila u ja cam, koju cam Jymutpa crapora cuH, | Gojum ce aa hy
A00UT I10 HOCY 3ajeAHO € TaToM. | 3aTo y MUpy OBaMO CTyIlaM U MUpP_BaMa AOHOCHM.
(mpema Jovanovic 2008, 9).

® OBa€ TEPMUH 2AG20ACKU P00 KOPUCTUMO Y FheTOBOM IIMPEM 3Hauery, 0Apa3yMeBa-
jyhm o4, tTum nogeay raaroaa Ha IpeaasHe, HellpeAa3He I IIOBpaTHe, Kao ILTO je, Ha
npumep, y Cranojunth / ITorroswh / Mutiith 1989, 97-98.
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Caga hemo nHaBectn jegan geo Jynureposor u Co3aujuHOr Aujaaora u3
Apyre II0A0BIHe UCTe KoMeauje.

{Sos.} Amphitruo, assum. si quid opus est, impera, imperium exequar.
{Iupp.} <Sosia,> optume advenis. {Sos.} lam pax est inter vos duos?
nam quia vos tranquillos video, gaudeo et volup est mihi.

atque ita servom par videtur frugi sese instituere:

proinde eri ut sint, ipse item sit; voltum e voltu comparet:

tristis sit, si eri sint tristes; hilarus sit, si gaudeant.

sed age responde: iam vos rediistis in concordiam?

{Iupp.} Derides, qui scis haec dudum me dixisse per iocum.

{Sos.} An id ioco dixisti? equidem serio ac vero ratus.

{Tupp.} Habui expurigationem; facta pax est. {Sos.} Optume est. (956-965)”

Ha osom mecty y koMeauju Cosuja u gabe He 3Ha Ja IIpes coOOM
Ma BpPXOBHOT Oora Jymurepa, a He cBor rasly AMQuUTpuoHa, rma Kaja
Kake: pax est inter vos duos, oH Mucau Ha AAKMeHIHO 1 AMQPUTPUOHOBO
IoMIuperbe, Jakle, Ha OAHOC My>Xa U >KeHe. YodaBaMoO Ja je cyOjekar
pedeHnIle AeKceMa pax, a 4a ce MPUAOILIKM IIpeauKaT CacToji 04 KOIlyae
(est) u puaowKor npeaukarusa (inter vos duos)’. Buaumo aa y ucrom
KOHTEKCTY, Ca TOTOBO MCTUM 3HaderheM CToje U pedeHune: uos tranquillos
uideo n uos rediistis in concordiam. Jaxae, Ilaayr oBae xopucru Tpwu
A€KceMe U3 AeKCUUKOT [10ba° MUpd M AATUM AEKCHMYKUM Bapujarjama

7 OBae npuaaxemo JopaHosuhes mpesBog gatux crmxosa: Cocuja: EBo me, Amu-
TpyoOHe; ako 1mTo Tpeba, HapeAn, Hape4aOy cMjecra usspiasaM. | Jynurep: Cocuja, y
npasu yac! | Cocuja: Jea' caga mup meby Bama asoma? | To mro Bac Buaum Ao0pe
BObe, MeHN je Ha cpehy u Becebe. | AKo MeHe nuTaTe, BabaHOM poOy IIpaBl je CTaB
| aa n cam Oyae kakse cy rasge: ¢aiy 1o ¢ary HamjecTy, | Heka cu Ty>KaH, ako Cy
rasje; CMmj ce, ako Cy CpeTHM. | Aau aaj, penn: jecte an ce seh momupuan? | Jyrm -
Tep: Pyrar Mu ce — I1a 3HaIII 4a caM CBe TO HeAaBHO y maan pekao. | Cocyja: A, To cu
y LIaau pekao? A ja MUCAMO Aa TV TO HacMpT 030uaHO. | Jynurep: [Taaa je uctipuka;
ckaorbet je Mup. | Cocrja: PenomenaaHo. (rpema Jovanovié 2008, 63).

$ Aebununujy u npuMepe npuiouikoz npedukama y cprickoM jesuky suau y CraHoj-
guth / ITonosuh / Munth 1989, 214-217.

° HajrosHatuja 1 HajyTMIajHIja Teopuja y CTPYKTYpaAHOj CEMaHTHIIU jecTe Teopuja O
CEMAHMUUKUM UAU ACKCUNKUM NopuMa. ABaseceTnx u TpuaeceTux roagnHa XX sexa y
pajoBuMa jeAHOT Opoja HEMauKMX U IIBajIlapCKIX HaydHMKa, Meby Kojuma mmoceGHO
Mmecto 3aysuma Tpujep (Trier), Ha pasanunTe HauMHe M3A0KEHA je y OCHOBU MCTa
uAeja O peduuMa Kao jeAMHMIIaMa AEKCUMYKOI CUCTeMa Jaror je3duka y JaToM
MCTOPUjCKOM TpeHyTKy. [Ipema 0BOj Teopuju, cBaK A€KCUYKM CUCTEM CacTOjU Ce 04,
MOACUCTEMA, T3B. 10/bd, Y OKBUPY KOjUX Cy I'PyHICaHe 3HaYeHCKU CpOdHe peunt. AKO
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MU3pa>kaBa TOTOBO MCTY CeMaHTUYKU CagpKaj.

Peyennyna cTpykTypa Koja ce cacToju 0/, AeKceMe pax y HOMUHaTUBY
jeAHVHe 1 raaroa esse y Tpehem auny jegHuHe mpeacrassba peAaTUBHO
YeCcT CMHTaKCMYKM OKBUP Yy KOjeM ce aekceMma pax Haaasu y IlaayroBom
kopnycy. Haume, o4 aBaseceT ueTpu npumepa y 1iecT cAaydajeBa ped je
YIIPaBO O OBAKBOM CHMHTaKCHMIKOM MOJEAY.

IToraeaajmo caga xako ce Antudon obpaha csojum seroBmma y
Komeauju Stichus.

Quando ita rem gessistis ut vos velle amicosque addecet,
pax commersque est vobis mecum. nam hoc tu facito ut cogites. (518-519)
CuHTaKCMYKM OKBUpP pedeHurie pax (commersque) est vobis mecum Morao

©u ce npukasatu Ha caeaehn naunu':
Nom (mocecym) +est + Dat (mocecop) + cum + Abl
XmocrojusaYcaZ=Y caZumaX.
Y Halmem caydajy ancrpaktHa umennia (pax)' croju y mosunmju nocecy-

ce TOKOM BpeMeHa U3MeH! I1010>Kaj, 0AHOCHO 3HaJere HeKe pedn y OKBUPY CUCTeMa,
TO HEMMHOBHO AOBOAM ¥ A0 APYTUX IIPOMeHa y CTPYKTYpU IOACUCTeMa MAW CHCTe-
Ma. JerasHuje O AeKCMYKUM HobuMa B. HOp. Lyons 1969, 44-48 u Lyons 1977, 266-
270. OA cBUX AMHTBUCTUYKIX TeOpUja ¥ TEPMUHOAOIIKIX odpeberba HacA0meHNX Ha
TpujepoBy Teopujy pexan OMCMO Ja je Hallle cxBaTarbe Aekcuukoz nona (‘lexical field”)
MO>K/a HajBuUIIle y cCKAaly ca OHaKBUM opebhemeM gaTor TepMuHa KakBo HaAa3MMO y
Aunknuoj xwusu An Outline of English Lexicology. Hanme, Aunkuna adedpuanimja
Ma JABe Ba>KHe KOMIIOHeHTe: 1) Aekcuuko nobe caap>Ku HajMarbe ABe AeKceMe Koje ce
HaJaze y MCTOj MOPQPOCMHTAKCUMYKO] KaAacy, 2) aHaAu3MpaHe JeKceMe MOpajy Ja
nMajy 0ap jeAHO 3ajeAHIIKO IIeHTpaAHO 3HauermhCKo obeaexje. Buan Lipka 1992, 152.

! OBaj mwemarcku IpMKa3 AaTOI PEYEHNMUHOr MO4eaa Ipeysean cMo u3 Ipkosuh-
Mejniop 2007, 100, m mpu TOM CMO y 1era yHeAM U3BecHe M3MeHe.

" He yaaszehu caga aybpe y mpobGaeM ONO3ULjE ancmpakmuo — KOHKPEmHo, TVHNA
HaM ce Ja Hallle OIIpe3HO yOpajarbe JeKceMe pax y aIllCTpaKTHe MMeHUIle IIpe MOXe
Ja JAOTIpUHece Hero Ja IITeTH pasyMeBamy yrnorpede jate aekceme. Cyaehu mpema
NIpVHONIINMa TpaAUIIMOHaAHe TpaMaTuke, peKAy 61ICMO KaKo caMa UMIbeHuIIa Ja ce
MMeHUIIa pax IojaBayje Kako y IlaayToBum komeaujama (ca usyseTkoMm ctuxa Pers.
753), TakoO U Y IIOTOH0j PUMCKOj KEbVM>KEBHOCTYU TOTOBO UCK/AYIUBO Y jedHIHI YKasyje
Ha To Ja O61cMoO aaTy aexceMy Morau yopojatu y ancmpaxmtue nmenune. ITotom, ako
Te3y JAa aIlCTPaKTHOCT, OJAHOCHO KOHKPETHOCT HeKe JAeKceMe He Mopa Outn
HeIrpoMeH/bMBa KaTeropuja, eh ga saBucu o4 Tora ga A gata aexcema y ogpebernom
KOHTEKCTY O3HadaBa ONMILLUBYU IIpejMeT, OAHOCHO TOAUM OKOM BMA/bWBY IIOjaBy
VAU TIaK allCTpaxoBaHy CAMKY IIpeaMeTa, OAHOCHO II0jaBe, IIPMMEHNMO Ha yIIoTpeby
AexceMe pax, 3aKayduan 6mcMo aa y IlaayroBum komegujama, Kao M y OCTaAUM
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Ma', a OHO HITO CMO O3HAYMAY TEPMUHOM nocecop (vobis) y cTBapu Tpea-
CTaBba AYOMHCKM CyOjeKaT KOji Ce YecTO TyMadu Kao T3B. HOCECUBHU
AatuB (dativus possessivus)”. Ped je O NpaMHAOEBPOIICKO] esse-KOH-
CTPYKLIUjU 3a IpeAuKanujy rocejoBama'’. JpeBHOCT OBe KOHCTPYKIuje
noTBphyjy NpUMepyu U3 XeTUTCKOT je3uKa, a meHe peankre cpehemo y
MHOTUM MHAOEBPOIICKMM je3UIMMa, T1a TAKO U Y AaTUHCKOM . YioTpeba
AatuBa y QyHKIMjU AyOUMHCKOT CyGjeKTa MpOM3Aasy U3 HeroBe Mpu-
mapre cemantuke'’. Kaga je 401140 40 mpomene jesmakor tuma'’, 4aTus
AyOUMHCKOT Cy0jeKTa perHTepIpeTUpaH je Kao IOCeCUBHU AaTuB ', a esse-

cauyBaHUM TeKCTOBMMa IHpeTKJAacMyHe M KAacUMdHe PUMCKe KIbVKeBHOCTHU, JaTa
JAeKceMa MaxoM MMa BpegHOCT arcTpakTHe KaTeropuje. O KaTeropujaaHoj OIIO3ULIMI
ancmpaxmuo—KonkpemHo, B. HIp. y Jespersen 1951, 135-136. Harocaetky, commersque
cMaTpaMo JOIYHOM MMeHMIIe pax, Tla y OBOj IPMAMIIU arlCTpaxyjeMo CMHTaKCUJIKO-
CeMaHTWYKIU 3Hayaj uMmeHmie commers. O MogeauMa AOIyHe MMEHUYKe pedn y
AaTuHCKOM je3uky Buay Coleman 1983, 75.

" 3aHMM/bUBY IIapadeay HyaM CTapOPYyCKU je3UK, y KOjeM ce AaTMBHa KOHCTPyKIuja
PeTKo jaBsba y caydajeBMMa Kada je IOCecyM KOHKPeTHU IIojaM, a HacTaBka Ja ce
KOPUCTH KaJja je mocecyM amncrpaktau rnojaMm (I'pkosith-Mejriop 2007, 102).

¥ Canunu mpumMepu U3 MCTOpUje CAOBEHCKUX je3uka aatu cy y I'pkosuh-Mejiiop
2007, 99-102.

" Lleaa oBa Aurpecuja O MHAOEBPOIICKMM esse-KOHCTPyKIMjaMa 3a IIpeAuKarujy
rnoceJoBara y 3HayajHOj MepU Ocdama ce Ha IIoraasse »VIHgoeBporicka esse-
MpeAMKanyja IocejoBarba Ha CAOBEHCKOM IIAaHy« ¥ HEIITO Maibe Ha ITOTAaBbe
»lIMITepcoHaAHe pedeHNIle y CTapOCPIICKOM je3uky« y I'pkosmh-Mejiiop 2007, 98-
117; 188-203. Taxobe, oa Beamke kopmcTym 6mo je m Benveniste 1966 (oBae je
xopunrhen npesoa: E. Benvenist, Problemi opste lingvistike, prev. S. Mari¢, Beograd:
Nolit, 1975, 143-163).

 Ibid.

6 Ha npumMep, ase moryhe aedunmiiuje ocHoBHe (QyHKIUje JaTWBa Y AaTHMHCKOM
jeauky raace osako: ‘The chief function of the dative is to denote the person or, more
rarely, the thing for whose benefit (or the reverse) the action of the verb is performed,
or for whose benefit a thing or a state exists, or whom the quality of a thing affects’
(Woodcock 2002, 38-39), “its proper function ... is to express an object indirectly
participating in an action or process’ (Lehmann 1983, 1958).

7 TIpeaas 04 aKTMBHOT MAY epraTMBHOT Ka HOMMHATUBHOM THILY je3UKa YTULIAO je Ha
MHOTe acIleKTe je3uka. Buau HIIp. meros yTuiiaj Ha pea peuM y AaTUMHCKOM je3UKy
(Calboli 1983, 42-43).

'® I'prosrth-Mejirop 2007, 100.
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KOHCTPYKIIMjy Ca AaTMBOM IIOTMCKyje peueHuIla ca I1aroAoM »MMaTH«,
cy0jeKToM / ocecopoM y HOMUHATHUBY U 00jeKTOM / IIOCeCyMOM Y aKy3a-
TuBy". ¥ HaleM nmpuMepy, OCUM arCTpaKTHe MMeHMIe (Pax) y TTO3NULjI
Iocecyma, raaroda esse M Aartusa Amna (vobis) MMaMO U IIpeAAOIIKO-
HaJeXHy KOHCTPYKUMjy (mecunt), Koja AaTM CMHTaKCUYKM MOJeA YMHU
CAO>KEHMjUIM U YKa3yje Ha M3BeCHe CeMaHTU4Ke OAAMKe AeKceMe pax.
YouaBaMo ga peyeHIYHM MOJeA y KOjeM y OKBUpPY HpejuKaliuje CTOju
HpeAAOor cum 1 OHaj y KOjeM je 3acTyIl/beH IpeAaor inter UMajy BeAUKY
3HaYerbCKy cAnJHOCT. Hamme, ako yImpocTuMo NparMaTudky CUTyaryjy
U YMeCTO TpM IPUCYTHe ocole (YKaydyjyhn u roBopHuka), 3aMmncanmo
Aa ce Paay O ABe, YMHU Ce A2 HEMa BeAlKe 3Hadercke pasauke” y Tome
aa au hemo pehm pax est tibi mecum [ pax est mihi tecum van pax est inter
1nos duos.
Axo nmamo y B1Ay Ja je IpauHAOeBPOIICKM KOPeH AeKceMe pax y Be3u ca
1A€jOM CKaamama criopasyma usmeby asejy crpana’’, cacum je ouexn-
BaHO Ja JaTa AeKceMa MMa BaaeHIly sehy og Hyare, ogHOCHO Ja y3 cebe
IO IIpaBuAy Besyje HeKakBy JomryHy. CTora, yak U Kaja esse-pedyeHuria y
KOjoOj ce HaJla3) AeKceMa pax IIOBPIIMHCKYU IA1eJaHO MMa CacBUM jeAHO-
CTaBHY CTPYKTypYy, Oe3 01110 Kakse 40IlyHe, Tpeba MMaTy Ha yMYy Ja ce Ha
Ay0/beM I1aHy TOTOBO CUTYPHO MOXKe AeTeKTOBaTi O4HOC u3MeDy HajMa-
e ABa akTepa (01ma0 Ja je ped o ogHOCY m3MeDhy HeKkor OO’KaHCTBa U
JyoBeka, 0140 Ja je y nmramy ogHoc naMeby aBoje myau) Ha Koju oBa
AeKceMa, 110 IIpaBuay, pedepuiie.

¥ Henocrojame raaroaa »MMaTi« y HEKUM je3MIIMa, Kao 1 OpojHa CBe40YaHCTBa U3
JMCTOpUje OHMX je3UKa y KOjuMa OBaj Iaroa IOCTOjM HeCyMIbMBO yKasyje Ha yIIpaBo
M3HETU CMepP CMHTaKCUUKOT U AeKCUIKOT pa3poja. Buau ump. Benveniste 1966.

* OueBnAHO je Aa IOCTOj)I M3BECHA CUHTAKCHYKA M IIparMaTiyKa pasAnKa, adu
AP>KMMO Aa OHa Huje ToceOHO peAeBaHTHA 3a Hallle M3/arame.

'Y BakOBOM peuHVKY, HAAMK Ha APYyTe CTapuje eTMMO/OIIKE PETHIIKE, KaXKe Ce Aa Ce
y AeKceMH pax MoXKe ITpeIlo3HaTu KopeH *pdk- mam *pag-, Koju je 3acTyl/beH U y
AATUMHCKOM TJaroly pangere ¥ TPY4KOM TJAaroAy TUYVUUL KOjU MMajy 3Hauerbe
»CIOJUTH«, »CKAOINTH«. Buau Buck 1949, (20.14) 1376 u, Ha npumep, Ernout / Meillet
1932, 685. ¥V HajHOBUjeM e€TMMOAOIIKOM PEeUYHMKY AATUHCKOT U APYTUX UTAACKUX
jesauka, objaBsenoMm 2008. roguHe, KaKe ce Ja ce AeKCeMa pax MOKe IIOBe3aTM ca
MIpanHAOEBPOIICKMM KOPEHOM *pehyk- KOju MMa 3Haueme »CIIOpa3yM«, »yTOBOP« I
KopeHOM *phyk-(e/0) Xoju MMa 3Haueme »CKAOIUTH criopadyMm«. Buan Vaan 2008, 452.
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Ja 3akayduMo, U IIOpeJ yMepeHOr (PpeKBEeHIIMjCKOT WHAEeKca,
AeKceMa pax ¥Ma peAaTUBHO IIMPOK CIIeKTap CMHTaKCUYKOT ITOHaIlarba
y oksupy IlaayTosor kopmyca, Ima ce TakO HaaAa3M y TOTOBO CBUM
pevernuHnM ¢QyHKIMjama. IloroMm, HeHO CeMaHTHYKO IIOHAIllame
CacBMM je yje/HaueHO I OHa yBeK MMa 3Hauerbe »MUp«. AKO ce, IIpU TOM,
IIOACeTMO Ja Ce aaTa JeKceMa CacBMM JAeIo yKJalla y KOHTeKCT, Ha
IpuMep, ca AeKCeMOM concordia, Koja HeCyMIbIBO IIpUIlaja MOAUTUYKOM
PedHMKY”, YMHM Ce Ad A€KCceMa pax IPUMapHO IPUIlaja je3UKy jaBHe
KOMyHUKanuje” u Moxe da pedepurre Ha oguoc mameby myam u
Borosa, nau Ha dopmaane oaHoce meby myanma®™. Vsraeaa aa je Tek
nyrteM MeTadopusaliuje IpUMapHOT 3Hadyerba AeKceMa pax Moraa ja ce
IIpMMeH! U Ha IIpuBaTHe oAHoce Meby spyanma. Y mpuaor osoj Tesn nge
YumbeHNnIla Ja je crTapy perny0AnKaHCKu KyaT Oorumse Caoze (Concordia),
KOj! je IIPBOOMTHO MMao MNPy APYIITBeHy AMMeH3ujy 1 6uo nocsehen
CA031 yHyTap 11eA0KyITHOT PUMCKOT APYIITBa, y 400a ABrycra 400mo u

# AHaaucTu Kaxy Aa je 367. roguHe Ipe H.e., IOCAe AYTOTPajHUX cykoba m3meDy
narpuiinja u naebejara, gukratop Mapko ®@ypuje Kamma mocsetno xpam Oormmm
Caozu (Concordia), xoju je carpaben Ha cepeposamagHom Jeay Popyma, y ITOAHOX)Y
Kammroaa, n koju je mpeacraBaao jegHo og Tpu ceaumra CeHata. XpOHOAOIIKA U
TeMaTCKM IIperaej, ImTama Koja ce TH4y IIomToBama Oormme CAoze U moausarba
eHMX cBeTuAnIITa Brau y Dumézil 1987. ITpunosesajyhu o Kamnaosum sacayrama
3a yCIIoCTaBAbare IMOAUTHYKe CTabMAHOCTY Y PUMCKOj Ap>KaBu, /lusuje, 40ayIiie, He
nomumse ocsehmpame Xxpama dormmu CAozu, aau je Hmerosa cAMKa TaJallliber cTarba
BpeAHa IIoOMeHa: ita ab diutina ira tandem in_concordiam redactis ordinibus (Liv. 6.42).

® Osae AoaasuMo 40 mpoGaeMa (PYHKLMOHAJHOI pacaojaBarba jeslka. JedaH O4
moryhux Mogesa kaacuduxanyje (yHKIMOHAAHMX CTUAOBA MMa XUjepapXUjcKy
CTPYKTYypy, U TO TakBy Aa Ce CBU CTUAOBM Jele Ha yMeTHMYKe U OHe OKpeHyTe
criopazyMeBaiby, a OHAa ce OBU APYTU JeAe Ha CHUA AUUHe KOMYHUKYAluje Y CUA0Ge
jaste komynuxauuje (Klikovac 2008, 38-39). Ctua jaBHe KOMyHMKaIiuje OAHOCU Ce Ha
OHO HITO /bYAV Pa3AMYIMTUX IPoduia TOBOPE y 3BaHMYHUM IpUAMKaMa, I1a ce OBa
rojasa y Bugarski 1995 nasusa jastu 2060p.

* HajpaHuja cadyBaHa CBeA0IaHCTBa O IIOIITOBary Oorumbe Pax moTiay Tek us I Beka
m.H.e. Harme, mpBy AuKOBHY IIpeJcTaBy OBe OOTMIbe HaAasuMMO Ha HOBIY u3 44.
roguse 1.H.e. Tek y mepuoay ABIycToBe BAajaBuHe KyAT 6oruibe Pax mocraje Beoma
3HayajaH, IITO je, HApaBHO, YCAOBAEHO APYLITBEHO-UCTOPUjCKUM OKOAHOCTUMA.
Hauwme, raasun noantmdku caoran ABrycrose 1 nocr-Aprycroscke enoxe Pax Roma-
na an Pax Augusta HMKaxo Huje OMO TPeHYTHM ITpOM3BOJ ABIYCTOBe IpoIlaraHjHe
MalllHepuje, Her0 KOHadaH MCXOZ BeAMKUX IIpeBUpama Koja Cy Ayro IloTpecada
pumcku cset. O Tome B. HIIp. Woolf 2005, 115-117.
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YKy, AMHaCTUUKy AVIMEH3Mjy M IO4Yeo Ja Ce OAHOCH Ha MOPOAMYHY U
OpauHy cA0Ty YHyTap Baazapcke Iopoautie”.

Wy jaBHOj 11 y IpuBaTHOj cpepn AeKceMa pax O3HadaBa IIPOIieC yCIIo-
craBbarba Mupa usMeby jeaHor enrmrera, 6maa To meaa ap>kaBa, UAU
IojeauHall, ¥ HeKOra y CIOallibeM cBeTy. UnmHm ce Kao ga cy AuHa-
MMYKa ¥ CllaliyjaaHa KOMIIOHeHTa 3Hauerha jaTe aekceme Mebycobno
nose3ane. HauMe, ako TeXX1MMO HeKaKBOM MUPY Ca CIIOAbAIIb/M CBETOM,
He MOXEeMO ra YCIOCTaBUTU Oe3 M3BeCHOT Ipolleca MAM aKTUMBHOCTIH.
Jakae, ycMepeHOCT Ka CI0/ba U aKTUMBHOCT IIPeACTaBAbajy IAaBHe OAAVKe
3Havera AeKceMe pax.

* % %

VY IlaayToBOM KOpIIyCy AeKceMa otium jaBaba ce ABajeceT U ABa IIyTa.
Y roToBO CBUX gBaHaecT KOMeJuja, Y KojuMa je 3acTyIlhbeHa, OBa AeKceMa
yroTtpeO/beHa je cBera jedaHIlyT uau Asa myta’’. Jakae, aekcema otium
JMa CacBUM YyjegHaueHy AUCTpUOyLMjy, IITO je caMo I10 cedM pa3yMbu-
BO, Oyayhmu aa ce aexcema koja nMa 3Haueme »(CA0004HO) BpeMe«, AU
»A0KOANIIa« MOXKe II0jaBUTH y Mambe BUIIle CBAaKOM IIPMBAaTHOM pa3-
TOBOPY, KOjJ YMHM IAaBHU CUTYalMoHN oKBup IlaayToBux komeanja”.

Y xomeanju Casina nosep.usu pasrosop naMeby ase >kene 3aBpiasa
ce caeaehum cruxosuma:

® Anaamsupajyhm mopekao osor Goxxancrtsa, Jumesua ce ocsphe Ha mojeanse
eaemente nipasHuka Cara Cognatio, Koju je Ipa3HOBaH y Hajy>KeM IIOPOAUYHOM KPYTY,
7 KOHCTaTyje Ja je »M0O>Ja 40 TOT IpOIIMpuBaba Ha JoMahe cTBapu 400 paHMje«
(Dumézil 1987). Cyaehn npema nurtupanom [laayrosom ctuxy (Amph. 962), usraeaa
Aa je Aumesna Ouo y Ipasy.

* Vsysertak IpeAcTaBbajy KoMeauja Mercator, y Kojoj je aexcema otium ynorpedmena
JeTupu myTa, ¥ Komeauja Truculentus, Tae ce JaTa AeKceMa jaB/ba TpU IIyTa.

¥ TlaayT je AyTo BaXXUO 3a je4aH 04 HajBa>KHUjUX M3BOPa 3a IpOyYaBare MpeTKaa-
CMYHOT ¥ KAACUMYHOT AATMHCKOT (pa3)rOBOPHOI je3MKa, aAll je Ta Te3a BPeMeHOM
rovyesa ga HauAa3) Ha OCIIOpaBarba. XOpMaH je YCTaHOBMO M3BeCHe KpUTepujyMe 3a
CBpCTaBarmbe HEeKOI IIMCAaHOI CBe4OJYaHCTBA Y pedeBaHTHe U3BOPe pasz060pH0Z AAMuH-
CK02 je3ukad, Ta je Ha OCHOBY YCTaHOB/LEHUX KpHUTepujyMa peadUpMICcao MUIILbEIhe
aa Ilaayrose u Tepenumjese xomeauje u llunepoHosa mucMma peaaTMBHO BepHO
perpesenTyjy caBpeMeHM pa3TOBOPHM je3uk y gatuM nepuoduma (Hofmann 1951).
OsBakBo raeauinTe, joayiie MoAuduKoBaHO, 3acTyna ce, Ha mpumep, n y Palmer
1954, 74-94.
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{Cleostrata} Mox magis cum otium mi et tibi erit, igitur
tecum loquar. nunc vale. {Myrrhina} Valeas. (214-216)

Oa yxymHO gBageceT gBa npumepa Ilaayrose ynmorpeGe aekceme otium y
YaK YeTpHaeCT cAydyajeBa CMHTAKCIUKO IOHAIlame jaTe AeKceMe CBOAU
ce Ha meHy cyDjekaTcKy (yHKIVjy y pedeHnIiama ca raaroaom esse’. v
IleT caydajeBa OBaj CHMHTAKCHMYKM OKBUP IIPOIIMPEH je caMO AaTUBOM
AuIla, Hajuelrhe AaTHMBOM AMYHe 3aMeHHIle 3a IPBO MAU APYIO AUIIe
jeannue. Crora, memy Koja OgpakaBa CTPYKTypy esse-pedeHmIle ca
AekceMoM otium Tpeba IIOjeJHOCTaBUTHI Y O4HOCYy Ha IIleMy Koja je
npe/cTaBAala esse-pedeHnIle ca AeKCeMOM pax:
Nom + est + Dat
Xmnocrojusa Y =Y uma X.

Axo nobemo o4 Tora ga ce u y npumepuma y KojuMa HUje U3pedeH, M3
KOHTEKCTa MOXKe peKOHCTpyMcaTu AaTUB AMUIla, peKau 01cMo Ja ce paau
0 IIoCceOHOM TUITY ITpejUKalyje IIoce0Bamba y KojeM IO3UIUjy nocecyma
3ay3yMa allTpaKTHa MMeHMIIa KOja o3HavaBa (pU3MUKO (M eMOIIMOHAaAHO)
crame”. Y TOM caydajy MCKa3aHN AV HEVMCKA3aHU AATUB ANLIA jeCTe eKC-
HlepUjeHcep AATOT CTamba . YOo4aBaMo Aa je AaT CUHTAKCUYKU MOAEA Y
caydajy Aekceme otium MoXAa OAVKU Oe3AMIHUM, OAHOCHO MMIIepPCO-
Ha/HJM pedeHnIiaMa’’ Hero esse-pedeHnIiaMa ca peAuKarjoM Imoceso-
Bama. Hamme, y esse-peuenniiu aekcema otium rotoBo Aa ce agsepOujaan-
30Basa”, U 4a OIUCYje CTarbe KOoje MOXe, aall M He MOpa OMTU Tepco-
HaAu30BaHO . Jakae, ako IohDeMo 04 TOra A4a je ped O esse-pedeHnIn ca

* V1 y npuMepy y KojeM IIpeAUKaLVjy IAHY IAar04 fieri CUHTAKCUKI OKBUP Yy KojeM
ce AekceMa otium HaAasy MOTIIyHO je uctu (Mil. 950).

* AHaZOTHE IIpMMepe U3 MCTOPUjCKE AMHIBUCTIKE CAOBEHCKMX je3uKa Buau y I'pko-
suh-Mejirop 2007, 103-107.

* Ibid.

*' »IlojaM MMIIEpCOHAAHOCT OAHOCK C€ Ha TOBPIIMHCKY CHHTAKCUUKY CTPYKTYPY C

MHKOTPYeHTHMM mpeaukaToM«. OBJe ycBajaMO OHO 3Haderbe IIOjMa UMMNEPCOHAA-
Hocmu Koje je 3acTyrbeno y I'pxosurh-Mejirop 2007, 188, a mpeyseto us Ivic¢ 1995, 82.
20 aABepOMjaa30BaHNM UMeHMIIaMa y QYHKIUjU IpeAMKaTHBa Y CAOBEHCKUM
jesunma suau I'pkosrth-Mejriop 2007, 191-192.

¥ /lakae, 9umbeHNUIIA A y esse-peueHmIN CTOjUI AATUB AUIla He CBPCTaBa HY>KHO JaTy
peJYeHmITy y esse-pedeHnIIe ca rpaMaTUIKIM CyOjeKToM y HOMMHaTuBy, 6yayhu aa ce
¥ y MMIIEPCOHAAHUM pedeHnIlaMa MO>XKe IO0jaBUTH AaTuB ANIla, HAPOYUTO aKo IIpe-
AUKATVB O3HauaBa HEKAKBO IICMXOAOIIKO cTame. Buau I'pkosith-Mejriop 2007, 190.
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IpeAMKaIljOM IIOCeJ0Barba, OHAA AeKceMa ofium y 1oj uMa (PyHKIUjy
cy0jeKTa 1 raaroa esse KOHTpyupa ca lbOM; ako, IlaK, KpeHeMO 04 Tora Ja
ce padu O MMIIEPCOHAAHO]j pedeHNIIN, OHAa AeKceMa otfium IpeACTaBba
aABepOMjaaM30BaHN IMpeAVKaTUB KOjU je MHKOHTPYeHTaH ca I1aroAoM
esse. CMaTpaMo Aa AOHOIIIee KOHAYHOT CyJa O OBOM IIUTamy Y MHOTOMe
OTeXXaBa UMIbeHNIIa Ja ANIHEe O0AMKe AAaTUHCKUX Tlarola OAAVIKYje
HeMapKUPaHOCT II0 IUTamy poJa, IIa ce He MOXe YTBPAUTHU Ja AN je
rJaro/ esse ca UIMEHUIIOM 0tiut KOHTpyeHTaH AU He.

Peuenmnnia otium (non) est uMa BpeAHOCHO HeyTpaAHO 3Hauere »¥ma/
HeMa (cA000AHOTI) BpeMeHa«, a y CAy4ajy M3pedeHOI JaTuBa »MMaM,
nan »uMaml (CA0004HOT) BpeMeHa«, I ToMe cAM4HO. Y Hajsehem Opojy
cauyBaHux [laayToBux mpumepa 3Haueme AeKkceMe otium BeoMa je aase-
KO O/, A€KCUYKOT T10/ba MUpa KojeM Ipuiiaja Aekcema pax. C o03upom Ha
TOTOBO aABepOMjaaM30BaHO 3HaUYere »1Ma/HeMa (CA000AHOT) BpeMeHa,
CMaTpaMO Ja MMa OCHOBAa 3a XUIIOTe3y JAa JAeKcema ofium jeAHUM
aCIIeKTOM CBOT 3HaYerba IpUIlaja AeKCYKOM T10aYy pemena . VI saucra,
Hallla aHa/AM3a IIOKasasa je Aa y oksupy Ilaayrosor xopiyca aekceme
tempus v occasio IMajy CAMIHO CMHTAKCIIKO-CEMaHTIYKO ITOHAIIame Kao
aexcema otium. Haume, u aexcema tempus™ u aexcema occasio™® Beoma ue-
CTO CTOje Y esse-peueHNUIIN U 1Majy TOTOBO aABepO1jaan30BaHO 3Hauerbe
»BpeMe je«, 0AHOCHO »ITPUAMKa je«.

IToraeaajmo kaxo y komeauju Mercator crapan Jdemudon onpasjasa
CBOje 3a,by0/bUBaIbe.

Adulescens quom sis, tum quom est sanguis integer,
rei tuae quaerundae convenit operam dare;

demum igitur quom sis iam senex, tum in otium

te conloces, dum potes ames... (550-553)

YoyaBaMO Ja y HaBeaeHOM IIpuUMepy JeKceMma otium HeMa BpejHOCHO
HeyTpaAHO 3Haueme »(cA0004HO) BpeMe«, Kao IITO je TO OMo caydaj y

* V3sraeaa 4a je eTMMOJAOIMja CPIICKe AeKceMe J0OKOAUUA TakoDhe y Be3u ca MAgjoM
épemena. lleay HeoGjaBbeHy eTMMOAOIIKY OAPeAHNITY O OBOj AeKceMU /byDasHO MU je
Aao mipodecop Aaexcanjap /loma, Ha ueMy My CpAadHO 3aXBabyjeM.

¥V caeaehum INaayroBum cTUXOBMMa CTOjU pedeHunta tempus est: Amph. 533; Asin.
912; Bacch. 772-773; Merc. 916; Mil. 72, 1101, 1218; Most. 714; Pers. 469, 724; Poen. 741.

%V caeaehnm I1aayToBUM CTMXOBMMA A€KCEMa 0CCAsio CTOjU Y esse-pedeHuI: Aniph.
1034c; Asin. 945; Capt. 117, 210, 260, 423; Cist. 34, 367; Mil. 124; Poen. 891.
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esse-pedeHnIiaMa, Beh Om joj mpe oarosapaao KOMILAEKCHUje, 4YeCcTO
BpPe4HOCHO ODOjeHO 3Hauerhe »J0KOAUIla«, OJHOCHO »AOKOAMYaperhe«.
Kaxko 10 objammasamo?

Moran 6mcMO IIOMNUCAUTH Aa je Ha OBakaB pasBoj AeKceMme otium
M3BeCTaH YTHUIIQj MMada Ipyka AeKceMa OXOAT) uMji je Ipoliec yCAOX-
haBamba CMHTaKCMYKO-CeMaHTUYKOT IIOHAIllama M3Tlea MMao CANYHe
¢daze”. Mebyrum, wak u ako je aekcema ofium IpeTprieaa MU3BECTaH
CeMaHTUYKM yTUIIAj AeKceMe OXOAT), He 3HauM Ja AO IIPOMEeHe HheHOr
CMHTaKCMYKO-CeMaHTIYKOT ITOHaIlIarba HUje 401110, u3Meby ocraaor, n
ycaes OypHMX IIpOMeHa y PUMCKOM APYIITBY, KOje Cy MOpaAe OCTaBUTH
Tpara y AaTUMHCKOM je3MKy. JegHOCTaBaH eHTUTET »CA0DOAHO BpeMe«
cacsuM je Omo oarosapajyhmu 3a Pumsanuna y 400a pane Pemybanke,
Kaga je sehmnHa craHoBHMKa Pruma mMaza TeK TOAUKO CA00OAHOT
BpeMeHa ga MOXe Ja BOAM HOpMaJaH ApyluTsBeHu >XusoT. Hajkachuje
rocae Jpyror IyHCKOI paTa CUTyalluja ce IOTIIyHO M3MeHnaa. Beanku
IpuAus podosa oMoryhno je ga npuragHuIy BUIINX CA0jeBa PUMCKOT
APYIITBa UMajy BUIlle CA0004HOT BpeMeHa, 11/1AU BUIIle jeja KaKo Aa ra
yrpomre™. Tako je aekcema otiun, Koja je 40 Taga A€KCUKaAM30Baaa arl-
CTpakTaH I10jaM CA0000HO épeMe, TIOUeAa Aa A00Uja IIUPY KOHIEIITyaAHy
0asy M Ja O3HauaBa IIOTEHIIMjaAHO KOMILAEKCHUjU II0jaM JOKOAUle,
OKpeHyTe pa3AMuMTUM akTupHOCTMMa. OBa KOHIleIITyadHa IIpOMeHa
yCAOBHUAA je U IPOMEeHy Y BpeAHOCHO] AMMeH31ju daTe aekceme. Haume,
AexceMa otium HMje MOTJa OCTaTy BPeJHOCHO HeyTpaaHa, Beh je roueaa
Aa AoOuja yenThe HeraTMBHY HETO IMO3UTHUBHY KOHOTAI[Ujy, Y 3aBYICHOCTI
0/ Tora Aa Au je gokoaniia Ouaa rnocsehena gpymrseno npuxsahenum n
IIOXBaZHVM UAY Marbe IIOXBaAHUM aKTUBHOCTUMA. Tako 1 y npumepy us
KoMeauje Mercator BUAMMO aa AexkceMa ofium mMa, 40AyIle IIPUTYIIeH,
aAu cBaKaKo HeraTuBaH IpM3BYK. PuMcka mmy0amKa cUTypHO HHUje ca Be-
AMKOM OaaroHakAoHOIThy raejada Ha 3asby0/beHor crapiia demudoHa 1
Ha Ierose sbyOaBHe jaje.

Ja 3aKayd4nMO, yOuMAM CMO KaKO je CeMaHTMYKM pa3Boj AeKceMe
otium Texao Ha caegehn HauMH: 04, yCAOBHO pedeHo, aricTpaKTHOT 3Haue-

¥ Tlpouec ycaoXmbaBarba CHUHTAKCHYKO-CEMAHTMUKOI IIOHAIIArba AeKCeMe OXOAT|
aHaaAu3upaH je y Anastasiadis 2004.

% JesrpoBuT IpMKa3 IpOMEHa y PUMCKOM APYINTBY y AaTOM IeEpPUOAY BUAU Y
Scullard 1951, 246-248.
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a »(c10004H0) BpeMe« 40 KOMILAeKCHUjeT, aAyl IIOTeHIIjadHO KOHKpeT-
HUjer 3Hauerba »JoKoanija«. Jaxae, IpeMa HallleM MUIILAbEY, AeKceMa
otium cllaga y OHy I'PYIly AeKceMa UMji je CeMaHTUYKM Pa3Boj TeKao 04
aIICTPaKTHOT Ka KOHKPETHOM 3Hauemy . Harocaerky, cama eTmmoao-
ruja AekceMe otium yKasyje Ha TO Ja ce pajM O je3dKOM OOpa3oBamby
Koje 1ckasyje Hekakso crame’’. Ctora, Mosxemo pehn ga aara sexcema
u3pa’kapa MAejy O CTaiby yHyTpallllher MUpa UAM CIIOKOjCTBa, 0110 Aa je
y NUTamy HojeguHali, 6140 gpKasa, O4HOCHO APYIITBO.

* F X

[TomTo cMO M3A0XKMAU M3BECHE OAAMKE CUHTaKCHMIKO-CeMaHTUYKOT
IIOHaIlIara AeKceMe pax 1 Aekceme otium, BpeMe je Ja MOOAVDKe IOrae-
AaMO FIIXOB CII0j Y OKBUpPY Ppase pax atque otium. JaTta Pppasza 1mojasabyje
ce y okBupy coanaoksuja Amdurpuonosor poda Cosuje y IlaayTosoj
Komeauju Amphitruo:

Principio ut illo advenimus, ubi primum terram tetigimus,

continuo Amphitruo delegit viros primorum principes;

eos legat, Telobois iubet sententiam ut dicant suam:

si sine vi et sine bello velint rapta et raptores tradere,

si quae asportassent redderent, se exercitum extemplo domum
reducturum, abituros agro Argivos, pacem atque otium

dare illis; sin aliter sient animati neque dent quae petat,

sese igitur summa vi virisque eorum oppidum oppugnassere. (203-210)*"

* BakaH TpuMep KOju TIOKasyje Aa je MOTPeIIHO yHAIpes IPeTIIOCTaBbaT Kako je
CeMaHTMYKU pPa3Boj MINA0 O KOHKPETHOI Ka allCTPaKTHOM 3Hademy JaT je y
Benveniste 1966. Peu je 0 eTMMOAOILIKO-CeMaHTUYKO] HOPOAMIIU AeKCeMa Koje ce
O0AHOCe Ha »BEPHOCT«.

“'Y HajHOBMjEM €TMMOAOIIKOM PEUHMKY AATMHCKOT je3MKa KaO CEMAHTMYKM eKBU-
BaJeHTH JAeKceMe ofium Hasoge ce caeiehe eHraecke peun ‘spare time, relaxation’.
Jakae, HUTU MMa IIOMeHa O JoxoAuyu (eHr. leisure), HUTU O Mupy (eHI. peace),
IIOjMOBIMa 3a Koje AeKceMa otium IpejcTaBba OMUAO jeauHy (y caydajy JokoAuuye),
01140 jeAHY O/ 3HaYajHUjUX AeKCMKaAu3aliuja y AaTMHCKOM je3uKy (y cAydajy mupa).
Buan Vaan 2008, 437. ¥V ermmoaomkoMm peunuky Ernout / Meillet Ha moueTky
oApeAHuIle O AeKCeMM pax CTOju TBpAiba Ja ce »CTalbe MMpa Koje je mocaeimIia
ycIiocTaBdbara pax-a Hajuenthe sose otium« (Ernout / Meillet 1932, 685). Osa Mucao
IpeJCTaBba ycaMAbeH IpuUMep, MpeMa HallleM MUIILbelby, IPaBUAHOT ITOBe3MBarba
3Hauera JAeKceMe pax U AekceMe otium y Hama AOCTYITHOj AUTepaTypu.

*! JoBarOBMheEB IPeBOA UTUPAHMX CTVXOBA raacu oBako: Hajpuje, anm cmo oHamo
CTUTAM, YMM CMO Ha KOIIHO cTymmam, | cMmjecta Amdurpyon ogabpa myxe, Meby
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Ocnm ynmeHnIe ga y HabegeHO] pedeHnIu ppasa pax atque otium vma
yAOTY jeAHOT O/, TAaBHUX PeYeHMIHMX KOHCTUTyeHaTa (AMPeKTHOT 00-
jexTa), Ba>KHO je mucrahm 1 To ga ce OHa HaJa3) Ha Kpajy ctuxa. Haume,
yTBpbheHo je aa je IlaayTos m3bop u pea peunm Ha Kpajy CTMXa y BEAUKO]
Mepu 610 yCcA0BAbeH MeTPUIKUM pa3A03MMa, HApOUUTO Kaja ce paguao
0 Ay>XeM MeTpy O/ jaMIICKOT ceHapa. Tako ce, Ha IIpuMep, 3Ha Ja Cy ap-
Xau3MM TOTOBO pe3epBucaHn 3a Ayxu mertap®. Crora, HAIOMUEMO Aa
Aeo gate Pppase (atque otium) IpejcTasba IOCAeAbe ABe CTOIe jaMIICKOT
oktoHapa®, kojer je [1aayT usraesa cMaTpao MOTOAHNUM 32 COAUAOKBYj™,
Jakae, y AaToj pedeHMIIM CHMHTarMma pax atque otium mma Ba>kKHO MeCTO
KaKo ca CTaHOBMINITA CMHTaKCe, TaKO I Ca CTAaHOBUINITA IIparMaTuKe U
crnancruke”.

Axko 3Hamo ga y [laayroBuM KomeanjaMa Aekcema pax y sehuHu cay-
JajeBa MMa 3Hauele »MUp«, a AeKcema otium »(CA0004AHO) BpeMe«UAun
»A0KOANIIa«, Te da IIpBa IpUMapHO IIpuIlaja jaBHOj, a ApyTa IIPUBaTHO]
cdepu, Kako 00jacCHUTH HacTaHaK U 3Hauewe Pppase pax atque otium? Aa
AU je ped O CMHOHMMUjCKOM MAM, T1aK, O aHTOHUMMjCKOM yIlapuBamby?

CmaTpamo ga O6McMO MOXJa JAakllle AOMIAM A0 OATOBOpa ako IIpe
Hero mTO IpehbeMo Ha pasmarpame INpuUpoJe OAHOCAa CeMaHTUYKMX
jeaHmnIla Aate ¢pase (Aekceme pax U AeKceMe otium) U3BECHY IaKiby
HIOCBETMMO 3Hauery eHe PyHKIjcKe jeAnHnnte, Besnnka atque’. Crora,

npsuMa mpse, | 3a AUTIAOMATCKy Mucujy, 4a TeaobojimMa yaTmmMaTyM nspyde: | ako
an oaayde Oes GopOe 1 OTIOpa M3PYYUTH OTETO M OTMMAadve, | BpaTe AU IITO Cy
orybuan, Bojcka he oamax ce mosyhu | xyhu, Aprusiu repuropnj HallyCTUTH, MUD
u_curyprocr | zajamunru. Ho, ako npepsasa cynpoTaH Cras, akO Halll 3aXTjeB He

uciyHe, | oHga 6€3 MMAOCTH C byAMMa CBOjuM Ipag he um Hamacru (pema Jovano-
vi¢ 2008, 14).

* Buau urp. Palmer 1954, 85-88. [Ipumepu koju nokasyjy ycaosmenoct [1aaytosor
peJa peun UCKAYIMBO MeTPUIKUM pa3Ao3MMa JaTu ¢y, Ha npumep, y Melo 2010.

* Goetz / Schoell 1912, 156.
* Nunacu xaxxe: ‘we might call the lambic Octonarius a ‘soliloquy’ metre of Plautus’
(Lindsay 1922, 277).

* YouaBamo ga je mparMaTMJKy M CTUAMCTUYKY 3Haudaj mocaeamer aeaa (ILaayrosor)
CTuXa aHAaJAOTaH yAO03U ITOCAeArhel PedyeHNIHOT YJaHa y Ipo3HoM Tekcry. O mpar-
MaTUYKOM 3Hadajy IT0CAeAmheT MeCTa y pedeHUIIN Y IIPO3HOM TeKCTy Buau y Pinkster
1990, 178-179.
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okpeHyhemo ce Ha 9ac ymorpeOM AaTor Be3HMKa y IIPETKAaCHMIHOM
AATUHUTETY.

3a pasAmMKy 0/ cacTaBHUX Be3HMKa -que U ef, duje IOPeKAo cexe A0
MHAOEBPOIICKOT Be3HMKA -*kwe U Ipnaora-*eti, Be3HUK atque IpeacTaBba
aAatuHCKy TBOpeBuny (ad+que)”. Kako je aynuano npumerno Ilenn
(Penney), unHM ce aa cy oumriegHe pasAmuKe y €TUMOAOIMjU AATUX
Be3HMKa yTHUIlade ¥ Ha TyMademe IbMXOBe CeMaHTU4Ke BpejHOCTH,
OAHOCHO Ha y4lTaBame BIXoBe ceMaHTIuke pasauke®. Haume, panuje je
01110 yBpe>XkeHO MUIILbere Ja ce Be3HMK atque KOPUCTHO OHAA Kaja ce
1oceOHO HarJamraBala CAMYHOCT MAY KOMILAEMEHTapHOCT I10jaBa Koje ce
HaOpajajy, 40K Be3HUK -que Huje nMao oBy eM$aTtnuky QyHKIMjy. Meby-
THUM, UCIIOCTaBIAO Ce Aa, Topej OpOjHIX AUTepapHUX U3BOPa, ITOCTOjU I
enurpadpcKo CBEA0YAHCTBO KOje M3raeja ONOBpraBa HaBeeHy Te3y . Beh
u cymapuu ysug y [laayroBy ynorpeby AaTux BesHUKa yKasyje Ha TO Aa
ce Hajuenthe He MOXe YTBpAUTH HeKaKaB odpebheHn pasaor 360r Kojer ce
1pyu HaOpajarby KOMILA@MeHTapHMX, aAll Y HeKOM CMUCAY CyIIpOTHMX,
T0jaBa y jeAHOM CAy4ajy jaBba BE3HUK ef, a y APyToM Be3HuK atque”. V13-
raeja Aa ce joll y IpeTKAaCMYHOM AaTHHCKOM je3MKy jaBaba TeHAeHIVja
Aa ce yMecTO HeKaJa YHUBep3a/AHOI Be3HMKa -que cse demrhe kopucre
Be3HMIIU et U atque, IpU yeMy HMje AaKO YTBPAUTM jacaH pas3Aor 3a
ynotpe0y jeAHOT, O4HOCHO APYTOT Be3HMKa, Ila Ce YMHM Aa je IbJXOBa
¢dyHkuyja Omaa rotoBo jeaHaka’. Jakae, Be3HUK atque Morao je aa

* Opasa pax atque otium cacToju ce o4 ABe ceMaHTIUKe U jeate GYHKIMjCKe jeANHNIIe,
na OuM ce mpeMa TOMe, U IIpeMa joII HeKUM APYTMM IapaMeTpuMa (Ha IIpuMmep,
yCTabeHOCT pejocieja dekceMa o deMy he Buile peun OMTH HEIUITO KacHuje), Moraa
cBpcratu y OuHOMe, jeAHy BpcTy uanoma (Préi¢ 1997, 126). O HacTaHKy OAMMOp-
Pemcknx, ogHOCHO PppasHUX AeKceMa B. HIIp. Préi¢ 1997, 71.

¥ Penney 2005, 40-41.

* Ibid.

* Buau Penney 2005, 44.

* Penney 2005, 40-41. Peu je urp. o aekcemu di u aexcemu homines. MeTpuaku
pa3a03u He MOTY yBeK Aa Ipy»Ke KAyd 3a pasdymesambe [1aayTosor aekciakor uzdopa.
Crora, npema Ilennjesom Munisery, Moryhe je 4a Heke ¢ppase cajgprke Be3HMK -que
3aTo IITO Cy HacaeheHe us crapujux BpeMeHa, KaJa je OBaj Be3HUK OMO y MHOTO IIIN-
Poj ymorpebu, Te da Heroso IPUCYCTBO, OAHOCHO HeIpUCycTBo oApebyjy crmam-
CTUYKM, a He CeMaHTUYKM Pa3A03M.

*! Penney 2005, 50-51.
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O3Ha4M U MCTOBETHOCT, U CAMYHOCT, aAUl U CYIIPOTCTaBAbeHOCT I10jMOBa
koje mose3yje”. Crora, objalImere 3a KOAOKAIMjCKO YAPYKMBAHE
AeKceMe pax 1 AekceMe otium Tpeda Tpa’kKUTU Ha APYIOj CTPaHI.

Mmajyhn y Buay yAabeHOCT AeKCHMYKOT I10Aba KOjeM IIpuIiaja
AeKceMa pax M OHOr KojeM mpumaga aekcema otium y Ilaayrosom
koprycy, [1aayToBo rpymmcame OBUX ABejy AeKceMa MOKe ce 00jaCHUTHI
Ha /Ba HaulHa.

IIpso, moryhe je aa je Ilaayt ckoBao ¢ppasy pax atque otium mpema,
HaMa HeIlo3HaTOM, IpykoM Modeady. C o03MpoM Ha UMIbeHHIy Ja Cy
Aela HOBe aTudke KoMeguje, koja cy IlaayTy caykmaa xao npeaaoxkak,
caMO (¢parMeHTapHO cadyBaHa, He MOXeMO JOHeTH Omnao Kakasp
peAeBaHTaH 3aKAydak O oBoM mmTamy. OBge Hamomumemo Jda Meby
cauyBaHUM MeHaHApPOBUM CTUXOBMMa HeMa HU jeAHOI KOjU Caap>Ku
KO/AOKaIMjy AeKCceMe 101V U AeKceMe OXOAT), ITaBuIlle, HiA je AHOT KOju
caapxu aekcemy eiofjvn™. Vako npu aoHoIIemy cyaa o pparMeHTapHO
cauyBaHUM M3BOpUMa Tpeba OUTH Kpajie oIlpe3aH, ycyDyjeMo ce 4a Ha
OBOM MeCTy M3HeceMO cBoje Bubeme pasaora 3a MenaHapoBso epeHTyaA-
HO Hekopumrheme 1AM Makap peTKy yrnorpedby aekceme elorjvn. IIpema
HallleM MUIILAEIbY, ped je 0 ToMe ga cy ce MeHaHApOBe KOMeauje HajBe-
poBaTHMje MaXOM OAHOCHJE Ha IIPUBATHU KMBOT IIOjeAMHIIA, U Aa Cy
Ouae Oes mpereHsMja Ha OMAO KaKBy APYIITBEHO-TIOAMTIYKY aHTa>XKo-
BaHOCT™, T1a je caMo 10 cedM pa3yMAbUBO Aa je y hUMa OMA0 Maao UAu
HII MaJ0 MecTa 3a ITOAUTUYKe TepMIHe, Kao IITO je, Ha IIpuMep, eiorvr).
Jakae, Ham je craB ga je ¢pasa pax atque otium 1 ¥eHa ymorpeda y
IIOANTIYKE CBpXe crienn¢IHa puMcKa TBOpeBIHa, Koja je MOXK/4a MOoTJa
UMaTH U3BECHE JajleKe y30pe, aall He U AMPEeKTHe IIpeTKe Y XeAeHCKO]
KEbVDKEBHOj TPaAULIjI .

> Tbid.

* Opaj mogarak 4006MAM CMO IIpeTpakuBarbeM MeHaHAPOBUX CTUXOBA y €AeKTPOH-
ckoj 6asm TLG, a onga xoHcyaToBaau u Index verborum y Koerte 1959.

* O osowme B. nrip. Gomme / Sandbach 1973, 21-26.

* Haume, ako I1or1e4aMo M3BecHe NpUMepe yIoTpede aekceMe €igrjvn y Gecesama
rpuknx ropopumka IV Bexa mpe H.e., BuJeheMo Ja y mMMa JaTa JeKceMa IpaAn
OpojHe Koa0OKaIije ca AeKCeMOM OULUaX(a 1 1jovxia, aam He U ca AeKCeMOM OXOAT).
Cam llmmepon mpyxka HaM TIOTBpAy Ja JAekceMa Tovxia Huje oarosapajyhu
CeMaHTMYKM eKBUBaleHT AekceMme otium. lloraeaajMo kako je llmiepon mpeseo
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Ca gpyre crpane, yrepbeno je ga Ilaayrose komeauje cagpke AMpeK-
THe aAy3uje Ha pasAnuute cepe PUMCKOI APYIITBA U KyAType, Te Y
BbIYMa MaMO CBeJO4aHCTBAa O PUMCKOj peAuruju, Ipasy, OecegHUINITBY,
BOjCIIM, T1a TAaKO M O Pa3AMYUTUM je3UUKUM PerucTpuma, KOju mpescras-
/bajy OCHOBY IIO3HMje AaTuHCKe 11posze™. CTora, MOXeMO AaKo Aa 3aMU-
CAVMIMO KaKo je y OKBUpPY PpaTHOI gUCKypca y KoMeauju Amphitruo Ilaayt
ymetHyo u ¢pasy pax atque otium U3 BOJHO-IIOAUTUYKOT je3UIKOT
perucrtpa. Ako oOparmmo naxmy Ha To ga je Ilaayr gaty ¢pasy
yIoTpeOMo Ha Kpajy CTuXa, KOj! je M3raeAa, Kao IITO CMO paHMje Harlo-
MeHyAM, OMO II04ecaH 3a apxaus3Me, a HellogecaH 3a KOAOKBUjaAu3Me U
je3anuke MHOBalMje, OHAA OBa XUIIOTe3a O AaTMHCKOM IIOPeKAY CUHTarme
pax atque otium M3rieaa joIl BepOBaTHIjOM.

Kaxxnmo caga HekoaMKo peun o Moryhum pasaosuma Koju Cy ycao-
BUAU peaocaes Aekcema’ y oksupy ¢pase pax atque otium. Jara ¢ppasa

caeaehy pewgennny ms Ilaatonosor Tumaja: PovAnOeig yop 6 Oeog dyaba uev
mavta, GAavEov d& undév elvat kata dvvauy, obtw on mav 6oov NV 6paTOV
naQaAaPwv ovY fovylav &dyov, AAAX KIvoOUEVOV TMTANUUEADS Kal ATAKTWG, €lg
TAEv avTo Nyayev &k TG Atagiag, 1ynNodievog €Kevo TOUTOL TAVTWS ALELVOV
(30a). LIneponose peun cy caeaehe: Nam cum constituisset deus bonis omnibus explere
mundum, mali nihil admiscere, quoad natura pateretur, quicquid erat, quod in cernendi
sensum caderet, id sibi ad sumpsit non tranquillum et quietum, sed inmoderate agitatum et
fluitans, idque ex inordinate in ordinem adduxit; hoc enim iudicabat esse praestantius.
Hapoaumo oBge n npesog, Ilaaronosux peun Ha cpricku jesuk npema Ilaximsx 1995:

»Jep, Bor, xeaehu aa cse 6yse 4006po n 4a, KoaAMKo TO4 je Moryhe, HuITa He Oyae
J0111€, y3€ CBe ITO je 61110 BUAAUBO, a HUje ce Hada3MAO Y CTalby MUPOBamha, Hero ce
KpeTaao 6e3 ckaaja U peja, i IIpeBee Ta U3 HepeJa y ped, cMaTpajyhu pea y ceakom
noraeay 6oaum o4 Hepejga«. Hacympor IluriepoHoBoM Tymauermy, aexcema otiumm
TpeTupa ce Kao CeMaHTWUKIU eKBUBaJeHT JekceMe Novxia y Reiske 1823, 271, u
Powell 1977, 106. Jaxae, y caydajy TPYKO-AaTMHCKe CEMaHTUYKe €KBIMBAJAEHTHOCTU
04Ay4nAu CMO Aa BuIIle BepyjeMo LluriepoHy Hero HOBOBEKOBHIM UCTpaskuBadMa.

* Buam Adams 2005, 73. Hapasno, Tpeba mmatu Ha ymy 4a je y IlaayroBum
KOMeJljaMa 4ecTo ped O Mapoauparby AaTor TeXHMUYKOT je3dlKa, aau TO He yMalbyje
3Hauaj je3NYKOr MaTepujaja Koju OHe IIpy>Kajy, Beh camo GyAn A04aTHY ITO30PHOCT
IIpU AOHOIIeHY KOHAYHMX 3aKbydaKa.

 Byayhm aa mpea cobom, kako cMo Beh pekam, MMaMo caMO OBaj jejaH IpUMep
Jpase pax atque otium U3 IPETKAACHIHOT IIepUOAa, O YCTabeHOM peJociely AeKceMa
MOXeMO TOBOPUTH CaMO YCAOBHO, Ha OCHOBY aHaAM3e 3HaTHO Maaber jesmdxor
MaTepmjasa. V 3amcra Ha cBUX cedaM MecTa (HaBedeHUX OBJe y ¢pyc-HOTU Opoj 2) y
IInmieponoBoM GeceAHMINTBY, Kao ¥ Ha OHOM jedHOM MecTy y LlesaposoMm geay satm
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cacToju ce o4, ABe ceMaHTuMuke (pax m otium) u jeaHe (PyHKIMOHaAHE
jeauHme (atque). Ako Ha Aaty ¢ppasy NPUMEHUMO pe3yATaTe HOBMjUX
AVIHTBUCTUYKUX WUCTpakKMBara MOJAEpPHUX je3uKa, youmheMo ga cy,
usmeby ocraaor, caeseha asa daxropa yruijasa Ha TO ga Aekcema pax
3ay3aMe IIpMMapHYy, a otium CceKyHAapHy nosuuujy: 1) aexcema pax o3Ha-
JyaBa caM Ipollec, AOK AeKceMa oty O3HadaBa pe3yATaT yCIOCTaB/barba
mupa™, 2) cyaehu npema pekBeHIIMjCKOM MHAEKCY M TpeMa HeK!M
APYIUIM IIOKa3aTehblUMa, AeKCeMa pax IpeAcTaBba IPOTOTUIICKY A€KCeMy
y AaTUMHCKOM MPeTKAaCUIHOM U KAACMYHOM AE€KCUMIKOM IObY MUpd, Tia
je meHa IpuMapHa 03UIja, JaKle, yCAOBbeHa HeHOM KaTeropujaaHoM
AOMUHAOM™ .

OcBpHnMoO ce caga Ha TO Koja je BpPCTa, OAHOCHO KOjU je >KaHp T3B.
jaBHOT je3nKa eBeHTyaAHO 1tocayxuo Ilaayry kao nncnupanuja. Cyaehnu
IpeMa KOHTEKCTy y KojeM je pasa pax atque otium ynorpeOmeHa y
ITaayToBOj KOMeEAUjK, Kao U IIpeMa cadyBaHMM CBe404YaHCTBMMa U3 KaAa-
CHYHOT Ilepuoda, pekaum oucmo ga jy je Ilaayr morao mosajmury u3
PUMMCKOI IIOAUTUYKOT peuyHuka. Hamme, ka0 mro cMO Ha IIOYeTKy
Kaszaau, gata ¢ppasa jasa ce y cadyBaHOM KOPIIyCy CaMO ABa KAacHJIHa
ayropa — lHunepona u Llezapa. Mo>xxeMo 4a 3aMUCAMMO Kako je HeKaKaB
AaHac HaMa HeIlo3HaT peAao>Kak 1mocayxuo u I1aayTty 3a mweroBy BojHO-
MOAUTUYKY AUTPeCHjy M IIO3HMjUM, KAACUYHMM ayTOpMMa 3a IhIXOBe
njeoaorusupase mposHe Tekcrose. Ha xpajy kpajeBa, 1 ako mpBOOUTHI
IpeAA0XaK HMje cadyBaH A0 muxosor 4o0a, IHunepony u Llesapy, kao u
HeKVM PUMCKUM MOAUTHYapUMa M3 NPeTXOAHMX TeHepaliuja, MHCIIN-
panujy cy morae gatu yrpaso I1aaytose xomeanje. Tako je moryhe aa ce
»3aTBOPUO Kpyr« — ¢pasa pax atque otium, Koja je IOTeKAa U3 I1OAU-
TUYKOT PerucTpa, ocrala je 4eo IIOeTCKOT je3rKa, 4a 01 ce HaIroCAeTKy
BpaTiida CBOMe U3BOPUIITY U O1aa yriorpeObeHa y (BOjHO-)IIOAUTUYKOM
KOHTEKCTY.

OBge hemo Maao 3actaTm M KasaTu Ja je TOpe ONNMCAHM HauMH
kopuihema jeanuke OalllTUHe Y CKAaAdy ca OCHOBHUM HPMHIMIIMMA Ha

peaocaes AeKkceMa OCTaje HeIIpOMerheH.
> ®akTop y3poka — nocaeduye youano je jorr Maaxkna. Buau Weinreich 1969, 51.

% ITocToje M3BecHM A0Ka3m Aa bYyAM YaK M HeCBeCHO Ipase pasAmKy msmeby mpoto-
TUICKUX M OCTaAMX AeKCeMa, U TO TakO INTO jedHUMa A04eidyjy IIpUMapHy, a
Apyruma ceKyHAapHy nau seh Heky Apyry nmosunnjy. Buan Cruse 2011, 58.
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KOjIIMa Ce 3aCHMBajy UCTpakMBarba y KOPIIyCHOj AMHIBUCTUIIN, jeAHOj 04,
HajMAabux rpaHa AMHIBUCTMYKe Hayke. Hamme, y T3B. KOpIIycCHUM
UCTpakKuBamuMa IoceDaH 3Havaj MMa CTalHa MAM 4YecTa yrorpeda
M3BECHUX »Be3aHMX« jedMHNIIA, HAPOYUTO aKo je npaheHa u uMcTUM mMAn
canuanm $opMaaHuM, cuHTakemdkum oopacteM”. CrierudpuaHoCT T3B.
»KOHTEKCTYaAHOT« IMPUCTyIla AeXHU y ToMe aa ce ¢pase, UAUOMU I
KO/O0KalIlyje BUIIe He TpeTHpajy caMO Kao 3aHUM/bVBY, aau IepudepHn
¢denomenn®, Beh kao mcrosaBarme IEHTPAaAHOT IpUHIMIA (GYHKIINIO-
HIICalba je3VKa — IIPMHIUIIA UAVOMa. T3B. IPpMHIIUI MAMOMa TOBOPU O
TOMe Ja ayTop ogpebeHor je3nukor mckaza gpopmyauiiie cBoje U3paka-
Bambe KoplucTehn ce M3BeCHMM MHBEHTapoM (I10Ay)rotoBux ¢pasa, Koje
Cy CBECHO MAV HECBECHO IOXParbeHe Y Hherosoj memopuju®. Vicro Tako
IpuMadall je3ndke IOopyKe cagprkaj JaTe IOpyke yropebyje ca mHBeH-
TapoM IMO3HaTUX Pppasa, 4a O yTBpAnO oArosapajyhe sHaueme. Tek kag
HOIMN/bAAALL MAU TIPUMaJal]’ He Haaa3! oAroBapajyhu jesnuku uspas y
Beh mocrojehum ¢pasama, crynma Ha cClieHy CeKyHAapHM IIPMHITUII
yrnoTpeOe jeanKa — IPUHITAI U300pa 1 Kpenparba.

AKO yCBOjUMO JaTO TJAeAUINTe, OHAA AOAa3UMO A0 3aKAbydKa Ja
dpasa pax atque otium BepoBaTHO HUje Melbala CBOje OCHOBHO 3HaueHe O/
BpeMeHa y KoOjeM je HacTada, ogHOCHO o4 Ilaayrosor agoba mam jomn
paHnje. Aaxae, MOTrA0 OM ce 3aKAbYINTH Aa yIIpaBo ¢ppasa pax atque otium
IpeAcTaB/ba MAYyCTpallijy YMibeHUIle Ja je AeKceMa otium, ropej cBoje
MIPUIIaAHOCTY AeKCUMUIKOM N0y spemena, Beh y IlaayToso Bpeme Omaa u
A€0 AeKCUYKOr mosba Mupa. CTora, MOXXKeMO Ja Ka’keMoO Ja Cy 3Hauema

® Buau ump. Stubbs 2001, 16.

*! TosHato je kako je jornr Cocup OCTaBMO TIO CTPaHU M3ydaBame CBUX (eHOMeHa
Be3aHMX 3a 2060p, 6yAyhu Aa OHM TPUPOAHO cajp>Ke MHOTe ITOCeOHOCTH, U3y3eTKe I
AUICIIPOTIOpIINje KOje KOMILANKY]jy AMHIBIUCTUYKA MCTpakuBamba. Buau Saussure 1949
(oBae je xopumnrthen npesoa: F. de Sosir, Opsta lingvistika, prev. S. Mari¢, Beograd:
Nolit, 1989) .

%2 Buau urp. Sinclair 1991, 110.

® TepMMHM NOWUAAAAY, Y RPUMAAAY, TIPEY3ETH Cy U3 Teopuje KoMyHMKanuje. O oBUM
TepMuHNMa B. HOp. Jakobson 1960 (oBae je xopmmrhen mpesog m3: R. Jakobson,
Linguistika i poetika, prev. R. Bugarski, Beograd: Nolit, 1966, 285-326), a yommreHo o
Teopuju KOMYHUKaIVje ¥ IeHOM pasTpaHidersy o/ Teopuje mHpopMaliyje B. HIIp.

Mounin 1975 (oBae je xopumrhen npesod: Z. Munen, Linguistika i filozofija, prev. N.
Perisi¢-Popovié, Beograd: BIGZ, 1981, 43).
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»C10004HO BpeMe« I »A0KOAHIla« KOja daTa AeKceMa IIpeBacXOAHO MMa
y IlaayroBuM KOMeamjaMa 3alpaBO >KaHPOBCKM YCAOBAbeHa. Y IPUAOT
OBOj HaIllOj Te3! JAa je AekceMma otium Beh Beoma paHO mpumnagaza u
AEKCHYKOM ITOAbY MUpd YUHU Ce Aa uae U jesaH TepeHIujeB cTUX y KojeM
je aara aexkcema Takopehm ykmemrena usmeby aexceme bellum u
A€KceMe 1egotium, OINTAeAHO TIpeMa aHTOHMMI]CKOM IIpuHLITy ™.

IIpema HameM MUIILAERY, M AeKceMa pax U AeKceMa otium IpeTp-
reJe Cy Ipolec mpoMeHe, OAHOCHO MpPOIIMpMBama OIlcera 3Hadera, C
TUM IITO je Y CAydajy Apyre AeKceMe OBaj IIpoliec 01O HEeIITO KOMILIeKC-
Huju. Beh cMo panmje kasaan aa je aexcema pax IpuMapHO Ipullajaja
jaBHO] cpepn, Te aa je meHa MpUMeHa y IPUBATHO] cpepu CeKyHAapHOT
Kapakrepa. Hacyrpor Tome, Bugean cmMo ga je aexcema otium rocTerneHo
KAu3uAa 13 npusatHe y japHy cdepy. Kako objammaBaMo ceMaHTUUKI
pasBoj AaTux AekceMa, OAHOCHO (pAyKTyupaibe U3 jaBHe cepe y Hpu-
BaTHy, 1 oOpatHO? llako je cMep mpommpusama HIpUMeHe jelHe,
OZHOCHO Apyre AeKceMe CyIpoTaH, APp>XIMO Ja ce paidl O MCTOBETHOM
IPpUHLIMITY, Ha KojeM cy oba mporeca 3acHosaHa. CMaTpamo Ja je
BEpPOBaTHO ped O PUMCKOM, OJHOCHO YHMBEpP3aAHOM aHTPOIIO-
LICHTPUYHOM IIOTAeAy Ha CBeT, KOjiI CBOj 04pa3 MMa y jeBI/IKyés. Aaxkae,
aKO YOBEK I IeroBO TeAO IPeACTaBAbajy OCHOBHU MOJeA 3a caraejaBarbe
CBMX APYTUX IIOjaBa, OHAA AaKO A04a3MMO A0 TOra Aa ce AeKceMa pax ca
CBOjMM IpMMapHUM 3HadyemeM »MUp Yy cepu cliosballlibe MOAUTUKe«
MOrJa NPUMEHUTU Ha HpuBaTHe oaHoce Meby myamma u oszHaumtm
»MHUP KOjU IOjeJMHalL] CKAalla ca APYTUM AyAuMa«, Kao U 40 TOIa 4a je
AekceMa otium ca IpUMapHUM 3HaderheM »CA0004HO BpeMe, AOKOAUIIa,
CIIOKOjCTBO (II0jeAMHIIa)« MOIJa IIOCTaT! IpPaByU MOAUTUYKUA TEPMUH U
O3HA4YUTH »MUPHO CTabe Y Ap>KaBH, Tj. APYIITBY, COLIMjaAHI MUP«.

Ja 3aKkapy4uMo, MU3raeja Ja Cce MOXKe HaCAyTUTH KaKO je AaTUMHCKO
AEKCUYKO T10b€ MUpA y IPETKAAaCUIHOM U KAaCUYHOM IIePUOAY, Y OHOM
CeIMeHTy KOjU 3axXBaTajy AeKceMa pax M AeKkceMa otium, OMAO CTPYKTY-
pUpaHO Tako Ja je AeKceMa pdax O3HadyaBala HEeKakKaB »CIIOballibli«, a

AexceMa otium »yHyTpalllibl MUP«, OUAO Aa ce PaAlao O TojeanHiry™

*V xomeauju Adelphoe auramo: quorum opera in bello in otio in negotio (20).
% O osome . urip. Piper 2001, 14-15.

% O cBOoMe AMYHOM mupy Hunepon xaxe: coniunctio mihi summa cum Pompeio, si
placet, etiam cum Caesare, reditus in gratiam cum inimicis, pax cum multitudine, senectutis
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1AM O LeAOM APYIUTBY, OAHOCHO 4p>1<a131/[67. OBakBo Tymaueme jeAHOTr
Aela CTPYKType AeKCHYKOI II0ba MUpA MOXKe ce IIoCcMarpaTu Kpo3
IIpU3MYy peAaTHBHO HOBe Teopuje Yy AMHIBUCTUYKO] HayLul — meopuje ce-
Manmuukux rokarusauuja®. Ped je o naeju aa 4oBeK U cBOje OMBCTBOBakbe
y CBETY U CBOje MEHTaAHO-je3UuKe CTPYKType AeduHuIe 1o yraely Ha
IpUMapHe CllallyjalHe KaTeropuje, Kao IUTO Cy, Ha MpuUMep, YHympa—
cnosa, 0Ausy—odarexo. Ilotom, pekam O6ucMo ga Pppasa pax atque otium
MNAYCTPaTUBHO IIOKa3yje M Apyru, Beh IOMEHyTM CerMeHT KOHTpPacCTH-
pama 1amu, 0obe pedeHo, yliapuBama 3Hauera AeKceMa Koje je caunba-
Bajy. CeTMO ce ga AeKceMy pax CBpCTaBaMO y pedn Koje O3HadaBajy
HeKaKaB ITpOlleC MAM aKTUBHOCT, AOK JeKceMa ofium OIcyje HeKaKBO
crame. Jakae, ppasa pax atque otium rnpeAcTaBba CEMAaHTUUKY CTPYKTYPY
KOja Ma ABa AU, CHObA-YHYmMpa, padrba—Ccmarbe, OJHOCHO Npouec—pesyA-
mam, U Koja je U3rAeAa ¥Mala CHary IIpaBoT IIOAUTIYIKOT CAOTaHa HaAUK
Ha cprcky ¢pasy »pea n mup«.” Crora, MOXXeMO Aa 3aKbydnMO KaKoO
¢pasa pax atque otium aeAMMUYHO OApaxkaBa AyOMHCKY CTPYKTypy
CAOXKEHOT IIOjMa MUupa y TpPeTIOCAeAneM U IIOCAEAeM BEeKy PUMCKe
Penrybauxke.

otium (Att. 2.3.4).

% Paan naycrpanuje HaBoaumo caeaehe Luneponose pean: Lepidum et Antonium,
quorum alter inconstantior, alter impurior, uterque pacem metuans, inimicus otio... (Brut.
23).

% O Tome onmmpHo Piper 2001.

* YouaBamMo Kako OU y TakBoj MHTEPIIPETAMjU PeAOCAe] AEKCUMKIX €KBIMBaeHaTa
6110 ODOPHYT - AaTMHCKOj A€KCeMM pax oArobapasda Ou CpIICKa JAeKceMa Mup, a AeKce-
mu otium AekceMa ped. Kag mmamo Ha yMy ITOCTOjare CeMaHTIUIKOT aHM30MOppu3Ma
(ceManTHukM aHM30MOpdu3aM OOMIHO ce MAYCTpyje ymopebusamem Tepmmnua 3a
Ooje y ABa mam Buie jesnka; BuAu Lyons 1969, 38), ounraeano je ga ce ¢ppasa pax
atque otium He MOXe aJeKBaTHO ITpeBeCcT ITyKMM IpeBoDerseM HheHNUX CacTaBHIX
Ae/0Ba YIIpaBo 3aTo IITO Ce pajy O CHenuIJIHO] je3MIKOj TBOPEBUHM, HACTal0j y
oapebeHoM ApymTBY M 104 OApeheHuMM ApYIITBEHO-UCTOPMjCKMM OKOAHOCTMMA.
Axo 61cMO, MaK, TeXXUAN TOMe ja MaKap HeKaKo JodapaMo JeHOTaTHBHY, acolluja-
TUBHY U PETOPCKY CHary ose KoJOKalfuje, Hajoobe Ou O1a0 Aa ITOCerHeMo 3a JCTO-
BPCHUM, CEeMaHTMYKM CPOJHNUM KOJOKaIfijaMa y CPIICKOM MAU HEKOM JAPYIOM MO-
AepHoM jesuky. CTora, cHara AaTuHCKe ¢pase pax atque otium BepoBaTHO OU ce MOTAa
yHopeAnUTH, Kao IITO CMO TrOope HaBeaAM, ca CPIICKOM (Ppa3oM »pej U MUpP«, UAU
enraeckoM ‘law and order’. OBy mocaeamy mucao ayryjem Bojuny Heaemxosuhy.
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When and how was the phrase pax atque otium created?
Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to shed light on the creation and meaning of the
phrase pax atque otium, used in a number of Cicero’s orations and once in Caesar’s
De bello Gallico. Our analysis shows that the phrase was coined in the third or
second century B. C. and attested for the first time in Plautus. The history of the
complex Roman notion of peace can be partially tracked by following the
semantic development of pax and otium. On the one hand, otium shifted from
private to public sphere and became a part of the lexical field of peace, and on the
other hand, pax was on its way to being applied to private sphere. It seems that
the phrase pax atque otium served as a lexicalization of the conjoined external and
inner peace, and had strong political implications.

Key Words: pax atque otium, lexical field of Peace, Plautus.
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Vergil’s Empedoclean Universe

Abstract: The author revisits the problem of the role of the song of Iopas in
Aeneid 1 in order to corroborate and extend the observations of Damien Nelis
about the functional coherence of Empedoclean concord and discord in
Vergil’s epic narrative. The indirect nature of Vergil’s allusions to
Empedocles, the author argues, reflects the nature of the abstract, conceptual
presence of Empedoclean philosophical principles in the world that the poem
describes. The role of the Empedoclean backdrop in the Aeneid is found to be
primarily aesthetical. The study of Vergil’'s Empedoclean allusions contributes
not only to our understanding of the principles that animate the poet’s literary
universe, but also the principles that unite his entire poetic opus, in which
Empedoclean principles play a recurring role.

Key Words: Vergil, Aeneid, Empedocles, allegorical reading of Homer, Servius,
cosmogony, universal history.

1. The Song of Iopas

Cithara crinitus Iopas
personat aurata, docuit quem maximus Atlans.
hic canit errantem lunam solisque labores,
unde hominum genus et pecudes, unde imber et ignes,
Arcturum pluuiasque Hyadas geminosque Triones,
quid tantum Oceano properent se tinguere soles
hiberni uel quae tardis mora noctibus obstet.

Long-haired Iopas, the pupil of mighty Atlas, then filled the halls with the
sound of his gilded lyre. He sang of the wanderings of the moon and the
changes of the sun, the origin of humans and animals, the causes of rain
and lightning, of Arcturus, of the Hyades that bring rain, and of the two
Triones, why winter suns are in such a hurry to dive in the Ocean, and
what it is that stands in the way of slow nights.' (Verg. Aen. 1.740-746)

Scholars in antiquity raised the question of why should Iopas sing about
themes from natural philosophy and a survey of the answers could

! Translations from the Aeneid are by David A. West, somewhat modified.
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easily fill several pages.” The “atmosphere of suspense and expectation”’
felt at the end of book 1 — while a deception, fatally cruel to Dido, is in
progress — has led many to seek additional explanations for the function
of the song in this particular context. Especially puzzling to the modern
reader is the sense that the song seems somehow to contribute to the
intensity of Dido’s feelings: it takes place exactly at the point when
Vergil turns the happy festive drinking (734 ff.) into deep draughts of
love taken in by the unhappy queen (749).

In 1891, in his notes on Aeneid 1.742, Heinrich Georgii called the song
boring,” and argued that the question of its appropriateness is a test of
the acumen of ancient Vergilian criticism. A trace of a possible critical
approach to the song, Georgii pointed out, seems to be preserved in
Macr. Sat. 7.1.14:

nonne si quis aut inter Phaeacas aut apud Poenos sermones de sapientia erutos
conuiualibus fabulis miscuisset, et gratiam illis coetibus aptam perderet et in se
risum plane iustum moueret?

If among either the Phaeacians or the Carthaginians someone had mixed

recherché discussions about wisdom with convivial stories, would he not

have both spoiled the pleasant atmosphere suited to those gatherings and

caused himself to be justly and frankly mocked?®
But the wider context of this remark, as Georgii also noticed, does not
justify the application of the criticism to Vergil’s song of Iopas. In the
sentence that immediately precedes the remark, Macrobius’ speaker,
Eustathius, has just included the performance of Iopas in a series of
examples illustrating the appropriate literary descriptions of banquets
(7.1.13-14):

ita in omni uitae genere praecipueque in laetitia conuiuali omne quod uidetur

absonum in unam concordiam soni salua innocentia redigendum est. sic

* For older bibliography see Segal 1971 (to which add Eichholz 1968). More recent
discussions can be found in Brown 1990; Clausen 1987, 29-31 (= 2002, 53-58);
Garbarino 1994; Hardie 1986, 63-66; Kinsey 1979, 1984 and 1987; Little 1992; McKay
2004; Nelis 2001, 99-112; Putnam 1998, 47-53; Schénberger 1993; Segal 1981 and 1984;
Soave 1987, 179-198.

* Segal 1971, 336.

* Segal 1971, 340.

® Georgii 1891, 99.

¢ Translations from Macrobius are Robert A. Kaster’s, somewhat modified.
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Agathonis conuiuium. .. sic ea cena quam Callias doctissimis dedit... at uero
Alcinoi uel Didonis mensa quasi solis apta deliciis habuit haec Iopam illa
Phemium’ cithara canentes, nec deerant apud Alcinoum saltatores uiri, et apud
Didonem Bitias sic hauriens merum ut se totum superflua eius effusione
prolueret.

In every area of life, and especially in the jovial setting of a banquet,
anything that seems out of tune should — provided proper means are
used — be reduced to a single harmony. Examples can be found in
Agathon’s banquet ... and the dinner of Callias... But certainly Alcinous’
table and Dido’s, being suited as it were only to amusement, had Iopas [in
the latter case] and Phemius [in the former], singing to the lyre; nor did
Alcinous lack for male dancers [Od. 8.370-80], while at Dido’s banquet
Bitias drank his unmixed wine so greedily that he drenched himself with
the overflow [Aen. 1.738-739].

Before he speaks at a banquet, concludes Eustathius, a philosopher must
first gauge his audience (aestimare conuiuas, 7.1.14).

The fact that Macrobius” character actually seems to speak in favor of
Vergil’s song does not eliminate the possibility raised by Georgii —
namely that some ancient critics found the song less than attractive. The
apologetic tone of the second remark adduced by Georgii makes the
reality of such criticism more than likely. The remark is Servius’
comment on the first line of the song of lopas (Aen. 1.742):

bene philosophica introducitur cantilena in conuiuio reginae adhuc castae: contra

inter nymphas, (ubi solae feminae erant — Servius Danielis) ait Vulcani
Martisque dolos et dulcia furta (i.e., G. 4.346).

The philosophical song is introduced appropriately to the banquet of the
queen as yet chaste: by contrast among the nymphs (where only women
were present—SD) he [sc. Vergil] sings of the guile of Vulcan and Mars
and of sweet deceit.

Servius’ reference to book 4 of the Georgics, where Clymene sings Vulcani
Martisque dolos et dulcia furta, creates an unexpected connection.
Apparently the song of Iopas is an appropriate alternative to the song
about the love affair between Mars and Venus. The latter is ultimately
one of the songs sung by Demodocus in Odyssey 8. The narrative context

7 As the context suggests, Macrobius meant Demodocus. The paradosis has
Polyphemum, cautiously printed by Jan (1852). After all, the etymology of the name
IToAvdpmnuoc (of many songs) is suggestive — in fact, the word is used as an adjective
in Hom. Od. 22.376, describing a bard: moAvdpmnpuoc aowdc. Willis (1994), who wrote
Phemium for Polyphemum, is now followed by Kaster (2011).
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in fact supports Servius’ connection: Vergil’s scene at the court of Dido at
the end of Aeneid 1 is modeled after Odysseus’ visit to the court of
Alcinous, described in book 8 of the Odyssey. In fact, it has been
proposed that the song of Iopas is an alternative, or reincarnation, of the
second song of Demodocus, the one which tells the story about Ares’
adultery with Aphrodite.® Or, to be more precise, it has been proposed
that the song of Iopas is an allegorical version of the Homeric song.
According to the well-known allegorical reading, which was certainly
known to Vergil, Demodocus’ lascivious tale conveys the Empedoclean
cosmological theory of Love and Strife.” But this indirect insight still
leaves the function of the song in its immediate context unexplained, and
the comment of Servius remains somewhat obscure. The criterion against
which Servius judges the appropriateness of the philosophical song —
the chastity of the queen — is purely moral decorum." Decorum and
propriety were among the main principles of the Hellenistic criticism
and exegesis of Homer, and numerous instances show that Vergil's
poetry was shaped considerably by these concerns." But if this is our full
answer to the question, Georgii is still right: the song is simply boring.
Apart from the mere absence of immorality, what makes an
Empedoclean substitute particularly appropriate at the moment when
Dido is falling in love?

Georgii’s opinion that the incompatibility between the song and its
context is simply a failure of Vergil is less than convincing. The closing
scene of the first book of the epic is not a place where one would expect
the poet to nod. Predictably, the view caused disagreement. In 1950,
Viktor Poschl renewed the question by tracing correctly the Hellenistic
artistry of the song back to the song of Orpheus in Apollonius Rhodius

8 8.266-366. See Knauer 1964, 168 n.2.

’ The influence of the allegorical interpretation came through Apollonius Rhodius’
song of Orpheus, which will be discussed below. See Nelis 1992, 156-159 and 2001,
108.

1 Servius’ remark about Vergil’s description of Arethusa (one of the nymphs in
Clymene’s audience) confirms the high degree of importance that he gives to this
detail. The nymph is described as tandem positis... sagittis (4.343), and Servius
Danielis explains: id est tandem uirginitate deposita.

" See Schlunk 1974, 8-35. On the song of Iopas and Servius’ comment on it see p. 33.
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(1.496-511). Believing that the content of the song must be in harmony
with the context of the narrative, Pdschl suggested against the
“aberrations of Georgii” that the sun and the moon in the song appear as
symbols of the lovers, Aeneas and Dido.” Even though this
interpretation did not find favor with all subsequent scholars, it initiated
a remarkably long (and sometimes heated) discussion. The discussion is
underpinned by the correctly adduced but insufficiently explored fact
that the song has attracted critical attention since antiquity."

Before moving on to the two main types of explanation proposed by
modern scholars, I would like to examine more carefully the relevant
evidence from ancient (although nowhere near contemporary) critics and
commentators — particularly the comments of Macrobius and Servius.
Let us first return to Macrobius. The approval with which his speaker,
Eustathius, mentioned the song of Iopas in the text quoted above, did
not emphasize so much the philosophical content of Iopas’ singing as the
fact that the song was sung to the accompaniment of lyre — the fact that
connects Vergil’s bard with his Homeric counterpart. In Eustathius’
remark, the singing of the two bards illustrates the traditional association
between povowr] and pleasure, which makes music the most
appropriate form of convivial entertainment.' Eustathius” example of an
inappropriate banquet, on the other hand, is a hypothetical mixture of
sermones about wisdom and convivial stories. The word sermones refers
to language and style notably different from that of the cantationes of
Iopas and the Homeric bard. Appearing shortly after the references to
Plato’s and Xenophon's Symposia (7.1.13), Eustathius’ sermones have an
inevitable ring of sermones Socratici. These, few would refuse to agree,
could be regarded as inappropriate among the Phaeacians or the
Carthaginians.

This brings us to the content of the song. Eustathius’ description de
sapientia brings to mind the kind of knowledge that, so the ancients

2 Poschl 1950, 246-252 (= 1962, 150-154).

® Ancient criticism is commonly used as a starting point, and then dropped (e.g.,
Garbarino 1994, 193 n. 3; Hardie 1986, 64 and n. 75; Putnam 1998, 51; Schonberger
1993, 298-299 and 304; Segal 1971, 336 and 338).

" For further examples see La Cerda 1628, 137 (ad Verg. Aen. 740-751, n. 7).
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thought, went back to the early beginnings of human civilization."”
Following Greek authors, Romans saw the origins of sapientia (later
philosophy or, according to the Stoic definition, rerum diuinarum
humanarumque scientia) in music.'® Quintilian, for example, describes
ancient musicians as prophets and sages (Inst. 1.10.10), adducing the
legendary Orpheus and Linus, and the civilizing effect of their music.
This is how he continues:

itaque et Timagenes auctor est omnium in litteris studiorum antiquissimam

musicen extitisse, et testimonio sunt clarissimi poetae, apud quos inter regalia

conuiuia laudes heroum ac deorum ad citharam canebantur. lopas uero ille

Vergili nonne ‘canit errantem lunam solisque labores” et cetera? quibus certe

palam confirmat auctor eminentissimus musicen cum diuinarum etiam rerum

cognitione esse coniunctam.

So too Timagenes declares that music is the oldest of all literary arts, and
this is confirmed by the evidence of the most celebrated poets, in whom
the praises of gods and heroes used to be sung to the lyre at royal
banquets. And does not Vergil’s Iopas, too, “sing of the wandering moon,
and the sun’s changes” and so on? The illustrious poet thus plainly
asserted that music is united with the knowledge of things divine."”
Ancient ethnographic material corroborated this view. For example, in
Caesar’s De bello Gallico the Druids are said to have knowledge de rebus
diuinis: de sideribus atque eorum motu, de mundi ac terrarum magnitudine, de
rerum natura, de deorum inmortalium ui ac potestate (of things divine: of
constellations and their movements, of the size of the world and lands, of
the nature of things, of the power and dominions of immortal gods)."
Strabo’s more nuanced account of Celtic tribes mentions three classes
that enjoy distinctive honor, the bards (Baodot, described as Opvnrai kai
rniomntad), the uates (ovdatels, described as tegomowol kat puotoAdyor),
and the Druids (dovidat, who mpoc ) PuoAoyia kat v 10wV

' Cicero explains sapientia as an ancient thing both in substance and in name: nam
sapientiam quidem ipsam quis negare potest non modo re esse antiquam, uerum etiam
nomine (Tusc. 5.3.7).

' The Homeric Hymn to Hermes describes the first full-fledged song that Hermes sang
on his newly invented lyre as a cosmogony and theogony (Merc. 426—432).

7 The translation is Donald A. Russell’s, somewhat modified.

® Gall. 6.13-14.
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dAocodiav dokovow);” Mela’s description of the knowledge of the
Druids resembles Caesar’s: hi terrae mundique magnitudinem et formam,
motus caeli ac siderum, et quid dii uelint scire profitentur (they profess to
know the size of the world and the universe, the movements of the sky
and constellations, and the will of gods).”

These references conjure the figure of Vergil’s lopas — an archetypal
uates, an original, pre-Homeric bard, taught by mighty Atlas.” The
original unity of music, poetry, and philosophy was in Greek myth
embodied in the singing of Orpheus, whose song in book 1 of Apollonius
Rhodius” Argonautica is, as we now know, the most important Hellenistic
model for the song of Iopas.” But Apollonius’ Orpheus does not sing an
archaic song. His scientific cosmogony (496-502) eliminates all fantastic
and redundant traditional elements and describes the formation of our
universe through the principle of strife, veikog, in a way heavily influ-
enced by the teaching of Empedocles.” Likewise, Orpheus’ theogony
(503-511), in which Ophion and Eurynome were the first gods to rule the
Olympus, is influenced by Pherecydes, who taught that Ophioneus and
Cronos were the first gods who fought a battle for supremacy in
heaven.” In short, Apollonius’ song of Orpheus is a philosophically
informed poetic catalogue of natural-philosophical themes, merging
together the material traditionally attributed to the mythical theologists,
such as Orpheus, and the teachings of the physical or scientific theol-
ogists, above all by the Pre-Socratic philosopher-poet Empedocles. The
unity and continuity of this type of poetry was recognized already by
Aristotle.”

¥ Geogr. 4.4.4.
* Mela 3.19.

2 In Tusc. 5.8 Cicero says that Atlas was a wise man whose name was transferred to
myth on account of his astronomical discoveries.

2 Frankel 1968 ad loc. Cf. Busch, 1993; Kyriakou 1994; Nelis 1992 and 2001, 96-112.

® That is, mediated through Aristotle’s criticism of Empedocles’ cosmogony, as
shown by Kyriakou 1994, 309-313. Arist. De cael. 301al5 ff. (= 31 A 42 D.-K.), adduced
by Busch 1993, 308, confirms the Empedoclean order in Apollonius’ cosmology.
Further evidence comes from Arist. Metaph. 1000a24 ff.

* Pherecydes B 4 D.-K.
» Metaph. 1000a9 ff. Cf. Hardie 1986, 11-17.
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I should emphasize that the debt of Vergil’s song of Iopas to
Apollonius’” song of Orpheus is primarily conceptual; its language
mainly points to other sources.” Most important is the adaptation of one
line, and ad verbum repetition of two lines from the opening of the well-
known inverted priamel in Georgics 2, in which Vergil pays his
compliments to an Empedoclean type of poet, an author of poetry de
rerum natura. In other words, Iopas sings Vergil’s poetry, bringing to
mind the section of the Georgics that alludes not only to Empedocles, but
also to Vergil’s own Eclogue 4.7 For our purpose it is also important to
notice one of the two lines that are not borrowed from the Georgics, viz.
line 743: unde hominum genus et pecudes, unde imber et ignes. It is this line,
inserted in the quotation from the Georgics, that brings in the element of
cosmogony and firmly connects the song with the first, Empedoclean
part of the song of Orpheus.”

This may conclude the present inquiry into the literary lineage of the
song of Iopas. To summarize: the context, the content, and the language
of the song allude to three important passages — namely Demodocus’
song about Ares and Aphrodite in Odyssey 8, the song of Orpheus in
Argonautica 1, and the programmatic end of Georgics 2. The common
denominator in these three passages is the figure of Empedocles, but this
conclusion should not conceal the indirect nature of his presence; there is
nothing in Vergil's song of Iopas that brings the philosopher to mind
directly. At the level of language, the most conspicuous feature of the
song of lopas is the Vergilian duplication of the lines from Georgics 2. In a
mirror scene, in which the poet depicts another poetic performance, the

* Lines 742-743 mention the moon and the sun (line 500 in Apollonius) — although
not for the regularity of their movements, but for their wanderings and eclipses —
and the origin of living beings (line 502 in Apollonius). Line 745 contains Apollonius’
image of bodies diving into Ocean (line 506 in Apollonius), and Vergil's
meteorological phenomena can perhaps be vaguely connected with Apollonius’
Zeus. Cf. Hardie 1986, 63 n. 72 and Nelis 2001, 98-99.

Y e, Aen. 1.742-743 is a reworking of G. 2.478-479 and Aen. 1.745-746 = G. 2.481-
482. For the chain of allusions in this section of the Georgics see Nelis 2004.

% Nelis 2001, 108 points out that the phrase unde imber et ignes recalls cui par imber et
ignis from a fragment of Ennius’ Anmnales describing Discordia (221 Skutsch). For
Aeneas’ Odyssean narrative in book 2 of the Aeneid as a structural relacement of the
missing mythological account see Hardie 1986, 64—66, and cf. Nelis 2001, 100 and ff.
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repetition creates a peculiar effect.”” By making lopas sing his own lines,
Vergil, in a manner typical for the entire Aeneid, lets the future
unexpectedly penetrate the past.

2. A Hymn of the Universe

The guiding question of the function of the song of Iopas was suspended
for a moment; it is time to return to Servius’ comment about the
particular appropriateness of the philosophica cantilena in the presence of
“the queen as yet chaste.” The statement is clearly a comment on Vergil’s
sensitivity to decorum, but what exactly is the connection between the
queen’s chastity and natural philosophy? How can this remark help us
reconcile the song of Iopas thematically with the end of book 1 of the
Aeneid? At the moment when the song occurs, the narrative is dominated
by a very personal event that strikes modern readers as very different
from the remote and impersonal realm of stars: under the influence of
Amor, dispatched by Venus, the heart of Dido is overwhelmed by love.
One group of modern scholars tried to solve the problem through a
contrastive reading, which regards the theme of the song as a deliberate
contrast to Dido’s emotional state. In this interpretation, the meaning of
the passage is controlled by the irreconcilable opposition between reason
and emotions, philosophy and love.” Beneath a divinely ordered sky,
Dido is wracked by her passion: the sky is a backdrop, a foil, associated
with the plot through the principle of opposition. As one of the
advocates of this reading remarked: “For impressive as it may be, it [sc.
the song of lopas] remains, in a practical sense, irrelevant.””

Another way of looking at the song does not separate the realm of
natural science from the realm of human feelings so clearly. In the
passage quoted above, Quintilian described the song as a hymn,” and
early modern scholars understood its content in the same way: La Cerda
also discussed it as a hymn, and Rudberg regarded it as an éykwpiov

* Repetition of lines from the previous work(s) is a regular phenomenon in Vergil's
poetry. I place on this particular repetition more weight than Sparrow 1931, 95.

* E.g., Brown 1990; Clausen 1987, 31 (= 2002, 57-58); Eichholz 1968, 108; Schénberger
1993; Soave 1987, 183-188.

31 Brown 1990, 325.

21e,asan example of laudes... deorum ad citharam (Inst. 1.10.10).
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o0 Kkdopov.” Following the logic of this classification, one may recall
that late Greek rhetorical theory classified poetry de rerum natura under
the heading of hymn. In the first treatise of Menander Rhetor the poems
of Parmenides and Empedocles are listed as ot pvokot buvor; the hymns
attributed to Orpheus are also mentioned as an example of this
category.” In the second treatise, in the section devoted to the
composition of epithalamium, Menander advises the speaker to preface
his encomium of the bride and the groom with the praise of love and
marriage. Combining Hesiod’s Theogony with Empedocles, Menander
instructs the future encomiast to place the origin of I'&kpog and his
assistant "Eowg (both apparently identified with Empedocles” ®iAotnc)
immediately after the primeval dissolution of Chaos, and to show how
these two divine forces ordered the universe, created the gods,
established the rule of Zeus, and created the demigods and humans and
made them immortal through procreation — how they affected not only
all things human, but also streams, rivers, and animals.® It is not difficult
to see the relevance of this passage for Vergil's song of Iopas. At the end
of Aeneid 1 the occasion of marriage is suggested by the presence of
Amor, described as a cosmic power,” and, with a darker note, by
Aeneas’ gifts, the dress and veil that Helen wore when she sought Troy,
inconcessosque hymenaeos (651).

Vergil's eerie description of the “marriage” between Aeneas and Dido
in book 4 is perhaps a deliberate echo of the association between the
union of cosmic elements and marriage in book 1.” In book 4, in a
passage of heightened dramatic quality, Servius and other ancient
grammarians saw the four Empedoclean elements operating behind the

forces that contrive the “ceremony” (165-168):
speluncam Dido dux et Troianus eandem
deueniunt, prima et Tellus et pronuba Iuno
dant signum: fulsere ignes et conscius aether
conubiis, summoque ulularunt vertice nymphae.

% La Cerda 1628, 137 (ad Verg. Aen. 740-751, n. 9); Rudberg 1936, 80-81.
* Men. Rh. 333.12-18 Sp. and 336.24-337.32 Sp.

% Men. Rh. 400.31-402.20 Sp.

% See Nelis 2001, 102.

¥ Cf. Nelis 2001, 101 and 148.
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Dido and the leader of the Trojans took refuge together in the same cave.
The sign was first given by Earth and by Juno as matron of honor. Fires
flashed and the heavens were witness to the marriage while nymphs
wailed on the mountain tops.
In this allegorical reading Juno represents air, according to the Greek
etymological connection between "Hoa and aro (mentioned by Servius
Danielis ad 4.167). Nymphae, again per étupoAoyiav, are interpreted as
water (this element is also present in amnes in line 164).* It is worth
noticing in connection with this passage that the only two Empedoclean
elements explicitly mentioned in the song of lopas, imber and ignes (line
743), have particular significance in Roman marriage ritual.” It is
perhaps not surprising that the elements of water and fire are omitted
from a variation of this verse in a different context (Aen. 6.728): inde
hominum pecudumaque genus uitaeque uolantum.

Augustan poetry can offer some additional evidence for the con-
nection between cosmogony and marriage. In Ars amatoria 2, for
example, Ovid advises that a quarrel of lovers should be immediately
followed by make-up sex. He corroborates his precept with a brief
cosmogony that describes how, after the world was created through sep-
aration of elements, the civilizing power of sex led man out of his
nomadic and primitive life.* It seems to me that this passage and the
above-mentioned place in Menander speak in favor of a non-contrastive
reading of the song of Iopas in its immediate context, and make better
sense of Servius’ remark about its appropriateness. Instead of the rather
Romantic contrast between “the remote starry backdrop and human
emotions” *' of the contrastive reading, the complementary reading asso-
ciates the song of Iopas with the presence of Amor, the embodiment of
the force of attraction.”” The association renders more concrete the idea of

% For parallels see Pease 1935 ad loc.

% Servius ad fulsere ignes in 167: Varro dicit aqua et igni mariti uxores accipiebant.

* Lines 467-492, with Janka 1997 ad 467-488.

1 Brown 1990, 316 n. 1. For a list of contrastive readings see Little 1992, 34 n. 53.

* Of course without denying the structural pattern to which that reading was at-
tached, namely the fact that the indirect questions that in a typically didactic manner
describe the content of the song of Iopas are mirrored in lines 1.751-752: nunc, quibus
Aurorae venisset filius armis, | nunc, quales Diomedis equi, nunc, quantus Achilles (see
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“general correspondences between events in the natural cosmos and
events in the human, historical world”, in which the advocates of
complementary reading of the song have seen its significance.” It also
gives tangible support to observations such as: “The cosmic power of
Love which helped create the universe is also setting in motion the
human love of the queen.”* At the moment when the song occurs, the
stage is dominated by Love; but a consistently Empedoclean reading will
also account for the suppressed dark tones as signs of the future Strife
(as for now, this force is pulsing beneath the surface). More will be said
on this later.

The complementary reading, I believe, finds further support in the
fact that it can (and should) be extended from the paramount relation-
ship between Aeneas and Dido to the relationship between the Trojans
and the Carthaginians.® In other words, the song of Iopas shares some of
the power of the song of Orpheus, which calms a quarrel between the
two Argonauts.” The song of Orpheus explicitly mentions only strife
(echoing the strife between the two Argonauts), but love, still implied as
the other half of the cycle,” is what comes out of it. The magical effect of
the song and the resulting peace and harmony indicate that the discord

of the Argonauts was replaced by a new unity (lines 512-515):
1), Kail 6 pev poguLyyo ovv dupooin oxé0ev avd
ol & &potov ANEavtog €Tt TEOVXOVTO KAQNVA,
mavteg Op@S 0pboloy T’ obaoLy 1oeHéovTeg
KNANOpQ@ ToldV 0Py EvéAALTte BEAKTOOV doLdT|C.
So he sang; he checked his lyre and his divine voice, but though he had
finished, the others all still leaned forwards, ears straining under the

Clausen 1987, 31 [= 2002, 57]; cf. Soave 1987, 186-188; and the valuable analysis in
Brown 1990, 316-322). In my opinion the pattern emphasizes the link between the
song of Iopas and Aeneas’ Odyssean narrative in Aeneid 2, as a continuation of the
song in the form of a mythological account (see Hardie 1986, 64-66; cf. Nelis 2001,
100 ££.).

* Quoted from Hardie 1986, 63. Cf. Little 1992, 34 and n. 56; Nelis 2001, 105-112.

* Nelis 2001, 102.

* Cf. Cairns 1989, 106-107 on the association between marriage and political concord
in Vergil.

* Brown 1990, 324-325. Cf. Segal 1971, 340.

* The participle cuvagnedta in line 497 alludes to it (see Kyriakou 1994, 309 n. 2).
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peaceful spell; such was the bewitching power of the music which

lingered amongst them.
Their harmony restored, the Argonauts pour libations for Zeus (516-
518):

oVd’ &L dNV pHeTémerta kepaoodapevol At Aotpag,

1 Béug, éomateg émt YAdoonat xéovto

atBopévarg, Bvov d¢ dia KVEPag EUvaovTo.

Not long afterwards they mixed libations to Zeus as ritual demanded, and

as they stood they poured these over the burning tongues of the sacrifices;

then their thoughts turned to sleep in the dark of night.
The effect of the song on the Argonauts in this scene brings to mind
Empedocles” description of the effects of Love in the human realm: Love,
called I'mBoovvn (Joy) and Adoditn, is the cause of friendly thoughts
and human cooperation; by Love, inborn in human bodies, humans have
loving thoughts and produce harmonious deeds.” In his commentary on
the scene from Argonautica, Hermann Frankel listed the magical music of
Orpheus as one of the main reasons for the effect that the song produces
on the Argonauts” — a well-known motif already in the fifth century
BCE.” The music is here inseparable from the subject matter, which
emphasizes the genealogical relationship between the poetry of Orpheus
and the poetry of Empedocles. I should again emphasize the fact that the
connection between the two figures is not just a product of Apollonius’
imagination. Empedocles, regarded himself as a magician® and as the
successor of Pythagoras; the character and teaching of Pythagoras were
so similar to those of Orpheus that the works attributed to them were
often confused in antiquity.”

The wider context of Aeneid 1 fully supports the suggestion that the

song of lopas also symbolically stands for the newly established har-
mony between the Carthaginians and the Trojans. The elaborate

%17.22-24 D.-K.

* Frankel 1968, 77-78. Cf. Busch 1993, 317-318; Kyriakou 1994, 313; Nelis 1992, 160-
162.

% See West 1983, 4 n. 3.

' 111 D.-K. See discussion in Kingsley 1995, 217-232. For Empedocles’ ability to calm
anger by the magic of song see Kingsley 1995, 247-248.

*2 See West 1983, 7-15. For similarities between Orphic and Pythagorean cosmog-
onies see Burkert 1968.
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narrative that follows the shipwreck of Aeneas and his men on the
shores of Lybia is to a great extent controlled by the suspense typical for
the Odyssey and Greco-Roman travel literature in general: What sort of
people inhabit the land? Will they be friendly or hostile?”® The suspense
is dispelled gradually, and finally only in the closing scene of the book,
which describes the peaceful and harmonious banquet in Dido’s palace.
Amor sits on Dido’s knee and then roams freely through the halls while
the queen pours a wine libation to Jupiter from a precious bowl, in-
herited from Belus (728-730), uttering a solemn prayer to the god to seal
the friendship between the Trojans and the Tyrians, with the assistance
of Bacchus and Juno (1.731-735):

“Iuppiter, hospitibus nam te dare iura locuntur,

hunc laetum Tyriisque diem Troiaque profectis

esse uelis nostrosque huius meminisse minores.

adsit laetitiae Bacchus dator et bona Iuno;
et uos o coetum, Tyrii, celebrate fauentes.”

“Jupiter — they say that you ordain the laws of hospitality — make the
day happy for Tyrians and for those who set out from Troy, and make it
the day that our children will always remember! Bacchus, giver of joy, be
among us, and you kindly Juno; Tyrians, celebrate this union with
welcome in your hearts!”
The libation to Zeus alludes to the libation that followed the song of
Orpheus in Apollonius’ Argonautica, except that here it precedes the
song. Servius Danielis comments on the remarkable coetum in line 735:
modo conuiuium; et bono uerbo ad dignitatem duorum in uno populorum usus
est (union: merely a banquet; he [sc. Vergil] used indeed the right word
to emphasize the dignity of the union of two nations).

As the libation bowl is passed around for everyone to drink from,
Iopas begins to sing his Empedoclean song. After the summary of the
song Vergil draws our attention to the reaction of the audience (747):

ingeminant plausu Tyrii Troesque secuntur.

The Tyrians echoed™ with applause, and the Trojans followed their lead.

In line 747, admittedly a reworking of Odyssey 8.367-369 (with the
addition of typically Roman applause) rather than Argonautica 1.512-515,

% Cf. the concerns of Aeneas at Aen. 1.574.

* For ingeminare as one of Vergil's words that indicate echo, and discussion of its
significance in this particular passage, see Desport 1952, 6768 and 388-391.

80



Daniel Markovié

the temporary unification of the two groups is emphasized by the
alliterative juxtaposition of the words Tyrii Troesque.” This unity is not
given stronger emphasis because it is subordinated to the extremely
powerful effect of Amor on Dido, and because it is not meant to last.
Nevertheless, at the moment when the song is performed, the atmos-
phere of harmony is pervasive. The previous marriage of the queen was
brief and tragic and, instead of children, produced only her vow to
remain chaste. As Servius implies, her incipient infatuation can be seen
more appropriately as a beginning of a marriage (foreshadowing the
events of book 4) than a furtive love affair.

3. Universal History as a Double Tale

Although the word marriage and the related vocabulary are fairly prom-
inent in certain parts of the poem, in the Aeneid it is always imminent,
but never materialized.”® Aeneas’s marriage to Dido was only illusory,
while the marriage to Lavinia lies outside the scope of the poem and is
never recounted. Despite this, the notion of marriage is constantly
present at the abstract level, and the entire poem may be described as
“an epic of two marriages.”” Or, I might add, an epic of two marriages
and two subsequent wars. The events in Carthage are a variation on the
Homeric motif of a foreign bride and the following hostility between
nations. As I pointed out above, Vergil deliberately evokes this pattern in
the first four books of the Aeneid: in book 1 Aeneas presents to Dido
Helen’s cloak and veil;*® in book 4, after Aeneas’s “marriage” to Dido has
been publicized by Fama, Iarbas describes the leader of the Trojans as the
second Paris.” Although the war does not follow the love affair
immediately, the curse that Dido utters before her death makes it clear

% Cf. Soave 1987, 183-184. Also, cf. the juxtaposition in Dido’s generous offer to the
Trojans to stay in Carthage and share a part of her regnum: Tros Tyriusque mihi nullo
discrimine agetur (Aen. 1.574).

% Words coniugium, coniunx, hymenaei, and thalamus appear most frequently in books
4 and 7. There was no real marriage between Aeneas and Dido (cf. Nelis 2001, 162—
163 and n. 165).

* Nelis 2001, 386.
% Above, p. 9.
* Aen. 4.215. Cf. Stroppini 2003, 42-46.
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that this will be its main outcome — not only for Aeneas, but for all
future Romans.”

In book 6 the Cumaean Sybil prophesizes that another Trojan War
will begin with the arrival of Aeneas to Latium and with his engagement
to Lavinia: causa mali tanti coniunx iterum hospita Teucris | externique
iterum thalami (“the cause of this great evil for the race of Teucer is again
a bride from abroad, again a foreign marriage”).”’ The second cycle,
which begins properly in book 7, is prefaced by a philosophical counter-
part of the song of Iopas, namely the speech of Anchises.” In book 6
Anchises is found in Elysium, among the souls of the priests, poets, and
other experts.” The company of wise souls described there is remarkably
Empedoclean (146.1-3 D.-K.):

€lg 8¢ TéAog pavTelS Te Kat pvomoAot kat ool
kat pdpoL avBpwmotowy émxOoviowot TéAovTay,
&vOev avaPAaoctovot Oeol TiUNOL hEQLoToL.

And at the end they become prophets and poets and physicians, and the

leaders of men who trod the earth, and from there they shoot up as gods

with highest honors.
The speech of Anchises is usually explained as a fusion of Orphic-
Pythagorean teaching with Stoicism.* But Vergil’s bricolage also includes
some central elements of the teaching of Empedocles. For example, the
main principle introduced in the opening of Anchises’s speech, namely
the breath or mind that pervades the entire universe,® is already found
in Empedocles (110.10 D.-K.):

mavta Yo (001 poovnow Exerv kat vwpatog aioav.

Know that all things have thought and participate in understanding.
The eternal life of the soul and its purification from sins, explained in the
following part of the speech of Anchises,” are both well-known and

% Aen. 4.612-629.

o' Aen. 6.93-94.

%2 The connection is emphasized by the variation of line 1.743 at 6.728.
% Aen. 6.661-664.

% For the sources see Horsfall 2013, XvII-XxVv.

% Aen. 6.724-727.

5 Aen. 6. 735-751.
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well-attested elements of Empedoclean eschatology, and does not
require elaboration.”

The second part of the Aeneid, books 7-12, is also constructed through
the sequence marriage—conflict. In book 7, at the beginning of the second
Trojan War, Juno calls Aeneas the second Paris, promising to transform
his marriage to Lavinia into a bloody war, and their wedding torches
into a devastating conflagration.®® The sequence thus occurs two times
and connects two possible ways of dividing the poem: the first occur-
rence binds together books 1-4, i.e., the first segment of the threefold
division of the poem;69 and the second books 7-12, i.e., the second
segment of its twofold division into the Odyssean and Iliadic part.” Both
cycles begin similarly. Venus’ order to Amor to breathe the fiery and
poisonous love into the heart of Dido” has a vivid counterpart in the
eerie scene in which Allecto, following the orders of Juno, breathes fiery
and poisonous discord into the heart of Amata.”

Damien Nelis showed that the Empedoclean allusions of the Song of
Iopas correspond to those of the song of Orpheus in the Argonautica, and
that both authors attached great importance to the allegorical, Empedoc-
lean reading of the shield of Achilles and Demodocus’ song about Ares
and Aphrodite.” In light of his discussion, the connection I am sugges-
ting here — viz. the connection between the Homeric sequence mar-
riage—conflict and the Empedoclean cycles of Love and Strife — does not
look surprising. In fact, the following interpretation from the commen-
tary of Eustathius shows that combining Empedoclean and traditional

67 E.g., frr. 9,115,117 D.-K.
% Aen. 7.317-322. Cf. the words of Amata in 7.363-364, and Turnus at 9.136-139.
% Duckworth 1957.

* Duckworth 1954. The war begins only in book 9 and thus spans the last segment of
the threefold division.

' Aen. 1.685-688. Cf. 717-722.

72 Aen. 7.346 ff. Vergil’'s Allecto is modelled directly on Ennius’ Discordia (see Nelis
2001, 347 and n. 80). For the connection between marriage and war see Nelis 2001,
289-290 and n. 101.

7 Nelis 2001, 346-352.
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poetic accounts of early history was a commonplace of Homeric criticism
(Ad Hom. 11. 22.116, 4.587-588 Van der Valk):"*
Inuelwoal d¢ we, el kat &oxr) velkeog 1) EAévn yevéoOou Aéyetat, dAA” 1)
tov Il&pwoc kpiolg, Ng ws paxAov kat ‘Ouneog pépvntat, dAAo T dnAoi,
Aéyovoa v pvbevopévny tov ITdowog keloty 1OOVNS TTEOC AQETNV
elvat oUyKQLowy, €v 1) meokpLBeiong g Adpoditnc—altn d’ éoti,
daotv, Hdov—ndvta ovvetadxOn. T¢ ToloVTE d¢ voruatt ovuPaivet
kat EpmedokAéovg 1O “o0dé Tig v ketvototy Agng 0eog ovdé Kudoruog
ovdE Zelg Baotdevg ovde [Tooewdwv, aAAx Komoic Bacidewa,” dU fijv
moAAx oLVEPN Kaka Towot katl Axatols, kat ToAUG peTdpeAog.
Notice that, even though Helen is said to have become the beginning of
the discord, still the Judgment of Paris, which even Homer mentions as
lustful, shows something else, meaning that the legendary Judgment of
Paris was a decision between pleasure and virtue, in which, since
Aphrodite had been chosen — and she herself is, they say, pleasure —
everything was stirred up. The verses of Empedocles are in harmony with
this understanding: “And they had no Ares nor Battle-Din, nor Zeus the
king nor Cronos nor Poseidon, but Cypris the queen” (fr. 128.1-3 D.-K.); it
is through her that many evils fell upon the Trojans and the Achaeans, and
much repentance.
Empedocles’s description of the early history of humanity is allegorically
connected here with the Judgment of Paris, and the subsequent
abduction of Helen. This pattern of presenting the first large scale
historical event is traditional. Herodotus also begins from the abduction
of foreign wives, and thus describes the origin of the conflict between the
East and West in terms of the epic, Homeric framework.” All this
suggests that Vergil deliberately used the pattern marriage—conflict to
construct the narrative of the Aeneid. But the pattern did not only enable
the author to organize his imaginative reconstruction of Roman history
as an integral part of the universal history. It also allowed him to bind
together the epic, philosophical, historical, tragic, and erotic elements of
his literary universe.

4. The Eternal Return

The Orphic-Pythagorean and Empedoclean principle of reincarnation
implicates the idea of poetic or literary succession, very important to

™ The remark can also be found in Athenaeus, 510 cd.
” Her. 1.1-5.
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Vergil, in the general cyclic movement of history.” The words, images,
and stories of ancient poets reverberate through endless time and are
subject to the laws that rule the entire universe. One of the important
links between Homer, Apollonius, and Vergil lies in the fact that each of
the three poets composed poetry that can be interpreted allegorically
through the teaching of Empedocles.

While the aspiration to construct an all-inclusive, universal poem
brings Vergil close to philosophical poets such as Empedocles and
Lucretius, his product is in fact an inversion of the ratio between
scientific and epic material found in philosophical poetry. An example
from Lucretius can explain what I mean. The Aeneid can be seen as a
blown up, expanded retelling of the narrative that appears in Lucretius

only as an illustrative miniature (1.471-482):
denique materies si rerum nulla fuisset
nec locus ac spatium, res in quo quaeque geruntur,
numquam Tyndaridis forma conflatus amore
ignis, Alexandri Phrygio sub pectore gliscens,
clara accendisset saeui certamina belli,
nec clam durateus Troiianis Pergama partu
inflammasset equos nocturno Graiiugenarum;
perspicere ut possis res gestas funditus omnis
non ita uti corpus per se constare neque esse,
nec ratione cluere eadem qua constet inane,
sed magis ut merito possis eventa vocare
corporis atque loci, res in quo quaeque gerantur.

Finally if there had been no material for things, and no place and space in
which each  thing is done, no fire fanned to flame by love through the
beauty of Tyndareus” daughter, and glowing beneath the breast of
Phrygian Alexander, would ever set Pergama in flames by its night-born
brood of Grecians; so that you may perceive that things done never at all
consist or exist in themselves as body does, nor are said to exist in the
same way as void; but rather you may properly call them accidents of
body, and of the place in which the things are severally done.”

In terms of the architecture of their respective “plots,” both Lucretius’s
DRN and Vergil's Aeneid tell an Empedoclean double tale, a tale of

’* The interdependence of various modes of succession in Vergil (and in epic
tradition) is discussed by Hardie 1993, 88-119.

” Translation by Martin F. Smith.
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coming to be (concord) and passing away (discord).” But for Lucretius
the love of Paris and the destruction of Troy are no more than temporal
and fleeting products of the permanent reality of atoms and void, where
the cycle of creation and destruction is endlessly repeated.

While Lucretius’s poem logically connects the cycle of creation and
destruction with the atomistic explanatory account of the universe,
Vergil's Aeneid does not attempt to clarify in any scientific or coherent
way the connection between the Empedoclean philosophical principles
and the mythical and historical events of its narrative. The two planes
are only juxtaposed, and thus form two discreet, albeit coalescent, layers
of material. The juxtaposition has illuminating comparanda in modern
literature. One thinks, for example, of the way in which the laws of
chemistry are integrated into the plot of Johann W. von Goethe’s novella
Die Wahlverwandtschaften; or of the way in which mathematical ideas,
theories of chaos, fractals, and thermodynamics construct the backdrop
in Tom Stoppard’s play Arcadia. The scientific theories in these works of
fiction do not exactly explain anything. Their main function is to give
depth to the plot, to offer a glimpse of an infinite encompassing layer,
and thus create an esthetically pleasing impression of depth and
perspective. This is precisely the effect of the glimpse of the cosmic cycle
of concord and discord behind Vergil’s stories of attraction and sub-
sequent separation in the Aeneid. The exact character of the relationship
between the two planes remains elusive.

The cyclic nature of poetic progression, suggested above, can also be
discerned within Vergil’'s own opus. Empedoclean backdrop does not
seem to be an occasional element of the Aeneid, but a recurring back-
ground image in Vergil’s poetic mise-en-scéne. In each collection of his
poetry, regardless of the genre, the poet reaches the most sublime,
cosmic themes, revealing for a moment a recognizably Empedoclean
universe. It has already been suggested that the closing of the Georgics 2
draws on the material from Empedocles’s opening of On Nature, and that
the allusion is particularly appropriate at the moment at which the poet

7817.1-5 D.-K. For the pattern of creation and destruction as a framing device in DRN
see Schiesaro 1994 (and cf. Nelis 2001, 347). For Empedoclean cycles in Vergil’'s
earlier work, notably Eclogue 4 and the Song of Silenus in Eclogue 6, see Stroppini
2010, 201-234 and 293-309.

86



Daniel Markovié

is about to announce his plans for the Aeneid.” Two places in the Bucolics
should also be added to the list.* First is the centerpiece of Eclogue 6, the
Song of Silenus, which follows the pattern established by Apollonius’
song of Orpheus, narrating a universal history of the world in two
stages, cosmological and mythological.®" Second is the early Eclogue 4, a
poem in which Vergil constructs the development of history as an eter-
nal recurrence of events: in this version, the Golden Age returns; in
Hesiod, the Golden Age is irretrievably lost. And since in Eclogues 4 Ver-

gil ascribes the idea of return to the “Cumaean song,”*

one may wonder
to what extent should his poetic voice be perceived as a distant but de-
liberate echo not only of the Italian prophetic song, but also of the Italian

philosophical tradition to which the poet Empedocles belonged.*

Bibliography
Austin, R. G. 1971. P. Vergili Maronis Aeneidos liber primus. Oxford: Clarendon

Press.

Brown, R. D. 1990. “The Structural Function of the Song of lopas.” HSPh 93: 315
334.

Busch, S. 1993. “Orpheus bei Apollonios Rhodios.” Hermes 121.3: 301-324.
Burkert, W. 1968. “Orpheus und die Vorsokratiker.” A&A 14: 104-114.
Cairns, F. 1989. Virgil's Augustan Epic. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cerda, J. L. de la. 1628. P. Virgilii Maronis Aeneidos libri sex priores. Coloniae
Agrippinae: B. Gualterus.

Clausen, W. V. 1987. Virgil’s Aeneid and the Tradition of Hellenistic Poetry. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

. 2002. Virgil’s Aeneid: Decorum, Allusion and Ideology. Miinchen: Saur.

7 Nelis 2004.

% For Empedoclean cycles in Eclogue 4 and the Song of Silenus in Eclogue 6, cf.
Stroppini 2010, 201-234 and 293-309.

*! Vita Donatiana describes the content of the eclogue as petapogdpwoeis (68 Brugnoli-
Stok). The sequence of the beginning of the song of Silenus was emulated in the
opening of Ovid’s Metamorphoses (Knox 1986, 9-14).

2 Cf. the recurrence of the Trojan War in the prophecy of the Cumaean Sybil in
Aeneid 6.83 ff., mentioned above.

8 T would like to thank in particular Harold C. Gotoff, Marcus Heckenkamp,
Marjanca Pakiz, and Katharina Volk for their helpful comments on earlier drafts of
this paper. All remaining errors or misinterpretations are mine alone.

87



Lucida intervalla 43 (2014)

Corte, F. della (ed.) 1984-1990. Enciclopedia Virgiliana. Roma: Istituto della
Enciclopedia italiana.

Desport M. 1952. L’incantation virgilienne. Essai sur les mythes du poete enchanteur
etleur influence dans I’ceuvre de Virgile. Bordeaux: Delmas.

Duckworth, G. E. 1954. “The Architecture of the Aeneid” AJP 75: 1-15.

__ .1957.“The Aeneid as a Trilogy.” TAPA 88: 1-10.

Eichholz, D. E. 1968. “Symbol and Contrast in the Aeneid.” G&R 15: 105-112.
Elder, J. P. 1961. “Non Iniussa Cano. Virgil's Sixth Eclogue.” HSPh 65: 109-125.
Frankel, H. 1968. Noten zu den Argonautika des Apollonius. Miinchen: Beck.

Garbarino, G. 1994. “Mitici cantori: Iopa nel I libro dell’ Eneide.” In Voce di molte
acque: Miscellanea di studi offerti a Eugenio Corsini, edited by G. B. Squarotti [et.al.],
183-197. Torino: S. Zamorani.

Georgii, H. 1891. Die antike Aneiskritik aus den Scholien und anderen Quellen.
Stuttgart:

W. Kohlhammer. (Repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1971).

Geymonat, M. 2005. “Poesia e scienza in Virgilio: dalla III egloga al VI libro dell’
Eneide.” In Letteratura e riflessione filosofica nel mondo greco-romano: atti del corso
d’aggiornamento per docenti di latino e greco del Canton Ticino, Lugano 21-22-23
ottobre 1999, edited by G. Reggi, 165-78. Lugano: Sapiens.

Habinek, Th. 1989. “Science and Tradition in Aeneid 6.” HSPh 92: 223-255.

Hardie, Ph. R. 1986. Vergil’s Aeneid. Cosmos and Imperium. Oxford: Clarendon
Press.

. 1993. The Epic Successors of Virgil: A Study in the Dynamics of a Tradition.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Horsfall, N. (ed.) 2013. Virgil, Aeneid 6: A Commentary. 2 vols. Berlin: De Gruyter.
Innes, D. C. 1979. “Gigantomachy and Natural Philosophy.” CQ 29: 165-171.

Inwood, B. 2001. The Poem of Empedocles: A Text and Translation with an
Introduction. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Jan, L. von. 1852. Macrobii Ambrosii Theodosii opera quae supersunt, vol. 2:
Saturnaliorum libri VII. Quedlinburg and Leipzig: Gottfried Bass.

Janka, M. 1997. Ovid, Ars Amatoria. Buch 2: Ein Kommentar. Heidelberg: C. Winter.

Kaster, R. A. 2011. Macrobius: Saturnalia. Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard
University Press.

Kingsley, P. 1995. Ancient Philosophy, Mystery, and Magic: Empedocles and
Pythagorean Tradition. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.

Kinsey, T. E. 1979. “The Song of lopas.” Emerita 47: 77-86.
. 1984. “The Song of lopas, II.” Emerita 52: 69-76.

88



Daniel Markovié
__ .1987."Iopa.” EV 3, 9-10.
Knauer, G. N. 1964. Die Aeneis und Homer. Studien zur poetischen Technik Vergils
mit Listen der Homerzitate in der Aeneis. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.
Knox, P. E. 1986. Ovid’s Metamorphoses and the Traditions of Augustan Poetry.
Cambridge: The Philolological Society.
Kyriakou, P. 1994. “Empedoclean Echoes in Apollonius Rhodius” Argonautica.”
Hermes 122.3: 309-319.
Little, D. 1992. “The Song of Iopas: Aeneid 1.740-46.” Prudentia 24: 16-36.
McKay, A. G. 2004. “Dido’s Court Philosopher.” In Daimonopylai: Essays Presented

to E. G. Berry, edited by Rory B. Egan and Mark A. Joyal, 297-307 Winnipeg:
University of Manitoba Centre for Hellenic Civilization.
Nelis, D. P. 1992. “Demodocus and the Song of Orpheus: (Ap. Rhod. Arg. I, 496
511).” MH 49: 153-170.

. 2001. Vergil’s Aeneid and the Argonautica of Apollonius Rhodius. Leeds:
Francis Cairns.

. 2004. “Georgics 2.458-542: Virgil, Aratus and Empedocles.” Dictynna 1: 1-
21.
Pease, A. S. 1935. Publi Vergili Maronis Aeneidos liber quartus. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.
Poschl, V. 1950. Die Dichtkunst Vergils. Bild und Symbol in der Aeneis. Wien: M. F.
Rohrer. (Tr. by G. Seligson, The Art of Vergil. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press, 1962).
Putnam, M. C. J. 1998. Virgil’s Epic Designs: Ekphrasis in the Aeneid. New Haven:
Yale University Press.

Richter, W. 1977. “Lunae labores.” WS 11: 96-105.

Richardson, N. J. 1980. “Literary Criticism in the Exegetical Scholia to the Iliad.”
CQ 30: 265-87 (Repr. in A. Laird, Oxford Readings in Ancient Literary Criticism,
2006: 176-210).

Ross, D. O. 1975. Backgrounds to Augustan Poetry. Gallus, Elegy and Rome.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press (Chapter 2 repr. in K. Volk (ed.), Vergil’s
Eclogues, 2008: 189-215).

Rudberg, G. 1936. “Carmen lopae.” Eranos 34: 78-81.
Schiesaro, A. 1994. “The Palingenesis of De Rerum Natura.” PCPhS 40: 81-107.

Schlunk, R. R. 1974. The Homeric Scholia and the Aeneid. A Study of the Influence of
Ancient Homeric Literary Criticism on Virgil. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press.

Schonberger, O. 1993. “Der Sanger beim Gastmahl: (Vergil, Aeneis I, 723 £.).” RhM
136.3-4: 298-307.

89



Lucida intervalla 43 (2014)

Schrijvers, P. H. 1978. Het lied van Iopas. Verbindingen van literatuur en natuur-
wetenschap in het Latijn. Groningen: Bouma’s Boekhuis (Repr. in Schrijvers, De
mens als toeschouwer: Essays over Romeinse Literatuur en Westeuropese tradities 1986:
9-27).
Segal, Ch. 1971. “The Song of lopas in the Aeneid.” Hermes 99: 336-349.

. 1981. “Iopas Revisited (Aeneid 1.740 ff.).” Emerita 49: 17-25.

. 1984. “lopas Again.” Emerita 52: 77-82.

Soave, C. 1987. “Osservazioni sul linguaggio del libro I dell” Eneide, I1.” CCC 8:
171-198.

Sparrow, J. 1931. Half-Lines and Repetitions in Virgil. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Stroppini, G. 2003. L'amour dans les livres I-IV de I'Enéide de Virgile, ou Didon et la
mauvaise composante de |'dme. Paris: L'Harmattan.

. 2010. Virgile et I'amour: les Bucoliques. Paris: Clarendon Press.
West, M. L. 1983. The Orphic Poems. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Willis, J. 1994. Ambrosii Theodosii Macrobii Saturnalia, 3™ ed. Stuttgart and Leipzig:
Teubner.

Daniel Markovi¢
Odeljenje za klasi¢ne nauke, Univerzitet Cincinnati

Empedoklovo kosmolosko ucenje kod Vergilija
Apstrakt

Iz pregleda problema funkcije Jopine kosmoloske pesme na kraju prvog pevanja
Eneide autor izvodi zakljucke koji potvrduju i nadograduju zapazanja Damiena
Nelisa o kompozicionom znacaju Empedoklovih principa sloge i nesloge u
zapletu Vergilijevog istorijskog epa. Vergilijeve aluzije na Empedokla u Eneidi su
suptilne, ali prisutne u dovoljnoj meri da naznace obrise pesnikove vizije
univerzalnog kretanja istorije. Autor povezuje indireknu prirodu ovih aluzija sa
apstraktnom ulogom Empedoklovih filozofskih principa u imaginarnom svetu
pesme, te objasnjava Empedoklov kosmicki ciklus u Eneidi pre svega kao estetsku
kategoriju. Promisljanje Vergilijevih aluzija na cikli¢no kretanje i reinkarnaciju
otkriva principe koji udahuju Zivot u pesnikov knjiZevni kosmos, kako u Eneidi
tako i u njegovom opusu uopste.

Kljuéne reci: Vergilije, Eneida, Empedokle, alegoreza Homera, Servije,
kosmogonija, univerzalna istorija.
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Ex viso. Tparosu jeane CTpyKTypHe AMXOTOMUje
Y Je3UKY AaTMHCKMX HaTIIICa

Ancmpaxm: Iloogom popmyae ex viso y jeAHOM BOTMBHOM HaTIIUCY U3
ropmomesujckor kopimyca (IMS 1.89) pasmaTpajy ce u Tymade caydajeBn Iae
AaTUHCKY enuTpad Kyt TEKCTOBU CBeJode O MMeHNIKIM AyDAeTrMa TuIia
visus ~us m / visum ~i n.

Kwyune peun: BoTusHM HaTIMCK, enturpadcke popmyae, ByATapHM AaTUHCKH,
XeTepokaucuja, abaaTus.

Ckynmuna puMmckux Hatnuca ¢ Kocmaja xojy je mpe ckopo uerpaecer
roguHa mn3gao Caobogan Aymanmh y mpBoj cBeci TOpHOMEe3UjCKOT
KOpIlyca OTIIOUMIbe jeAHUM JaHac U3ry0/beHNM CIIOMEHUKOM, MaJdeHUM
AujanyHuM XpTBeHnKoM 13 CTojHMKa, Ha KOjeM ce uKTala OBa ITocBeTa:

IMS 1.89 Dianae Antonia Procla ex viso (!) v(otum) s(olvit) I(ibens) m(erito).

Dopmyaa ex viso Ty je 04 U3gaBada oOeaekeHa Kao je3nyka Iojeau-
HOCT BpeJHa Naxkxme. Mu Ha oBoM MecTy XoheMo 4a je ca Tor crajaamnIinTa
Pa3MOTPUMO y HeHOM IIMPeM KOHTEKCTY.

Joucra, y jegHOM BpAO IMO3HATOM HNPUPYYHUKY U3 AaTUMHCKEe erurpa-
duxke, TaMo 1€ je pey o BOTUBHUM $OpMyAama, OBa Ce HaBOAU Y 0OAUKY
ex visu.! To, MebyTnm, He 3HauM Aa Hallle KOCMajCKO ex viso MpeAcTaBba
jeAMHCTBeH cAyd4aj; HampoTuBs, popMya ce 1 'y TOM 00AMKY jaBsba Ha Je-
ceTMHe ITyTa y BOTUBHUM HarnucuMma. OBo ce goraba y KOHTeKcTy jeaHO-
ra ABOjCTBa: IIOCBeTa OO>KaHCTBY OMBa 1AM ex voto, Ha OCHOBY Iipebarmer
3aBeTa AeAVKaHTOBOT, AN eX viso, IO CHOBUDeIby 13 Kojer ce 403Haa0 Aa

" Paa y okBupy rpojexra Puwmcko u parosusanmujcko npucycmeo va may Cpouje: npesen-
mayuja u urmepnpemauuja uséopte zpahe, puHaHCHMpaHOr 04 MuHMCTapCTBa KyAType
PC.

! CALABI LIMENTANI 1991, 159.
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Ho>xaHcTBO XOhe aap; TO jecT, MAM IO MHULIMjATUBU AeAVKaHTa UAU TI0
yHUIMjaTuBy OOXKaHCTBA.”

EBO HeK0AMKO IIpMMepa 3a ex viso y pUMCKUM HaTHucumMa ¢ 6aakaH-
CKO-TIOAyHaBCKOT moApydyja:’ IScM 5.218 (Troesmis, Maaa Ckuruja, apyra
Aenlenuja I B.) numini Liberis Patris M Antistius Caecina eq alae I Dardan
Antoninianae ex viso posuit; IDR 3.5.21 = ILS 3847 (Anyaym, Aaxuja, xpaj II
/ mou. 11 B.) Aesculapio et Hygiae ... C Jul Frontonianus vet ... redditis sibi
luminibus grat(ias) age(ns) ex viso pro se et ... coniug(e) et ... filia v s [ m; AlJ
294 (ITryj, Topmwa Ilanonuja) Petrae Genetrici Felix Prudentis Antoni Rufi
p(ublici) p(ortorii) vil(ici) vic(arius) ex viso; 3aHUMBUBO, 11O TyhemM CHOBU-
bemy AE 1988.921 (daamanuja, Hun, 11 B.) Neptuno Dian(ae) ... L Cincius
Trophim(us) ex viso p quod Alis vidit. YocTaaom, m3pas ex viso MMa 1 Kaa-
CMYHU IIeAUTPe, He CaMO Y XPOHOAOIIKOM CMIICAY — YIIOp. BOTMBHI HaT-
e n3 Ocruje CIL 14.23 = 121423 = ILS 3005 Jovi Optumo Maximo ex viso
aram aedificavit P Cornelius P 1 Trupo me(n)sor prec(ario) — Beh u 3aTo mro
Ce HeIITO BPAO CAMYHO Halasu Kog Llunepona, Div. 2.121 ex insanorum
aut ebriorum visis innumerabilia conjectura trahi possunt quae futura vide-
antur »u3 Bubema KakKBa MMajy Aydaly U InyjaHuy mMoryhso je nzsyhnu
HeorpaHIYeHy KOAMYMHY ITOCpeAHUX HasHaka OyayhrHoctn«. Ha gpyroj
CTpaHM BpeAM 3alla3UTH, YHyTap CaMoOr TOpHOME3UjCKOT KOpIlyca, UCTY
BOTUBHY (PopMyay y 0OAUKY ex visu Ha jeAHOM criomMeHMKy u3 Ckornaa,
IMS 6.1 Deae Bellonae Caius Julius Longinus decurio quinquennalis ex visu.

Y naueay, sakae, HU II0jaBa MMEHUIIE VISUS ~US M. Ka0 HU ViSUmM ~i n. 'y
KOHTEKCTYy O KOjeM TOBOPMMO He MOXe Ce cMaTpaTu K3HeHaDemew.
Koaebame nsmeby tux asejy ¢popmu ormaxka ce 'y KAaCUIHO] KEbVIKEB-
Hoctu: cHoBubDema Lluiiepon sose visa somniorum, U Apyrae Kaxe visis

? CTporo TepMIHOAOLIKY Y3€B, y 60muGHe AapOBE ¥ HaTILICe cllajale Ou, OHAQ, CaMo
rocseTe 04, OHe IpBe BpcTe. Ila mmak, HasuBaTyU CBe IIOCBETHe JapoBe M HaTIIVCe
BOTMBHMM Yy IIMpPeM CMMICAY He MO>Ke OMTHU IIOIPelIHO, YTOAMKO IIpe IITO M CaMu
enurpapcKu TEKCTOBY IIOHEKaJ, M3PUYMTO TOBOPE O »UCIIyIbeby 3aBeTa« (votum
solvit) 4ak M OHJAa Kag Iiocseta OmBa ex viso (B. Hup. ILS 3757 — He pauyHajyhu,
AaboMe, cse oHe caydajese (1odeB o/ camor IMS 1.89) rae ce uza ex viso uspas votum
solvit Haaasn y ckpahenmin).

* CBegouaHCcTaBa pa3AndmTe MPOBEHUjEHIIMje MMa A0CTa MpuKynaennx y ILS: 1091,
3005, 3188, 3523, 3526, 3542, 3659 (HapounTo MHTepecaHTHO), 3847, 3941, 4203, 4244,
4286, 4309, 4386. Taxobe B. ILS 4493 1 Tamomsy KOMeHTap ¢ MHCTaHIIaMa cpoase (?)
Jopmyae (ex) viso capite.
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perterritus »TpecTpalieH OHUME IITO je camao«;’ HarpoTtus, JAusBuje TO
30Be nocturni visus, u Apyrae Kaxxe hoc visu laetus »00pal0BaH TUM CHOBU-
bereM«.” Y 1aTUHCKMM BOTUBHIM HATIIMCUMA UCTO ce ountyje y popmy-
an viso/visu monitus. OOAUK visu monitus jaBba ce HIIP. Y jeJHOM JaYKOM
HaTnucy u3 I-II Beka, IDR 3.5.243 Liber(o) Patr(i) et Libere C Maximius
Iulianus optio praet(orii) leg(ionis) V Mac(edonicae) visu monitus pro sal(ute)
sua et suorum l(ibens) p(osuit), n y jeanom m3 I'opme I'epmanuje, AE
1996.1147 [J]] O M [iln h(onorem) d(omus) d(ivinae) [T] Ael Victor [qluod
vove(rat) [v]isu dei monitus posuit v s | | m; ToMe HaCynpoT MMaMO Vis0
monitus y jeanom Hymuackom Hatnucy, EDH 020481 (Llupra) Q Claudius
Nampamo viso monitus collegio Mercuri libens animo collegiaris suis donavit
d(e)d(icavit) d(e) s(ua) p(ecunia).’

C gasum yBuaoM y enurpadcke TeKCTOBe MCIIOCTaBAba ce g4a KoaeOa-
e viso/visu HUje ycaM/beHa I10jaBa y cBojoj Bpctu. Kao m1To je rmosnHaro, y
PasHUM TUIIOBMMa HATIINICA CIIOMMUIbY Ce pajrbe M3BpIIEeHe »Ha 3arlo-
BeCT« OBOT MAM OHOI ayTOpUTeTa; y TOM 3Hadery, OCUM (O4eKMBaHOT)
u3pasa jussu, IOBpeMeHO HaJAa3MMO jUss0 U ex jusso, I TO, KaKo ce YMHH,
y3 jeany aasmy aucrunknyjy. Ha aagecerak enurpadekux npumepa’ Ha-
Aa3nM, He 0e3 M3y3eTaka, aAl ca 3HauajHOM IIpasuaHoInhy, 4a y BOTHB-
HIM HaTINCHMa, OHJA Ka/j ITocBeTa He OuBa ex voto, o 3asety, Beh 1o
HeIIOCPeAHOj 3aII0BeCcTy AOTMYHOTa OOXKaHCTBa, 4041a3u popMyaa ex jus-
so dei, deae, Jovis, Herculis u cA.; HalIpOTUB, y APyTMM BpCTaMa HaTIIica,
rJe ce 4MTa O IIOCTYMIIMMa U3BPIIEHMM Ha 3aIlOBeCcT HalJe>XXHOT AWuIia,
Aoaasy popmyaa jusso imperatoris, legati, domini u ca. Y KibV>KeBHOM IaK
je3auky, rnmopea oOpra tuma jussu domini (u jubente domino), Geaexu ce,

* Cic. Tusc. 1.97 (ynop. u masonpebanmu npumep us Div.) oan. Div. 2.85.
®Liv. 8.6.11 oan. 21.23.1.

¢ Camane cy u dopmyae somnio monitus (Aaxuja, IDR 3.5.297; Abpuxa, AE 1966.506),
in somnis monitus (Adpuxa, AE 1992.1807), per quietem admonitus (Adpuka, AE
1927.18), ma u ounro ByarapsHa sommno monitus (Octuja, CIL 14.4318; Aaxuja, IDR
3.5.13). Kako Om mak y AomortaHoHckoM Hatnucy u3 Hosux banosana ILJug 279
Tpebaao palrduTaTi OHO MeCTO Iae M3Aapauy nmiy mo(nitus) somn(io), To He Mo-
>KeMO 3HaTW; OBaj IIPUAMYHO ByATapHU TeKCT OTIIOuMIbe IIocseToM di[blus majoribus:
aKo je CyAUTH I10 TOMe, 11 »CHOBUDeme« Ou y BheMy MOIA0 Aa IAaCy CBaKOjako.

’ Habenux mytem mperpare y EDH.
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a1 Kaz je ped o GOXKAHCKO]j 3ar10BecTn, u 00pT deorum jussis.® ToAUKO 0
TOM AOCTa yHaAsbUBOM CAY4Yajy, a enurpadcku cy CriopasudHoO II0CBe-
aouenn u apyru canmunn ayoaeru, nnp. CIL 8.15880 (IIpoxonsyaapna
Adpuxa) pietatis... adfecto perpetuo, To ject affectu; 6.23109 (Pum) preter
titulum reliqgua omnia cum adito ambito, To ject aditu, ambitu.

Ha mospmmHu crsapy, Ty ce koaeba ¢popma abaarmsa: aamn, ako je
cyautn 1o caydajesuma kao CIL 8.14436 ex institut[um?] et ajutorium,
6.31169 tabula posui ex hostensum deorum, unTaBa jegHa cepuja MMeHHUIIA
CKAOHA je Aa 3alajHe y jejaH BaKyyM IJe ce He 3Ha 3aIlpaBo HU Yy KOjeM
CMO MajeXy HU y KOjoj AeKAMHALUjU; Y CBOjOj KAACHYHO] CTyAUjU O IIN-
carby M Helucary -M y AaTUHCKUM HatnucuMma Epner Aua je maaornpe-
bammme cayuajeBe CKpyIyA03HO TyMauMo IITO KaO ByATapHU aKy3aTuB
usa ex (institutum, adjutorium), mro xao abaatus (ostensu).” OBamo criaga
u jesan QeHomeH A00po 3HaH M3 OaAKAHCKO-TIOAYHABCKMX HaTIINCA:
¢opmyaa ex votum (3a ex voto), Koja ce, Mo Agamcy, HApOUUTO Be3yje 3a
nposunuyjy Makegonujy u Jomy Mesujy, yToAMKO IITO HOTBpAe
nortmnuy jesHa us Jome Mesyje, jeana ns Maxeaonnje, ase 13 Puma aan
0/ AeAVKaHaTa JOHOMe3MjCKOT TIopeKaa, U jeAHa, Mumo npebarmnx, us
lInauuje.”’ Y crBapy, MOTBpAA MMa HEINTO BUILE, a U AUCTPUOYIIja je
mupa. Y lnanuju ce ex votum durta Ha TPU MeCTa;' 04 ABa HATIIMCA Y
Pumy, aomomesmjcka 3asebuna curypHa je y jeAHOM aau He M APYTOM
cayuajy;? a ¢ 6aaKaHCKO-TIOAYHABCKOT MOApydja — He camo n3 Makeao-
Huje n Jomwe Mesuje — y urpu je niurao ocam Harmmca: IDR 2.158 (Galicea
Mare, Aaxuja) Diane Regina(e) Dioscor(us) Januari et [---] contubernali(s) ex
votum pos; 1IScM 1.340 (Vicus Quintionis, Maaa Cxurnja) [--- Junoni

® Cic. S.Rosc. 66; ynop. u Plin. Nat. 3.123 Sibyllinis jussis »Ha 3arosect CuouauHy«.

° DIEHL 1899, 31-2.

10 Apams 2007, 679.

' Teaan je Hatiinc u3 beruxe, HEp 14.32, a asa u3 Onocrpane IlInannje, HEp 10.611 u
AE 2002.852.

2 TLS 2189 (241. roguna) ] O M deo Sabadio sacrum Julius Faustus dec(urio) n(umeri)
eqq(uitum) sing(ularium) d(omini) n(ostri) ex votum posuit et conalarium nomina inseruit
ex ala prima Darda(norum) prov Moesiae Inf [caede najasvena umenal; 2190 (250. roansa —
He BUAM Ce 0JaKae Cy AeAuKaHTM) pro salute eq sing Genio turmes Herculi sancto Aur
Hermogenes et [V]ibius Sabinus et Aur Maximianus ... ex votum tu[rlmalibus bene
mer[e]ntes animo {animo} pleno posuerunt columna et lucerna aenea.
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Relgine [pro] salutem Imp [Caes M Aur Aln[t]oni[ni Aug] ... sace[r][dote]s ] O
M D(olicheni) ... d(omino) n(ostro) ex vo[tlum posuerunt; 5.72 (Vicus Cle-
mentiani, Maaa Cxutnja) pro sal L Val Victorini et Ulp Nicandras et filiorum
eorum... Valerius Nilus actor ex wvotun posuit; CIL 3.12466 (Tropaeum
Trajani, Maaa Cxkurnja) [J] O [M] Ael Inserus ... pro se et suorum ex votum
posuit aram; ILD 56, HaTniyic Ha BOTMBHOM Kuny JynureposoM n3 Kocroaa
kog Kaagosa (Pontes, I'opma Mesuja, 198-210. roguna), | O Montano
nomine M Luci Romani Marini(us) Aug(ustalis) col Drub(etae) ex votum in
possessione sua posuit; CCET 2.2.566 (/bybaen, Aowa Mesnja)® Heroni
Aurelius Mucapaibes miles ex votum | m p; ILBulg 419 (Muxaanu, Tpaknja)
Sancto Apollini Petronius ex votum posuit...; CIL 3.642 (p.989) = AE 1939.194
(Philippi, Maxeaonnja) Aelia Atena ex votum fecit.

Dopmyay ex votum Agamc je yspctuo Meby 6aakaHcke ermrpadcke
»IIceyOpernoHaansmex, raedajyhm Ha my Kkao Ha pasa3HaTAbUB MaHUP Y
IocseTama ¢ AOTMYHOIA II0APYydja, KOju 300T CBOje BpPAO yCKe HaMeHe I
CBOT O/ACYCTBa 13 rOBOpa He IpeJCTaBhba je3NdKU perrnoHaausam y mpa-
BOM cMucay peun.'* Morao 6u 6utu aa ce ex votum cBOAU Ha HEIITO jOLI
Mame, Ha 9icTo rpadpujcKy HaBUKY, U Ja CTBap 3aIlpaBo IJacu ex votu, ca
- Kao ByATapHUM IIpaBOIIMCHUM BMIIKOM. VI 3amcra, y Harnucuma ce
HaJasy U Tora IIOMaJo: Ha IpuMep, Ha (pparMeHTOBaHOM MPaMOPHOM
kuny Jynurepa JoauxeHa n3 bpse Ilasanke (I'opmwa Mesuja) unra ce
ILJug 465 ] O M D(olicheno) Pompejus Isauricus ex votu posuit, a HaTIIC Ha
pededy Tpaukora komaHuka us Jesme (Marcianopolis, Jomwa Mesuja)
raacu CCET 2.1.194" Deo Sancto Heroni Ulpius Maximianus speculator ex
votu posuit.'®

ITo Tome ce unHM aa je MeHuUIa votum ~i n. caj, A00MUAA aATepHATUBY
votus ~us m. IlITo nmnak He 3Ha4M ga ce y MaHMPUCAHOMe ex votum Huje
Bugeo akysarus. Hamporus: oBome y npuaor rosopu rpaduja IScM 5.72
ex votun posuit, KOja IPeTIIOCTaBAba ex votum Kao NpUMbEHYy POopMyAay.
To 6u 6ma0 ynopeanso ¢ jeHNM U MHa4Ye OAUCKUM cAydajeM. AKy3aTuUB

® Caga n AZEKCAHAPOB 2013, 303, 6p. 175.
 Apams 2007, 678.
1> AAEKCAHAPOB 2013, 294, Gp. 106.

' Camano tome u ILD 108 (dakuja), CIL 3.12442 (Aoma Mesuja), AE 1998.776 (Illma-
Hyja); HemssecHo IDR 2.193 (Sucidava, Aakwuja), rae ce mpu Kpajy TeKcTa AOIyIbyje ex
votu[m posuit] aav O HapaBHO MOTA0 OUTH U ex votu.
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13a ex ca MIMEHMIIOM Y MHOXVHM — I'Ae aKy3aTuBHe 00Auke Huje Moryhe
TyMa4mUTM Kao IOTpelHo oprorpaducane abaaTube — OCUM IITO Ce jaB-
/ba PeTKO, caB Ce CBOAM Ha oOpasall ex -as yMecTo HOpMaAHOT ex -is, Tj. Ha
cAyJajeBe U3 AaTMHCKe IpBe AekauHanuje. Aua je mmucano'’ aa je axy-
satus y CIL 6.3062 ex kalendas julias in ka(lendas) augu(stas) »oA mpBor jyaa
A0 IIPBOT aBIyCTa« ITpeHeceH 13 AaTyMcKux ¢popmyaa tuma ex X (1j. die
decimo) Kalendas Januarias in pridie Idus Apriles.”® Huje nemoryhno aa u
ocraze 1ojase ex -as — no Auay, to cy CIL 8.10570 ex lege Hadriana et ex
litteras proc(uratorum) tuor(um) n 15.190 ex fiqulinas veteres — sg0aa3ze 110
aHaaoruju Ha oso. Vimaau 6ucMmo, oHga, ABa odeauTa caydaja y Kojuma
aKys3aTMB 3a ex, Haue pejak, 404a3! IO CIel[jalHOM pa3Aory: jesaH
IJe ce CTPYKTypa ex -as, MCIIpBa MOTHUBIICAaHA ByATapHOM peuHTepIIpe-
TalMjoM JaTyMmcke popmyae, ClIOpalldHO jaBba M BaH TOTa KOHTEKCTa;
ApyTu rae ce ex votum, UCIpBa ByArapHa rpaduja 3a ex votu, y3uma He
BUIIle Kao abaatus og votus Beh kao akysaTus Ma Koje 04 aBejy aaTepHa-
TUBHIX VIMEHMUIIA.

JacHo, jesnuke mojase Koje cMO OB/Je y3eaAU y pasMaTparbe YIUCYjy ce,
IIpBO, y OIIITU KOHTeKCT KoaeDama maMeby uerspre m apyre aekam-
Halluje, IIO3HATOT Ha IpuMepuMa Kao angiportus. Kag ce ysmy y odsup u
cAydajeB) rAe HeMaMo 1IeAUX AU CKOpO LeAuX NapaleAHNX MapajurMu
Beh xozebame IV/II u II/IV Tex y nojeannnm magexmma, Ta cTBap seh
cama 1o cebu ronpuma 3Hadajie pasmepe.'’

Apyro n oapebenuje, mocpean je nnrepdepennuja nsmebhy raaroa-
CKMX MMEeHNIIa Ha ~US ~Us ¥ TIOMMeHMJeHNX IapTUIlNIia Ha ~um ~i: oBa
ce HapOuUTO OYUTYyje y OpKarby HauMHCKMX abJaTuBa TUIIA jussu, ductu,
arbitratu, xojux (To MOXAa TpebOa mcrahm) mma HeoOMyHO muoro,” ¢
HauMHCKMM abaaTuBuMa Tuma auspicato, explorato. VI cama xaacmuna
IIpo3a y HeKIM CAydajeBMa I10Ka3yje opeJ IOMMeHIeHOT TTapTUITuIIa
Ha ~um ~i jOII ¥ HauMHCKU a0AaTuB Ha ~u, HIp. mandatum ~i »HaAoT,
3aroBecT« 1 y3 TO mandatu »I10 HaAOTIy, IO 3aIllOBECTU«, AOK Y IO3HUjeM
AATUHUTETY OIla’kaMo OIINTY CKAOHOCT Ka Tuiy ~us ~us. (Kao ymeuar-

Tope, Hart. 9.
' OBaj mpumep je u3 Hatrinca IDR 1.44.
19 NEUE / WAGENER 1, 771-783 u 783-787.

* 3a abeneann cricak ¢ pedepeHIiujaMa Ha MOTBPAE y AUTEPAPHUM U3BOpUMA B.
NEUE / WAGENER 1, 751-757.
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UB IIPUMep MOXe ITOCAY>KUTU AaTMHCKM HacAOB HOBO3aBeTHE KIbITe
Aeaa amocroackux, Actus apostolorum: y HEITO paHuja BpeMeHa, UAU C
BuIIIe 0Da3Mparka Ha KAacudHe y30pe, Ty Ou ce Kasaao He actus seh acta,”
axo ce Beh He Ou mocerao 3a cuHOHMMUMA™ Kao gesta”™ muau facta.)™
Hajzaa, abaaTusu Ha ~0 1 Ha ~u MOTAM 61 ce OpKaTy 1 110 (POHETCKO]
avamju. Ho, oBae Tpeba 6utn omnpesan, jep crBapHa KoH]y3uja o/u mpu-
Iaja TeK jeAHOM JAOCTa IIO3HOM CTaAujyMy pa3BUTKa AaTUMHCKOT BOKaA-
CKOT c1cTeMa:” ca XpOHOAOIIKUX Pa3Aora, Ha 1y je MOXKAa Hajoosbe He
ocAamaTy e IpY TyMadely MHCTaHIU Ha KOje CMO ce OBAe OCBPHYAI.
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Vojin Nedeljkovi¢
Faculty of Philosophy, Belgrade

Ex viso. Traces of a structural dichotomy
in the language of Latin inscriptions
Abstract

In connexion with an instance of ex viso found in a votive inscription from Upper
Moesia (IMS 1.89) the author reviews and discusses cases where Latin epigraphic
texts appear to testify to a number of linguistic doublets consisting of
substantives of the visus type as against visum-type participles used substantively.

Key Words: votive inscriptions, epigraphic formulae, Vulgar Latin, heteroclisy,
ablative.
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Duties and Epistolarity. Semantic Transformations
of officium in Latin Epistolography, IV-V c.

Abstract. This paper deals with a group of Latin substantives which acquired a
new meaning and became, in effect, synonyms for epistula in letter collections
of the fourth and fifth centuries. The semantic development of these words,
which designate in their original meaning as nomina abstracta the reciprocal
character of some kind of relationship (family, friendship, patronage) is
examined on the ground of semantic changes of officium, a concept of central
importance for the Roman world. It has been demonstrated that officium as a
common word denoting ‘a letter” occurs for the first time in the
correspondence of Q. Aurelius Symmachus and, later, in the letters of
Christian authors of the fourth and fifth centuries. The rethinking of the
concept of officium by Symmachus is viewed in the context of several fixed
semantic oppositions that became an integral part of the content of the
Christian letter.

Key Words: epistolary duties, Late Latin, semantic change, litterae, officium.

The common words for ‘letter” in Latin are epistula and litterae. If we look
for other synonyms, we shall discover a great variety of nouns in endless
combinations. Some of these expressions occur in a source as early as the
correspondence of Cicero; others are attested for the first time in the
letter collections of Christian Latin authors; a third group, which is the
focus of this study, is found in some fourth-century authors and results
from the use of abstract substantives in a new, concrete sense.

Although various synonyms for litterae seem to be an integral part of
the vocabulary of the epistolary genre, they originated in different types
of discourse, using other meanings of these words in everyday life. For
this reason, it was possible that words which in the first century meant
‘talk’, “affection’, ‘deference” and ‘duty’, retained these meanings in the
fourth century, but could signify ‘letter” as well. What did these words
have in common? Even if consider the fact that different letter-writers
give preference to different synonyms or that they do not tend to use the
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substitutes for epistula and litterae equally, there still remains something
that is a common feature to all the words in question, namely their
figurative use. In fact, all synonyms of epistula could be treated as forms
of metonymy or metaphor. For this reason, and in order to reduce the
confusing variety of lexical items to a few general classes, we have
chosen as a criterion for distinction the kind of metonymy or the
metaphorical level to which every single word can be linked. In this way
we eventually obtained the following four categories of words:

(1) Words that denote writing material, writing instruments, or
written signs, but are metonymically used to signify the content of a
written message: pagina, tabella(e), charta, scriptio, stilus, apices.

(2) Words that literally signify a form of oral communication, a
dialogue: alloquium, affatus, colloquium, sermo, salve (subst.), salutatio.
Metonymically used, they substitute the subject of written
communication, and in the case of salutatio — formal greetings. This
group of synonyms is, clearly, derived from the idea that the letter
represents ‘one half of a dialogue’; it is closely connected to the topos of
imago praesentiae in the philophronetic letter.

(3) Words meaning ‘attention’, ‘friendly care’, “affection’, ‘cordiality’:
cura, affectus, affectio, dilectio, caritas. In these cases, abstract nouns were
transformed into concrete ones with the meaning ‘letter of friendship’ or,
in the case of caritas, ‘letter to one’s beloved brother in Christ’. This
semantic development is the result of the adaptation of Greek epistolary
theory to a Roman context. For Greek theorists, philophronesis, ‘friendly
disposition’, was the very essence of the letter, and the exchange of care
and affection between two highly educated men was the ideal epistolary
situation. In the Roman experience, however, genuine affection was not a
necessary component of a true friendship; or, to use the sharp
observation of Stowers,
different. Traditionally, the concept of amicitin did not emphasize
sentiment and male affection as the Greek concept did.” But even if we
agree that political pragmatism had a stronger impact on the early
Roman concept of epistolary amicitia than did Greek rhetorical theory,
we can still observe the curious fact that in the fourth and fifth centuries
this ‘affective’ vocabulary reinforced its original ethos: in one case, in

1 u

the Roman concept of friendship, amicitia, was

! STOwERS 1989, 29.
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order to consolidate the representatives of pagan nobility into a club of
unshakable fellowship; and, in the other, in order to strengthen the
bonds of true love in Christian correspondence, thus echoing the Pauline
caritas.

(4) The last group, which is the main subject of our study, comprises
words which originally designated the reciprocal character of some kind
of relationship (family, family alliances, friendship, patronage), an
exchange that could entail any sort of material goods or personal
services — ‘duty’, ‘service’, ‘merit’, ‘due reward’, ‘thanksgiving’. The idea
behind this kind of metonymic substitution is explicit: the letter is one of
the reciprocal obligations implied by the relationship of amicitia or by
any other kind of social relationship in Roman society.

It is quite typical for two different spheres of Roman life — the
complex of public and private duties and the informal code of friendship
— to share this common phraseology, which corresponds to the mutual
character of true (epistolary) friendship, and at the same time reflects the
fact that in social and political life officium is omnipresent and
universally required, its precise obligations varying according to the
status of the individual. The practice of maintaining regular
correspondence in Rome was not merely a matter of kindness or
personal attachment; in Stowers” words, “the conventions of amicitia
were backed by very powerful social sanctions”.” Regardless of the often
repeated cliché that a letter is a voluntary gift, letter-writing was
interpreted in terms of the obligations of role and relationships,
obligations to other individuals; honouring these obligations was
indispensible for keeping the Roman world and Roman values alive.

This last group of synonyms for litterae clearly represents a specific
linguistic phenomenon in Late Latin: nomina abstracta, which were in
common use in Classical Latin, developed new, concrete meanings after
going through a long process of assimilation on the basis of some
common features and, consequently, metonymic identification and
substitution. The language of both public and private life of Rome in the
first century was dominated by the use of words like beneficium, officium,
meritum, obsequium, munus, honor etc., but it was only in the late fourth
and in the fifth century that these words appeared as generally accepted

2 STOWERS 1989, 30.
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synonyms for epistula in the letter collections of pagan and Christian
authors. Next to them appear vices (necessitudinis), responsum, debitum,
commercium (litterarum), nouns that belong to the same political and
ethical discourse (the language of obligations), but reflect earlier stages
in the process of moving away from the original, abstract meaning.
Expressions such as commercium (litterarum) (abstract + concrete), or vices
(necessitudinis) (abstract + abstract), reveal what the different steps in this
process looked like. Periphrastic constructions like munere amoris atque
officii (Cic. fam. 15. 11. 3) and officii erga te studiique meritis (Cic. fam. 6. 14.
1), in which officium and meritum are still used as nomina abstracta,
anticipate the appearance of officium litterarum, mandati officii munia,
officium scriptionis, all of which are expanded forms of officium in the
sense of ‘letter’, four centuries after Cicero.

Most of these words, and primarily officium, regularly occur in
correlations like beneficium tuum ~ officium meum, which emphasize the
reciprocal character of the epistolary duty. There is a general consensus
that, in Late Latin, words describing services and favours and their
reciprocation were no longer susceptible to precise delimitations of
appropriate social contexts: beneficium, officium, meritum and gratia were
not closely related to specific categories of social relationships.’ As a
consequence, every effort to pinpoint a universal distinction out of the
specific context would be fruitless, on account of the semantic overlap
between words related to the idea of service and duty. In our opinion,
similar conclusions could be made if we try to take an overall picture of
the former abstracta used as synonyms for ‘letter’ at the end of the fourth
century. Officium is the fundamental and obligatory service exchanged
between friends; but it is also interchangeable with its synonymous
terms, beneficium and meritum, which began to overlap with one another.
At first blush, this was not the case with the carefully selected words
expressing different nuances of the idea of duty — a friendly office, a
debt, a courtesy or paying respect to someone — in the elaborate etiquette
of the epistolary genre. Officium seems to most frequently signify the due
response to a received letter, while meritum or beneficium denote the letter
of the person who first sent a message. The age and the social status of
the correspondent sometimes presuppose the choice of a proper word

* SALLER 1982, 21-22.
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for the letter. In the letters of Sidonius Apollinaris obsequium can indicate
a letter to an older person or a person superior in rank, and officium a
letter to a person of the same age and equal standing (cf. Ep. 7.2.4).
However, this impression that there were simple rules can sometimes be
misleading. Symmachus occasionally opposes munus as ‘letter’ to
officium as ‘care for the administration of the family estates” (1.5); in 2.12
officium impletum denotes the loyalty of the courier, and not the duty of
the sender. In the letters of Sidonius Apollinaris, officium stands for the
letter itself or, in several cases, only for the salutation formula (cf. 5.15,
6.4). Passages which present a conflict of duties are especially
characteristic: if Symmachus (7.50) builds the opposition privatis officiis ~
actus publicos, in which the letters are the private duties par excellence, a
similar conflict is instanced by Ennodius in a completely different way
when he differentiates between letters (of recommendation) in favour of
a third party, officia peregrina, and letters of genuine friendship: nec
munus caritatis ad officia peregrina transducerem (161.1).

It is impossible to prove that obsequium or munus were regarded as
subsequent associative terms when compared to officium. In Symmachus’
private letters we find the consequent use of officium that signifies the
writing down and conveying of a letter as the duty. Obsequium is more
frequently chosen by Ennodius as a synonym of epistula. Sidonius
Apollinaris has both of them in Singular and Plural, along with frequent
use of munus, munia and honor. There is clear evidence that the writers
did not always differentiate between these terms, nor did they always
retain the characteristic meanings of the nomina abstracta. The concrete
noun for 'letter’, i.e. obsequium, derived from the abstract meaning, could
render appropriate honour — without necessarily expressing hierarchical
dependence and inferiority.

Additionally, it is obvious that our categories (3) and (4) are
interrelated and to a certain degree interchangeable. Maintaining contact
with an absent friend is an essential part of one’s duties, and vice versa,
the sense of mutual obligation goes to the the very nature of Roman
amicitia. There is, however, one difference: while the type of affection
could vary, or the expression of affection could even be wholly absent,
the exchange-obligation remained a constant.

This is a rough sketch of the basic types of words denoting ‘letter” in
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Latin epistolography, with obvious blank spaces to be filled in: namely,
words denoting ‘formal letter’ like relatio (the report of higher
magistrates), epistula formata (a recommendation letter for a cleric), apices
(in the sense of imperial rescript), etc. What is most important, this
classification offers a synchronic picture of the semantic peculiarities of a
group of words but, as we know, the vocabulary is the part of the
linguistic system that is most exposed to innovations. Hence, the truly
intriguing question is: why did the metonymic use of words like munus,
obsequium, officium, gratia and meritum acquire a special role in the
phraseology of the epistolary genre precisely in the fourth century, and
thus competed with or even substituted the typical words denoting
‘letter’ in Classical Latin? Another question, which goes beyond the
scope of this article, but is still worth discussing, concerns the possible
shifts in the treatment of the concept of duty in the fourth and fifth
centuries. For the time, we have another and less ambitious purpose in
our study: namely to reconstruct, if possible, the birth and short life of
officium as a term for ‘letter’.

To our knowledge, there is no specialized literature on the semantic
changes and the frequency of usage for one word or another denoting
‘letter’ in Latin epistolography. The subject of such a study would
inevitably pose some limitations. The realm of expanded forms of the
basic words listed above, such as honor salutationis, munus caritatis,
litterarii consuetudo sermonis, and other word groups, comprehensible
only in their specific context, is far too large to be embraced in its entirety
in a single, thorough study. As far as basic one-word synonyms for
litterne and epistula are concerned, we should mention Haverling's
passing notes® on the process of reinterpretation of old forms like sermo
and oratio in Late Latin. To quote her observations, sermo, originally used
in the sense of ‘speech’ or ‘faculty to talk’, indeed acquired the sense
‘sermon’ in Christian Latin, “in Symmachus, however, the influence
from the topical language of ancient epistolography makes both words
occur as synonyms to litterae and epistula: cf. Epist. 1.99 nam quid religio
agit, ubi desideraretur oratio? and Epist. 8.15 ex debito venit sermo, qui
redditur, ex beneficio, qui sponte defertur.” Haverling, again, in her review

* HAVERLING 1988, 36.
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of Bruggisser’s study on Bk 1 of Symmachus’ letters,” notices the need for
a detailed explanation of terms like adfatus and colloguium. In addition to
that, she recommends that the different expressions defining the author’s
friendship with Praetextatus (diligentia, favor, officium) become the subject
of a careful study comparing the use of such terminology in the other
eight books of Symmachus’ private correspondence. Another
contribution to this topic is the article of E. Wistrand,® who made some
valuable observations on the use of solacium in the sense of ‘letter” in
Symmachus’ correspondence, and particularly in Ep. 9.145 nam quid sibi
vult mutui solacii postulatio, si reditus apparatur.

Since the problem is not specifically dealt with by modern classicists,
we take it as appropriate, first of all, to draw attention to the semantic
transformations of officium, a concept of central importance for the
Roman world, that could illuminate the history of related words
denoting the reciprocal character of any important kind of relationship in
Rome. The semantic development of words like honor, munus, beneficium
and sermo deserves a separate study, one which would shed light on the
further process of selection and intensifying of certain meanings of
classical Latin words in Medieval Latin. In this article, however, we shall
only occasionally mention examples of their usage, if they occur in a
word group with officium, since they are complementary to one another.

The starting point for our research is a survey of the lexicon article in
TLL.” There are two words from group 4, for which a figurative use in
the sense ‘letter” is an object of particular emphasis in TLL — officium and
obsequium. Even a quick glance at the quotations shows that the examples
cited derive almost entirely from texts of the fourth and fifth centuries, in
the case of officium with a certain disproportion in favour of Jerome and

® HAVERLING 1997, 319.
® WISTRAND 1950, 95-97.

7 The article in OLD 1243-1244 has no special entry reflecting the metonymic use of
officium in the sense of ‘a letter’, but it is easy to single out the groups of meanings
from which the idea of the letter as a duty of the Roman upper class was derived: “1.
A helpful or beneficial act done to someone in fulfillment of an obligation, a service,
friendly office; readiness to give help or service; 2. an act of respect to a person, a
courtesy or civility, esp. a ceremonial visit of client to his patron, a gathering paying
respect, a ceremony; 3. that which one is bound to do in the way of service, one’s
duty or obligations, a sense of one’s obligations, a moral obligation, duty”.
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Ennodius, while the wide range of semantic nuances in Symmachus is
presented with one example.® Both officium and obsequium in the meaning
‘letter’ are assigned to one category of nouns together with the act of
salutatio as paying respect to someone, and with exsequia as a care for
funeral rites. In this way the semantic development of officium could be
reconstructed as a transition from the general duty of paying respect to
the formula of paying respect or gratitude at the beginning of a letter,
and, finally, to the letter as a material object or content of the message.
The transition from abstract to concrete, from the attitude or action of
compliance and attention to the visible product of this attitude, is easier
to comprehend in the metonymic use of obsequium. It is our opinion that
the use of officium in the sense of ‘letter” is explicit in the first part of the
lexicon article (munus animantium), but also implicitly present in the
second part which addresses the uses of the word as a munus rerum’. The
logic behind the process is the same: abstract nouns, designating a state
of mind or an attitude (officium amoris), and the task imposed on a
specific text (officium sermonis), turned into concrete nouns signifying the
result of this attitude or the instrument to fulfill one’s duty.

After consulting the records in TLL, we can go one step further
with the conclusion that in the correspondence of Cicero, Seneca and

® For obsequium cf. TLL 9.2.182.11: “honorando vel salutando (maxime in epistulis),
debitum salutationis obsequium”; and 184.40-50: “metonymice, A. de eo, quod
obsequendo praestatur — Prop. 1, 8, 40 blandi carminis obsequio; Paul Nol. carm. 1,
praef. p.1, 6 ut aliquid sermoni huic obsequium viderer adiungere; Alc. Avit. epist.
12 p. 46, 4 praesentis obsequii portitorem (i. epistulae), cf. Sigism. ibid. 29 p. 55, 10
paginae praesentis obsequium (94 p.101, 11 Ennod. epist. 1, 21, 1 p. 33, 12.1, 26, 3 p.
37, 15) 78 p. 93, 12 suscipite propitii cum obsequio portitorem 93 p. 100, 26 litterarum
obsequia Ennod. epist. 6, 38, 2 p. 171, 14 obsequiorum meorum perlator.” — For
officium cf. TLL 9.2.520.10-15: “P: de epistulis: Cic. Fam. 6, 6, 1 ne litterarum a me
officium requiras (Hier. epist. 48, 1; Hil. Arel. vita Honorat. 22.1.2; Hier. epist. 8. 2
litterario officio Sigism. Alc. Avit. epist. 29, p. 59, 14 litterarii sermonis). Cic. fil. Cic.
fam. 16, 25 (Tironi) noli committere ut excusatione potius expleas officium scribendi
quam assiduitate epistularum; Suet. vita Hor. p. 45, 8 Augustus epistularum ... ei
officium optulit (cf. Hier. epist. 29, 1, 1 epistulare officium); Symm. epist. 1, 83 diu
officio scriptionis abstinui (Ennod. epist. 1, 26, 2 p. 37, 4. 2, 2, 3 p. 41, 19).”

® TLL 9.2.524.48-49 “de actione, statu, facultate// officium mentis, amoris, huma-
nitatis; [...] orationis eiusque partium Cic. de orat. 3. 224 officium nostri sermonis;
Ov. epist. 17. 144 fungitur officio littera nostra novo (sc. epistula pro nuntio amoris).”
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Pliny the Younger the use of officium is never completely identical with
that of litterae and epistula. Neither the Singular (officium) nor the Plural
(officia) of the noun developed specific meanings in an epistolary context;
nor did they focus on any specific kind of epistolary obligations. Cicero
repeatedly uses expressions which only remotely link duties, friendship
and epistolarity, e.g., studium officiumque, iudicium officiumque, litteris et
officiis, litteras plenas amoris et officii, officia mutua et paria. The translations
of some of these phrases, however, are quite controversial and it is
impossible to reconstruct on this slippery ground exactly how and at
which particular point the officium of a phrase such as litterae plenae officii
became officium as a synonym for litterae. According to Shuckburgh’s
comment on the specific difficulties that one meets in translating Letters
to Friends, the problem comes from Cicero’s “doubling and trebling of
nearly synonymous terms, the endless shades of meaning in such
common words as officium, fides, humanitas, and the like” .1

And yet, as we saw in TLL, there are two instances of a narrower use
of officium in Cicero’s letters. In a letter to Aulus Caecina, Cicero uses the
word twice: “I am afraid you may think me remiss in my attentions to
you, which, in view of our close union resulting from many mutual
services and kindred tastes, ought never to be lacking. In spite of that I
fear you do find me wanting in the matter of writing”." The repeated
word, this second time expanded to officium litterarum, specifies exactly
what kind of friendly gesture Caecina was expecting — it had to be a
letter. In another letter, addressed to Tiro, Cicero begs his former slave to
take his officium scribendi seriously and to avoid the bad practice of
neglecting his letter-writing in the future: “[...] though there is nothing I
miss so much as a letter from you, don’t fulfil your obligation to write by
sending an excuse rather than by regularity in actual letters” . Officium
scribendi here does not refer to any kind of literary activity, but to the

0 SHUCKBURGH 1908, XIX.

"' Cic. Fam. 6.6.1 vereor ne desideres officium meum, quod tibi pro nostra et meritorum
multorum et studiorum parium coniunctione deesse non debet; sed tamen uvereor, ne
litterarum a me officium requires. The English translation above is by Shuckburgh.

> Cic. Fam. 16.25 noli committere ut excusatione potius expleas officium scribendi quam
assiduitate epistularum.
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epistolary duty which cannot be properly fulfilled through formal
greetings only.

Seneca, with his strict rejection of Cicero’s iocari, questioned the great
importance allotted to philophronesis as the main content of the letter. For
this reason, officium in Epistulae ad Lucilium has the meaning of one’s
moral and civil duty and the action which results from it. The private
correspondence of Pliny the Younger, on the other hand, is rich in
references to his own or the ‘duties’ of others, but always in the sense of
‘public duty’, ‘friendly service’, ‘courtesy or paying of respect to
someone’, ‘sense of duty to friends and family’. Common places
borrowed from the vocabulary of amicitia and expressions as grata officia,
necesarium officium, officia deserere, officiis meruit, unsurprisingly, form a
considerable part of the basic word stock of a man of duties like Pliny.
None of these expressions, however, stands for the letter itself either as
form as content.

It was in the nine books of private letters of Q. Aurelius Symmachus
that the word officium was for the first time reinterpreted as a synonym
for epistula and became part of the epistolary vocabulary. One step
separated the expressions officium scribendi and officium litterarum
attested in Cicero’s letters from the officium used without a specifying
Genitivus explicativus, but it was an important step. In the first case, one
regarded letter-writing as a duty among many other private duties, in
the second — and this is most obvious in Symmachus — one began to
understand the private duty primarily as letter-writing.

Officium is the main word for ‘letter’ in Symmachus’ private
correspondence, occasionally being elucidated and complemented as
officium amicitiae or officium scriptionis. After officium and its expanded
forms comes the usual group of substantives associated with epistolary
activity: litterae, epistula, pagina, adfatus, vicissitudo etc. It is worth noting
that the use of this specific word is not as frequent in the writings of
Symmachus’ contemporary and friend Ausonius, who seems to have
preferred different nouns expressing the idea of letter. Playing with the
proper meaning of officium is found only three times" in his hexametric

® Auson. Ep. 23.13-15 et mansit dum laeta fides nec cura laborat / officii servare vices, sed
sponte feruntur / incustoditum sibi continuantia cursum; 26.3—4 officium set nulla pium
mihi pagina reddit / fausta salutigeris adscribens orsa libellis; 29-30 dumque pudet tacuisse
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letters to Paulinus of Nola. It is probably not without reason that he
speaks of letter-writing as a duty (officii/officiorum vices; officium pium) in
these letters, in which he is pathetically begging his former pupil to
break his silence, which implies a negligence to epistolary obligations
and, consequently, dissolution of friendship.

Symmachus viewing the letter as ‘a duty’ belongs to his passionate
cult of tradition. The letter, officium sollemne (1.26), not only dominates
everyday life in its private aspect, but gains ground in those areas of
public life which were reserved for the most essential duties of the
Roman citizen, the core of the tradition itself. For Symmachus, the
specific content, the essence of the letter as a whole is philophronesis. He
repeatedly stresses that the letter is cultus, fructus, munus amicitiae (4.61.3,
5.52), indicium wverae amicitiae (3.17.2, 5.63.1, 6.6.2). This is why the
reminder of this specific obligation is so pleasant: gratiosa est expostulatio,
quae requirit officium (2.54). If a couple of hours after a letter had been
sent, a second message were to follow it, the excuse for this over-
indulgence is that love for the epistolary duty knows no limits (amor
officiorum modum non tenet, 2.89), just as friendship, which is celebrated in
letters, cannot be confined within certain limits (amicitia enim, quae
celebratur officiis, numquam certo fine contenta est, 5.71). Since friendship
creates a bridge over empty space and brings together persons who are
apart, it is exactly friendship that is occurring in a letter first of all (nunc
vero officiis mulcemus abeuntem, 2.34). The letter is a special kind of
obligation, distinguished by its selflessness and purity (aperto pectore
officia pura miscemus, 2.12.2). This is why, in Symmachus’ world, to ignore
one’s epistolary duty is a serious offence. Neglecting correspondence
with friends and relatives is comparable to the disgrace of an unpaid
debt. This epistolary topos introduces into the letters of Symmachus
numerous legal lexeis which usually define the mutual relations of
creditor and debtor: vectigal sollemne dependo... enixe meum fungor officium
(3.2).

The well-known concept of the letter as the type of writing in which
personalities are best reflected was developed in late fourth-century
epistolography. For Symmachus, who sees the diligent maintenance of
correspondence as part of the Roman order and way of life, it is one’s

diu, placet officiorum / non servare vices: et amant longa otia culpam.
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attitude towards his epistolary duties that provides the general picture of
his character. When he addresses Agorius Praetextatus with the
flattering words sed tuos mores, quibus nihil desit ad laudem, dedecet officii
negligentia (1.50), it goes without saying that the neglected duty is the
obligation of regular correspondence; perfect mores and neglecting one’s
epistolary duties are mutually exclusive ideas.

The etiquette of Symmachus’ letters is a very complex one; not all its
nuances belong to the topic of philophronesis. First of all, correspondence
is not always between equals. The hierarchy which can manifest itself on
different levels (letters between younger and older friends, between
patrons and clients, etc.) is part of this genre’s topic. Symmachus,
however, further elaborates these hierarchic rules, playing with possible
epistolary situations and the corresponding transformations of epistolary
duty. Correspondents of the same age and social status are supposed to
share their epistolary duty. In a letter of reproach to his brother,
Symmachus writes: immane quantum a litteris desidetis... cogitate vestri
officii necessitatem (1. 65).

This rethinking of the concept of officium found in Symmachus could
be seen more clearly in the context of several fixed semantic oppositions:
(1) officium vs meritum, i.e. sender vs recipient; (2) officium vs negotium or
occupatio, private duty vs public duty; (3) officium ~ otium, letter-writing
vs rejection of duties; (4) officium ~ silentium, diligent letter-writing ~
neglecting correspondence.

The semantic correlation officium ~ meritum is a traditional part of the
topic of the philophronetic letter. Symmachus often employs these two
terms in the most concrete sense, so that officium denotes the giver and
meritum the recipient of the epistolary benefit. This epistolary situation
should be understood as the ideal balance between ideal correspondents,
rather than translated in terms of ‘active’ and ‘passive’ correspondents.
The reading of a letter is that sublime, decisive moment in which
friendship really carries weight and takes its best expression: quotiens tua
sumo conloquia... et tui officii et mei meriti sentio vigere momentum (1.84).

In a large part of Symmachus’ correspondence officium is the term that
defines and opposes the letter to other non-literary duties. In a letter
dated before 377, Symmachus magnanimously explains away the silence
of Ausonius with his obligations as quaestor and member of the imperial

110



Elia Marinova

council — activities defined as occupationes and diurna negotia, but
immediately after that continues with the following adhortation to his
friend: detur aliquod tempus officiis (1.23.3). This sort of statement is
characteristic for the changes in the ideology of the senatorial aristocracy
occurring in Late Antiquity. Officiis here stands for the correspondence,
which encompasses the whole area of private duties. The hierarchical
equivalence of private and public obligations is confirmed once again in
a letter to Probus, who had to oversee the gathering of the crop and, for a
short while, neglected his correspondence. Symmachus, however, shows
himself as an optimist and a forgiving friend, preferring to regard this
situation as one of the transformations of officium, which is in fact one
and the same model of behavior that can take different expressions
alternatively in the public or the private sphere: mutasti igitur officium,
non negasti (1.61).

The semantic opposition otium ~ officium in Symmachus, on the other
hand, is presented as a contrast without shades of meaning. In a letter to
Agorius Praetextatus, Symmachus points out that he could write a
shorter letter but believed that the honest fulfillment of the epistolary
duty was of greater profit than silent leisure: sed in maiore lucro officia
honesta quam otia muta ponenda sunt (1.46.1). What Symmachus says in
this straightforward text is that otium is silent and non-productive, for
which reason correspondence — private or public — should not be
considered a part of leisure time. On the contrary, he insists that his
letters are not a fruit of indolence, but proof of the strict fulfillment of his
obligations in friendship.

The semantic opposition officium (religio) ~ silentium is attested in
many letters of Symmachus. That only one side is maintaining the
correspondence is identified in these cases with negotium (in the sense of
an ungratifying task), and not with officium. Here is where we should
make a short remark. The notorious indulgence and mild compliance of
Symmachus towards friends who had failed to write a letter' must be
seen in light of his interpretation of letters as duties par excellence. There
is something ostentatious, of course, about his polite understanding and
readiness to forgive others for being less perfect and conscientious.
Nevertheless, the opinion that Symmachus” dogmatism in other matters

4 BRUGGISSER 1993, 19-21.
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results in much more flexible and moderate behaviour in his epistolary
relations takes Symmachus’ clemency far too literally. The persistent
repetition of one oxymoron, namely the topos of the letter as a ‘“voluntary
duty’, bonum spontaneum, rather points to the opposite point of view. In a
letter to Nicomachus Flavianus it becomes clear that voluntary devotion
to epistolary duty is derived from the very nature of the letter as
philophronesis, but also from the degree of ‘humanity” of the author: non
est necesse voluntariis officiis aculeos exhortationis adhibere (2.26.2). This
implies that a man of letters must be a man of duties as well. Symmachus
himself is zealously protecting his reputation of an author who respects
his correspondents and cannot be blamed for shameful negligence:
dissimulati officii neglegentiam (3.5). In this way, Symmachus equates
epistolary duty and loyalty to his own milieu, by exploiting the blurred
line between the vocabularies of epistolary amicitia and social relations.

The letters of the bishop of Auvergne, Sidonius Apollinaris, contain
both literal references and thematic echoes from Symmachus. Sidonius
represents the wealthiest class of the Gallic nobility of the fifth century.
He was quite actively engaged in politics and, after he devoted himself
to an ecclesiastical career, also experienced the invasion of the Visigoths
under Euric and imprisonment, upon which he returned to his position
as bishop. For him, as for Symmachus, there were both periods of fervent
activity in the institutions of state — for Sidonius in the Church as well —
and periods of exile and forced disruption of communication with
friends and diocese. These similarities, both of them losing and resuming
contact with correspondents, as reflected in the letters, together with the
fact that in Sidonius classical tradition and Christianity coexist without
difficulty, makes this author our second best source for the semantic
changes of officium.

In contrast to Symmachus, the word officium in the letters of Sidonius
Apollinaris does not stand out so clearly amongst other synonyms for
litterae. It is mostly used to express the following meanings:

(1) The letter as a message, as an object of delivery; the action of
conveying a letter. One repeatedly finds this usage of officium in those
letters in which the reliability of a courier is discussed; only a reliable
person will be trusted with another epistolary mission: gerulus antiquus...
cui iure repetita credantur officia (9.8.1).
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(2) The letter as content, the body of the letter. The word officium is
here used as a direct synonym for epistula along with sermo, alloquium,
affatus. What is different, when compared to Symmachus, is that the
words listed above could be at any time expanded into phrases — officium
sermonis, officia fidei (3.7.1), officia verborum (7.11.1). Symmachus, on the
contrary, uses the word mostly as a term which needs no explanations in
order to specify it.

(3) The initial part of the letter, the formula of honour and salutation.
Officium in many cases is identical with the introduction or the salutation
formula of the letter. In this meaning, the word occurs always at the very
beginning of the letter. In 5.15.1 Sidonius recommends, to his friend
Ruricius, a scribe who had worked devotedly on a copy of the Prophets.
We see that the letter is in fact an epistula commendaticia only after the
sender has repaid his debt of politeness: officii sermone praefato
bybliopolam vestrum... insinuo. In 6.4.1 we have another recommendation;
Sidonius addresses Lupus with words designating honour: praeter
officium, quod incomparabiliter eminenti apostolatui tuo sine fine debetur, etsi
absque intermissione solvatur, commendo supplicum. In both letters, officium
means “honour’, ‘respect’, but at the same time it is meant as a technical
term for the words of courtesy that simulataneously introduce the
request for a favour and the letter itself. Another example is in 7.10.2:
after the siege of Auvergne had been lifted in 474, Sidonius sends to
Graecus his apologies for the delay in replying: quocirca salutatione
praefata, sicut mos poscit officii, magno opere deposco, ut interim remittatis
occursionis debitum vel verba solventi. The striking point in all three letters
is that the reference to the act of courtesy (praeter officium quod debetur)
replaces the actual words denoting courtesy. The sender claims to have
paid his tribute to the recipient by the very act of referring to his duty.
Few of us today would ever write anything like “Having fulfilled this
duty of mine to pay respect to you, I would now like to recommend...”,
or “In addition to the due respect that I have just shown and will always
reciprocate, let me beg your forgiveness.” In our opinion, this specific
wording in Sidonius is an example of further specialisation of the word
officium in this sense, a new epistolary convention, we could say, that
was used as a kind of agreed upon abbreviation in the letters of
recommendation.

113



Lucida intervalla 43 (2014)

(4) Officium, in a semantic correlation with obsequium, munus and
affectus, indicates different hierarchical levels both in the epistolary
context and outside of it. In 2.8.1 Sidonius mourns the death of a lady to
whom different people owed different kinds of courtesy: cui debuerit
domi forisque persona minor obsequium, maior officium, aequalis adfectum. But
what Sidonius really did with even greater virtuosity than Symmachus is
the refined word-play with officium and obsequium in the sense of
‘obedience” and ‘fulfilling one’s epistolary duty’: cf. 8.14.8 vestri gerulus
eloquii ... quia tuorum apicum detulit munera, meorum reportat obsequia. In
this way he is skillfully constructing different epistolary situations by
exploiting all possible shades of meaning of officium and words related to
it. For example, in many letters Sidonius played with the various terms
which denote the obligations of each side in the triangle between the
letter-carrier, the sender and the recipient of the letter. In 6.5.1 the
services and benefits, i.e. the roles in the epistolary situation, are divided
between the three participants so that each one believed to have been the
favoured side: dum wvotivi mihi fit gerulus opportunus officii, beneficium
praestat quod se arbitratur accipere. Another complicated situation which
provided Sidonius with the occasion for witty word-play with obsequium,
but also for flattering his addressee, is the following. The bishop of
Troyes, Lupus, in a reproachful letter rebuked a certain Gallus for having
left his wife; as a result, Gallus repented and returned home. Soon
thereafter, the man offered his services: to carry a letter from Sidonius to
the bishop. Recalling the earlier episode, Sidonius wrote jokingly:
“Gallus will bring you my reply, and the consequences of your own
letter, too”, Gallus ... litterarum mearum obsequium, vestrarum reportat
effectum (6.9.1).

The full reconstruction of the semantic changes of officium should
comprise a comparative study of the letters of several further authors —
Ambrose, Jerome, Augustine and Paulinus of Nola."” For all of them the

" The term officium in these four authors, despite the fact that the intensity of its use
varies considerably from Ambrosius to Paulinus of Nola, is always subordinate to
caritas and represents an ‘affectionate” obligation, since it would be nothing without
love; Christian friendship, in contrast to the norms of Roman social life, could exist
without exchange of officia, be they mutual services, favours or letters. So if
Symmachus’ officium decreased in value already in the lifetime of his fervent
defender, this process resulted from the shift in the very notion of amicitia which
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word officium had already acquired a new, special meaning, having
become the most common name for the work of Christ in the Latin
Church. The classical notion of duty was rejected in favour of a higher,
Christian principle. It is obvious that if officium is indeed quite frequently
used in the sense of ‘letter’ in the letter collections of Christian authors, it
was for other reasons than loyalty to tradition or the general agreement
that relationships in the Roman world were based on the reciprocal
exchange of services, favours and solicitude. It was no longer this kind of
relationship that guided Christian correspondence or, in the words of
Paulinus of Nola: non enim humana amicitia, sed divina gratia invicem nobis
innotuimus."®

There is certainly still much left from the rhetorical tradition in these
authors, who were strongly influenced by their classical education. But,
beside the topic of the philophronetic letter, there was something else
that Christian authors shared with Symmachus: they believed, each in
his own way, that the letter is an expression of virtue. For Symmachus,
however, the most important vehicle for the correspondence and content
of the letter is officium; for Paulinus of Nola or Ambrosius, the essence of
the letter is caritas. When Paulinus of Nola writes about the letter as
officium caritatis (Ep. 6.2, 13.1), and Symmachus names it officium amicitiae
or simply officium, it is not a matter of replaceable phrasing or a banal
idiom, but a replacement of the concept itself.

In summation, it is in the fourth century, and first of all in the
correspondence of highly educated authors with an outstanding social
position like Symmachus, that we find the substantive officium as a
common word denoting ‘letter’. It would be naive to search for reasons
that could explain this semantic development in Cicero’s On duties or in
the genre prescriptions of contemporary rhetoricians, like in the
influential manual on rhetoric of C. Iulius Victor. The broadness of the
concept of officium and its applicability in both the public and private

found its highest expression in the letters of Augustine. As he clearly stated
reinterpreting Cicero’s Laelius (Aug. Ep. 155; 258), there could be no full or true
accord in human matters between friends who have none in the divine. It is the
principle of caritas by which Christian authors decided which aspects of officium have
to be retained and which rejected.

1 Ep. 51.3.
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spheres made it possible for this word, and other related substantives
like obsequium, to acquire new meanings in Late Antiquity. The new
semantic use of officium probably developed from the idea of reciprocity
and exchange, which was a common part of the — more pragmatic than
affective — slogan of Roman amicitia, and of epistolary communication. In
this way, Symmachus imported new meanings into the old vocabulary
and defended the identity of the Roman way of life as reflected in the
interpretation of the letter as a duty. Christian authors like Sidonius
Apollinaris adopted officium as a concrete noun, exploited the semantic
oppositions found in Symmachus and created new ones: terms like
obsequium (oboedientia), affectus, caritas and dilectio were now being used
as well. In the centuries that followed, new concepts and new words
inevitably took the place of the firma societas'” upon which the world once
stood.
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Eana MapuHosa

Yuusepsuret »Cs. Kanument Oxpuacku«, Coduja

AyxnocTt 1 npenucka. CeMaHTIYKY IIpeoOpakaj TepMuHa officium

y aaTMHCKOj ermucroaorpapuju IV-V Beka
Abstract

Ancmpaxm. Y 0BOM HPUAOTIY ped je O Pyl AaTUHCKMX MeHMIIa Koje Cy y
eMICTOAapHUM 30MpKaMa IV-V BeKa 3a40011.4e HOB CMIIcao, ITocTajyhn
CUHOHIUMHe C MMeHUIIOM epistula. CeMaHTUYKM pa3BUTaK TUX pedn, Koje Cy y
paHujoj ynorpedu o3HavyaBale peLUIIPOYHOCT CBOjCTBEHY IOPOANYIHIUM,
IpujaTebCKUM MAY TTOKPOBUTELCKO-IITHNEHNIKIM OJHOCHMa, OBJe Ce UCTINTYje
Kpo3a ceMaHTH4Ke ITpoMeHe TepMuHa officium, KOjui y pUMCKOM CBeTy Ma
CYIITMHCKM 3Ha4aj. VcriocTas.ba ce aa je officium y 3Ha4eHBY »IMCMO«
TIOCBeA04eHO TIpBK MyT y npenuciy C1MaxoBoj, a IIOTOM U y MCMUMa
xpunrhaHckux nucara Iv—-v seka. CuMaxos IIpeocMUIILbeHN officium caraejasa ce
y KOHTEKCTY HEKOAMKO (PUKCHUX CEeMaHTUUYKMX OINO3UIIMja KOje Cy Ha paBHMI
Caap>KMHe TIoCTale MHTeTpalHU Jeo XpunrhaHcKor mcMa.

K/byuHe pequ: eHI/ICTO/lapHe Ay)KHOCTI/I, ITIO3HUM AaTUMHUTET, CeMaHTIN4YKe HpOMeHe,
litterae, officium.
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The Admirable Protogenes and His Christian School

Abstract: The article examines in detail the school opened in Antinoopolis by
Protogenes of Edessa, as reported by Theodoret of Cyrrhus (HE 4.18.8-9).

The school’s programme and Christianized syllabus are compared with

two systems of education: the relatively new (Christian) Syrian and the
established Graeco-Roman. After the school is placed in the latter system, its
exact place within it and its nature are considered, in particular regarding the
teaching of stenography. Lastly, the article examines why Theodoret’s focus is
on Protogenes as a proselytizer rather than an innovative teacher, the value
and standing of high literary culture in later Roman society, and the role
schools and education played in forming and maintaining this culture.

Key Words: Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Protogenes of Edessa, ancient education,
Christian education in antiquity, late antique schools, grammatodidaskaleia.

The purpose of this article is to examine a passage found in the Eccles-
iastical History by Theodoret, bishop of Cyrrhus, concerning Protogenes
of Edessa and his school in Antinoopolis. While this passage has
frequently been cited by historians of ancient education and late an-
tiquity, they have mainly used it to display a noteworthy exception of a
Christianized education.' To the best of my knowledge a more thorough
consideration of Theodoret’s report is still lacking. I shall consider this
passage in the context of comparable educational traditions possibly
existing in Syria in the later fourth century; practices and traditions of
late Roman education and the significance of education in late Roman
life and culture; and Theodoret in terms of his education and his place in
late Roman culture.

Protogenes, a revered and highly placed cleric from Edessa adhering
to the Nicene creed, was exiled to Antinoopolis (Antinoe) in the Thebaid,
along with his compatriot Eulogius, by the fervently Arian emperor

' E.g. MARROU 1958, 430-431; JONES 1964, 997; Harris 1991, 310.
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Valens in the 370s. Edessa at this time was already a town with a long
Christian tradition and, it would seem, a large Christian population
(certainly larger than the one in Antinoopolis, so Theodoret). Saddened
by this state of affairs, Eulogius shut himself up in a room and prayed,
while Protogenes decided to go another way:
The admirable Protogenes, educated in Eunomian stenography and well-
versed in rapid writing, procured a suitable spot and there made a
schoolroom and a waiting room for the pedagogues. And, having set himself
as a boys’ teacher, he trained them not only in rapid writing but also taught
them divine texts: he dictated to them the psalms of David and prepared
useful articles of apostolic teaching for them to learn by heart.?
Theodoret’s Ecclesiastical History (finished 450—451) is the earliest source
to report on this Protogenes. The origin of the report is therefore
unknown, as is its validity. There are some reasons to doubt it, for
instance the fact that this programme (as will be discussed below)
presents a very convenient arrangement, and is nowhere else attested in
late antique education.’ This convenience, however, can equally speak to
the truth of the report: its essence at least, if not the details which
Theodoret provides (the person, time and place). While such a pro-
gramme might be arranged as a simple intellectual exercise and never in
fact be realized, it can just as easily be realized in the (by our standards)
free-form world of Roman education. Theodoret would have no reason
to invent it, though he might be seduced by its appeal. In the end, this
does not bear great relevance to us: realized or not, the idea of such a
programme was known at least since Theodoret’s time.
That this passage has received less attention in previous scholarship is
not that surprising: Theodoret himself treats its contents casually. The
narrative is brief and straightforward, it is presented as almost an oddity

> HE 4.18.8-9: Tlpwtoyévng d¢ 6 &&ldyaotog, & Evvopiov yodupata memaidev-
Hévog Kal YoADELV €lg TAXOG TOKNUEVOS, TOTOV €VQWV ETLTIOELOV Kol TOUTOV
dAoKAAEIOV Kal TAdAYWYEOV ATodrvag, Hepakiov Katéotn daokalog, Kol
KATA TavTOV YoAadewy Te €lg taxoc &ddaoke kal ta Sela éfemaideve Adyla.
Aavitikag te yop avtolc VT ydpeve HeA@dIRG Kal TNS ATMOOTOAKNG ddaokaAing
gxpavavely ta mpoodoga mageokevalev. (PARMENTIER 1911, 241.)

* The mostly legendary account of the martyr and dwdokaAog Babylas alleges that
he taught Christian hymns and psalms to young boys (mtadiar) in Nicomedia at the
turn of the fourth century. See KASTER 1988, II, *192 (= p. 387).
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and, as has already been remarked,* Theodoret saw it as a novel way to
convert pagans to Christianity. Although this school is apparently only
of passing interest to Theodoret, to modern scholarship the report is as
intriguing as it is succinct. Christianizing the relatively fixed curriculum
of ancient education was a rare exception,’ as was indeed any significant
alteration of it. With this in mind, how significant was Protegenes’
innovation? Was it truly innovative or was he simply adapting a known
programme? Did he, as the pre-eminent historian of education once
concluded,’ simply transplant a familiar, Edessan tradition to Egypt?

To answer the latter question we must first look at fourth-century
Edessa and the famous yet obscure “School of the Persians”, active in
this city from an undetermined date up to its disappearance in 489.”

* Harris 1991, 310, n. 125.

® Father (grammarian and presbyter) and son (rhetorician and later bishop) Apol-
linarius, as reported by Theodoret’s contemporaries Socrates and Sozomen, com-
posed Christian literary works for educational purposes, according to classical
norms; they did this in reaction to a ban on Christian teachers in Roman schools,
enforced by emperor Julian (AD 362) (see n. 19 below). See MARROU 1958, 429; JONES
1964, 1006. Their works never gained any ground, and nobody seemed interested in
them after Julian’s law was repealed in 364; it is worth noting that this was only
about a dozen years prior to the reported activity of Protogenes. Considering their
secular professions, the attribution of poetical works to the grammarian father and
prose works to the rhetorician son (NB only in Socrates, while Sozomen attributes all
works to the son) is rather neat and convenient. However, if any works were indeed
produced (certainly, none were preserved), it is unlikely that the father Apollinarius
had anything to do with them, being near death or already dead in 362. See KASTER
1988, 11,*14 (pp. 242-243).

¢ “Il faudrait faire de Protogéne le créateur de I'enseignement religieux, au sens mo-
derne du mot [...], si on ne se souvenait qu’il venait d’Edesse, un des principaux
centres de la culture syriaque, ol un tel type d’école, on le sait, était normal.” MAR-
ROU 1958, 431. Considering only the scholarship available to him at the time (large
part of it used here), the conclusion is valid.

7 Although this school was, conceivably, important and influential in fourth- and
fifth-century Syria, nothing certain is known of its origins, its curriculum (if any), its
organization, the attachment of certain individuals to it, or indeed its exact nature.
The school (as an institution) does not figure in any contemporary sources that have
been preserved, and later ones that do refer to it present their own set of problems.
For an overview and a thorough (re)assessment of sources on “the School of the Per-
sians” or the “school of Edessa”, see BECKER 2006, chapters 2-3.
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According to tradition, this school had been present in Edessa since time
immemorial;® this, however, is improbable.” It is equally unlikely that the
School came into existence or flourished with the arrival of Ephrem in
363, as it would rise to prominence only in the early fifth century,
decades after Ephrem’s death c. 373." Much of what is known about the
Edessan school is reconstructed from what is known of the later School
of Nisibis." However, the continuity of these two schools is likely rather
tenuous.” The available sources that testify to the curriculum of the
School of Nisibis are dated to the end of the fifth" and the mid-sixth

8 [IIn urbe Edessa Scholam fuisse Persicae gentis, ab immemorabili conditam, in qua sacras
litteras Christiani juvenes, qui sub Persarum ditione erant, docebantur. Assémani, Bibl. or.,
T.3,P. 2, 69.

% Cf. BECKER 2006, 42—43.

' With many other Christians, Ephrem settled in Edessa after fleeing Nisibis, which
was ceded to the Persians by the emperor Jovinian. For the opinion that Ephrem was
driving force of the School see, e.g., DuvAL 1892, 145 (cf. 152, 160-161). Opposite, cf.
BECKER 2006, 59-61 and 229, n. 106.

" Nothing certain is known of the founding of this school either. Previous
scholarship has assumed that it was transplanted from Edessa after the School of the
Persians was destroyed on the orders of emperor Zeno in 489, and the expulsion of
all those attached to it from the city. Some, including the Syriac theologian-poet
Narsai, crossed over into Persian territory and settled in Nisibis, where Narsai al-
legedly (co-)founded the School there (see, e.g., KinN 1880, § 192 (= p. 202); CHABOT
1896, 46). This would fit neatly into the narrative that supposes that the Edessan
school was founded or flourished when Christians from Nisibis, and the eminent
theologian-poet Ephrem among them, fled to that city in AD 363. However, there is
no definitive proof of any direct connexion of Narsai to the School of Nisibis (see
BECKER 2006, 49-51, 58-61).

12 See BECKER 2006, chapters 2-3; for a concise overview of the reconstruction of the
School of the Persians in previous scholarship, and the dependence of this re-
construction on the School of Nisibis, see ID. 41-43; specifically on Edessa—Nisibis,
cf. 60.

3 CHABOT 1896, 62—-63. However, without more information, considering the way this
is presented in CHABOT, it would appear quite possible that the Canons of the School
dated to 496 were in fact forged and not recovered in 602. Though the mid-sixth
century testimony of Junilius Africanus does confirm that some regulae existed (see n.
16 below), these were lost and supposedly rediscovered when the new Canons were
drawn up (the two redactions differentiated as ‘I' and ‘II" in CHABOT).
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century,'* and the only date connected to its founding (uncertain as it is)
is the year 489, the destruction of the School of the Persians and the
banishment of those connected to it. Even if we assume that Theodoret’s
report is fictional, any influence of these sources on him (or indeed his
sources) is wholly impossible. But was Protogenes” school programme,
as succinctly described by Theodoret, truly similar to programmes of
these Syrian schools? Judging by the Canons of the School of Nisibis, a
more advanced and decidedly theological programme was offered
there."” The phrasing of Junilius Africanus likewise indicates rather a
theological school, organized the way secular schools are organized in the
Roman world, not necessarily absorbing their functions.'® Given the fact
that the School of the Persians in Edessa was primarily a Syriac school”
(if indeed a “school”), that in the 370s Syriac literature and scholarship
were still far behind its Greek counterparts, and that there is simply no
evidence to indicate that the Edessan School offered anything resembling
a traditional preparatory education,’ any influence of their tradition on
Protogenes (or Theodoret) seems unlikely. Although the theory is
admittedly appealing, I would have to reject any claim that Protogenes
was continuing a Syrian tradition abroad.

“ Jun. Afr. Div. Leg. praef.

% For the Canons of the School of Nisibis, see CHaBOT 1896, II. It is uncertain who
taught reading and writing (65). For the uncertain (and rather theological) progamme
of the School, see esp. 67-68 (= Assém. Bibl. or., T. IlI, P. I, 939); cf. Jun. Afr. (n. 16
below).

' [Qluendam Paulum nomine, Persam genere, qui Syrorum schola in Nisibi urbe edoctus,
ubi divina lex per magistros publicos, sicut apud nos in mundanis scholis grammatica et
rhetorica, ordine ac regulariter traditur. [...] legissem regulas quasdam quibus ille discipulo-
rum animos divinarum scripturarum superficie instructos, priusquam expositionis profunda
patefaceret, solebet inbuere ut ipsarum interim causarum, quae in divina lege versantur,
intentionem et ordinemque cognoscerent — ne sparsim et turbulente, sed requlariter singula
docerentur. Jun. Afr. Div. Leg. praef. (KiHN 1880, 468).

7 The most strikingly scholarly activity (NB: not composing theological treatises)
known in any connexion to the school is translating Greek works into Syriac and
Syriac works into Greek; see DUVAL 1892, 174 (and n. 5: Aristotle = Assém. Bibl. or., T.
III, P. 1, 85; Theodore of Mopsuestia = Assém. Bibl. or., T. III, P. 2, 73; Eusebius: see
Duval 1892, 161-162).

' If so, then almost certainly not to the general public, and only preparatory to
theology.
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Protogenes’ school can, therefore, belong only to the Graeco-Roman
tradition. Theodoret, having received an excellent secular education in
no lesser an educational centre than late antique Antioch, would
naturally be better acquainted with traditional, Greek models of edu-
cation; it is, in fact, to be expected that he be heavily influenced by them,
as any educated Roman would — even if he is a fifth-century bishop. To
determine a plausible source and the originality of the programme
offered by Protogenes, we must now turn to traditional Roman schools.

A few things need to be considered when discussing Roman
education. Perhaps the most important one is that education in antiquity
was not centralized or truly regulated;" what a school offered depended
on tradition (the basic curriculum, once established, was resistant to
change), and circumstances (including the skills of the teacher, and the
needs and wishes of the (parents of) students). There were three schools
that generally corresponded to three stages of learning: (1) the Iudus lit-
terarius (yoapupatodaokaieiov)” — the school of letters (often termed
‘elementary” or “primary’ in modern histories) imparting basic literacy,
what some called litterae communes; (2) the schola grammatici — the gram-
marian’s school (often termed ‘secondary’), offering a thorough
education in language (not infrequently beginning from basic literacy),
poetry and historiography; (3) and the schola rhetoris — the school of
rhetoric; studies offered in the latter two (along with mathematical
disciplines and philosophy) might be termed Ilitterae liberales. The gen-
erally accepted opinion today is that, while these three schools could
indeed form a regular sequence, this was not likely the norm: in reality,
most of those who attended the ‘common’ schools never went on to the
‘liberal” schools, and those who attended the liberal ones rarely began
their education in the common one.”

¥ Some laws concerning education: Diocletian’s edict on maximum prices set 50
denarii per pupil per month for the teacher of common letters (Cod. Theod. 7.66);
Gratian’s law establishing and maintaining chairs of grammar and rhetoric in Gaul
(Cod. Theod. 13.3.11); Julian barred Christians from teaching (Cod. Theod. 13.3.5). See
also MARROU 1958, 362; JONES 1964, 997.

* Although yoappatodwaokaAeiov is not exclusively used in Greek sources, it is by
far the most convenient for our purposes, as it most clearly designates this type of
school.
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Most scholars have classed the school of Protogenes as a yoappato-
dwaokaAelov, a simple school of letters,” albeit one that offered some-
thing more than basic literacy. Certainly when we look at the type of
texts, as reported by Theodoret, this fits perfectly with what we know of
rudimentary education in the Roman world. Once the students were first
acquainted with letters, the rest of their elementary literary education
would consist of morphology, reading, reciting, copying and memor-
izing shorter texts.” In a traditional Roman school these texts would
include excerpts from poets® and bits of prose: direct quotes, par-
aphrases or gnomic sayings attributed to philosophers.” This was true of
both yoapuatodwaokaleia and of the instruction in common letters
given in the grammarian’s school.”

When we compare to this Protogenes’ selection of texts — the Aavi-
TKaG peAwdlag and T mEdodooa TS ATOOTOAKNG ddaokaAlac he

*! The design offered by BOOTH 1979 is at times overly generalized, but significant; the
best overview and analysis of literary sources is offered by KASTER 1983; these two
articles also offer the best references to opinions in previous scholarship. While
KASTER (1983) was somewhat more reserved at first (cf. HARRIS 1991, 307, n. 106), he
would later be more decisive in the opinion that most yoappatodwaokadeio / ludi
litterarii served the poorer segments of the population: KASTER 1988, 24. See also
HARRIs 1991, 307-308. JONES 1964 (997-998) reserves the school of letters for “children
of middle class parents and [...] some poor boys”, and is in favour of private tuition
in the elements for children of the wealthy.

2 E.g., MARROU 1958, 430-431; JONES 1964, 997; KASTER 1983, 344. Harris 1991 (310)
does not call it a school of letters explicitly (“being literate, had opened a school
there”): the implication is clear, as being literate was the only prerequisite for
becoming a teacher on this level (cf. Quint. 1.1.8).

® See Hermeneumata in DIONISOTTI 1982, esp. lines 23-27 (99), 34-35 (100); MARROU
1958, 214-218; CRIBIORE 2001, 132-134 (an example from a different redaction of the
Hermeneumata also provided: p. 15 and n. 1).

# In Greek education, Homer is the first and obvious choice; cf., e.g., the lowly
Timaios quoting Homer in a letter to his master (CRIBIORE 2001, 179). See also MARROU
1958, 214-215. On Menander: see ibid., 218.

% For instance, Diogenes: see MARROU 1958, 217-218; preserved on ostraca: see
CRIBIORE 2001, 128, 139-140 (cf. 178). Perhaps also Socrates: the dogmata Socratus (sic)
in Paul. Pell. Euchar. 73.

* Examples can be best surveyed in KasTer 1983, esp. II (see, e.g., b and g in that
section).
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napeokevalev — we see a comparable selection of poetry and prose. The
use of psalms is self-evident; as for the ‘apostolic teaching’, with
nageokevalev it would be safe to assume that it was wisdom taken
from the Epistles and perhaps the Acts of the Apostles (and perhaps only
Paul), as these would correspond more closely to gnomic sayings
attributed to pagan philosophers. Even in such a lowly school as the
school of letters, the education imparted more than simple literacy: it
provided the student with resplendent shards of the common culture
which they could now share even with the well-off and well-educated.”
More importantly, the Roman school sought to educate its student
both in terms of literacy and morality.” Selections from poetry and prose
were made with a mind on common morality and propagated popular
wisdom, preparing the student for life in his or her society. As a
proselytizer, even if he accepted pre-Christian wisdom and morality as
valid because it ultimately sprang from the divine font, Protogenes
would naturally consider (divine) wisdom from the most valued of
Christian sources more valid and probably the only one needed. If he
was aware why gnomic sayings were used in traditional education (that
is, that they were vessels for morality, aside from being instruments for
learning to read and write), using Christian sayings distilled from a
source comparable to a philosopher is an ingenious move. These would
not strike any student already educated to some degree as particularly
strange or foreign (or indeed his parents, if they were at all educated or
familiar with education); though the man whose words they studied
might be unfamiliar, the concept of moral instruction was not. The
wisdom of the words — so we might reconstruct Protogenes’ thinking —
would be recognized, and the unbeliever would adhere to the faith.
Undoubtedly, Protogenes maintained a distinctly Graeco-Roman
model of education. But one must ask then: if he only replaced the texts,
was this innovative? Though perhaps not today, in antiquity simply
substituting pagan texts with Christian ones would be considered highly
innovative — dangerously so even, considering the patent traditionalism

¥ CRIBIORE 2001, 178-179. On higher education and culture, cf. BRownN 1988, 30, 36, 40; KASTER
1988, 12-13; LIEBESCHUETZ 2001, 223-224.

% MARROU 1958, 206-207.
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in ancient education.”” Augustine would, about half a century later,”
suggest a similar alteration, but neither his outline nor the one hinted at
in Theodoret’s report would change late Roman education (excluding
isolated monastic efforts), which remained secular even as it was be-
coming increasingly rare, until the point it disappeared completely.

This in turn leads to the question of the potential significance of such
a move. The texts studied (and memorized) so thoroughly in Roman
schools formed part of the common culture of the Empire; what is more,
in great part they formed it, as those most famous stories and quotations —
often repeated or alluded to both in literature and communication — were
familiar even to illiterate Romans from other sources.” Removing these
texts from the curriculum would limit any such student’s participation in
the common culture, since he would not have the school’s crambe
repetita® seared into his memory. Now, it is important to keep in mind
that this would not heavily impact the children obtaining only a lower-
grade education, as they could never truly be full participants in the
distinctly literary, erudite culture of the highly educated aristocracy. If,
however, such a change was extended to the liberal schools of the
Empire (i.e. the schools of grammar and rhetoric, as any schools of
philosophy would simply cease to exist as such), the result would likely
be a complete collapse of the old culture (to say nothing of the literary
language), which still had considerable power and prestige in The-
odoret’s time.”

As already noted, the school of Protogenes is taken by most to have
been a yoappatodwaokaAeiov. Certainly, when one follows the dis-
cussion above, the classification is credible. Though not in content, in

* Though much earlier (92 BC), the censorial edict regarding the Latin schools of
declamation in Rome (a novelty, all the schools of declamation being Greek before)
might still serve as a good example (Suet. De gramm. et rhet. 25.2; Aul. Gell. 15.11.2).
The censors’ composed “nobis non placere” speaks quite loudly.

* De doctr. chr. 4 (esp. 4.3, 5-6). This work (its fourth book) was finished c. 426, which
is to say half a century after the reported teaching activity of Protogenes in
Antinoopolis, not after the publication of Theodoret’s Ecclesiastical History.

31 Cf. HaArRIS 1991, 310-311 (and n. 127).
2 Juv. 7.154.
¥ See below.
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essence the programme of this school closely matched that of traditional
schools of letters. That Protogenes also offered training in notarial skills
would not surprise a historian of late Roman education. In part because
a teacher of common letters, as poor as he was,* would seek to
complement his income any way he could, and would be at any rate
highly attuned to the needs and desires of his community, being wholly
dependent on it for survival. And in part because there is a strong
possibility that one such primary teacher is attested in Italy.” But, a
closer, indeed a pedantic, consideration of Theodoret’s text may suggest
that Protogenes opened a different kind of school.

Regarding the also just now spoken of, it is worth noting that, when
describing Protogenes’ learning and his teaching, Theodoret in fact
speaks only of yoddewv eic tdxos and ta Seiar Adyuwa. This is hardly
definitive of itself as, unsurprisingly, a disregard for basic literacy is
quite common in most sources.”® However, Theodoret’s narrative
strongly implies that Protogenes opened his school fairly quickly upon
settling in Antinoopolis.” This already negates the possible implication
that Antinoopolis had no schools before Protegenes arrived:™ to learn t&
Evvopiov yodpupata,” to write eig tdxog and quickly absorb the texts

% See n. 19 above; NB that this law allows 50 denarii as the maximum price an
elementary teacher could charge per pupil.

% The magister litterarum Cassianus from Forum Cornelii: Prudent. Perist. 9.21-24, 35—
36. For more, see KASTER 1983, 343, n. 68; cf. 333, n. 44 (= Rufin. HE 2.14, where it is
less clear at which point the notarius figured in the education, the only other teacher
mentioned being a grammaticus).

% For a full overview, see KasTeR 1983, esp. I and II.
% Theod. HE 4.18.7-8.

% Harris 1991, 310; or at least a steady influx of itinerant teachers and instructors,
known to be common in Egypt (see CRIBIORE 2001, chapter 2, pass.).

* PARMENTIER 1909 identifies EvvOpiog with the (in)famous radical Arian Eunomius
the Cappadocian from the same period (t c. 393) Even though this particular
Eunomius need not necessarily have any connexion with (what we might be tempted
to dub) notae Eunomianae, the reading Tt Ebvopiov yodupata advanced by PARMEN-
TIER still makes the most sense; but even if we took an older reading — t& ¢k vopov
Yodupata — and accepted these as some sort of legal studies (p. 238), Protogenes’
students would still have to be educated to some extent in order to have any use
from them, in fact even more than they would need to be to learn notarial skills.
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prepared for them,* the boys would need to be literate already. It might,
however, suggest that there was no school offering instruction in notarial
skills, which could explain why the pagan parents of Antinoopolis were
willing to send their boys to Protogenes’ school, despite its Christianized
syllabus. It might also suggest that Protogenes opened a more advanced,
albeit specialized, school.

The boys themselves may bolster the argument that it was a later stage
of education, as Theodoret exclusively designates Protogenes’ students
as pewdkia, which should tell us that these students were in (or at least
approaching) puberty and that they were exclusively male.*’ Trad-
itionally, formal education in antiquity was set to begin around the age
of seven,” and while the barely regulated Roman educational system
was not burdened with age limits and a student might begin his or her
education only when circumstances allowed for it, it seems unlikely that
all of Protogenes’ Antinoopolitan students would begin their education
at roughly the same, later age. Though girls certainly formed a much
smaller part of any student population, there are known examples of
girls attending the schools of letters,* even if their participation in liberal
schools may remain doubtful.* If Protogenes’ school was indeed a

* While the éxpavSdavew of the apostolic sayings need not imply literacy, Theodoret
says that Protogenes dictated (0t ydpeve) the psalms to the boys.

1 Theod. HE 4.18.8-9. The same word is used in the next sentence, where Protogenes
visits one of his students (évog d¢ T@wv pelpakiwv) who had fallen ill, and cures him

with prayer. Immediately after that, Theodoret reports that ot T@v dAAwV AWV
natégec hounded Protogenes to heal their children too, however it seems clear that
these maideg were not his students at all, merely sick children of Antinoopolis. If we
follow Cassiodorus’ Latin translation, these may have been much younger children
(infantium, see PARMENTIER 1911, 241).

* E.g., Quint. 1.1.15; Juv. 14.10-14. Though, I stress again, hardly a rule; see, e.g.,
MARROU 1958, 220 (and nn. 62, 64), HARRIS 1991, 240, n. 347.

# At least in Rome at the turn of the second century: Mart. 9.68.1-2, 8.3.15-16. Cf.
Hermeneumata in DIONISOTTI 1982, line 1 (97).

* MARROU 1958 supposes they must have on occasion (cf. 203); however, it seems
probable that most female students of grammarians got their education in-house:
e.g., Pliny, Ep. 5.16.3. CRIBIORE 2001 (20-21, 83-86) supposes an in-house education for
the girl Heraidous (on account of the ka@nynrtrig, a private tutor), but MARROU 1958
(203), Harris 1991 (239 and n. 341) and HAINES-ETZEN 2000 (56, n. 17) put her in a
school. Ausonius, writing to his grandson Ausonius about school, mentions that both
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voappatodwaokaAeiov and if his main aim was to convert the pagans,
as Theodoret reports, then he would have no reason to exclude girls
from his school, just as he would have no reason to only begin with
teenagers.” If, however, his school was a specialized notarial school,* the
younger boys would not be sufficiently prepared, and girls would make
unlikely students.” Since basic literacy could also be learned in (at least

some) grammarians’ schools,*

we cannot exclude the possibility that
Protogenes also taught these skills in his school, whatever its true nature;
nevertheless, any definitive proof for this is lacking, and doubts may
remain. For one, in the schools of grammarians, it would seem, the
litterae communes were supervised by an assistant-teacher (Vt0dWATK-
Aog) or older students.”” The only instructor mentioned in our brief

narrative was Protogenes.” A far more telling indication is found in an

the boys’ parents “went through the same”: Ep. 22.33; the school of Bordeaux at that
time was a closed system, where all instruction was given by grammatici and rhetores,
from the communes litterae to the liberales, see KasTER 1983, II,b; cf. BOOTH 1979, 7.

* One might speculate that a cleric would want to exclude girls from theological
study, however the psalms and the wisdom of the Apostles does not appear to be
anything more than what girls would already learn freely in church. The phrasing
(“ta Qe €Eemadeve Adywn”, and particularly “tnc amootoAkng dwdaokaAiag
gxpavadvey ta mpdopopa maeokevalev”) should confirm that he inculcated into
his pepakia already digested knowledge, not that he taught them exegesis.

* Theodoret’s word-choice (didaoraAeiov) does not help us determine this, as even a
simple school of letters need not be called a yoappatodwaokaAeiov; furthermore,
his phrasing (as reflected in my translation) describes a room (more specifically, two
rooms) rather than a whole house. It is hardly ever appropriate to imagine any
ancient school situated in a building built for the explicit purpose of educating
children. All that dwaokaAeiov in essence means is ‘place of/for learning’.

¥ Though apparently girls could be calligraphers (Euseb. HE 6.23), they could hardly
expect a bureaucratic appointment.

% See n. 21 above; see also DIONISOTTI 1982, 120-123.

¥ See Hermeneumata in DIONISOTTI 1982, lines 21, 35 (99, 100; comment for line 21 on p-
111); here one is unusually called a Vtocodprotic (subdoctor). Cf. the career paths of
Bordeaux professors, who would start at the rank of grammarian, but at first teach
basic literacy and basic grammar: see KASTER 1983, II,b; cf. with this II,c, concerning
Libanius.

* Then again, its brevity may be the cause for any omission. Whatever Protogenes’
aim, Theodoret’s was clear (see below).
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edition of the Hermeneumata, where a boy receiving the instruction of
grammatici (one Latinus and one Graecus) and that of an orator, goes on to
say that part of his school-day is spent in the auditorium notarii as well.”

We can only speculate why Protogenes’ school was popular even among
the town’s pagans. In the category of rank speculation, we can imagine
that the Antinoopolitan church supported both Protogenes and his
school, allowing him to offer his trade cheaply or perhaps for free.” A
more credible assumption, as I have conjectured above, was that
Antinoopolis did not have a teacher who taught these skills, or perhaps
not one as well-versed (memawevpévoe, noknuévog) in them as Prot-
ogenes.” Notarial schools in antiquity are poorly attested,™ but if they
existed and were rare, and if Protogenes” school was indeed a specialized

*! DIoNISOTTI 1982, line 18 (98); this text provides a unique mention of the auditorium
notarii (comment on p. 110); (a notarius is mentioned again in a list of words: line 24,
p- 99). There is undoubtedly a conflation of two different school scenes in this edition
of the Hermeneumata — in fact scenes from two different schools, at two different
levels of educaton — as DIONISOTTI soundly judged (120-121), and the notarius without
a shred of doubt belongs to the text treating education at the grammarian’s level; the
further mention of an orator (at this stage, the rhetorician would be teaching just the
rudiments of oratory; cf. Aug. Conf. 2.3.5) most clearly indicates that the boy is in his
teens (for both grammatici and orator, see comment on p. 110). A different mention of
a notarius (in the context of education) gives a grammaticus as the only other teacher
(cf. n. 35 above).

*2 Theodoret, as we have seen, does not report how Protogenes obtained the rooms in
which he organized his school, neither does he give any details on how his
compatriot and fellow-exile Eulogius obtained the room in which he used to pray
night and day (4.18.8). The rather weak indication that they may have conceivably
gotten these with the help of the Antinoopolitan bishop and local Christians is found
earlier (4.18.7). However, the mention of a mawaywyeiov attached to the school
clearly indicates that the students were not indigent, as the poorest parents could not
afford to provide their son with a slave attendant.

> If we accept PARMENTIER’s (1909) identification of Eunomius (see above, n. 39), we
can then speculate that a system of shorthand recently improved or popularized
might still be unknown to any teachers already established in Antinoopolis.

* NB, as organized institutions, comparable to schools of grammarians or rhetors. Cf.
Mart. 10.62.1-5. Note, however, that Martial (possibly) testifies to the situation in
Rome at the turn of the second century, which might hardly be expected in An-
tinoopolis in the second half of the fourth.
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notarial school, that might also explain its appeal.” Whatever the case, it
would seem that both Theodoret and the Antinoopolitan parents saw in
this school as most worthy the specialized knowledge its teacher
imparted. For Theodoret, this was ta O¢ia Adyw; for the parents, it was
ta Evvopiov yodppata — regardless of their creed, as Christian parents
would either way make sure their children were brought up in doctrina
sana, id est Christiana.”

Theodoret’s report on Protogenes’ teaching career is limited to what is
quoted at the beginning of this article; of him we are further told that he
was called back to Syria after the persecution ended (some time after
Valens’ death in AD 378), and that he was made the bishop of Charrae.”
There is no information on his school in Antinoopolis after his departure
(nor on any school he founded or supported in Charrae). It would, at any
rate, not be odd in antiquity for a school to last only as long as its
teacher.

Reading the passage, there should be little doubt that Theodoret gave
greater value to Protogenes as an agent of conversion than to Protogenes
as an agent of education. One need only look at the remainder of the
notice on Protogenes (and Eulogius) for confirmation (9-13). After the
end of the passage I quoted, Theodoret tells of Protogenes” visit to one of
his students, a sick boy whom he cures with prayer. The next sentence
tells how other Antinoopolitans wanted him to cure their children as
well: Protogenes, however, refuses to cure anyone before he or she is
baptized.” These two sentences are quite telling: in conjunction with the
second, the first implies that this student of Protogenes must already
have accepted baptism; the second reinforces the claim that Protogenes’
main concern was to convert the supernumerary pagans of Antino-
opolis.” In the end, the bishop and the people do not grieve Protogenes’

* It would seem that such skills were attained either in a private setting or through
apprenticeship: see HAINES-ETZEN 2000, 58-59 (private), 60-61 (apprenticeship).

% Aug. De doctr. chr. 4.31.64.
*” Theod. HE 4.18.13-14.

% Theod. HE 4.18.9-10 (cf. n. 41 above); 11-13 still report on conversion and holy
deeds.

* A state that grieved him greatly. Theod. HE 4.18.7.
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departure because they are losing a valued teacher of stenography, but
because they are losing a beloved holy man.”

It would be worthwhile now to explore — rather briefly — the possible
reasons for Theodoret’s lack of interest in Protogenes” Scriptural syllabus
as anything more than a tool for proselytizing.” Beyond any doubt,
Theodoret received an exemplary secular education, like many a son of
wealthy parents. His writings themselves testify to it. That Theodoret
adhered to the high culture is manifest in his elegant Attic diction, his
tremendous erudition,” and the use of classical literary reminiscences in
his letters.”” Even more telling than those reminiscences might be some of
his correspondents themselves, and one in particular: the pagan sophist
Isocasius.” Theodoret, while bishop of Cyrrhus, would send boys from
his congregation to Isocasius” school of rhetoric in (presumably) An-
tioch.” Neither such relationships nor the approval of secular education
and learning® by Christians were strange in later antiquity.” As a full
participant in late Roman culture and, despite his asceticism, a member
of the upper class,” Theodoret was wholly aware that young men of his
status needed a classical education. As proven by his Curatio (or Basil’s
Ad juvenes), a sound mind and a careful selection would inoculate the
reader of pagan works, giving only what is useful.

% Theod. HE 4.18.13.

*' Although religious strife and Church politics undeniably played a role, they are of
little interest in the passage here treated.

%2 His Graecarum Affectionum Curatio contains quotations from over a hundred pagan
authors, including more obscure philosophers.

% See, e.g., examples quoted by ScHOR 2011, 160.

* There are five letters of Theodoret addressed to this sophist. For these and other
sources on Isocasius, see KASTER 1988, 11,85 (301-302).

% See n. 64 above (Theodoret's letters = p. 302). See also KASTER 1988, 79; ScHOR 2011,
160.

% With precautions, naturally. Cf., e.g., Aug. De doctr. chr. 2.40.60, where Augustine
compares the spoliabitis Aegyptum of Ex. 3:22 with the Christians’ right to use secular
learning; or Basil the Great’s (+ 379) Ad juvenes.

% For a wider overview, see KASTER 1988, 70-95 (Theodoret and Isocasius on p. 79);
though somewhat generalized, the brief overview given in SCHOR 2011, 160-163, is
useful for the fourth and fifth century East, especially in reference to Theodoret (via
his letters).
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A man of Theodoret’s culture, education, and social status would
have little regard for the teaching of basic literacy — to him a simple tool,
as basic as clothing — and nearly no interest in providing a general
population with it.” It is likely that he would see no particular use in
Christianizing a school curriculum; all that he considered the good and
sound wisdom of Christianity would be imparted by preachers in
churches, not teachers in classrooms. Protogenes found himself in a
situation that was quite specific and quite foreign to Theodoret: in a
town in which the pagans outnumbered the Christians, had no interest
in the Christian faith, and this happened at a rather precarious time for
the church he deemed orthodox. Protogenes using his secular learning to
open a school that offered a useful and profitable skill, in order to entice
the pagans into hearing “the Truth” (and, one would expect, to accept it
on its merits), would seem an admirable idea to Theodoret, but only
suited to that specific situation: the place, the time, and the man.

In the lower reaches of the educational system, which do not seem to
have figured greatly with Theodoret, the idea of Christianizing the
syllabus would be nearly moot. Protection from the dangers in pagan
learning for the young attending schools of liberal letters was already
secured and, in fact, firmly established by Theodoret’s time.
Furthermore, the tradition of Graeco-Roman secular education enjoyed a
treasured existence for such a long time that the adoption of any other
system must have been nearly inconceivable to those in a position to
affect any change. Theodoret’s pagan friend Isocasius advanced higher
in society because of his classical education, and the same can be
observed in the even more illustrious career of Ausonius. It was the
secular career of Augustine that ultimately brought him to the episcopal
throne in Hippo; and it was his classical learning,” as was the case with
Theodoret, that enabled him to become an influential theologian.
Theodoret, dedicated as he was to his God and his Church, and who
cared greatly even for the secular careers of the young men of Cyrrhus,

% See SCHOR 2011, 163.
% Cf. HarRrIS 1991, 305-306; cf. 319-322.

7 Although Augustine would later rethink the value of such learning (as evidenced,
most notably, by Book Four of De doctrina Christiana), one should take into account
the different circumstances in Northern Africa and Syria in the fifth century.
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would certainly not wish to deny future great clerics all the worthy spolia
of classical education.
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Ypom Pajuesuh
Yuusepsurer McGill, MonTpeaa

Aueweroa epednu Ilpomozen n ¥erosa xpumrhaHcKa MIKoAa

AricTpaxT

Y uaanKy ce pasmaTpa LIKO4a KOjy je y AHTMHOOIIOAY oTBopuo IIpoTtoren og
Eaece, mpema ussemrajy Teogopura Kupckor (HE, 4.18.8-9). ITporpam ose
IIIKOJe U FheH XPUCTUjaHM30BaHN HaCTaBHM T11aH ITOPeAN Ce C TIO3HATUM
crcTeMnMa oOpa3oBama: peAaTUBHO HOBMM (XpUITNAHCKMM) CUPCKIM, 1
ycrasbeHuM rpuko-puMckuM. IlIkoaa ce HajIpe Iperio3Haje y IIOTOmeM CUCTEMY,
a TIOTOM Ce pa3MaTpa HeHO MeCTO YHyTap TOTa CICTeMa U ITOKyIlaBa OTKPUTY
IeH MCTUHCKU KapaKTep, OCODITO IITO ce Thde yuerba Opsomca. Ha kpajy ce
pasMmarpa 3amrTo je Teogoputy IIpororen o4 seher sHagaja Kao KpCTUTEb HETO
Kao MHOBATVBHI yYUTeb, Ha KOjOj IJeHN je O1aa BIICOKa KibVKeBHa KyATypa y
TTO3HUjeM PUMCKOM APYIITBY, ¥ KaKBY Cy yAOTY MMa/e IIIKO/Ae y O9yBamy Te
KyAType.

Kouwyune peuu: Teogoput Kupckn, ITpororen og Eaece, oOpasosame y aHTHUITN;
ITO3HOAHTHUKeE IITKO/e, XpUIrhaHCKO IIIKOAOBarbe Y aHTUIY, grammatodidaskaleia.
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A Traveler’s Guide to Crocodiles in the Middle Ages’

Abstract. Medieval animal literature dealing with crocodiles is usually
described as uninventive, mimicking, and based on copying authorities
without any objectivity or critical thinking. This paper presents excerpts from
medieval travelogues in order to show that objective descriptions of the
crocodile are indeed possible to find, but that they depended greatly on the
expectations of the audience. Felix Fabri wrote in two languages for two
different types of audience and his works are used here as a case study to
show that objectivity and critical thinking in describing crocodiles in the
Middle Ages were applied when needed.

Key words: crocodile, travelogue, Felix Fabri, perception.

When thinking about how exotic animals were perceived in the past,
particularly in antiquity and the Middle Ages, there are two aspects that
emerge as leading, namely the perception of the physical shape of a
given animal, and its symbolism. Needless to say, it is impossible to
divide these two if one strives to fully grasp the complete image a given
object had for its viewers, but according to the sources one was always
more important than the other. It depends on the period and on the type
of source which of the two was in the focus of the writer’s attention — the
physical appearance or the symbolic meaning.

The number of sources dealing with, or mentioning the crocodile, is
perhaps unexpectedly high. For an audience inexperienced with the
matter of animals in the past, the abundance and variety of contexts in
which an exotic animal such as the crocodile can be found is probably
striking. On the other hand, for experts in bestiaries and animal history,
and for them only, most of the ancient and medieval references to the
crocodile are actually mere commonplaces.!

" This paper is based on the research done in 2013 at CEU, Budapest, and contains
parts of my MA thesis “Killing and Being Killed: The Medieval Crocodile Story.”

! This is so even considering the fact that not many modern studies have been written
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Medieval travelogues are one type of source literature which has not
been investigated enough when crocodiles are in question, and
especially given that some of them show a difference in perception. This
paper will therefore focus on the representation of the crocodile in
medieval travelogues, as opposed to its common description in earlier
sources. The travelogue of Felix Fabri from the fifteenth century will be
taken as an exemplary case study to show how a shift in perception
occurred from medieval literature inherent of crocodiles, that is to say
encyclopedias, bestiaries, etc. to this type genre, namely, travelogues.
Baring in mind that not all readers of this article will be experts in animal
history, the first short chapter is devoted to the general image of the
crocodile in the European West before the time of Felix Fabri’s trav-
elogue.

The Commonplaces

As expected, one of the first Greek sources to make mention of the
crocodile is Aesop in his fable about the fox and the crocodile.? It is not
usual to find the crocodile in an exemplary function in ancient sources,
but it is interesting to note that this is exactly the purpose the animal
would serve in the Middle Ages. Also, already from such an early time,
even when opposed to the fox, the crocodile had a negative connotation,
just as it would have in the medieval literature. As for other ancient
Greek and Latin sources, the crocodile appears, as expected, in Herod-
otus, Aristotle, and Pliny, followed by Aelian, Solinus, Strabo, Diodorus
of Sicily and Ammianus Marcellinus. All of these, some to greater, some
to lesser extent, deal mainly with the physical traits of the crocodile, its
behavior and habitat. Aelian is the only source which deals with other
some traits of the crocodile in that he sees some of the animal’s actions as
manifestations of its personal qualities. Still, when Aelian says that the
crocodile is wicked and evil because it tricks its prey into being captured,
he only refers to the nature of the animal, and does not compare it to the

which deal with the crocodile alone. There are a few studies devoted to some aspects
of the crocodile, mainly in the Middle Ages. See: DRUCE 1909; RADOGNA 1997;
MALAXECHEVERRIA 1981, and BURTON, 1978. More often the crocodile can be
encountered in works dedicated to animals in general.
2 HAUSRATH / HUNGER 1970, fable 20, AAwnné xal xpoxddetdoc.
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human nature.? On the other hand, similarities between crocodiles and
humans are exactly what was emphasized in the medieval animal
literature, due to the influence of Christianity.

Ancient works like those of Aristotle and Pliny can be compared with
medieval encyclopedias since both use animals primarily as an object of
study, with the exception of moralizing encyclopedias such as those of
Alexander Neckam and Thomas of Cantimpré in the thirteenth century.*
Moralization, however, was the main characteristic of another genre of
medieval literature, and this is the one under the influence of Christian
thought, the Physiologus, and its derivatives — the bestiaries. The main
difference between the encyclopedic literature and the bestiaries is that
the first type of sources strives to show animals as what they are, as the
second type shows what they are like.

As for the crocodile, what it was, in short, was a four-legged beast,
yellow in color, with an immobile lower jaw which was filled with sharp
teeth, it had a venomous bite, and no tongue; it had an impenetrable
armored back, and lived in the waters and on the shores of the Nile
where it laid eggs the size of those of a goose.® What it was like, was evil,
treacherous and deceiving, and above all, it represented hell and the
devil. In connection to this last remark, in the medieval literature, the
crocodile can always be found paired up with another animal, namely,
the hydrus,® which was a kind of water snake and a fierce enemy of the
crocodile. In most of the bestiaries, as they always contain a moral on the

3 Ael. NA 5,23.
4+ WRIGHT 1863; BOESE 1973.

5 These are standard entries in almost all of the sources in question, starting with
Herodotus. The notion of the crocodile having yellow skin comes from Isidore of
Seville, and it is an inevitable part of a crocodile’s description throughout the Middle
Ages. Aristotle mentions something resembling a tongue in the crocodile, and com-
pares it to a fish tongue. This information appears in authors copying Aristotle. (See
PA. 660b, 690b) The inverted jaw is a popular misconception which has its roots in
ancient sources already. This, in my opinion, influenced the illuminators of bestiaries
to sometimes show the crocodile with an inverted head. For a different opinion see
DRUCE 1909. Druce tends to think that a passage from Pliny where he describes the
people of the island Tentyrus riding on crocodiles’ back (Nat. 8,93) is to be blamed for
the strange imagery because of the unusual wording describing the crocodile turning
its head to bite its attacker (resupino capite), but this passage was not at all that
common in the Middle Ages.
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basis of the Bible, the lemma which includes the crocodile uses the
crocodile-hydrus relationship as a metaphor for Christ descending to
hell. An example of such entry is shown on Figure 1.7

This is the most common type of reference to the crocodile in the
Middle Ages, but the animal can also often be found in connection to the
human being, as it is also represented in various images eating a
human.® It might be interesting to note that the expression “to cry
crocodile tears” which is common to many modern languages has its

¢ The hydrus does not always appear under this name, but it is mentioned in Greek
sources already (ixveUpwv; évvdeig), and originally it was seen as a type of Egyptian
mongoose which destroys crocodile eggs. It is unclear how it evolved in source
literature into a water snake which, among few other animals, can kill a crocodile, by
bursting its entrails. For more information and additional literature, bestiary.ca is a
good starting point.

7 The transcription and translation go as follows: Aliud animal est in Nilo fluvio qluo]d
dicitur hydrus. Physiologus dicit de eo quod satis est hoc animal inimicu[m] cocodrillo et
hanc habet naturam et consuetudinem: cum videt cocodrillum in littoribus fluminis
dormientem aperto ore vadit et involvit se in limum luti qluold possit facilius illabi in
faucibus eius. Cocodrillus igitur de subito excitans vivu[m] transglutit eum. Ille autem
dilanians omnia viscera eius exit vivus ex visceribus eius. Sic ergo mors et infernus figura[m]
habent cocodrilli, qui inimicus est Domini Salvatoris n[ost]ri. Ideog[ue] et D[omi]n[u]s
nloste]r Ih[esuls Hrlistu]s assumens terrenalm] carnem nlostlram descendit ad infernu[m]
et diru[m]pens om[nlia viscler]a eius eduxit om[ne]s qlui] ab eo devorati detinebant[ur] in
morte sic[ut] testat[ur] evlalngelista. Et monumlenlta aplerlta s[un]t et resurexer[un]t
multa corplorla slanic[tlo[rum]. Mortificav[it] [iIg[itur] ip[slam morte[m] et ip[sle vivens
resurrex[it] a mortuis dicens pler] p[rolpheta[m]: O mors, ero mors tua. Mors[us] tuus ero
inferne. — Of a different sort (different compared to the hyena, which is discussed in
the paragraph preceding this one) is the animal which lives in the river Nile and is
called the hydrus. The Physiologus says about it that this animal is quite an enemy of
the crocodile, and that its nature and behavior are such that when it spots a crocodile
on the banks of the river, sleeping with its mouth open, it goes and rolls itself in mud
so that it can more easily slip into the crocodile’s throat. The crocodile then, having
suddenly awoken, swallows it alive. And the hydrus exits through its entrails alive
by tearing them all into pieces. This is how death and hell take the form of the
crocodile, who is the enemy of Our Lord the Savior. In the same way Our Lord Jesus
Christ, taking on our earthly flesh, descended into hell, and, tearing out all of its
entrails, led out all who were devoured by it and held in death, just as the evangelist
testifies. And the tombs opened and bodies of many saints resurrected. So he de-
stroyed death itself and he himself was resurrected alive from the dead, saying
through the prophet: “O death, I shall be your death! O hell, I shall be your sting!”
(All translations are mine, unless otherwise specified.) — The Latin form of the name
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roots in ancient and medieval phraseology already. It is said that the
crocodile is deceiving and a hypocrite because it sheds tears to express
its sadness for having eaten a human being, but in some places the tears
are interpreted as bait, in the sense that the crocodile cries in order to
attract its human prey, because people would approach to see how it is
possible that such an horrendous beast would cry.’

The above-mentioned physical characteristics of the crocodile, as
noted, were part of ancient and medieval source literature alike. Aside
from the yellow color and the inverted jaw, they do not differ that much
from how one might describe the crocodile today. On the other hand, if
one looks at the imagery of the crocodile through the centuries, he or she
might be surprised to see that even though the written description
remained more or less the same, the illustration pertaining to that des-
cription degraded significantly over time. Although there are no illumin-
ated manuscripts from antiquity showing crocodiles, one can see on the
basis of coins for example, that the crocodile is much more recognizable
presented on pieces of material culture from earlier times (compare
Figures 1 and 2). Obviously, the reason for this are stronger connections
with Egypt during the period around the Roman conquest of Egypt, but
it is astonishing how the crocodile continued to live with the Europeans
even though they had almost no contact with it in the later period.'® It is

for crocodile here is cocodrillus. This is the most common form, but the spellings and
forms of this word were almost as numerous and confusing as those of its little
enemy. Unlike the names of the hydrus, whole studies are devoted to terms relating
to the crocodile, See: BREINER 1979. For a detailed examination and search for the
root of the original form and meaning and a firmly linguistic approach, see: GARCIA
TEIJEIRO 1975.

8 Only Richard de Fournival in his Bestiary of Love puts more stress on the human-
crocodile relationship than on the one with the hydrus. He says he wishes his loved
one to cry for him in the way the crocodile cries after devouring his victim. (BEER
1999)

? Aelian in 10,21 is the first to refer to the crocodile crying, but in a different context.
According to him, the crocodile would cry when the people of Apollinopolis catch it
and hang it on a tree and then beat it with their sticks. This is probably in no
connection with the well-known phrase, the origin of which is uncertain, but for
which it is sure that became widespread in the West precisely through the bestiaries
and moralizing encyclopedias.
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visible from the work of Albert the Great!! that he had actually seen a
crocodile, but this had no influence on the animal being shown in im-
agery in all imaginable shapes and colors, probably because Albert was
an exception rather than the rule when speaking of medieval Europeans
who have seen a crocodile.'?

The lack of “exactness” in the portrayal of the crocodile in the med-
ieval manuscripts where the illumination often does not even respond to
the text which it illustrates, is most certainly due to the fact that the texts
were only copies of other texts based on reports of authorities such as
Isidore of Seville, Pliny, Aristotle etc. The writers, scribes, and illumin-
ators did not know exactly what it was they were describing, but this is
mostly because they did not care to be anatomically precise. They
needed the animal as an example and a metaphor to serve a higher
purpose which is why they relied on their authorities and their imagin-
ation rather than on scientific research or originality in their descriptions.
Many medieval texts, whether bestiaries or encyclopedias contain
completely identical sentences which were taken over from previous
works and they are, of course, traceable, but they do not give credit to
their predecessors.!®> From time to time one can encounter an unfamiliar
sentence in a description of the crocodile,* but the majority of texts, and
especially bestiaries and moralizing encyclopedias were mostly compil-
ations of convenient accounts. Some travelogues, although not all of
them, present crocodiles in a different manner than the one medieval
audience were used to, thanks to the repetitive nature of the customary
literature dealing with crocodiles.

10 Pliny in Nat. 8,96. mentions that the first time a hippopotamus and five crocodiles
were exhibited in Rome was at the time when Marcus Scaurus became aedile in the
year 58 BCE.

11 STADLER 1916.

12 A number of images showing the crocodile was collected by David Badke and can
be found at bestiary.ca/beasts/beastgallery146.htm.
13 The exception being e.g. Vincent of Beauvais who performed his duty as a compiler
to perfection. (BELLERUS, 1624)
4 The above-mentioned Albert the Great did not blindly rely on reports found in
other authors.
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The Travelogues

1. Crocodiles and dragons

When looking at images of the crocodile from the medieval period, a
modern observer might get the impression that the appearance of the
crocodile was somehow confused with that of the dragon.’® However,
the idea of the dragon one has today cannot simply be transferred back
to the idea medieval observers had, and even if this were so, one could
not claim that it was the image of the dragon exclusively. Although in
some manuscripts the crocodile and the dragon might be presented in a
very similar manner, in others, the dragon is completely different from
the crocodile — as in the Meermanno museum copy (Figures 3 and 4).

Besides from their visual appearance, which is not a solid base for
drawing any conclusions, the stories about the dragon and the crocodile
never crossed paths. The dragon is the enemy of the elephant, its
strength is in its tail, and it cannot endure the smell left by the panther’s
breath.’® Tt could symbolize the devil as the crocodile did, but so did
other animals such as the serpent or the frog, hyena, wolf, cat, etc. which
brings us back to the point that a certain image or a certain piece of a
story is not exclusive to one object, or in this case, one animal in partic-
ular. Therefore, one needs to be careful when making strict comparisons,
as it is important on what basis one makes them — the modern perception
or the medieval one.

In literature concerning animals, whether ancient or medieval, there
was no confusion between the crocodile and the dragon. However, there
is one genre of literature where references to the similarity between these
two can be found, namely, travelogues. In the fourteenth century one can
encounter entries in some travelers’ reports from Egypt that link the
crocodile to the dragon, but — not all of them do, and it is important to
underline that none of them confuse the one with the other, but they
only compare them.

15 A good example for comparison would be manuscript BnF Latin 6838 B parts of
which can be found at mandragore.bnf.fr/html/accueil. html.

16 For a short description of the dragon and a large bibliography see bestiary.ca/beasts
/beast262.htm.
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2. Travelers

Most of the travel reports from various journeys to the Holy Land do
mention crocodiles, but rather in passing, only to make a note of spotting
the animal. One such early example is Antoninus Martyr, who made his
journey in the second half of the sixth century: Inde descendentes, in
naviculis per stagnum venimus Alexandriam. In ipso stagno vidimus multitu-
dinem crocodillorum."” [Descending from there in our little boats, through
the swamp, we arrived in Alexandria. In that same swamp we saw a
large number of crocodiles.] A somewhat longer entry from the seventh
century is from the travels of Arculfus, written by Adamnan:

Crocodili ut Arculfus refert, in Nilo fluvio aquatice commorantutr, quadrupedes bestie non
grandes, valde edaces, et in tantum valide, ut una ex eis, si forte equum vel asinum vel
bovem tuxta ripam fluminis herbas carpentem invenire potuerit, subita irruptione
emergens invadat, vel etiam, animantis unum pedem mordens et sub aquas trahens,
penitus totum devoret animal.'®

Crocodiles, as Arculf reports, which dwell in the waters of the river Nile, are four-
legged beasts not large in size, very voracious. And they are of such strength, that
one of them, if it can find a horse, or a donkey, or an ox grazing near the bank of
the river, suddenly bursts out emerging (from the water) and attacks it. Also, it
can even completely devour the entire animal by dragging it under the water
having caught it by its leg.
There is a vast difference between descriptions such as this one, based on
experience, and the ones found in other types of sources such as above-
mentioned ancient sources, or medieval bestiaries and encyclopedias.
This quotation shows an independent observation which does not use
authorities or knowledge acquired from typical books and stories, there-
fore it has no phrases or pieces of the phrases one normally encounters
ever and again when reading other ancient or medieval sources about
the crocodile. At this point it is unimportant whether the scene described
in the quotation is a precise verbal repetition of something Arculf saw,
meaning that he was the direct eyewitness, or whether it was someone
else who saw the scene Arculf which Adamnan relates.
Little is known about this bishop, who set off upon his journey
around the year 670, but for the purpose of this paper it is irrelevant who

17 TITUS / MOLINIER 1879, 117.
18 Tbid., 190.
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he was or when he visited Egypt, or even if it was really him who saw
the events described in the source. The point is that this description is
emphasized as being an eyewitness report and is unburdened with
previous knowledge the eyewitness might have had about crocodiles.
Even if he did learn anything from Pliny or Aristotle, or came across a
copy of the Physiologus, this did not influence his report about the
crocodile in the Nile. Arculf is certainly not the only pilgrim to write in
such a way. A stream of independent thought appears in travel reports,
but it is of interest in this paper to see how the transition from mimesis
to the autonomy of the author developed over time.

The existence of such a down-to-earth and “objective” perspective in
a travelogue does not mean that all of the authors of the travelogues
were a kind of medieval travel magazine correspondents, relating only
events they themselves had experienced. Also, it is a known fact that not
all the reporters had actually visited the places they were describing in
their travelogues, like for instance Sir John Mandeville. Some reporters’
actual experience was somehow influenced or blurred by their pervious
knowledge on a certain topic wherefore they needed to reconcile their
expectations with their newly gained experience, taking into consider-
ation the expectation and knowledge of their audience. The crocodile
report of Felix Fabri is a wonderful example of a coherent mixture of
acquired knowledge and eyewitness report.

3. Felix Fabri: A Case Study

Felix Fabri, a Dominican theologian, undertook two pilgrimages to the
Holy Land, in the years 1480 and 1483. He wrote about his experiences in
both Latin and German for different types of audiences. The Latin report
was meant for the educated members of the monastic community, and
the German one was for the laypeople, and as it says in the title of the
German work, it is meant to be entertaining and funny, so kurzweilig und
lustig." The difference between these two is the greatest in that he does
not use his previous knowledge almost at all in the German report, while
the Latin one contains quite a lengthy description of the crocodile where
the author combines what he saw and experienced with what he had
read in the sources. The way in which he accomplishes this coherence is

19 FABRI Rar. 1777.
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astonishing, since he combines in one sentence other authors” quotes and
his own observations, while making everything sound as all of if it were
his own thoughts. In the Latin text there are, beside the expected com-
monplaces, other pieces of information regarding the crocodile which are
outside of Fabri’s main exposé about the creatures of the Nile. These bits
are not burdened with anything beyond Fabri’s own remarks, and it is
precisely these remarks that have parallels in the German edition.

As far as I can tell, the parts in any travel report which contain the
phrase “I saw,” are the most telling. They can either lead the modern
reader to think that the author never visited the place described, if the
text is just a collection of habitual phrases, or they can speak in favor of
the author reporting on basis of their experience, by means of his or her
original observations. Fabri’s work contains all of this, but the source
references, it seems to me, serve an educational purpose, and possibly
another agenda, discussed below. He would use a commonplace and
elaborate on it in order to confirm its accuracy, or he would simply
disregard it without refuting what could be considered a misconception.
In the Latin version Felix Fabri introduces the crocodile from the eyewit-
ness-only standpoint: Eadem nocte vidimus cocodrillos, ingentes bestias de
littore se in aquam praecipitantes seque in aqua revolventes, et audivimus eos
sub aqua gementes et eructuantes.”® [That same night we saw some croc-
odiles, giant beasts, throwing themselves from the bank into the water
wallowing in it, and we heard them sighing and exhaling]. The German
version of this sentence?! explains the verbs gemere and eructare as sounds
produced by humans, and therefore allows a translation such as this one,
instead of searching for onomatopoeic forms of the sounds crocodiles are
supposed to make: Viel Cocodrillen schwebten umb das Schiff unnd huben die
kopffe uber das wasser auff und wenn sie also die meuler heraus streckten so
thaten sie eben als wenn ein mensch achzet oder mit stim seuffzet.?>

20 HASSLER 1849, 1009.

21 These sentences are not compatible in the sense of the place where Felix Fabri uses
them, but they are compatible in meaning. There is another sentence in the German
edition which is a part of the entry for the night of October 20, but it does not
describe the sounds that the crocodiles make. It is quoted several lines later when
speaking about the shape of the crocodile.

2 FABRI Rar. 1777, f181v.
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The German text actually lacks a clear-cut descriptive passage about
the Nile and its creatures which the Latin edition contains. However,
other instances where the crocodile is mentioned are somewhat more
elaborated in the German version, like the one when the fellowship of
the pilgrims saw a baby crocodile. In the Latin text Fabri only says that a
boy brought with him a little crocodile two palms long and that they
were amazed at how such a small beast could become such a giant
monster. The German text contains the whole story, which says that one
of the pilgrims from his fellowship had purchased the said crocodile,
and also something called an Egyptian mouse, which according to Fabri,
had the size of a half-year old cat. Interestingly enough, the crocodile
died the next day, and the mouse survived, but the pilgrim decided not
to take it to Venice with them.?

Although the ichneumon/hydrus is also known as the Pharaoh’s rat it
is not certain that this mouse is a reference to it especially as Fabri
mentions the ichneumon/hydrus in the Latin text and treats it as a
worm.?* The reference point here, however, is not this bit, but the one
where Fabri uses the word draco to designate the crocodile. The German
text makes no mention of a dragon in this part, but in Latin Felix Fabri
says: ...quod tam parva bestia in tam ingentem draconem proficit.” This does
not mean that he implies the crocodile looks like a dragon. In my
opinion, the draco here stands for bestia, but since he uses the latter noun
all the time to designate the crocodile, he just needed a stronger word to
stress the monstrosity and atrocity of the animal. This is to say that the
word draco in Latin did not necessarily mean dragon in the sense of a
flying reptilian, as it does not mean this when Isidore of Seville describes
the Lernean hydra as draco multorum capitum.® He says explicitly that the
crocodile is of the same form as a lizard, but of a very different size: Est...

2 In the Latin edition: page 111; German text: f 181v.

24 Nam inter herbas, quas vorat, latitat nonnumquam vermis, qui emdros (sic) dicitur, quem
simul cum herbis devorat, qui interiora ejus radit et interimit et repletus exit illaesus.
[Namely, among the herbs it devours there lies quite often a certain worm, which is
called enidros, which the crocodile devours together with the plants, and which
perforates its bowels, kills it, and exits unhurt.] Latin edition, 134.

% 1bid., 111.

% Isid. Orig. 12,4,21.
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formae aequalis lacertae, quantitate tamen multum dissimilis.”” On the other
hand, the idea of a dragon-like creature being comparable to the croc-
odile is expressed in the German text: ...unnd sind eben gestalt als Edexen
oder Lindwiirme denn das sie nicht fliigel haben.?®

Travelogues from the end of the thirteenth and the fourteenth century
offer comparisons between the crocodile and the dragon. Hayton of
Corycus, in his Histories of the East, and Symon Semeonis in his travel
report about the Holy Land mention the crocodile briefly, and con-
cerning its appearance they say it is similar to a dragon. In fact, these two
works contain the same text, only in different languages, the point being
that one could praise the Nile immensely if it were not for the awful
beasts resembling dragons, namely, crocodiles, living in it.* And this is
all they say about the animal.

Felix Fabri also reports about Gyrovagues® selling crocodile skins as
if they were dragon skins. In connection to that, he speaks about the
inhabitants of a certain island in the Nile, who are skilled in hunting the
crocodile, and it seems to me quite obvious that this is comparable to
Pliny’s description of the Tentyritae:*!

Hanc insulam et ejus littora fugiunt cocodrilli, quia homines illius insulae illos capiunt
et domant. Habent enim tuguria super littus fluminis et latitant in eis; si quando autem
cocodrillus in aqua natans ibi appropinquat, mox homo repente de tugurio exsiliens in
aquam super cocodrilli corpus saltat eumque ferro frenat et ducit quo vult...3 Aegyptii,
praecipue in Delta insula, artem habent captivandi in aqua hanc bestiam, ut dictum est

7 Tbid. 133.
8 Rar. 1777, f 181r.

2 On pourrait louer sans réserve ce fleuve du Nil s'il ne contenait une sorte de béte,
semblable a un dragon, qui dévore hommes et chevaux, dans l'eau ou sur la rive; cette béte est
appelée crocodile, see: REGNIER-BOHLER 1997, 803-878. His autem fluvius posset in multis
aliis a predictis commendari, nisi esset quod quedam animalia pessima resident in eo, que
sunt ad similitudinem draconis. Devorant quidem equos et homines in flumine si inveniant,
et etiam super ripam devorare non postponunt. Et ista animalia cocatrix vulgariter appellunt,
see: ESPOSITO 1960, 66.

30 Gyrovagi was originally the pejorative designation for wandering monks, later also
for travelling salesmen with a bad reputation among the Christian community.

31 Compare Pliny, Nat. 8,91-93.

32 Latin ed. 110.
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fol. 113. Captam autem excoriant et pellem, quae durissima est, vendunt. Has pelles
circumferunt quandoque Gyrogavi (sic!), dicentes esse pelles draconum.®

The crocodiles avoid that island and its coasts, because the inhabitants of the
island catch them and tame them. Namely, they have their cottages on the bank of
the river, and they hide inside them, and when a crocodile swimming in the river
would approach, the man would suddenly spring out of the cottage into the
water and jump onto the crocodile’s back, and bridle it by means of iron, and he
would take it wherever he wishes... In Egypt, and above all on the island of Delta,
they have a way of capturing the beast, as mentioned on folio 113. Having caught
it, they strip off its skin which is extremely firm and they sell it. The Gyrovagues
carry these skins around from time to time saying that they are dragon-skins.

This is all Felix Fabri says about dragons in connection to the crocodile.
As for the skins, he makes a note in the German version that the fisher-
men who catch the crocodile sell the skins to merchants expensively.**
The practice of crocodile hunting and drying became a more popular
and more frequent entry in the travelogues of a somewhat later period.
Until the fifteenth century, at least to my knowledge, stuffed crocodiles,
especially those posed as dragons, were not really a commonplace. Au-
thors dealing with the animal to any greater extent were still interested
in its appearance, behavior, and habitat.

Bernard of Breydenbach, who made his pilgrimage in the same year
as Felix Fabri, and whose work is similar to that of Fabri, devotes only a
short piece of text to the crocodile when dealing with Egypt.*® He
provides much less information than Fabri. He does not provide general
information, but rather speaks of their size, and horrible looks, mention-
ing in passing that they can only be found in the part of the river below
Cairo, and in the Sea of Galilee.® He also mentions skins being sold to
merchants by the fishermen as dragon-skins. Breydenbach’s Peregrinatio,
which is the first printed and illustrated travelogue, offers an image of
% Ibid. 134.
34 Die Cocodrillen fahen die Fischer un[d] verkeuffen die heutte thewer den kauffleuten. Rar.
1777, £ 181r.

% There is an old edition of Breydenbach’s Latin text about Egypt only, accompanied
with a French annotated tranlation. This bilingual edition is made on the basis of the
1490 edition, see: LARRIVAZ 1904.

% Felix Fabri has this part about the Galileian see also in his German version, but not
in the Latin one. In the Latin text he says that crocodiles can only be found in the
Nile.
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the crocodile, among other creatures, “as they saw them in the Holy
Land.”¥

It is difficult to put oneself into the position of a person who had
never seen a crocodile and to imagine what they would have imagined
after reading Breydenbach'’s description:

... erantque aliqui grossi valde et longi ad staturam hominum duorum pertingentes.
Aliqui etiam majores alii vero minores habentque bestie ille sordidos et horribiles
aspectus, corpus vero durissimis squamis undique compactum atque contectum, in
modum thoracis quarum forme sive figure alias lacertis in capite presertim caudibusque
pedibus assimilantur.3®

... and some of them were quite large and long, reaching up to the height of two
men. So, some of them larger and some again smaller, those beasts have foul and
horrible looks and their body is made of and covered by extremely hard scales all
over, just like armor, but otherwise they have the form of a lizard, particularly
concerning the head, the tails, and legs.

Trying to read this piece of text as an impartial observer, to rid myself of
any modern knowledge about the crocodile in order to imagine the
creature Breydenbach is describing and not to accommodate his descrip-
tion to my vision of the crocodile, I realized it is not at all easy to put
oneself outside of the framework of his or her own knowledge. It
appears that Breydenbach was successful in separating his previous
knowledge (assuming he had previous knowledge on the topic) from
that newly acquired. Felix Fabri, however, tried to reconcile the two in
the part unique to the Latin text, that is to say — the part for his learned
audience. Strangely enough, some of the contemporary misconceptions
remain in his report:*’

Owva enim in terra fovet, quae sunt ovis anserum paullo majora, ex quibus
procedentes vix habent palmae longitudinem, sed ab ea hora, qua vivere incipit, crescit,
semper proficiens in longum et latum quamdiu vivit et, si viveret centum annis,
semper cresceret, pervenitque ad longitudinem XX cubitorum quandoque, nec est
aliquid aliud, ut dicit Albertus de animalibus, quod ex tam parva origine in tam
immanem bestiam proficiat. Dentium et unguium immanitate armatus est

% Available at daten.digitale-sammlungen.de/bsb00051699/image_268 (accessed De-
cember 2013).
3 LARRIVAZ 1904, 27.

% Latin edition: 133-134. I bolded the bits of Fabri’s sentences which are common to
known medieval reports about the crocodile.
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cocodrillus, quos adeo acutos habet, sicut serra ferrea, et ad apri modum habet
culmos; tantam etiam habet cutis duritiem, ut, quamvis fortium lapidum ictus in
tergo recipiat, nihil curare videatur. Est autem cutis rugosa grisei coloris, ad latera
tamen ad croceum tendit colorem, ventrem habet valde mollem; ideo pisces,
serratam cristam habentes, tenera ventris ejus desecant et ita interimunt. Oculos habet
claros, profunde in foraminibus capitis jacentes, quibus acute videt. Rictus oris ejus est
usque ad loca aurium et morsum habet venenosum. Gulosum animal est multumgque
comedit et in tantum se replet, quod jacet ructans et in aqua ructat ac si gemat. Crura
habet brevia, ideo non multum velox est et homo expeditus praecurrit ei. Nocte in aqua
manet, die vero in terra greditur, quaerens rapinam et pastum, in hieme vero se
abscondit et nihil penitus comedit. Cibus suus in aqua sunt pisces et alia animalia
aquatica, extra aquam vero herbas bonas quaerit, quas manducat. Hominibus maxime
insidiatur et visum hominem insequitur, quem dum apprehenderit primo eum
interficit et mox super infectum plorat et deploratum devorat. Lac ejus effusum
induratur ut lapis.

It lays its eggs in the ground, and they are somewhat larger than those of a goose.
When it hatches from these eggs it is barely the size of the palm of a hand, but
from the time when it is born, it keeps growing, all the time spreading in length
and width for as long as it lives, and if is lives for a hundred years, it still grows at
times reaching up to twenty cubits. As Albert says in De animalibus, there is none
other which originally so small, comes to be such a huge beast. The crocodile is
armed by a force of nails and teeth which are as sharp as an iron saw, and it has
tusk in the likeness of a boar. Its skin is so hard that however powerful a hit by a
stone it receives, it does not seem to mind. Its shriveled skin is of grey color, but it
becomes saffron on the sides. Its stomach is quite soft which is why some fishes
that have a serrated fin cut into its soft belly and kill it in this manner. Its eyes are
bright, lying deep in the dents of its head, and it sees sharply. Its mouth stretches
up to its ears, and its bite is venomous. It is a gluttonous animal, it eats a lot and it
fills itself up so much that it lies groaning, and it groans in the water so that he
sounds like it is sighing. Its legs are short which is why it is not that fast and a
man in good condition can outrun it. It spends the nights in the water, and the
days on land searching for rapture and food, but during the winter it hides and
eats almost nothing. In water it feeds on fish and other aquatic animals, and
except for them it searches for nice plants and eats them too. It always lies in wait
for humans, and it keeps its eye on the human whom when it catches, kills him
and mourns the deceased, and once it had mourned him, it eats him. Its milk
when drained becomes as hard as stone.

Considering that Fabri does use these clichés, it may be unexpected not
to encounter a reference to the jaw of the crocodile or to the non-existing
tongue. At first sight it seems that he chose to use only the non-disputed
information, but everything else aside, he does say that the crocodile
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resembles a boar which is inherent of Bartholomew of England. Actually,
a great deal of this entry looks more like Bartholomew of England than
like Albert the Great, whom he quotes. The sentence culmos habet ad
modum apri is in all probability taken from Bartholomew.*’ I am not sure
what to make of this comparison; unless some of the crocodile’s larger
teeth (like its fourth teeth in the lower jaw) are considered to resemble
the tusk of a boar. However, comparing the crocodile to an ox is
characteristic to Guillaume le Clerc, and the crocodile is often found in
illuminations resembling an African wild beast rather than a reptile.*!
Also, Felix Fabri does not avoid mentioning that the crocodile’s bite is
venomous. This is not a completely uncommon piece of information,*
but he might as well have skipped it, since he says nothing about the jaw,
which means that he did make some kind of selection among his sources.

Considering that Fabri’s German edition contains none of these spu-
rious “facts” about the crocodile, it seems to me that the difference
between the two types of audiences is in the audiences’ expectations. The
focus group of the German version being the uneducated laypeople, the
potential readers did not have great expectations since they were not
supposed to have any background knowledge of the topic, and it was the
author’s choice what to include in his report. On the other hand, the
readers of the Latin version might have had some expectations. The same
reason, expectations, that is, I believe lie at the roots of the almost un-
avoidable sentence in the travelogues making mention of the crocodile:
“We saw a lot of crocodiles.”

If people knew anything about Egypt, in all probability they knew
that crocodiles lived there and that they were a typical symbol of Egypt.
The likely question one would ask someone who had visited Egypt then,
is whether they had seen a crocodile there. Therefore, when addressing a
not-too-educated audience, it was important to say that there were in fact
many crocodiles in Egypt, and possibly describe some impressions of the
author’s own choosing. In contrast, an educated audience had higher

40 Dentes habet horribiles ad modum pectinis sive ferre at culmos ad modum apri. BARTH.
Prop.
41 Buef resemble aques de facon. HIPPEAU 1852, §19.
42 See, for example, Beauvais quoting Avicenna and Pliny on how to treat a crocodile
bite: Spec. Nat. 17,106.
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expectations as their knowledge was broader, therefore at the mention of
Egypt, they would not only ask if the visitor had seen a crocodile, but
also whether he saw how (not if) the animal is covered with scales, or if
they saw some large crocodile eggs, and so on. Presumably none of the
pilgrims to the Holy Land spent his or her days researching the
crocodile’s ways, so some of the information, if they wanted to include it,
had to be supplemented on basis of their previous knowledge.

There is one more feature of Felix Fabri’s report that deserves to be
mentioned: crocodiles as proof of someone’s sainthood.** Such stories
had no place in medieval bestiaries or encyclopedias, and they can only
be found in patristic literature or travelogues. This has nothing to do
with perception in the Evagatorium, as it is rather a display of Fabri’s
erudition, but as Georgia Frank notices in her article about The History
of Monks in Egypt, “In a work that combines biographical detail with
travel descriptions, it is easy to forget that the ancient audiences would
have read the History of Monks as a pilgrim’s report.”* Fabri simply
relates two stories from the Vitae patrum which are connected to
crocodiles. Both stories are comparable to Rufinus’s translation of the
Historia monachorum.*® This Historia monachourm can really be seen as a
piece of travel literature, as it was originally written by a Jerusalem
monk upon his visit to several of the monasteries at the end of the fourth
century.*® The first of Fabri’s retellings speaks of a group of monks
travelling to Nitria, an Egyptian village, who, on their way, came across a
number of crocodiles sleeping in the sun. They mistook the crocodiles for
dead and approached. The awakened animals raging towards them were
repelled by God’s grace.

The first story is rather a proof of God’s love for his children; the
second one is really an example of crocodiles being tamed by holy men. I
present here Fabri’s version, which is essentially the same as Rufinus’,
but told in a somewhat different tone:*”

43 This topic is dealt with in more length by ALEXANDER 2008. The mentions of the
crocodile in this book, however, are rare.

4 FRANK 1998, 483-505; 487.
45 CPL 0198, 14, 387, 41.
4 FRANK 1998, 484.

47 For a comparison see: CPL 0198, 11, 9.6, 327.
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Aliud legitur: quidam sanctus Aegypti monachus, dictus Helenus, de eremo venit in
monasterium multorum monachorum, quod juxta Nilum erat, ut illo die, quia dominica
erat, missam audiret, sed non erat sacerdos, qui celebraret, in monasterio. Qui dum de hoc
miraretur et causam quaereret, dixerunt, quod sacerdos eorum haberet habitationem trans
flumen nec venire posset propter metum magni et saevi cocodrilli, qui super littus Nili
discurrit et omnibus nocere contendit, sed et non paucos occidit. Hoc audiens Helenus ad
Nilum ivit, ut sacerdotem advocaret et ecce bestia quasi latro de fruticetis prodiens furiosa
occurrit Heleno, quam ut homo Dei vidit, oravit et fiducia accepta ad bestiam intrepide
accessit et super dorsum ejus insiliit et in aquam duxit, qui magistrum habere se sentiens
cum tranquillitate eum ad aliam partem fluminis duxit. Adiit ergo Helenus ad domum
presbyteri et hortatus eum rogare coepit, ut veniret ad dicendum missam dominicalem.
Cum causaretur sacerdos de bestia et de naviculae carentia, dixit Helenus: nil verearis
pater, sed veni securus et Deus providebit nobis de vehiculo. Sequebatur ergo sacerdos
fratrem et dum ad aquam venissent, exclamavit voce magna Helenus, cocodrille veni. Qui
ad hanc vocem festinus accurrit et dorsum placide praebuit. Prior ergo Helenus
adscendit, invitavit presbyterum a longe stantem; ut consederet sibi in dorso bestiae, sed
ille a bestia territus et miraculo consternatus appropinquare nulla ratione ausus fuit.
Sanctus autem Helenus, sicut venerat in tergo bestiae, sic rediit. Sed ubi descendit, secum
pariter in siccum bestiam eduxit dicens ei: melius est tibi mori, quam tot scelerum, tot
homicidiorum involvi reatu. Ad haec verba protinus corruit et exspiravit. Multa talia in
Vitis Patrum legimus.*

Another story says that a blessed Egyptian monk named Helenus came from the
desert to a monastery near the Nile, where there were a lot of monks, in order to
hear the mass on that day, namely it was Sunday, but there was no priest in the
monastery who would celebrate the mass. When, surprised by this, he asked why
this was so, they said that their priest lives on the other side of the river, and
cannot come for fear of the great and furious crocodile which runs to and fro
along the beach and strives to hurt everyone, and they said it is not a small
number of those whom it kills. When he heard this, Helen went to the Nile to call
for the priest, and beware! the furious beast emerges like a marauder from the
bushes and appears in front of Helen! And the man of God, when he saw it, he
started to pray, and having received confidence, he approached the beast
fearlessly, stood on its back and launched it into the water. The beast calmly
realizing it has a master now, took him to the other side of the river. Helen went
to the home of the presbyter and he started to encourage him and to ask him to
come and say the Sunday mass. When the priest made a pretext about the beast
and the lack of a boat, Helen said: “Do not fear, father, but come confidently, and
God shall provide a vehicle for us.” And so the priest started to follow the
brother, and when they reached the water, Helen exclaimed loudly: “Crocodile,
come!” The crocodile quickly came running on the sound of his voice and calmly
offered its back. So Helen climbed up first and called the presbyter who was

4SHASSLER 1849, 134-135.
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standing quite far away, to sit next to him on the back of the beast, but the priest
dared approach by no means, terrified by the beast and shocked by the miracle.
And the blessed Helen returned the same way he came - riding on the back of the
beast. But when he got off, he led the beast to dry land telling it: “It is better for
you to die than to be accused of so many crimes and homicides.” Hearing those
words, [the crocodile] fell before him and passed away. We can read a number of
similar stories in the Vitae patrum.

Fabri is right in suggesting that these are not the only examples of such
stories. One of Pachomius’ lives, for example, relates how the saint
repelled a crocodile,* and there is an example from the Apophthegmata
patrum about a holy man being tested by his brother, who got a crocodile
to lick his ankles.*

Catherine Mayeur-Jaouen, in her article about the crocodiles and
saints of the Nile, notes that the hunt for crocodiles is in fact a novelty of
the Christian era.’! As crocodiles were venerated during the Pharaonic
era, this makes a great deal of sense. During the Middle Ages the
Egyptians used to hunt them, and they used them for magic, and also for
apotropaic purposes. Mayeur-Jaouen sees the saints appearing as
vanquishers of the fierce beasts in Egypt as a Christian substitute for the
pagan talisman which was believed to keep the crocodiles away from
Lower Egypt, where apparently crocodiles are much rarer. She discusses
Muslim and Coptic saints as well and provides a nice interpretation of
the development of the crocodile’s status in Egypt in the post-Pharaonic
era, all of which is not in the scope of this paper. The importance of the
saint-crocodile relationship is used here for the purpose of taking at least
a glance at the possible contexts in which the crocodile could appear in
literature available to a Western European audience in the Middle Ages.
Although not discussed here, there are other medieval travelogues
mentioning the crocodile, like the accounts of Fetellus in the twelfth-
century, and by the fifteenth-century Spaniard, Pedro Tafur,®* but it

49 VoGUE 1980.

S0 PL73,5,14,17.

51 MAYEUR-JAOUEN 2000.

52 Tafur’s report is refreshingly original, and the 1926 translation by Malcolm Letts is
available at depts.washington.edu/silkroad/texts/tafur.html#ch8. He describes the

hunting of the crocodile colorfully and vividly in the eighth chapter, and his
description of the crocodile skin is so sincere and wonderful that it is impossible not
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seemed a better choice for me to analyze more detail Felix Fabri’s report,
which combines all the various aspects and ways of approaching the
topic of travel literature, than to list various other reports with similar
characteristics.

Sixteenth- and seventeenth-century travelers to Egypt often mention
the large numbers of dried, and also stuffed crocodiles that one could
find almost anywhere in Egypt.>® Mayeur-Jaouen also notes that the
Egyptian custom of hanging the crocodiles on walls of their houses, or
above the doors has disappeared only recently, but that one can still see
stuffed lizards in some parts of Egypt as substitutes for the crocodile.**
Some specimens of stuffed crocodiles reached Europe during this period,
some possibly earlier, and had their own stories as royal gifts, desig-
nators of alchemist of pharmaceutical space, or actually played the role
of a dragon in some local myths.>

Conclusion

When one first comes to think about a crocodile in an ancient or
medieval context, without previous knowledge of this topic, one would
probably say, as people had said to me upon hearing about this topic:
“What is there possibly be to be said about crocodiles in the Middle
Ages?” Not only is there material to be looked at which has already been
researched, but there are instances, like travel literature, which shed new
light on the variety of contexts a crocodile can be found in. Although
Europeans did not live with the crocodile in the physical sense in the
Middle Ages, this animal was a part of their lives, and had a specific
meaning for them. We cannot know how often mentions of crocodiles
were in everyday life and speech, but even if we only take in account

to quote it here: “I was received with much honour by the Governor of Damietta, to
whom I carried letters from the Sultan’s chief interpreter, and I was sent to enquire if
he had a crocodile skin to send to the King of Cyprus who had asked for it. He
offered me one which had recently been killed, but it smelt very rank, so that for my
part I would rather have carried away the Governor's pretty daughter who was there,
than the skin of that crocodile.”( LETTS 1926.)

5 For the follow-up on the dried crocodiles see: TRIPPS 2006.
54 MAYEUR-JAOUEN 2000.

% Take for instance the crocodile of Brno, and for more examples see Michal Ajvaz
“Dragon Invasion” at riowang.blogspot.hu/search/label/Ajvaz%3B%20Michal.
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people who produced the books the crocodile is found in (and not peo-
ple influenced by these texts), we could conclude that the crocodile was
something completely ordinary in the Middle Ages. The confidence with
which it is described shows that they were certain about how the croc-
odile looks and how it behaves, even though some of the information
might seem incorrect from a modern point of view.

Medieval literature such as bestiaries and encyclopedias might seem
monotonous when one gets used to this type of texts, and it is obvious
that the writers of these works were not great innovators, but rather took
old information for granted. On the other hand, it is unfair to say that all
medieval literature about animals was of a mimicking character, and I
hope that I have shown that independent thinking was very much
developed and used - only in those genres of literature where it was
required. It is impossible to know how much influence such texts had on
what we think constituted as general knowledge about the crocodile, but
it is important to bear in mind that information, other than that found in
bestiaries and encyclopedias, was indeed available.
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Figure 1. MS Royal 12 C XIX, ff. 12v, 13z, Bestiary. 1200-1210. The British Library.
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Figure 2. Octavian’s denarius. 28 BCE. Pergamon Museum, Berlin. Credit: Barbara

McManus, 2005 (see www.vroma.org/images/mcmanus_images/indexcoins.html)
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Figure 3. Crocodile. The Hague, MMW, 10 B 25, f 12v. Bestiary. c. 1450.
Figure 4. Dragon. The Hague, MMW, 10 B 25, f 39r. Bestiary. c. 1450.
Museum Meermanno-Westreenianum & Koninklijke Bibliotheek, Den Haag.

Public Domain.
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Mapujana Hecropos
Punaoaomka rumMHasuja, beorpaa

ITyroBoha xpo3 Kpokoauae y cpeameM BeKy

ArncrpakxT

CpeamoBeKkoBHa AuTepaTypa KOja IIOMMIIbe KPOKOAILAe YTAaBHOM Ce IIpeACTaBhba
Kao HeMHBEeHTMBHa, 3aCHOBaHa Ha IIpellMCUBamy 04 ayTopuTeTa, Oe3 MKakse
00jeKTUBHOCTU VAV KPUTUIKOT MUIILbeIba. Y OBOM UAaHKY Ce IUTHUPajy U3BOAU
U3 CpeAHeBeKOBHIX ITyTOIINCa KOji CBeAode O TOMe Aa je 06jeKTUBHe oITyice
Kpoxoauaa moryhe nmponahu, ¢ TiM IITO Cy OHU YMHOTOME 3aBUCUAN 04,
ouekmBama nyoauke. Peankc Pabpu je mmcao Ha 4Ba je3uKa 3a ABe BpCTe
y0AMIKe; IeTOBa Ce Aela OBJe KOPIICTe Kao cAydaj 3a M3yJaBarmbe, Kako Ou ce
ITOKa3alo Ja Cy ce 0DjeKTMBHOCT ¥ KPUTUYKO MUIIIebeHe Y OMICUMa KpoKoAuaa
y CpeaeM BeKy IIpUMenhUBaau Kag je Tpebdaso.

Koayune peuu: kpoxkoana, myrommnc, Peankc @abpu, nepueniiyja.
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Plato Ficinianus: jedan renesansni primer
recepcionisticke kritike

Apstrakt: U radu se razmatra odnos firentinskog humaniste Marsilija Fi¢ina
prema Platonu u teorijskim okvirima recepcionisticke kritike. Najznacajniji
prevodilac Platonovih dela na latinski jezik dodavao je svakom svom prevodu
argumentum, kraci predgovor ¢ija je svrha bila poblize upoznavanje ¢italaca
sa sadrzajem dela. Ficinova argumenta, medutim, predstavljaju poseban
hermeneuticki problem jer tematski i konceptualno esto ne odgovaraju
sadrzaju prevedenog dela. U radu je predstavljen jedan od najizrazitijih
takvih slucajeva, Fi¢inov predgovor prevodu Platonovog dijaloga Ijon, i
razmotreni su mehanizmi i mogudi uzroci radikalne rekontekstualizacije kojoj
pribegava Fic¢ino.

Kljucne reci: Platon, Ijon, Marsilio Fi¢ino, renesansni neoplatonizam, recepcija,
interpretacija, recepcionisticka kritika.

Covek bi pomislio da [slova] govore kao da ne$to razumeju; a ako
ih upitas da shvati$ nesto od onoga $to se govori, svagda kazuju
samo jedno te isto. A potom: kad su jedanput napisana, svaka rec
tumara ovamo i onamo, isto tako ka onima koji je ne razumeju kao
i onima kojima nije namenjena, pa se ne zna s kime treba govoriti, a
s kime ne. A zlostavljana i nepravicno ruzena [rec] uvek treba
roditelja kao pomocnika: jer sama niti moze sebe odbraniti niti sebi
pomodi. — Platon, Fedar 275d—e, prev. Milos N. Puri¢

Ovaj rad polazi od jednog opsteg i naizgled suvisnog pitanja: u kojoj su
meri dela klasi¢nih autora samorazumljiva? Pod »samorazumljivosc¢u«
ovde mislimo na moguc¢nost ¢itaocevog neposrednog pristupa izvornom
smislu teksta, bez posredovanja tumaca, pod uslovom, naravno, da
¢italac u dovoljnoj meri vlada izvornim jezikom (jer prevodi su takode
tumacenja i stoga nisu obuhvaceni gornjim pitanjem). Ve¢ odavde se
mogu izvesti dva nova pitanja — postoji li uopste nesto sto bi samo po
sebi bilo trajno fiksirani izvorni smisao teksta do kojeg citanjem i
razumevanjem treba dopreti i Sta bi bila ta »dovoljna mera« poznavanja
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jezika. Kao polaznu tacku razmatranja uzecemo da izvorni smisao
postoji ili da je, u svakom slucaju, postojao za samog pisca u procesu
stvaranja dela, a da je »dovoljna mera« ona koja ¢itaocu omogucava
manje ili viSe tecno Citanje i razumevanje dela uz manju ili ve¢u pomoc¢
recnika i drugih prirucnika. Nadalje, gornje pitanje u nacelu vazi za
svaki tekst, nezavisno od njegovog porekla, vremena nastanka, kon-
teksta, pa i estetskog karaktera. Ovde ¢emo se ipak ograniciti na klasi¢ne
autore — a videcemo da za takvo ogranicenje ima razloga — i ponoviti
pitanje: do koje su tacke, na primer, Homer, Platon ili Vergilije razumljivi
»sami po sebi«, bez potrebe da posezemo za interpretativnim modelima
zasnovanim na odredenim teorijskim i ideoloSkim pretpostavkama?
Pitanje se moze i drugacije formulisati: gde su granice interpretacije i Sta
ona podrazumeva u klasi¢nim naukama i srodnim disciplinama? Svodi li
se na tumacenje jezika, uspostavljanje istorijskih okvira, razradivanje
mreze literarnih i drugih uticaja i veza, razjasnjavanje razlicitih realija
impliciranih ili ekspliciranih u tekstu koji ¢itamo, ili se u ponecemu tice i
samog nacina na koji ¢itamo, dakle nas samih?

Postavljati takva pitanja danas moze se ¢initi anahronim. Naucna pro-
dukcija zaokupljena problematikom odnosa unutar trijade autor-tekst-
italac neobuhvatno je velika, razgranata i kompleksna. Proucavanje
knjizevnosti davno je ve¢ prezivelo hermeneuticke udare poput »lin-
gvistickog obrta«, »smrti autora«, »intencionalne zablude« i drugih. No
ipak, nesporna je ¢injenica da su se ti udari srazmerno najmanje osetili na
polju klasi¢nih nauka. Govore¢i o izvesnoj nelagodi koju klasicni filolozi,
kao zato¢nici najstarije i najkonzervativnije medu humanistickim nauka-
ma, Cesto osecaju prema raznim »Skolama« teorije knjiZzevnosti, SCHMITZ
2007, 7, zastupa stanoviste da pojedini pravci knjizevne kritike nesum-
njivo imaju Sta da ponude klasicnim naukama i dodaje: »Ako bi bilo
tacno (Sto ja odlu¢no odbacujem) da se klasicni tekstovi nikako ne daju
tumaciti savremenim teorijskim modelima, ako savremene metodologije
nemaju Sta da traZe u izucavanju tih tekstova, onda bi oni bili uistinu
mrtvi za ovo naSe doba i valjalo bi ih smatrati pukim muzejskim
ostacima jedne davno umrle kulture. Cime bismo u tom sludaju pred
studentima opravdavali stav da te tekstove i dalje vredi ¢itati?«'

' Smicov pregled obuhvata &itav spektar teorijskih pristupa, od ruskog formalizma,
strukturalizma i naratologije, preko raznih oblika postmodernizma, sve do rodnih
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Vise od njihovih drugih kolega iz humanistickih disciplina, klasi¢ni
filolozi su, argumentuje Smic, ¢esto neskloni tome da poseZu za razli-
¢itim analitickim sredstvima teorije knjiZevnosti jer veruju da tekst
»govori sam za sebe«. On takvo glediste nijansira, ne apsolutizuje ga (niti
ga je u iole suvislom razmatranju moguce apsolutizovati), ali ipak ostaje
pri tvrdnji da, zavisno od vremena, mesta i okolnosti te »Skole« u kojoj
su ponikli, klasicari svoju programsku »ljubav prema tekstu« pretacu u
bezmalo neograniceno poverenje u njega.’

Bez namere da se ovde upustamo u detaljniju raspravu o Smicovim
stavovima, sve dosad receno koristimo samo kao uvod u pokusaj da se
jedan stari istorijskofilozofski i knjiZevnoistorijski problem sagleda,
uslovno receno, sa nove tacke gledista, i to upravo kroz razmatranja o
autonomiji teksta i njegovog znacenja, o odnosima izmedu teksta i
njegovih tumacenja, te o pitanjima autorove namere i njenog integriteta.
U najkra¢em, problem se odnosi na jedno od najznacajnijih renesansnih
¢itanja Platona, ono koje je odredilo ¢itav niz kasnijih intelektualnih
tokova i fenomena sve do naseg vremena. Rec je, svakako, o firentin-
skom humanisti Marsiliju Fi¢inu (1433-1499) i njegovim prevodima i
tumacenjima grckog filozofa. Fi¢inovi prevodi Platona, ali i pozno-
antickih neoplatonicara i takozvanog Hermetickog korpusa, kao i njegovi
brojni komentari i teorijski radovi, ¢ine osnovu onoga sto se u literaturi
obicno naziva renesansnim platonizmom ili neoplatonizmom, a prema
sedistu Fic¢inove »akademije« i firentinskim neoplatonizmom. Kao jedan
od najznamenitijih fenomena renesansne kulture, Fi¢inov platonizam je
u savremenoj nauci ve¢ temeljno izucen, pocev od pionirskih radova
Kasirera, Kristelera i Garina pa do skorasnje kapitalne sinteze Majkla
Alena.’ U ovom radu ¢emo, medutim, pokusati da pitanjima Fi¢inove

studija i psihoanalize u tumacenju knjizevnosti. Poseban znacaj njegovog pregleda
ogleda se u tome Sto kriticki ispituje primenljivost i korisnost svake od »Skola« u
oblasti klasi¢nih nauka. Od drugih, ¢esto polemicki intoniranih studija na istu temu
v. HEXTER / SELDEN 1992, JONG / SULLIVAN 1994 i HARRISON 2001.

> Od ovoga, razume se, moZzemo izuzeti kritiku teksta, koja je po definiciji sopstvene
svrhe sumnjicava prema njemu. Medutim, jednom kada su uspostavljena i ucinjena
javno dostupnim, kriticka izdanja (koja su sama po sebi interpretacije i svojevrsni
konstrukti) tu sumnjicavost suzbijaju u okvire kritickog aparata.

* V. npr. CassiRerR 1927), KRISTELLER 1953, GARIN 1940, 299-318. Pod Alenovom
sintezom mislimo na Sestotomno (delimi¢no) kriticko izdanje Fi¢inovog klju¢nog
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interpretacije i aproprijacije anti¢kih tekstova pristupimo sa tacke
gledista recepcionisticke kritike (i njene varijante poznate kao estetika
recepcije) jer verujemo da se neki njeni teorijski obrasci i analiticka
sredstva mogu uspe$no i korisno primeniti na datu temu. Stavise,
nastojacemo da pokazemo ne samo da se u taj teorijski okvir mogu
dobro smestiti razna savremena tumacenja Ficina, ve¢ i da je upravo on
presudno odredio nacin na koji je sam Ficino, svakako nesvesno, ¢itao
Platona. Kao ogledni primer uzecemo Ficinova arqumenta, kratke
predgovore njegovih prevoda Platonovih dijaloga znacajne zbog toga sto
su u njima sazeto izlozena njegova shvatanja i tumacenja datih dijaloga,
a detaljnije ¢emo se pozabaviti Ficinovim uvodom u prevod Ijona.

Citalac kao aktivni uéesnik

Pre nego Sto se osvrnemo na Fic¢inovog Platona i na samog Ficina,
nekoliko re¢i o analiti¢kom pristupu na koji se ovde pozivamo. Iz palete
knjizevnih teorija dvadesetog veka, mahom proizaslih iz ruskog
formalizma i strukturalizma ili formiranih kao reakcija na njih, izdvojila
se 60-ih i 70-ih godina, prvo u Nemackoj a zatim i u Sjedinjenim
Americkim DrZavama, jedna grana teorijskih pristupa kojima je
zajednicko bilo skretanje paZnje sa knjizevnog dela i njegovog pisca na
ulogu ¢itaoca. Ona se delom razvila i kao odgovor na teze takozvane
nove kritike, teorijskog usmerenja koje je vladalo americkom naukom jos
od prve polovine dvadesetog veka i u velikoj meri odredivalo metode
tumacenja knjizevnih dela, pa i klasi¢nih. Nova kritika je zagovarala
semanticku autonomiju teksta: nezavisan od ¢itaoca, ali i od pisca, tekst
je zatvorena semanticka celina cije je znacenje fiksirano i objektivno, a
jedini zadatak citaoca jeste da nauci kako da pravilno cita (iz Cega se
razvio i ¢uveni koncept close reading, »pazljivo« ili »pomno citanje« kao
osnovni metod novokriticara). Takav imanentni pristup, koji je knjizevno
delo svodio na njegov jezicki aspekt, odbacivao je vaznost autorove
namere u oblikovanju znacenja teksta (takozvana intencionalna zablu-
da), ali i vaznost citalacke recepcije (afektivna zabluda). Pored toga,
poricao je i znacaj istorijskog, socijalnog i svakog drugog konteksta za
tumacenje samog teksta. Svakako da je takva apoteoza teksta samog po

dela Theologia Platonica s engleskim prevodom, komentarima i prateéim studijama,
FrciNno 2001-2006.
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sebi, na racun svih drugih knjizevnih cinilaca, morala naiéi na snaznu
kritiku sa raznih strana.

Svojim inauguralnim predavanjem na Univerzitetu u Konstancu, u
kojem kritikuje metode konvencionalne istorije knjizevnosti ali i teze
novokriticara, romanista Hans Robert Jaus (1921-1997) postavio je
temelje onoga Sto ¢e u narednim decenijama postati poznato kao estetika
recepcije." Zajedno s nekolicinom kolega sa istog univerziteta, medu
kojima je najznacajniji anglista Volfgang Izer (1926-2007), formirao je
takozvanu »konstanSku grupu«, evropsku okosnicu recepcionisticke
kritike poznatiju kao estetika recepcije. Knjizevnost je za Jausa dijalek-
ticki proces produkcije i recepcije, u kojem citalac nije puki pasivni
recipijent izlozen delovanju teksta sa ve¢ fiksiranim znacenjem nego
aktivni ¢inilac u uobli¢avanju tog znacenja, koje je samim tim otvoreno i
promenljivo. Citalac se ne suocava sa tekstom kao tabula rasa; on u
proces ¢itanja unosi Citav niz ve¢ formiranih istorijskih i drugih znanja,
oc¢ekivanja, iskustava, mentalnih navika, sto sve predodreduje nacin na
koji ¢ita, razumeva i tumaci procitano. To je ono Sto Jaus naziva
»horizontom ocekivanja« (Erwartungshorizont) i Sto je jedan od temeljnih
koncepata recepcionisticke kritike.’

Volfgang Izer je Jausove inicijalne smernice razvio u celovit sistem.
Na tragu drugih teoreticara, poput Jana Mukarzovskog i samog Jausa,
Izer drzi da knjizevno delo nije objekat, konkretan fizicki artefakt, vec¢
efekat koji treba objasniti. Tekst za njega postaje Ziv tek kroz »akt citanja«
(8to je ujedno naslov njegove najvaznije knjige’), a pre toga nije nista vise

6

od gomile crnih tacaka na belom papiru. Knjizevno delo stice stvarno
postojanje tek kada ga citalac protumaci, Sto ovoga c¢ini aktivnim
¢iniocem koji svojim tumacenjem dovrsava znacenje dela. Ovo, reklo bi
se, u drasti¢noj meri relativisticko i voluntaristicko glediste (jedno delo bi
imalo onoliko znacenja koliko ima C¢italaca) Izer ipak ublaZava tezama
koje ciljaju na relativnu autonomiju teksta. »Efekat« je delom ipak odre-
den koordinatama datim u tekstu, tekst diktira mogucnosti interpretacije

*Jauss 1970; v. i znatno dostupniju englesku verziju Jauss 1982, 3-45.
®Isto, 22.

°I on je takvo opredeljenje najavio inauguralnim govorom u Konstancu naslovljenim
«Die Appellstruktur der Texte«, v. ISER 1970.

7IsER 1976; v. i englesku verziju u prevodu samog autora ISEr 1978.
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unutar kojih dejstvuje citaocev horizont ocekivanja. Konac¢no znacenje je
zapravo rezultanta ta dva sadejstva, za njega su jednako odgovorni i
Citalac i tekst.

Koja je to osobina teksta koja ¢itaocu daje »moc« da dovrsava njegovo
znacenje u gorepomenutim zadatim okvirima? Izer je naziva »praznim
mestima« u tekstu (Leerstellen) koja »pozivaju« ¢itaoca da ih popuni i
time ga podsti¢u na ucesce u stvaranju znacenja (otud i Appelstruktur kao
termin za navedeni aspekt knjizevnog dela; engleski prevod indeter-
minacy ne prenosi smisao termina u celosti). Dobar primer »praznih
mesta« bile bi bezbrojne nejasnoce, enigmati¢ni, ambivalentni ili viSe-
znacni iskazi u Svetom pismu koji su anticke i srednjovekovne egzegete
nagonili na glosiranje i sastavljanje separatnih komentara, drugim
re¢ima — na dovrsavanje znacenja. Poznato je da su pojedine biblijske
glose cak zavrSavale u samome tekstu (moZda naj¢uveniji, premda ospo-
ravani primer jeste Comma Johanneum), Sto bi, dakle, podrazumevalo
&itaoCev upliv i na nivou teksta kao artefakta, ne samo kao efekta.®

Naporedo s nemackom estetikom recepcije, a kao vid snaznog otpora
dominantnoj novoj kritici, u Sjedinjenim Americkim Drzavama se 70-ih i
80-ih godina proslog veka razvila druga vazna struja recepcionisticke
kritike, ¢iji je najvazniji predstavnik Stenli FiS. Horizontu ocekivanja
nemackih kriticara u dobroj meri odgovaraju FiSovi koncepti »interpre-
tativne strategije« (interpretive strategqy) i »interpretativne zajednice«
(interpretive community).” Prema Fidu, znalenje teksta nije stabilno i menja
se u zavisnosti od interpretativne strategije koja se na njega primenjuje.
Tumacenje teksta ne izlazi iz okvira interpertativne strategije koja
uslovljava ¢itaocev pristup knjizevnom delu. Njegovo tumacenje stoga
nije proizvoljno ve¢ odredeno konvencijama odabrane interpretativne
strategije, koja, opet, zavisi od interpretativne zajednice kojoj citalac
pripada.’” Medutim, za razliku od nemackih recepcionista, Fi§ smatra da
se znacenje teksta u potpunosti konstituise kroz citaocev dozivljaj, dok

8 Appelstruktur u vidu biblijskih »nedorecenosti« ve¢ smo razmatrali na primeru
jednog drugog renesansnog neoplatonicara, Kornelija Agripe, v. PUTNIK 2013.

’ FisH 1970, 123. Vidi takode najvaznije delo istog autora, FisH 1980. »Interpretativna
strategija« jedna je od brojnih varijacija koncepta semiotickog koda, ¢iji je razvoj
krenuo od Sosira i Jakobsona. U tesnoj vezi s njime, koncept intepretativne zajednice
odavno je prevaziSao granice recepcionisticke kritike po znacaju i primenljivosti u
analizi knjizevnih dela.
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struktura samog teksta u tom procesu nema nikakav znacaj. To je
odredilo i naziv njegove »Skole« — afektivna stilistika. Takvo radikalno
stanoviste lakse je shvatiti ako imamo u vidu da se razvilo kao odgovor
na autonomiju teksta koja je poput dogme decenijama vladala
americkom teorijom knjizevnosti. Sa FiSom ¢emo i zavrsiti ovaj osvrt,
koji svakako nije dovoljan da obuhvati svu Sarolikost teorijskih modela
recepcionisticke kritike, ali barem uvodi nekoliko osnovnih ideja.

S obzirom na to da se dobar deo ovde izloZzenih shvatanja na prvi
pogled ¢ini odiglednim i zdravorazumski prihvatljivim, moZe se
postaviti pitanje cemu uopste takva barazna vatra teorije. Uvereni smo,
medutim, da pojedini aspekti recepcionistickog pristupa, primenjeni
pazljivo i dozirano, mogu biti vanredno korisni u rasplitanju sloZenog
¢vora renesansne percepcije platonizma, kao i da mogu produbiti nas
uvid u detalje koje bismo mozda olako prenebregli kao razumljive same
po sebi. Pristupaju¢i Marsiliju Fi¢inu, posebno ¢emo imati u vidu
koncepte »praznih mesta«, horizonta ocekivanja i interpretativne
zajednice. Takav pristup se, osim toga, razlikuje od uobicajenih
knjizevnoistorijskih studija recepcije po tome $to u vecoj meri ukljucuje
elemente i drugih disciplina, poput semiotike i psihologije.

Otkrice Platona na zapadu: Manojlo Hrisolor

Opste je poznato da je na srednjovekovnom evropskom zapadu Aristotel
prosao mnogo bolje od svog ucditelja, barem kada je re¢ o dostupnosti
njihovih spisa. Cemu je »boZanski Platon« imao da zahvali za takvu
sudbinu sloZeno je istorijsko pitanje u koje ovde ne moZemo ulaziti.
Srednjovekovnom ¢itaocu koji se sluzio latinskim jezikom bili su do-
stupni samo delovi Timaja u prevodima Halkidija i Cicerona, zatim teSko
razumljivi prevodi Menona i Fedona, delo izvesnog Henrika Aristipa iz
12. veka, kao i deo Parmenida obuhvacen Proklovim komentarom tog
teksta, prevod dominikanca Viljema iz Murbekea, »zvani¢nog« prevo-

' Vradajudi loptu u polje klasi¢nih nauka, Scumirz 2007, 87 u svom razmatranju
recepcionisticke kritike napominje da se koreni takvog gledista mogu naci u samoj
antici, u Aristotelovom ucenju o katarzi (Poet. 1449b27) i Horacijevom nacelu o koristi
i zabavi kao glavnim ciljevima pesnika (Epist. II 3, 333); u oba slucaja teziste je na
publici i efektu koji umetnicko delo kod nje izaziva. Publika bi bila ta »interpreta-
tivna zajednica« cije konvencije odreduju recepciju knjizevnog dela.
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dioca Aristotela u sluzbi Tome Akvinskog, iz druge polovine 13. veka."
Razume se, o Platonovoj se filozofiji dosta znalo posredno, narocito iz
radova Cicerona, Apuleja, Makrobija, Avgustina, pa i samog Aristotela,
ali je tokom veceg dela srednjeg veka Timaj bio jedini Platonov dijalog
dostupan u kontinuitetu jos od anti¢kih vremena i jedini redovno
komentarisan, doduse u dva nepotpuna latinska prevoda: Ciceronovom
(27d-47b) i Halkidijevom s pocetka 5. veka n.e. (17a-53c).” Kako su
stajale stvari s Aristotelovim delima i njihovim prevodima, pogotovo od
vremena takozvane renesanse 12. veka, dobro je poznato. Doduse,
HANKINS (1991:3) upozorava na olaku generalizaciju prema kojoj je
srednji vek bio Aristotelovo doba, a renesansa Platonovo. Premda je po
brojnosti rukopisa Aristotelova bastina daleko nadilazila Platonovu,
tradicija platonske misli posredovana filozofskim tekstovima kako
antickih paganskih autora tako i crkvenih otaca bila je dovoljno istrajna i
snazna da ovome drugom obezbedi poziciju od znatnog uticaja na
filozofiju i teologiju zapadne crkve.”

Preokret je nastupio pocetkom petnaestog veka, vise od pola stoleca
pre pojave Marsilija Fi¢ina na istorijskoj pozornici. Medu sve brojnijim
ucenim Grcima koji su se pred otomanskom najezdom povlacili na
zapad noseci sa sobom dragocene kodekse, u Italiji se nasao i Manojlo
Hrisolor (oko 1350-1415), poslat da kao prethodnica cara Manojla II trazi
pomoc¢ protiv osvajaca. Na poziv toskanskog humaniste Koluca
Salutatija, koji je medu brojnim drugim rukopisima otkrio i izgubljene
Ciceronove Epistulae ad familiares, Hrisolor 1397. godine postaje ucitelj
grckog jezika u Firenci, jedan od prvih na zapadu jos od sloma Rimskog
carstva. Kasnije je s nastavom grckog za zapadnjake nastavio i u
Carigradu. Njegovi ucenici, medu kojima su najpoznatiji bili Leonardo
Bruni, Podo, Francesko Filelfo (koji ¢e se usput ozeniti Hrisolorovom
¢erkom) i Uberto Decembrio, prvi su poceli samostalno da citaju grcke
spise, a pojedini i da ih prevode na latinski." Tako su Bruni, De¢embrio i

T HANKINS / PALMER 2008, 10-12.
12 SomEar 2002, 1-21.

 On dokazuje i suprotno, naime ogroman uticaj Aristotela u renesansi, epohi koja se
cesto percipira kao »Platonova«.

" Pitanje Hrisolorovog uticaja, a samim tim i uticaja gréke udenosti iz epohe Paleo-
loga na procvat italijanskog humanizma katkad je prelazilo u ostre debate, o ¢emu v.
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Cenco de Rusti¢i preveli desetak Platonovih radova, medu kojima
Gorgiju (1409), Kritona (1404/9), Fedona (1405), Odbranu Sokratovu (1404/9)
i Drzavu (oko 1402), kao i delove Fedra (1424) i govor iz Gozbe (1435). Sam
Hrisolor je prvi preveo Drzavu, dok je Decembrio taj njegov doslovni
prevod kasnije preradio. Tridesetih godina 15. veka Filelfo je preveo
Eutifrona i neka od Platonovih pisama, dok je Decembrijev sin Pjer
Kandido ponovo preveo Drzavu. Sredinom veka, papski sekretar Rinuco
Aretino je ponovo preveo Eutifrona i Kritona, dok je Kricanin Georgije
Trapezuntski, takode papski sekretar, bio zasluZzan za prevode Zakona i
Parmenida, znamenite dodusSe po svojoj povrsnosti i netacnosti, kao sto je
i njihov prevodilac, vatreni aristotelovac, ostao poznat po Zucnom
napadu na Platona u spisu Comparatio Aristotelis et Platonis. Najzad,
krajem sedamdesetih godina 15. veka, neposredno prethodec¢i Ficinu,
Firentinac i »Medicijevac« Lorenco Lipi po prvi put je na latinski preveo
ljona. Ocito je, dakle, da je Marsiliju Fi¢inu put ka Platonu bio ve¢
dobrano poplocan, premda ova bogata i raznolika prevodilacka
produkcija nije dovoljna da objasni prirodu i specificnosti njegovog
interesovanja za grckog filozofa.

Prodor neoplatonizma: Pliton i Kozimo de Medici

Kao $to je poznato, i druga kljuc¢na etapa ponovnog otkrivanja plato-
nizma na zapadu neposredno je vezana za neuspeli pokusaj vizantijskog
cara da kroz uniju istocne i zapadne crkve obezbedi sebi pomo¢ protiv
nadiruce otomanske sile. Uz Jovana VIII Paleologa u Italiju je prispela i
grupa najvecih grckih ucenjaka svoga vremena, medu kojima i Pliton,
Visarion i Jovan Argiropul. I dok se na saboru, koji je 1438. godine
zapocet u Ferari a nastavljen u Firenci, lomila politicka sudbina Vizan-
tijskog carstva, na intelektualnom planu je doslo do uspostavljanja
veoma vaznih novih veza izmedu italijanskih humanista i njihovih
grckih kolega. U centru paznje nasao se Georgije Gemist Pliton (oko
1355-1452/1454), ve¢ nadaleko ¢uven po svojoj ucenosti, ali i hetero-
doksnim stavovima. Italijani su se u to vreme, u jeku pobune protiv
sholastike, narocito zanimali za razlike izmedu Platona i Aristotela pa su

npr. THOMSON 1966, 63-82, ili GEANAKOPLOS 1989. HANKINS 2003, 243, zakljucuje da je
nauka, na sre¢u, uglavnom ostavila za sobom probleme primata i epigonstva
usredsredivsi se na konkretnija pitanja interakcije.
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firentinski humanisti pozvali Plitona da u nizu predavanja iznese svoja
glediSta o tom pitanju. Pliton je svoja predavanja sazeo u spisu De
diferentiis Platonis et Aristotelis (1439), koji je izazvao Zucénu reakciju
aristotelovaca i inicirao dugotrajnu debatu.”” Znanje i ucenost »drugog
Platona« ostavili su dubok utisak na Firentince, a njegovim je preda-
vanjima cesto prisustvovao i pater patrize Kozimo de Medici, koji je,
prema Fi¢inovim re¢ima, »u svome plemenitom umu zamislio neku
vrstu akademije koju bi osnovao prvom pogodnom prilikom. Kasnije,
kad je reSio da svoju ideju i ostvari, za taj zadatak je odredio mene, sina
svog omiljenog lekara, koji sam tada jo$ bio decak.«'®

Uistinu, Fi¢ino, koji je roden 1433. godine, teSko da je u vreme
odrzavanja Firentinskog sabora mogao mnogo mariti za finese teoloskih
razlika izmedu dvojice velikih gr¢kih filozofa. Odgajan, medutim, pod
Kozimovim okriljem, on je od najranijeg doba bio pripreman za to da se
jednog dana poduhvati Platona i platonicara (zato i naziva Kozima
svojim drugim, »duhovnim« ocem) te tako 1459. godine nastavlja svoje
studije grckog jezika i knjizevnosti kod Jovana Argiropula, jos jednog od
¢lanova vizantijske delegacije u Firenci, kod kojeg su ucili i drugi
znameniti ucenici poput Pjetra i Lorenca de Medicija, Rojhlina i Andela
Policijana."”

Od velikog je znacaja to Sto je Pliton svojim italijanskim studentima
preneo verziju Platonovih ucenja uobli¢enu radovima poznoantickih
neoplatonicara i do srZi proZetu elementima antickih ucenja orijentalnog
porekla, poput zoroastrizma i haldejske astrologije. Ta pojedinost,
medutim, ne podrazumeva prostu i neposrednu vezu Platon > neopla-
tonicari > Pliton > Ficino, kako se to ¢esto pomislja. Problemu Plitonovog

® U odbranu Aristotela ustao je Genadije Sholarije, kasnije prvi carigradski patrijarh
posle propasti Vizantije, izazvavsi Plitona spisom Aristotelis defensio. U spor se, videli
smo, na strani aristotelovaca ukljucio i Georgije Trapezuntski, kome je pak Visarion
odgovorio polemic¢kim spisom In Calumniatorem Platonis. Vise o tome WOODHOUSE
1986.

!¢ 1z uvoda posvecéenog Lorencu de Mediéiju, FIcINO 1962, 2,1537.

 Biografske pojedinosti od vaznosti za ovu temu mogu se naéi u mnostvu radova.
Medutim, dosad najpotpuniju Fi¢inovu biografiju dao je MARCEL 1958. Vidi takode
SAITTA 1954 i KRISTELLLER 1956.
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»uticaja« na Fi¢ina, koji mozda najbolje ilustruje metodoloska razmatra-
nja s pocetka teksta, vratiéemo se jo$ jednom u ovome radu.'

Kako god, Fic¢ino je, potkovan temeljnim poznavanjem grckog jezika i
anticke filozofije, 1463. godine zapoceo svoje zivotno delo prevodenja
svih Platonovih spisa na latinski. Kozimo mu je za taj posao obezbedio
sve potrebne uslove, ukljucujudi i vilu u Karediju (severnom predgradu
Firence), koja je firentinskom filozofu bila dom sve do smrti. U toj su se
vili okupljali Fi¢inovi prijatelji, sledbenici i studenti, gde su se druzili,
priredivali gozbe, svakog 7. novembra slavili Platonov rodendan i pratili
rad svog obozavanog ucitelja. Tako se i rodio mit o firentinskoj akade-
miji kao svojevrsnoj instituciji koja je oZivela rad Platonove ¢uvene Skole,
a koju je navodno osnovao Fi¢ino."

Marsiliju Fic¢inu je, uz prekide, trebalo dvadeset godina da prevede
Platona. Uz stalnu podrsku porodice Medici i drugih mecena poput
Filipa Valorija, oslanjajudi se tu i tamo na prethodne prevode (pre svega
Brunijeve), on je prevod dovrsio i objavio 1484. godine posvetivsi ga
Lorencu de Mediciju. Svakom dijalogu pridodao je argumentum,
predgovor u kojem uz posvetu ukratko iznosi i sadrzaj dela, a uz Gozbu
je objavio i poduzi komentar, napisan 1469. godine, koji ¢e pod nazivom
De amore postati temeljni tekst renesansne teorije ljubavi. Naknadno je
napisao i komentare uz Timaja, Fedra, Parmenida, Fileba i Sofista, kao i uz
delove VIII knjige DrZave. Zanimljivo je, ali i vazno za dalju analizu,
napomenuti da je u toku tog dugogodisSnjeg procesa prevodenja Platona

'8 Ovde je dovoljno spomenuti da je Fi¢inov protivredan i, uslovno receno, konfliktan
odnos prema Plitonu u skorije vreme privukao veliku paznju naucnika. Na primer,
MONFASANI 2002, 179-202, navodi da je u svim svojim delima Fi¢ino spomenuo
Plitona samo pet puta i tu pojedinost detaljnije analizira. V. takode SiniossoGLou 2011,
koji istice da Plitonovo o$tro razdvajanje hriscanstva i platonizma nije moglo
odgovarati Fi¢inovim teznjama ka sintezi.

¥ HANKINS 1991, 429-75 veoma osnovano dovodi u pitanje to &vrsto ukorenjeno
uverenje u svom indikativno naslovljenom radu »The Myth of the Platonic Academy
of Florence«, gde pokazuje da nije re¢ ni o kakvoj makar i poluformalnoj instituciji,
pa cak ni neformalnoj grupi koja je sebe nedvosmisleno nazivala tim imenom. On
razmatra Sta je sve Fi¢ino mogao podrazumevati pod pojmom academia. Jos vaznije
od toga, on rasvetljava zamrSen i ambivalentan odnos izmedu Ficina i Lorenca de
Medicija, Kozimovog unuka, koji je navodno bio mecena »firentinske akademije«.
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Ficino bio rukopolozen za svestenika (1473), a nedugo potom i proizve-
den u kanonika firentinske katedrale (1487).

Plod Fic¢inovog decenijskog bavljenja Platonom bilo je i njegovo
kapitalno teorijsko delo, Theologia platonica (1482), u kojem u osamnaest
knjiga obrazlaZe svoje temeljno uverenje da je Platonovo ucenje, u onom
vidu u kojem je posredovano poznoantickim neoplatonizmom, moguce
pomiriti sa hriS¢anskom dogmom. Svoj opus magnum zaokruzio je 1492.
godine objavljivanjem latinskog prevoda i opseZnih komentara Plotino-
vih Eneada, dok je poslednje godine Zivota posvetio prevodenju drugih
poznoantickih neoplatonicara, kao i Mihaila Psela.

Fi¢inov predgovor prevodu Ijona

Da Fi¢ino nije bio »neutralan« prevodilac Platona, ako neutralno
prevodilastvo uopste postoji, samo se po sebi razume. No, za razliku od
naseg vremena, u kojem se neutralnost uzima makar kao opstepri-
hvaceni ideal kome prevodilac treba da tezi, u ranijim je epohama
svojevrsna zbrka na relaciji prevodenje-tumacenje bila jos i veca jer
prevodilac mahom nije imao jasno artikulisanu obavezu da bude samo
jezicki posrednik, koji ¢e Sto manje paznje skretati na samog sebe i svoju
intelektualnu poziciju. Fi¢ino svakako nije sebe video kao takvog
posrednika. Upravo suprotno, ¢itav njegov prevodilacki rad, pa i ostale
aspekte zivota, obelezilo je snazno osecanje misije koje je pre svega
proisticalo iz Fi¢inovog poimanja duhovnih tradicija koje je izucavao. U
ovom radu se, medutim, ne bavimo samim prevodima ve¢ njihovim
predgovorima (tzv. arqumenta), iz kojih se interpretacija prevedenog
teksta ocituje jasnije i neposrednije nego iz prevoda. Prethodnica svakog
prevedenog dijaloga, argumentum je kradi tekst sa dve vazne funkcije: da
manje ili viSe retorski ukraseno naglasi kome je prevod posvecen (a to
su, uz prijatelje, po pravilu bili sponzori i mecene) i da ukratko iznese
sadrzaj i smisao, tj. znacaj prevedenog dijaloga. Ta funkcija je
predgovoru pridavala ulogu svojevrsnog apriornog komentara samog
teksta, unapred sugerisuci ¢itaocu kako da razume procitano. U tome se
svakako ogleda pomenuti misionarski, egzegetski pristup prevodioca.

Fi¢inov prevod nevelikog dijaloga Ijon zanimljiv je slucaj ve¢ i po
tome $to je argumentum uz njega tek neznatno kradi od samog dijaloga.”

* Fi¢inov predgovor (Ciji izvorni naslov glasi Argumentum Marsilii Ficini Florentini in
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Prevodiocu je ocito bilo veoma stalo do toga da unapred i do tancina
razjasni ¢ime se to Platon u doti¢cnom dijalogu bavi. Dva su moguca
razloga tome. Prvi, sama posveta: prevodilac je kao prvog i najvaznijeg
¢itaoca imao na umu upravo Lorenca Velicanstvenog, u to vreme vec
uveliko najmocnijeg coveka porodice Medici i de facto vladara Firence,
svoga najznacajnijeg pokrovitelja. Drugi, u Ijonu se govori o necemu Sto
Fi¢ino smatra temom od presudne vaznosti. Ako, dakle, s takvom
temom ima da se upozna covek od presudne vazZnosti kakav je bio
Lorenco, opSirnost predgovora postaje razumljiva. To $to, medutim,
Platon o toj temi govori sasvim razlicito od Fic¢ina problem je kojim ¢emo
se ovde pozabaviti.

Kao $to je poznato, okosnica Ijona je Sokratova reSenost da isto-
imenom rapsodu, s kojim je usao u raspravu, jasno i neporecivo stavi do
znanja da je ovaj, uprkos tome Sto najlepse od svih ljudi ume da govori o
Homeru, jedna velika neznalica. Sokrat to ¢ini na neobi¢no surov nacin,
njegova majeutika na trenutke podseca na policijsko isledivanje, a u
kona¢nom ishodu zati¢emo jednog potpuno sludenog, demoralisanog,
reklo bi se cak raskrinkanog rapsoda, koji samo $to nije porekao i
sopstveno ime. Taj ¢udni dijalog, koji po ostrini, sarkazmu i agresivnosti
odudara od drugih Platonovih sokratskih dijaloga, izazivao je kroz
istoriju, a i dalje izaziva, snazne reakcije i oprecna tumacenja.”' Sokratova
dekonstrukcija Jjonove licne umisljenosti i drustvene pozicije temelji se
pre svega na njegovom argumentu o pesnickoj mahnitosti ili zanosu
(évBovolaouog) kao izvoru pesnicke i rapsodske vestine. Taj narociti vid
mahnitosti on ilustruje cuvenom slikom magneta i gvozdenih prstenova
(533d-e), iz koje proizlazi da ni nadahnude pesnika niti vestina rapsoda,
pa cak ni oduSevljenje publike nisu fenomeni objasnjivi sami sobom, na
osnovu ¢ega im Sokrat odri¢e ontolosku i epistemolosku, a time i aksio-
loSku utemeljenost. Muza je, kaZe Sokrat, ta koja neke ljude, zvane
pesnicima, zaposeda i ispunjava boZanskom silom; oni zatim prenose tu

Platonis Ionem vel De furore poetico) u prevodu autora ovoga ¢lanka nalazi se u PLATON
2010, 114-137.

' Detaljnije o istorijatu i problemima recepcije te o relevantnoj bibliografiji vidi
studiju Zan-Fransoa Pradoa u PLATON 2010, 7-29. Fi¢inov argumentum, kao i Geteov
mini-esej pridodati su dijalogu u navedenom izdanju upravo kao ilustracije dva
ekstrema u recepciji Ijona.
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silu drugim ljudima, ovi tre¢ima, i tako se niz posednutih nastavlja.
Pesnik prenosi bozansko nadahnuce na rapsoda, a ovaj na publiku. Ono
Sto bi, dakle, religiozno nastrojeni ¢ovek po definiciji video kao pozitivno
— upliv bozanske sfere na ljudsku — Sokrat, barem u Ijonu, kvalifikuje
sasvim suprotno: to Sto pokrece pesnika i rapsoda nije nikakvo znanje
niti umece, nista Sto su stekli li¢cnim naporom i sposobnos¢u rasudivanja,
koja je prema Platonu klju¢na za sticanje znanja. Pesnicka i rapsodska
vestina se, dakle, ne mogu odrediti kao téxvr, a pesnici i rapsodi se,
slikovito i pojednostavljeno redeno, kite tudim perjem. Redima Zan-
Fransoa Pradoa, »iako posednut, neznalica ostaje neznalica«.? Pesnik
stoga ne prenosi nikakve viSe istine jer bi mu za to bili potrebni znanje i
mudrost kojih on nema. Takva argumentacija, kako vidimo, nije samo
udar na rapsodsku vokaciju vec i kritika poezije u celini.

Barem toliko je jasno Sto se ovog dijaloga tice. Stvar se dalje kom-
plikuje na vise planova, pocev od paradoksalnosti Platonove namere da
umetnic¢kim delom kritikuje umetnost do ¢injenice da o pesnickoj mahni-
tosti i bogoposednutosti na drugim mestima (u Fedru, na primer) govori
na veoma drugaciji nacin. Ono oko ¢ega, medutim, nema ni najmanje
sumnje — a Sto je jedino i vazno za ovu analizu - jeste vrednosni
predznak Sokratove teze o mahnitosti: ona je izrazito negativna. Ta teza
se zasniva na epistemoloskoj suprotnosti izmedu znanja/mudrosti i
nadahnuda/bozanskog upliva. Prado ¢ak Ijona vidi kao »satiru iznena-
dujuce Zestine« u kojoj sokratovska ironija prerasta u otvorenu porugu i
sarkazam.” Kakve god bile namere ili motivi pisca takvog dijaloga - o
¢emu ce se izvesno jos zadugo raspravljati — nas u ovoj prilici zanima
samo taj jedan, kljuéni element Ijona: vrednosno odredenje pesnicke
mahnitosti u Platonovoj misli, barem onom njenom aspektu koji stoji iza
njegove znamenite kritike umetnosti.

Predimo sada na Fic¢inov predgovor. Najupadljivije u njemu jeste
snazno i nedvosmisleno pozitivho odredenje pesnicke mahnitosti —
upravo suprotno od onoga sto kaze pisac prevedenog dela. Pozivajudi se
na Sokratovu argumentaciju, Fi¢ino objaSnjava da iza svakog velikog
pesnickog dela, bas kao i iza proricanja, stoji bozansko nadahnuce, ono
Sto bismo savremenijim recnikom nazvali izmenjenim stanjem svesti.

2 Isto, 23.
2 Isto, 9.
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On, medutim, izvrée Sokratovo rezonovanje naopacke i takvu bogo-
posednutost slavi kao nesto dobrodoslo, kao bozji dar.** I on naglasava
antitezu znanje-nadahnucde, ali prednost daje ovome drugom: ljudska
pamet, kaze on, nije dovoljna ni za razumevanje ve¢ napisanih pesama, a
kamoli za njihovo stvaranje (quod si ad percipiendam poesim iam traditam
humanum ingenium non sufficit, multo minus ad inventionem sufficiet).
Posti¢i nesto veliko u jednom trenu znak je bogonadahnutosti, a ne
ljudske nadarenosti. Time Bog jasno pokazuje da se to znanje uliva u
coveka njegovom voljom (qua in re Deus ostendit nutu suo intelligentiam
hanc infundi). Najzad, zbog ¢ega Bog za to radije izabira neuke i neobra-
zovane (kakav je i sam rapsod Jjon)? Upravo zato da ta postignuca ne bi
bila pripisana ljudskoj prefinjenosti duha i trudu (ne humana subtilitate et
industria fieri haec existimarentur).

Izuzev, mozda, ovog poslednjeg, ostali argumenti se naoko poklapaju
sa Sokratovim. Smer argumentacije je, medutim, suprotan. Sasvim u
hris¢éanskom duhu, Fi¢ino naglasava manjkavost i nedovoljnost ¢oveko-
vih li¢énih napora, kojima je za postizanje velikog dela neophodna boZja
pomoé. Covek nadahnut Bogom (divinitus inspiratus) u prednosti je nad
onim koji se oslanja na svoju prirodnu nadarenost (humanum ingenium).
Veoma je znacajno i to Sto, za razliku od Sokrata, Fic¢ino eksplicitno
odreduje to nadahnuce kao znanje (intelligentia), cime svesno ili nesvesno
napusta okvire Platonove epistemologije i svrstava se uz misticko-
teozofske tradicije koje naglasavaju razliku izmedu »viSeg« znanja
(yvwoig), stecenog nekom vrstom prosvetljenja, i »niZeg«, zasnovanog
na ¢ovekovim racionalnim sposobnostima. U tom kontekstu se poslednja
od navedenih teza moZe razumeti i kao apologija pesnika Ijona, kojeg,
pomalo paradoksalno, prevodilac brani od pisca. Nesre¢ni rapsod tako
postaje bozji ineptus i insanus, neka vrsta jurodivog koji svojim stvara-
lastvom svedoci ¢udo i milost boZju. To potvrduje i paZnja koju Fi¢ino
posvecuje Sokratovoj slici pesnika opsednutog Muzama kao »svete,
krilate stvari« (tnvov kai xteeov xonua)”, koja je, uostalom, odredila i
podnaslov njegovog predgovora (De furore poetico). U najkracem, Fi¢inu
polazi za rukom da, uz bujicu hvalospeva »naSem Platonu«, ospori
temeljnu tezu njegovog dijaloga.

# Isto, 129-31.
¥ Isto, 73 (Ijon 534b).
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Kako je do toga uopste doslo i, sto je jos vaznije, zasto? Posegnuti za
standardnim objasnjenjem da je re¢ o pohriS¢anjenju Platona svakako je
deo odgovora, ali ni izdaleka dovoljan da objasni paradoksalan slucaj
odmetnutog prevodioca, pa ¢ak ni sasvim na mestu, jer videcemo da je
Fi¢inovo hris¢anstvo, najblaze receno, u mnogo ¢emu sporno. Takvo
uopsteno objasnjenje ne razreSava u dovoljnoj meri ni nedoumice oko
psiholoskog aspekta problema: kako je moguce da prevodilac u tolikoj
meri iskrivi, opovrgne i na kraju potpuno obrne pisc¢evu osnovnu ideju?
Mogucnosti je nekoliko: ili nije dobro razumeo to $to je preveo (a rec je o
jednom od najznacajnih i najucenijih prevodilaca Platonovih dela na
latinski) ili je razumeo, ali je reSio da precuti »nezgodne« momente u
dijalogu (Sto bi bilo apsurdno jer ti momenti, podsetimo, ¢ine srz dija-
loga), ili je u pitanju nesto trece, neka vrsta sive zone izmedu nerazu-
mevanja i razumevanja koja se otvorila kao plodno polje za Fi¢inovu
egzegezu. Te tri mogucnosti — nerazumevanje, cenzura i, reklo bi se,
preslobodna egzegeza — svakako jedna drugu ne isklju¢uju potpuno.

Struktura predgovora: neoplatonizacija Platona

Prvo ¢emo se osvrnuti na pitanje na koji nacin Fic¢ino izvodi prokrustov-
ski poduhvat prilagodavanja Platona svojim shvatanjima i potrebama.
Vec i ovlasnom analizom strukture predgovora dolazimo do neobi¢nog
zakljucka: prevodilac se u predgovoru [jonu najmanje bavi samim Ijonom!
To, doduSe, ne treba mnogo da nas iznenadi jer se sa tako satiricnim,
provokativnim dijalogom, podvrgnutim tako radikalnom »uozbiljenjuc,
bolje i nije moglo postupiti. Nije lako staviti Sokratu u usta nesto sto nije
rekao. Stoga, od ¢itavog predgovora, svega dva nepuna pasusa govore o
sadrzini samog dijaloga. Ta su dva pasusa smestena u njegovu sredinu, a
ono sto im prethodi i Sto za njima sledi omogucava temeljnu rekon-
tekstualizaciju motiva bogonadahnutosti i pesni¢ke mahnitosti.

Fi¢ino se domisljato oslanja na inkoherentnost i ambivalentnost same
Platonove misli te odmah na pocetku povezuje Ijona s Fedrom, dijalogom
u kome se grcki filozof povoljnije i sa znatno vise naklonosti izrazava o
onome §to naziva bozanskom mahnito$¢u (Oeia pavia).”® Tu mahnitost

* Fedar 265a. Vidi takode PLATON 2010, 14-15. Evo kako Fi¢ino zapoéinje uvod: »Na3
Platon, cestiti Lorenco, u Fedru definiSe mahnitost kao gubitak razuma. On kaze da
postoje dve vrste gubitka razuma, jedna koja poti¢e od ljudskih bolesti i druga od
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(ili »pomamu« u prevodu M. Purica), koju valja razlikovati od ljudskog
ludila kao bolesti, Sokrat u Fedru deli na prorocku, misterijsku, pesnicku
i ljubavnu (265b). Nadalje, govore¢i o pesnickoj mahnitosti on istice da
ona obuzima nezne i ¢iste duse, koje zahvaljujudi njoj stvaraju izvrsna
dela, za razliku od pesnika koji poeziju shvataju kao »razumsku stvar«.”
Pritom upravo ono Sto u Ijonu odrice poeziji zasnovanoj na mahnitosti —
pedagosku vrednost — u Fedru takvom pesnistvu otvoreno priznaje.
Zapocinjuci svoj predgovor pozivanjem na Fedra Fi¢ino tim dijalogom
»neutraliSe« Ijona, i to tako Sto sprovodi, pomalo nalik na Plautovu
palijatu, neku vrstu kontaminacije motiva ukrStanjem dva veoma
razli¢ita diskursa, dve rasprave na istu temu, ali sa bitno razli¢itih
pozicija. On ¢e u daljem toku izlaganja tu referencu detaljnije razraditi i
njome sasvim prigusiti Sokratov kriticki ton u ionu.”

Od podjednake je vaznosti i to Sto Fi¢ino predstavlja Platonov dijalog
u kontekstu koji dodatno onemogucava jasnu identifikaciju osnovnih
teza u [jonu. Taj opsti kontekst, koji prozima ceo uvodni tekst, jeste
neoplatonska teorija emanacija. U njenim okvirima Sokratova rasprava o
bogonadahnutosti dobija sasvim nov smisao. Savremeni Ccitalac, koji
ocekuje da ¢e u Ficinovom predgovoru nadi kratak pregled sadrzaja
dijaloga, ostaje zbunjen kad shvati da je prevodilac gotovo trec¢inu
predgovora posvetio neoplatonskom ucenju o emanacijama s kojim
sadrzaj Jjona nema (a vremenski ne moze ni imati) nikakve neposredne
veze. Pomalo zbrkano izlaganje, pod ocitim uticajem sholastickih
kategorija koje kod firentinskog humaniste izranjaju uvek kada zade
dublje u teologiju, prati u osnovnim linijama Plotinovu doktrinu o
proishodenju individualne duse iz prvobitnog Jednog (ipsum unum) kroz
niz emanacija koje ovaplo¢uju svet.” »Odvajanje duse od Jednog, koje je
prapocelo svega«, nastavlja Fi¢ino posto se prethodno osvrnuo na Fedra,

Boga... Obuzet bozanskom mahnitos¢u, c¢ovek se uzdiZze iznad ljudske prirode i
prilazi Bogu« (isto, 115-17).

¥ Fedar 245a: »Kad on [zanos] zahvati neznu i ¢istu dusu, on je podstice i zadahnjuje
pesmama i drugim vrstama pesniStva, i ona, slaveci neizbrojna dela predaka,
poucava potomstvo. Ali ko se bez nadahnu¢a Muza priblizi dverima pesnickog
stvaralastva, misle¢i da ¢e modci svojom vestinom postati valjan pesnik, taj ostaje
Seprtlja, i njegovu poeziju, kao razumsku stvar, pomracuje poezija onoga koji peva u
zanosu«, PLATON 1985, 132.

* PLATON 2010, 121-27.
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»i njen pad u telo odvija se u Cetiri stupnja: kroz Um, razum, misljenje i
prirodu« (Lapsus animae ab ipso uno, rerum omnium principio, ad corpora per
quatuor gradus efficitur: per mentem, rationem, opinionem atque naturam).”

Dusa, dakle, pada u svet, odvaja se od svog prapocela i stepenasto
»izliva« iz njega sve dok ne okonca svoj put nadole u materijalnom telu.
Da zanemarimo nacas jasno deklarisanu poziciju antropoloskog
dualizma stranu zvani¢noj hris¢anskoj dogmi, pitanje je zasto uopste
Fi¢ino uvodi Ijona (a s njime i Fedra) u takav filozofski okvir. Jasan
odgovor dobijamo na istim stranicama: »Bozanska mahnitost je
prosvetljenje racionalne duse, pomocu koje Bog dusu palu u donji svet
odvodi natrag u gornji. (...) Kao Sto, dakle, silazi kroz cetiri stupnja, dusa
se kroz njih mora i uzdidi, a upravo je bozanska mahnitost ono Sto je
usmerava ka visinama« (Est autem furor divinus illustratio rationalis
animae, per quam deus animam, a superis delapsam ad infera, ab inferis ad
supera retrahit. (...) Quare sicut per quatuor descendit gradus, per quatuor
ascendat necesse est. Furor autem divinus est qui ad superna convertit).”'
Upravo u tim re¢ima nalazimo odgovor na pitanje o Fi¢inovom
pozitivhom vrednovanju bozanske (pa i pesni¢ke) mahnitosti: ona je
bozansko svojstvo (virtus) koje se procesom emanacije sliva u odabrane
duse, platonskim jezikom receno — odraz ideje u pojedinacnoj dusi koji
joj otvara put nagore (anamneza). Drugim recima, kako bi ista Sto potice
iz transcendentne sfere neizrecivog Jednog moglo biti po sebi rdavo, kao
Sto to sugeriSe Sokrat u Ijonu? Seme te neoplatonske doktrine, razume se,
posejano je posvud u Platonovim delima, od Fedona i Fedra do samog
Ijona, ali Platon, za razliku od neoplatonicara, tu ostaje nedorecen. I
Sokratova metafora o magnetu sadrZi isto seme, ali je ona u Ijonu
upotrebljena u sklopu jedne sasvim drugacije argumentacije, videli smo
ve¢ kakve. Medutim, upravo Platonova nedorecenost i kontradiktornost

* Isto, 117-21. O sholasti¢kim elementima Fifinove teoloske argumentacije v.
KRISTELLER 1993, 39-48. U obilju stru¢ne literature o Plotinovoj teoriji emanacije
korisno je za ovu priliku konsultovati standardnu uvodnu studiju O’MEARA 1995.

% PLATON 2010, 116-17. Od manjeg je znadaja za nae razmatranje $to Fi¢ino u svom
izlaganju stupnjeva emanacija ovde ne sledi striktno ni samog Plotina, o ¢emu v. nap.
6 na str. 117. U poreklo teorije koju Fic¢ino iznosi nema nikakve sumnje, premda u
razli¢itim njegovim radovima terminoloske nijanse mogu varirati.

% Isto, 116-17, 120-21.
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omogucavaju Fi¢inu da zanemari otrovni sarkazam Ijona i procita taj
dijalog u duhu drugih Platonovih dijaloga, prevashodno Fedra, te da
svoje tumacenje cementira pozivanjem na teoriju neoplatonicara, koji su
pojedine Platonove ideje, ponekad date samo u naznakama, razvili u
Citave doktrinarne sisteme. U tome svakako treba imati na umu i da
platonicari Fi¢inovog vremena, pa ni on sam, nisu uvidali dijahronijsku
dimenziju platonizma; za njih nije bilo jasne razlike izmedu Platonovih
ucenja i onoga Sto su pisali razliciti anticki Platonici.

Iznevsi ucenje o emanacijama, Fi¢ino se jos jednom vraca na Fedra i
raspravu o Cetiri vida boZanske mahnitosti, njihovoj simbolici i
boZanstvima koja ih olicuju, da bi tek potom obratio paZnju na sadrZaj
dijaloga koji je preveo. To ¢ini, rekli smo, neobi¢no Sturo, gotovo kao da
mu se zuri da prede preko te teme. Sledi zavrsni deo uvoda, Fi¢inovo
astroloSko-mitolosko tumacenje simbolike puta kojim bozansko
nadahnude silazi do pesnika. Ta lirska zavrSnica zauzima otprilike
onoliko mesta koliko i prikaz sadrzaja dijaloga, a dobrim delom nema
nikakve neposredne veze sa Platonovim spisima. Premda se zasniva na
Platonovom opisu harmonije nebeskih sfera iz Drzave (X 617b), sacinjena
je od niza predstava karakteristicnih za poznoanticki misticko-filozofski
sinkretizam neoplatonskog porekla, u kojem su znacajno mesto igrale
numerologija i korespondencije medu elementima razlicitih tradicija.
Tako, na primer, Fi¢ino uskladuje osam nebeskih sfera sa devet Muza
pridruzujuc¢i svakoj sferi, tj. planeti, po jednu Muzu na osnovu
odgovarajuce astroloske simbolike.” Kao zakljucak, on navodi koga je
sve od cuvenih mitskih i istorijskih pesnika koja Muza nadahnjivala
(Homera Klio, Sapfu Erato itd.), ve¢ u zavisnosti od pesnic¢kog Zanra i
njegovih karakteristika.

Struktura Fi¢inovog predgovora, dakle, bila bi sledeca:

(1) Uvod: Pozivanje na Fedra i Platonovu »definiciju« bozanske mahnitosti u njemu;

(2) Neoplatonska teorija emanacija kao konceptualni okvir za razumevanje fenomena
bozanske mahnitosti;

% Isto, 131-37. U tom programskom uskladivanju, ¢ja je svrha da pokaze kako se na
jednom visem nivou »sve slaZe sa svime«, ocituju se i uticaji poznoantic¢kih Orfickih
himni, kao i Makrobijevog Komentara uz Scipionov san te Vencanja Filologije i Merkura
Marcijana Kapele, o ¢emu v. isto, 130, nap. 22.
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(3) Ponovni osvrt na Fedra i analiza medusobnog odnosa Cetiri vrste bozanske
mahnitosti (prorocke, misterijske, pesnicke i ljubavne) u prethodno odredenom
kontekstu;

(4) Osvrt na [jona (ili pre na samog rapsoda Ijona) kao primer pesnicke mahnitosti;

(5) Astrolosko-mitolosko sagledavanje fenomena pesnicke mahnitosti.

Na kraju svega izloZenog, moZemo se s pravom zapitati kojeg je to [jona
preveo Fi¢ino. S druge strane, mogli bismo i sasvim osnovano tvrditi
kako prevodilac nije duzan da se u predgovoru ograni¢i na puko
prepricavanje sadrzaja dela, bez prava na njegovu Siru kontekstuali-
zaciju. Nevolja je u tome $to su Fic¢inova argumenta bila namenjena
upravo neupucenim citaocima koji se prvi put susrecu s nekim od
Platonovih dela, kao uvod koji ¢e im omogucditi bolje razumevanje dela.
Ako je to bila svrha Fi¢inovih predgovora, onda je njegov »Uvod u
Platonovog Ijona« tu svrhu sasvim promasio. Pitanje je samo zbog cega.
Mozemo li, dakle, zakljuciti da Ficino, jedan od najucenijih ljudi svoga
doba, nije dobro razumeo o ¢emu se u tom kratkom dijalogu radi? Ili bi
nas sve dosad receno navelo na zakljucak da je firentinski prevodilac
hotimice, potpuno svesno iskrivljavao Platona, donekle poput savre-
menih nesavesnih naucnika koji rezultate istraZivanja prilagodavaju
unapred zacrtanim teorijskim postavkama i ocekivanjima? Bio bi to
mozda logican zakljucak, ali ne i sasvim adekvatno objasnjenje ovog
pomalo neugodnog stanja stvari. To Sto je Marsilio Fi¢ino bio pred-
stavnik jedne izrazito eklekticke i sinkreticke intelektualne tradicije, koja
je ukrstala Zaratustru i svetog Pavla, Orfeja i Franju Asiskog, bapsku
magiju i visoku teologiju, i dalje nam ne daje za pravo da prihvatimo (ili
pak otpiSemo) zdravo za gotovo nesto Sto se na prvi pogled ¢ini kao
otvoreno falsifikovanje Platonove misli. I dalje ostaje da se vidi koji su to
i kakvi konkretni mehanizmi omogudili ovakav lapsus mentis, ako je
zaista o njemu re¢, jer u tako ogoljenom slucaju kakav je Fic¢inovo
tumacenje Jjona nije lako odbraniti prevodioca od optuzbi za frapantno
nerazumevanje ili pak intelektualno krivotvorenje. Tu nam aparatura
klasi¢ne istorije knjizevnosti viSe nije od velike pomod¢i i moramo se
okrenuti pitanjima s pocetka ovoga rada, naime nacinu na koji je Fic¢ino
¢itao Platona i tome zaSto ga je citao tako kako ga je Citao.
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U Sirem smislu, Fi¢inovo tumacenje Ijona suocava nas s problematikom
semantickog odredenja termina platonizam i platonic¢ari, ne samo u
renesansi ve¢ i u svim drugim epohama u kojima je grcki filozof ¢itan i
tumacen. Sta konkretno znadi teza da je Fi¢ino bio renesansni
platonicar?®

Za pocetak, vratimo se Izerovim konceptima Leerstellen i Appel-
struktur, za koje smatramo da najbolje odreduju prirodu Platonove misli
ili, bolje receno, njegovu glavnu strategiju filozofske argumentacije.
»Praznim mestima koja pozivaju na [smisaono] dopunjavanje« Platonovi
spisi obiluju upravo zbog autorovog svesno odabranog pristupa: kao Sto
je poznato, Platon ne iznosi stavove u svoje ime ve¢ to umesto njega radi
knjizevni lik Sokrata, a forma u kojoj ovaj to ¢ini je dijaloska, za razliku
od ex cathedra izlaganja drugih filozofa (Plotina, na primer). Platon
uglavnom izbegava sistematizaciju, definicije, afirmacije dogmatskog
tipa i sluzi se mitskim predstavama, aluzijama i dijaloskim »porada-
njem« istine u kojem cesto nije lako uloviti tacan momenat kad se ta
istina »rodila«, dok polifonija likova u dijalozima dodatno oteZava taj
lov. DijaloSka forma je najbliza Zivom govoru i samim tim najmanje
obavezuje. Setimo se da se Platon u Fedru postavlja kao protivnik pisane
reci — upravo zato Sto ona uvek govori jedno isto. (Paradoks je, naravno,
Sto se u artikulaciji takvog stava i sam njome sluzi.) Sve to izuzetno
komplikuje odnose izmedu pisca i subjekata njegovih dijaloga, narocito
Sokrata kao njegovog pretpostavljenog alter ega, Sto, uostalom, na
primeru Ijona lepo demonstrira Prado.* Platon se upravo kloni onoga $to
¢e kasniji platonicari ¢initi s njegovom zaostavstinom — stvaranja zaokru-

% Ovde vredi u celini navesti ¢uveni sud koji izrice KRISTELLER 1961, 48: »Yet if we
examine the actual ideas of those thinkers who have been called Platonists by them-
selves or by others, we do no only find, as might be expected, a series of different
interpretations and reinterpretations of Plato’s teachings and writings. We are also
confronted with the puzzling fact that different Platonists have selected, emphasized,
and developed different doctrines or passages from Plato’s works. Hardly a single
notion which we associate with Plato has been held by all Platonists. «

* Osim njegove studije v. i uvodni tekst D. Stevanovi¢-Soleil u PLaToN 2010, 31-42,
uz pratece bibliografske reference.
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zenog doktrinarnog sistema. On postavlja okvire svoje filozofije, ali
odbija da ih ispuni jednozna¢nim, nedvosmislenim dogmama.”

Dobar primer »praznog mesta« u Iljonu je Sokratova slika pesnika,
»svete i krilate stvari«, slika koja je do srzi ambivalentna jer veoma
uverljivo nalikuje nadahnutom panegiriku, ali joj kontekst pridaje
sasvim suprotne konotacije i shvatamo je kao Sokratovo sprdanje sa
izbezumljenim rapsodom. Tu neodredenost (Unbestimmtheit) Volfgang
Izer smatra odlikom teksta kljucnom za primanje novog znacenja koje
mu citalac namece. I zaista, vidimo kako Ficino izabira da taj segment
Sokratovog iskaza tumaci doslovno, ogoljavaju¢i ga od njegovog
konteksta. No, da li je taj izbor sasvim svestan i slobodan?

Moguce je zakljuciti — a takav nam zakljucak sugeriSe recepcionisticka
kritika — da Fi¢ino nije bio u stanju da opazi odredene nivoe Platonovog
filozofiranja, donekle poput daltoniste kome je uskracena percepcija
izvesnih boja, te da je upravo svojevrsni intelektualni i mentalni filter
uslovio nacin na koji je Fi¢ino »dopunjavao« prazna mesta u tekstovima
grékog filozofa. Taj filter je, svakako, bio zbirna tacka njegovih li¢nih
uverenja, stecenog obrazovanja, Sireg uticaja kulturne sredine,
intelektualnih uzora, ocekivanja, nada i mentalnih navika — ukratko,
onoga Sto Jaus odreduje kao horizont ocekivanja. Rec je, dakle, o pojavi
koja je izuzev kulturnoistorijske, filozofske i filoloske imala i svoju
izrazenu psiholosku dimenziju. U tom smislu je prizma kroz koju
firentinski humanista sagledava Platonov lik dobra osnova za utvrdi-
vanje njegovog li¢nog horizonta ocekivanja.

Fic¢ino je ponikao u kosmopolitskoj, kulturno naprednoj, intelektualno
autonomnoj firentinskoj zajednici, koja je u doba njegovog stasavanja vec
uveliko bila pod dominantnim uticajem klasicne antike i njenih
vrednosti. Zapadno hriS¢anstvo Fi¢inove epohe nalazilo se u velikoj
krizi, dok su mo¢, ugled i autoritet crkvenih institucija bili opasno
uzdrmani nakon perioda avinjonskog papstva i papske Sizme iz
prethodnog stoleéa. Zar prezira prema sholastickom srednjem veku
dodatno su potpirivali uceni gosti sa grckog istoka, koji su sa sobom
donosili sopstvene ideje o duhovnoj i kulturnoj obnovi. Pliton, koji je
Platona razumevao kroz neoplatonicare i Mihaila Psela, zagovara

¥ Na temelju toga O’'MEARA 2010 iznosi zanimljivo zapaZanje da neoplatonizam
predstavlja svojevrsnu aristotelizaciju Platona.
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nekakvu univerzalnu religiju koja bi se temeljila na odbacenom antickom
paganstvu i teurgiji jamblihovskog tipa.* Radoznali, smeli, dobro
obrazovani italijanski humanisti ne dolaze u dodir samo s rukopisima
klasi¢nih autora, ve¢ se sve otvorenije osvrc¢u i na dotad potiskivane ili
nepoznate poznoanticke i srednjovekovne spise o magiji, alhemiji i
astrologiji, katkada cak iz pera autoritetd poput Alberta Velikog.”
Znacajno interesovanje izaziva Asclepius, jedina na zapadu sacuvana i na
latinski prevedena rasprava iz poznoanti¢kog Hermetickog korpusa (prvi
je spominje Avgustin u Drzavi bozjoj). 1z prethodne, sholasticke ere ve¢
su bili poznati radovi naprednih »neznabozackih« filozofa poput
Avicene i El Kindija, koji su Aristotelova ucenja objedinjavali sa
neoplatonskim i hermetickim. Sva se ta nova ili obnovljena znanja
stapaju s iznova otkrivenim Platonom i medu humanistima polako
sazreva ideja o nekakvoj primordijalnoj, univerzalnoj istini koja se
nekada davno bila rasula u viSe tokova, koji bi se mogli ponovo sjediniti
bas u njihovo doba. Ta vreva novih uverenja i ocekivanja, rasprava i
polemika veoma je vaZan faktor u analizi Fi¢inove recepcije Platona jer
ukazuje na ono Sto Stenli Fi§ naziva interpretativnom zajednicom:
humanisti naklonjeni ideji philosophiae perennis, ali i njihovi oponenti, i
jedni i drugi Fic¢inova citalacka publika, odredili su svojim zahtevima i
ocekivanjima njegovu interpretativnu strategiju, ne samo u pristupu
Platonu, ve¢ i svim drugim autorima kojima se bavio.

Ideja o univerzalnoj istini, otelovljenoj u nekakvoj prvobitnoj, svima
zajednickoj teologiji (prisca theologia), stekla je svoje najvaznije uoblic¢enje
upravo kod Fic¢ina, a jedan od njenih klju¢nih nosilaca bio je Platon.
Razvoj Fi¢inove predstave o grckom filozofu sudbinski je vezan, ako
tako moZemo rec¢i, za jednu neobi¢nu istorijsku epizodu i kolosalnu
filolosku gresku proizaslu iz nje. Godine 1460. monah po imenu Leo-
nardo de Kandija Pistoja donosi Kozimu de Mediciju grcki rukopis iz
Cetrnaestog veka, sacuvan u nekom makedonskom manastiru, sa
zbirkom od cetrnaest kracih filozofskih rasprava. Bila je to, ako se
izuzme ve¢ pomenuti Asklepije, prva pojava poznoantickog Hermetickog

% Vidi TATAKMC 1996, 286-88.

¥ O tom razvoju WALKER 1958. Re¢ je o Sirem kulturnom fenomenu koji KIECKHEFFER
1989 naziva »klerikalnim podzemljem« (clerical underground).
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korpusa (Corpus hermeticum) na zapadu.” Kozima je, u meri u kojoj ju je
mogao razumeti, ta zbirka toliko opcinila da je smesta naloZio Fic¢inu da
obustavi prevodenje Platona, koje ovaj tek Sto je bio zapoceo, i prvo
prevede zagonetni rukopis.”

Hermeticki korpus, ¢Ciji je latinski prevod objavljen 1471. godine,
presudno je uticao i na samog Ficina. Niz teolosko-kosmoloskih rasprava
s elementima mistike i apokaliptike, gde mudrac/filozof/prorok Hermes
Trismegist u dijaloSkoj formi prenosi bozansko otkrovenje svojim
udenicima, odvija se u mitski neodredenom ambijentu starog Egipta.”
Jezik i ton rasprava Cesto veoma podsecaju na pojedine knjige Starog i
Novog zaveta, a nije bez znacaja ni Laktancijev povoljan sud o njihovom
poboznom karakteru.” Prihvataju¢i sve uvrezeniji sud da Hermeticki
korpus sadrzi zaboravljeno znanje drevne egipatske religije, Fi¢ino ide
korak dalje: on zakljucuje da Hermesovo otkrovenje mora biti deo onog
istog bozanskog otkrovenja koje su zabelezili kanonski starozavetni
tekstovi, a da je sam Hermes morao biti Mojsijev savremenik. U tom
slucaju bi spisi Hermetickog korpusa bili zalutala egipatska struja
prvobitnog otkrovenja, koju crkva nije umela da prepozna sve do
Fi¢inovog vremena. I viSe od toga: na osnovu uocenih veza izmedu
hermetickih rasprava i Timaja, gde Platon govori o prastaroj egipatskoj
religiji i filozofiji koje uveliko prethode grckoj i nadmasuju je (21e i dalje)
Fi¢ino izvodi zakljucak da je grcki tekst te zbirke (premda i sam prevod
sa egipatskog) stariji od svega Sto su grcki filozofi ikada napisali i da im
je, Stavise, upravo on sluzio kao filozofska podloga i inspiracija. Tu
¢uvenu filolosku omasku pogresnog datovanja osporice tek vise od

% Danas medu stru¢njacima preovladava misljenje da su za tako sveden sastav te
izvorno daleko obimnije zbirke bili zasluzni Mihailo Psel i njegovi vizantijski ucenici,
koji su je »ocistili« od svih tekstova o magiji i teurgiji, o ¢emu COPENHAVER 1991, x]-
xlii. Kozimov rukopis se ¢uva u Firenci kao MS Laurentianus 71, 33.

¥ O tome svedodi sam FICINO 1962, 1537: Mihi Mercurium primo Termaximum, mox
Platonem mandavit interpretandum. YATES 1991, 13 ovako komentariSe tu neobicnu
okolnost: »There are the complete works of Plato, waiting, and they must wait whilst
Ficino quickly translates Hermes, probably because Cosimo wants to read him before
he dies. What a testimony this is to the mysterious reputation of the Thrice Great!«

* O pojedinostima, pregledu nau¢nih teorija i relevantnoj bibliografiji COPENHAVER
1991, liii-Ixxxiii. Takode BANIC-PAJNIC 1989, 9-97.

* Lact. Div. inst. 1,6, 2,15, 4,4, 4,9.
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stotinu godina kasnije Izak Kazobon, nepobitno dokazavsi da je jezik
rasprava helenisticki grcki. Za Ficina je stvar, medutim, jasna: Bog se
prvobitno razotkrio nekolicini velikih ljudi, od kojih su Mojsije i Hermes
zaceli dve glavne grane predaje, Mojsije jevrejsku, iz koje je izniklo
hriS¢anstvo, a Hermes egipatsku, iz koje se razvila sva grcka filozofija,
narocito Platonova.

Ficino razvija genealogiju proroka i poslednika te drevne teologije, iz
koje jasno vidimo kakvu je ulogu namenio Platonu. On tu genealogiju —
koje, naravno, nema nigde u samom Korpusu — daje u predgovoru svog
prevoda, iz cega ponovo vidimo znacaj koji je arqumentum imao u
kontekstualizaciji Fi¢inovih prevoda. Cini nam se da je ovde najpriklad-
nije pustiti samog autora da iznese svoju fascinantnu »teoriju svega«:

Eo tempore quo Moyses natus est floruit Athlas astrologus Promethei physici
frater ac maternus auus maioris Mercurii, cuius nepos fuit Mercurius
Trismegistus... Hic in tanta hominum ueneratione fuit ut in deorum numerum
relatus sit... Trismegistum uero siue ter maximum nuncuparunt quoniam &
philosophus maximus & sacerdos maximus & rex maximus extitit. Mos enim erat
Aegyptiis ut Plato scribit ex philosophorum numero sacerdotes, ex sacerdotum
coetu regem eligere... Hic inter philosophos primus: physicis ac mathematicis ad
diuinorum contemplationem se contulit. Primus de maiestate dei, demonum
ordine, animarum mutationibus sapientissime disputauit. Primus igitur
theologiae appellatus est auctor. Eum sequutus Orpheus secundas antiquae
theologiae partes obtinuit. Orphei sacris initiatus est Aglaophemus. Aglaophemo
successit in theologia Pytagoras quem Philolaus sectatus est diui Platonis nostri
praeceptor. Itaque una priscae theologiae undique sibi consona secta ex theologis
sex miro quodam ordine conflata est exordia sumens a Mercurio, a diuo Platone
penitus absoluta.”

* FIcINO 1962, 1836. — »U vreme Mojsijeva rodenja na vrhuncu slave bese astrolog
Atlant, otac filozofa prirode Prometeja i deda po majci Merkurija Starijeg, ¢iji unuk
beSe Merkurije [tj. Hermes] Trismegist... UzZivao je toliko postovanje medu ljudima
da su ga proglasili za boga... Prozvali su ga Trismegistom ili triput najvecim jer je bio
najvedi filozof, najvedi svestenik i najvedi kralj; kod Egipcana, naime, beSe obicaj,
kako piSe Platon, da se medu filozofima biraju svestenici, a medu svestenicima kralj...
On je prvi medu filozofima preusmerio paznju sa fizike i matematike na kontem-
placiju bozanskih stvari; prvi je s velikom mudros¢u raspravljao o uzvisenosti Boga,
o poretku demona, o transformacijama dusa. Stoga je prozvan prvim teologom, a
posle njega je dosao Orfej postavsi drugi po redu drevni teolog. Orfeja je nasledio
Aglaofem, a njega Pitagora. Slededi je u tom ucenickom nasledu dosao Filolaj, ucitel;j
naSeg bozanskog Platona. Tako je taj ¢udesni niz od Sest teologa iznedrio jedinstven
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Sada postaje sasvim jasno kako Ficino vidi - i kako jedino moze videti —
Platona dok cita njegove spise: Platonov lik je za njega fiksiran u
vanvremenoj sukcesiji »duhovnih ucitelja« koju je zaceo Hermes, on je
prorok koji »egipatskom linijom« prenosi jedinstveno i univerzalno
boZansko otkrovenje. Setimo li se enigmaticnog Solonovog razgovora sa
egipatskim sveStenikom u Timaju, takva slika Platona dobija na uver-
ljivosti. Vremenski okvir je tu od presudne vaznosti: mladi Fi¢ino se
upoznaje sa hermetickim ucenjem na samom pocetku svoga dugog
prevodilackog rada na Platonu. Ta ¢e okolnost sustinski odrediti njegov
horizont oc¢ekivanja u daljem proucavanju grckog filozofa, nacin na koji
¢e Citati Platona: za njega je diuus Plato posrednik boZanske istine, on ne
moze biti kadar za prizemno sprdanje i podlo podbadanje kakvo mi
danas jasno prepoznajemo kod Sokrata u Ijonu. Nadalje, on ne moze tek
tako menjati misljenja od dijaloga do dijaloga, jer kakav bi to onda
prorok i teolog bio? U najkradem, ono Sto Prado naziva zestokim
sarkazmom ostaje sasvim izvan Fi¢inovog domasaja, a njegovo spajanje
Ijona i Fedra spontano je barem u onoj meri u kojoj je za rane hris¢anske
egzegete to bilo tumacenje Starog zaveta Novim.

Dodajmo i to da Fi¢ino, svestenik i kanonik firentinske katedrale,
nijednog trenutka ne pokusSava da ponudi nekakvu alternativu za hris-
¢anstvo. Poput mnogih drugih u tim burnim vremenima, od Jana Husa
do Lutera, on veruje da nudi reSenje za reformu religije koju su isprazna
sholastika i crkvena korupcija iznutra svu izjeli. On to i naglasava u
predgovoru svog prevoda Hermetickog korpusa, gde Hermesa nedvosmi-
sleno dovodi u ravan biblijskih proroka:

Hic ruinam praeuidit priscae religionis, hic ortum nouae fidei, hic adeuntum

Christi, hic futurum iudicium, resurrectionem saeculi, beatorum gloriam,
supplicia peccatorum.”

Od velike je vaznosti, kao Sto su mnogi dosad istakli, sagledati Fi¢inov
sinkretizam u duhu hriS¢anske obnove, kojoj su u ta burna vremena
mnogi tezili. Ma kako to paradoksalno zvucalo, njegova platonsko-

sistem drevne teologije, skladan u svim svojim aspektima, zapocevsi od Merkurija, a
dostigavsi savrSenstvo sa bozanskim Platonom.«

¥ Isto. - »On [Hermes] je predvideo propast stare religije i radanje nove vere, Hristov
dolazak i Strasni sud koji ¢e dodi, vaskrsnuce ljudskog roda, slavu blazenih i patnje
prokletih.«
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hermeticka prisca theologia, sa naglaskom na ontoloskoj nespojivosti tela i
duse, sa neoplatonskim emanacijama i panteizmom koji cesto zalazi u
politeizam, bila je u sluzbi Zeljenog korigovanja i podsticanja posustale
hris¢anske vere. Upravo zato Fi¢ino nije osecao bliskost sa Gemistom
Plitonom, ¢iji je poziv za stvaranje univerzalne religije paganske proveni-
jencije odzvanjao odvise antihris¢anski u Fi¢inovim usima.

Nakon svega, mozemo li re¢i da je Fic¢inovo citanje [jona bilo lapsus
mentis, u korenu pogresno usled fundamentalnog nerazumevanja?
Mozemo jedino ako smo spremni da Platonovu poziciju ¢vrsto fiksiramo
onako kako je to sam Ficino uradio, a njegovim delima dodelimo jedno-
znacan i neopoziv smisao. U tome se ogleda jedan od fundamentalnih
paradoksa Platonove misli: sudedi prema citatu s pocetka ovoga teksta,
filozof koji je hotimi¢no ostavio za sobom toliko »praznih mesta« prizelj-
kuje da »zlostavljanoj i nepravi¢no ruzenoj reci« uvek bude na raspola-
ganju roditelj kao pomoc¢nik, jer ona sama niti moze sebe odbraniti niti
sebi pomodi. Upravo u tom kontekstu postaje jasniji sud Volfganga Izera
koji smo u iskuSenju da olako odbacimo kao besmislenu relativizaciju:
»Knjizevno delo ne treba smatrati dokumentarnim svedocanstvom
necega Sto postoji ili Sto je postojalo, nego preoblikovanjem vec¢ preobli-
kovane stvarnosti, koje donosi na svet neSto Sto nikada ranije nije
postojalo.«* U tom smislu Marsilio Fi¢ino zauzima vazno mesto u
kontinuiranom procesu preoblikovanja Platonove misli od antickih do
nasih dana.
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A Renaissance Example of Receptionist
Criticism: Plato Ficinianus
Abstract

The Florentine humanist Marsilio Ficino (1433-1499) was one of the most
important Latin translators of Plato and the first to translate his whole extant
opus into that language. Ficino usually equipped his translations with an
argumentum, a brief introduction with a dedicatory note, which was supposed to
facilitate the understanding of the translated work. In some cases these
introductory texts differ considerably from the work itself in terms of topic
description, analysis, and interpretation. In the most peculiar case of Ficino’s
introduction to Plato’s Ion, titled Argumentum in Platonis lonem vel de furore poetico,
one finds a striking attempt of the Florentine Platonist to recontextualize and
even plainly rewrite the basic points of the dialogue. Thus the idea of divine
inspiration and poetic madness, which Plato clearly evaluates as negative,
acquires a strongly affirmative sense in Ficino’s argumentum. Moreover, a large
part of it deals with issues not directly related to the dialogue, such as the
Neoplatonic doctrine of emanation. In this paper the author seeks to understand
how and why Ficino resorts to such a curious bending of Plato’s thought. The
structural analysis of the introduction reveals that Ficino accomplishes his
reinterpretation by relating the idea of divine inspiration to the Neoplatonic
notion of emanation, as well as to those instances in Plato’s writings where the
philosopher expresses a more affirmative opinion, such as in the Phaedrus. The
more in-depth literary analysis employs some of the analytical tools of reader-
response criticism and the aesthetics of reception. The author argues that
concepts such as indeterminacy, interpretive community, and the horizon of
expectation can significantly help clarify Ficino’s puzzling attitude toward Plato.
This attitude is decisively marked by the syncretic nature of Ficino’s intellectual
outlook and, more specifically, by the tremendous influence the late antique
Corpus Hermeticum exerted upon the Florentine humanist. What emerges as a
result of that influence is not only the reinterpretation of Plato’s writings but a
thorough re-evaluation of the figure of Plato himself.

Key Words: Plato, Ion, Marsilio Ficino, Renaissance Neoplatonism, reception,
interpretation, reader-response criticism
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Josipov problem u latinskoj kombinatorickoj poeziji
Ladislava Simandija (1655-1715)

Apstrakt: Autorica povezuje grupu latinskih elegijskih distiha neolatinskog
pjesnika Ladislava Simandija s tzv. Josipovom permutacijom, matematickim
problemom koji se povezuje s epizodom iz Zidovskog rata Josipa Flavija.
Kljucne rijeci: Ladislaus Simandi, vizualna poezija, kombinatoricka poezija,
Josipov problem, Josip Flavije.

Pavlinski redovnik hrvatskog podrijetla Ladislav Simandi (Simandi
Laszl6, Ladislaus Simandi, ?, 1655 — Lepoglava, 1715) autor je knjizice
latinske poezije o sv. Pavlu Tebanskom (Pavao Pustinjak, 3—4. st.), svecu
koji se smatra prvim zacetnikom i moralnim uzorom toga pustinjackog
reda.' Simandijeva zbirka Corvi albi eremitici nova musa inconcinna prvi
put je, sudeci prema podacima na naslovnici, objavljena 1712. u poljskom
gradu Czestochowi, u tiskari pavlinskog marijanskog svetiSta Jasna
Gora, a dozivjela je jos nekoliko izdanja (Czestochowa 1719, Trnava 1745,
Czestochowa 1772, Krakov 1781 i s. [. 1782).2

! Corvi albi eremitici nova musa inconcinna, quae in deserto coenobitico sacrae Pau-
linae religionis proto-eremiticae studio, ac labore R. P. F. Ladislai Simandi, eiusdem
ordinis provinciae Croaticae presbyteri, variis distenta figuris artificiosis, in laudem
& gloriam Summi Patriarchae Nostri, sancti patris Pauli Primi Eremitae, ligatis
versibus concinnatur. Anno Salutis, M.DCC.XII. Typis Clari Montis Czenstoho-
viensis.

? Istvan Kilidn, stru¢njak za stariju madarsku (izmedu ostalog latinsku) vizualnu
poeziju, na temelju paratekstova izdanja iz 1719. (preporuke, imprimatur) dokazuje
da je upravo to godina prvog izdanja. S druge strane, trnavskom izdanju iz 1745.
odrice svaku vezu sa Simandijevom zbirkom. Naime, na naslovnici izdanja Zaklju-
Caka iz traktata o trojedinom Bogu, koje je 1745. »u duhu Andeoskog Naucitelja Tome
Akvinskoga« javno obranio student trece godine teologije pavlin Emerik Toth,
pojavljuje se kao glavni naslov »Corvi albi eremitici nova musa inconcinna...
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Prema legendi koju donosi Jeronim u Vita Pauli heremitae (c.10), svecu,
koji se pred progonstvom cara Decija sklonio u pustinju, crni je gavran
(corvus iz naslova) godinama svakodnevno donosio pola hljeba kruha.
Corvus albus iz naslova Simandijeve zbirke po svemu je sudeci sam autor
— odjeven u bijeli habit svojega reda — koji, prema vlastitim tvrdnjama iz

e ey eyt
CORVUS ALBUS

ASTUTO STRATAGEMATE
LUDIT,
Intermixtim Calculis xv. nigris, totidem-
qv¢ albis. Nigros artificiost feparando ab albis, aut
mictendo cos in Labyrinthum, numerando empér ad
Calculum decimum, qvem illico repertum cijcic
ex ordine, toties qvoties illum invenit, confe-
qventer qvoadulqve foli Calculi albi qvinde-

citn aut niori, {oli remancbunt.

HOC AVTEM STRATAGEMA LABYRINTHI
CONFLATUR IN CARMINE EX VOCALIBUS.
Lwve wocales valent

IAIET|O|VY|
vz 3] 4] 519

PROTHOLOGON,
Vbi in Carmine inyenitur littera A ponatur Calculus
Vnus, ubi E. ponitur Calculi duo, ubi I invenitut. po<
nantur tres, ubi Q. 1bi qvatuor, ubi V. ibi qvu}qVC.
ubi Y. invenitur lbl Ponna[u[ calcull (CX-. Et fic pro
diverficace vocalium ot Calculi ponantuf, qy;;: i
3R 3

auditoribus oblata«. Bez uvida u spomenuto izdanje moZemo samo pretpostaviti da
je Simandijeva zbirka tiskana uz Téthov traktat; Kilian odlu¢no porice postojanje bilo

kakve veze Traktata sa Simandijevom pjesnickom zbirkom. Vidi KILIAN 2010, 366.
Analogijom isto vrijedi i za izdanja iz 1781. i 1782.
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predgovora Ad benevolum lectorem, piSe knjizicu prigodnih stihova na
nagovor kolega i kao pjesnicki uzor pitomcima reda.’

* X X

Simandijeva zbirka latinskih stihova na svojih 68 paginiranih stranica
sadrzava 34 artificia, kako ih je sam autor nazvao u indeksu knjige, maj-
storskih jezi¢nih tvorevina u kojima se latinski tekst preslaguje na razne
nacine kako bi se iz njega iScitao novi ili dodatni smisao. Kilian i Lukac
sve Simandijeve pjesnicke artefakte nazivaju vizualnom poezijom,
premda sva artificia u zbirci ne posjeduju vizualnu komponentu.* U njoj,
doduse, ima takvih oblika vizualne poezije (carmina figurata, pattern
poetry) u kojima slova, rijeci ili tipografski organiziran tekst tvore neku
vrst dvojnog poetsko-vizualnog metadiskurza (npr. dio teksta tvori kriz,
zvijezdu ili dijamant, ili se pak rijeci organizirane u kvadrat mogu smi-
sleno ¢itati kao reenice u raznim smjerovima).” Tu je i jedan rebus
(hyeroglificum, sc. carmen, str. 57), u kojem se preslozen akusticki materijal
rije¢i predstavlja vizualno. Ipak, vecina je sastavaka kombinatoricke na-
ravi i ne posjeduje vizualnu komponentu potrebnu da bismo ih uvrstili u
kategoriju vizualne poezije. Takvi konstrukti pripadaju poeziji koju bih
radije nazvala »kombinatorickom poezijom«, kod koje se preslagivanjem
jezi¢nog znaka (prije svega slova) ili matematickom obradom njegove
brojcane vrijednosti dobiva novo ili dodatno znacenje.

Tipican je predstavnik takve »kombinatoricko-egzegeticke« metode
anagram, kod kojeg se premjeStanjem elemenata oznacitelja polazne
rije¢i dobiva novi pojam koji tumaci prvu rije¢. Brojcanom vrijednosc¢u
slova koristi se, na primjer, kronogram, kod kojeg se zbrajaju vrijednosti
onih slova koja u rimskih brojaka imaju numericku vrijednost, ili, u slo-
zenijoj varijanti, cabalisticum (str. 65-66), figura u kojoj se zbraja brojéana

* Didakti¢ka namjera pjesnika otprije poznatog po prigodnoj poeziji jasno je iskazana:
»complures desideravere... ut aliquod persimile artificiosum typis mandaretur; quo
saltem scholares et tyrones poéseos facilius ad opera similia elaboranda permove-
rentur... Itaque... pro idea tyronibus posui opus hoc carminicum, varijs artificijs
excogitabilibus concinnatum... pro tyronibus poéseos, in persona CORVI ALBI
concinnui« (Nova musa inconcinna 4). Atribut inconcinna, koji je pjesnik dodijelio
svojoj muzi, shvacamo kao opcée mjesto skromnosti.

4 KILIAN 1998, KILIAN 2010, LUKAC 2004, passim.
® Za definiciju v. KILIAN 1998, 10.
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vrijednost svakog slova ili samo vokala u nekom tekstu (obi¢no stihu), a
zbroj njihovih vrijednosti obi¢no daje godinu izdanja teksta.

* X X

Posebna vrsta kombinatorike primjenjena je u tekstu kojim cemo se
ovdje poblize pozabaviti. Na stranicama 53-56 Simandijeve knjiZice (v.
fotografije 1-3) nalazi se odjeljak naslovljen Corvus Albus astuto stratage-
mate (!) ludit. Radi se o svojevrsnoj igri eliminacije (Stratagema Labyrinthi)
u kojoj se prema zadanoj formuli izbacuju elementi jedne grupe kako bi
na kraju preostali samo elementi druge grupe. U ovome slucaju igra se
dvama setovima »Zetona« (calculi), a »crni« i »bijeli« obluci dovedeni su
u vezu s tekstom tako da su dodijeljeni vokalima latinskih elegijskih di-

) (54) (ke ‘
qvzqve. Vocalis reqvirie. Intermixtimcamen proce
dendicdm calculls, ica ur adprimam Vogalem i car.
mine pofitam ponantur Calculi Albi, ad fcundam nj_
gri, ad terciam: iterum Albs, ad qvartam nigri, & fic
confegventer ulqve ad finem carminis. Poflunt etiam
ab initio carminis poni Calculi nigri, poltmodum Al,
b1, jam nigri, &c. pro libicu Authoris, ita tamen

uc nigri femper cijciantur ad Labyrincham,

vel cujufcunqgvé colotis volueric.

EXEMPLUM 1. STRATAGEMATIS LABYRINTHI

DE
SANCTO PAULO THEBAO

Numerando ad Decimym nigrum, { i

;NA- JO8
The®OH:@iOOOWUNS O 08 & £ @Cper, ® 8 fors, GOOD
pal@mam, O Dig @®va ® ff@@rcODBat §
CEXEMPLUM ]
Pro siigro oalculo vigefimo egcicndo, ¢

5i@ @8 quid OO0 Tewep palOmam & fors® .ss 3
T80 D biind o M POOQ

EXEMpLum '
Pro Trigefimo calcilo nigro. efciends.

i

.. o

Palma beans bene ferta parabar, ut infider e
60. 060, 8600, 600, 808, OO ﬁr’;..‘;m*

jojojc] I ToY ) |
EXEMPLU M V. TS e |
Pro. calculp centefimo nigro’ cijciondns < iipi Y »

Jed

Scillam  petrofam-quam bené pontus ineft, s 1wl

A y
&
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stiha o sv. Pavlu Tebanskom. Autor ovako objasnjava pravila igre:
poreda se 15 bijelih i 15 crnih oblutaka te se izbacuje svaki deseti (»Salje
se u Labirint«), sve dok ne preostanu samo crni ili samo bijeli. Ova se
konkretna igra gradi prema vrijednostima vokala pjesme, a obluci se
rasporeduju prema sljede¢em kljucu: gdje se naide na vokal 4, stavlja se
jedan oblutak, kod vokala e dva oblutka, i tako dalje do Sest oblutaka za
y.° Za prvi vokal u stihu stavljaju se bijeli obluci, za drugi crni, i tako
naizmjence.”

Simandi nudi ukupno pet stihova kao podlogu za igru, a za sve osim
za jedan daje i graficki prikaz s oblucima (54):

Exemplum I stratagematis labyrinthi de Sancto Paulo Thebaeo.

Numerando ad decimum nigrum:

Theoobaeiccodumeeeee seOOmpeeor s0rsO000
paelmamo dieeevao feeereoobate

Kod drugog ponudenog stiha treba izbaciti svaki dvadeseti crni kalkul:
Exemplum 1I. Pro nigro calculo vigesimo ejiciendo: Si quid te palmam fors amo,
sylva beet. U stih su, kao i u prethodnom slucaju, ubaceni crni i bijeli
obluci. Ovdje se tiskaru — prije nego autoru — potkrala pogreska: rije¢
»sylva« (syleeevq0) predstavljena je kao da piSe »silva«, s tri crna
oblutka za i umjesto Sest za y. Ispravimo li tu pogresku, i ovdje se racun,
kao i u prethodnom stihu, slaze i nakon izbacivanja u igri ostaju samo
bijeli kalkuli. Izbacivanje crnih to¢no funkcionira i u tre¢em stihu, gdje
treba izbaciti svaki trideseti: Exemplum III. Pro trigesimo calculo nigro

® Premda to Simandi eksplicitno ne kaZe, diftonzi ae i oe vrijede kao e, to je vidljivo iz
petog Simandijeva primjera na kraju cjeline.

7 »[53]...Intermixtim calculis XV. nigris, totidemque albis. Nigros artificiose sepa-
rando ab albis, aut mittendo eos ad Labyrinthum, numerando semper ad calculum
decimum, quem illico repertum ejicit ex ordine, toties quoties illum invenit, conse-
quenter quoadusque soli calculi albi quindecim aut nigri soli remanebunt... Ubi in
carmine invenitur littera A, ponatur calculus unus, ubi E, ponantur calculi duo, ubi I
invenitur, ponantur tres, ubi O, ibi quatuor, ubi V ibi quinque, ubi Y invenitur, ibi
ponantur calculi sex. Et sic pro diversitate vocalium tot calculi ponantur, quot
una[54]quaeque vocalis requirit. Intermixtim tamen procedendum cum calculis, ita
ut ad primam vocalem in carmine positam ponantur calculi albi, ad secundam nigri,
ad tertiam iterum albi, ad quartam nigri, et sic consequenter usque ad finem car-
minis. Possunt etiam ab initio poni calculi nigri, postmodum albi, jam nigri, etc. pro
libitu authoris, ita tamen ut nigri semper ejiciantur ad Labyrinthum, vel cujuscunque
coloris voluerit«.
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ejiciendo. Palma beans bene serta parabat, ut insidet astra. Cetvrti stih, u
kojem treba izbaciti svaki stoti crni oblutak glasi: Exemplum 1V. Pro cal-
culo centesimo nigro ejiciendo. Scillam petrosam quam bene pontus inest. U
njemu kalkuli nisu graficki prikazani unutar stiha, ve¢ ispod. U sklopu
ovoga artificija postoji i peti stih, o kojem ce rijeci biti nesto kasnije.
* % X

Na ovome se mjestu valja zapitati na koju se tradiciju prilikom skladanja
ovoga jezicno-kombinatorickog artefakta autor oslanja. O ovom je
Simandijevom strategemu, »lukavom potezu«, ve¢ pisao autoritet za sta-
riju madarsku vizualnu poeziju Istvan Kilidn u sklopu ¢lanka koji donosi
opis cijele zbirke Corvi Albi eremitici nova musa inconcinna.® Kilidn prepri-

ol Cos5) (e
EXEMPLVM
STRATAGEMATIS - LABYRINTH!
. IN ANTIQVA FORMA;
HXTA ILLOD INGENIOSI POETE:
? bOPULEAM, VIRGAM MATER REGINA TENEBAT.
£ ofion - ad falvandos Chriftianos , & Iudzos ad mare ptoiici-
Q.‘Lc'ddomn‘, endos difpofuerat, © - i
EXEMPLVM

SANCTO PAULO THEBEO

' i ; Caleulam quibis e
NB. Exemplum Ingeniofi Pogta numerart ad wonum wigrum Calethh I oy

yero %
T L unt. Exemplum ARG
. s nigris, foli quindecim Calouli albi remanch i, At Jenito

i i rari ad nigrum cal < vy Calculunts
Iigmgfirgdf::x:;alnz%ﬁ Pocte nummgi(@a ad ”Tg:: ;:{z ,(!)""Thei‘ o
F nae ©Qa@lis OOV b* tg
0000 %00 Die 0@v: O c@@:cO0t & 50
-8 :\3 Ha

8 KILIAN 2010, 381-382.
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¢ava Simandijeve upute i povezuje ovdje primijenjenu metodu s »kabali-
stickom metodom«, u kojoj se zbrajaju brojcane vrijednosti svih ili
odabranih slova kako bi se u zbroju dobio trazen znakoviti broj. Ujedno
ustvrduje kako ranije nije susreo primjerak ovakve kombinatoricke
pjesme te izrazava mogucnost da je metoda izbacivanja kamencica
Simandijev izum.’

Kod prve je tvrdnje Kilian bio u pravu, buduci da su primjerci ovakva
strategema rijetki. Kod druge se tvrdnje, medutim, prevario. Izbacivanje
crnih i bijelih kalkula nije Simandijev izum, ve¢ samo tekstualna verzija
tradicionalnog matematickog problema poznatog pod imenom »Josipov
problem« (i »Josipova funkcija«, »Josipova rekurzija«; Ludus Josephi,
Ludus Sancti Petri). Bez ulaZzenja u matematicko objaSnjenje problema,
ustvrdit ¢emo kako se ovdje radi o metodi »probranog desetkovanjac,
kod koje se po posebnoj formuli distribuiraju pripadnici dviju skupina
(obi¢no poredani u krug), izbacuje se svaki x-ti (»losi«, »tudi«), sve dok
ne preostanu pripadnici jedne skupine (»dobri«, »nasi«).

Kao legendarni izumitelj ovoga matematickog problema navodi se
zidovski historiograf Josip Flavije. U djelu O Zidovskom ratu, u kojem se i
sam pojavljuje kao lik, opisuje situaciju u kojoj se nasao prilikom
Vespazijanove 47-dnevne opsade galilejskog grada Jodfata 67. godine.
On se, posto je grad osvojen, zajedno s jo$ cetrdesetoricom drugova sa-
krio u rupu na ¢ijem se dnu nalazilo prosirenje, tako da ih odozgo nitko
nije mogao vidjeti; ipak, mogucnost za bijeg nije postojala i ostali su
Zidovi inzistirali na grupnom samoubojstvu kao najcasnijem izlazu iz
situacije u kojoj su se nasli, a Josipu prijetili smréu ako se preda (B.].
3,8,1). Josip ih je, kaZe tekst, zahvaljujudi prisebnosti koja ga nije ni u toj
situaciji napustila te uz bozju zastitu, uspio odgovoriti od takve necasne
smrti predlozivsi da se svi ubiju medusobno, a o redoslijedu neka odluci
slucaj, Toxn (3,8,7). Po kljuc¢u koji se u Josipovu tekstu ne navodi, zato-
Cenici su se medusobno ubijali sve dok nije preostao on s jo$ jednim
drugom, s kojim se dogovorio da odustanu i da se predaju te tako spase
zivot. I Pseudo-Hegezip, sastavlja¢ latinskog prijevoda Zidovskog rata iz
4. stolje¢a, donosi istu pricu (3,18), no naznacuje i mogucnost da je
Josipov prijedlog kruznog ubojstva noSen namjerom: sive casu quodam,
sive consilio commentatus est, ut minueret numerum repugnantium.

? KILIAN 2010, 381.
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Ni gréki ni latinski tekst Zidovske povijesti ne tvrde eksplicitno da je
Josip primijenio matematicku varku i poredao kandidate u krug te od-
redio da se medusobno eliminiraju po formuli zahvaljujuéi kojoj je,
zajedno s jo$ jednim drugom, ostao Zziv." Ipak, tradicija koja seZe
najmanje u kasni srednji vijek" tvrdi da je Josip poredao svoje drugove te
odredio da se ubije svaki x-ti (obicno svaki tre¢i). Matematicki problem
ciljanog desetkovanja poznat je na Zapadu najmanje od 10. stolje¢a,”” a
prvi ga je, prema nekim povjesni¢arima matematike, s Josipom Flavijem

(56§
Ad Benevolum LeSlorem.

Stas obferva, Labyrinthos efie, figuras;
Quos minim¢ fola noftere mente potes:
Hinc Tibi forma illos in fabis, five papyro,
Et ditos numcros, micte remicte foras.

COR-

' Podmukao plan negira npr. GLUMAC 1967, 543, bil;. 15.
" MURrPHY 1942, 3.
12 SMmiTH / Mikamr 1914, 84.
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povezao matemati¢ar Gerolamo Cardano (1501-1576)." Vrlo je, medu-
tim, moguce da je veza izmedu matematickog problema i Zidovskog
historiografa uspostavljena i ranije, bududi da se Josip Flavije tijekom
srednjega vijeka smatrao autoritetom za razna podrudja znanosti, od
biblijske egzegeze, kronologije, astronomije do aritmetike."

Pretpostavljena Josipova matematic¢ka formula iz scene opsade Jod-
fata fokusira se na posljednjeg prezivjelog. U toj verziji ovaj matematicki
problem poznat je i u istocnoj aritmetici, u japanskoj prici o bogatasu koji
je umro i ostavio za sobom petnaestoro djece od prve Zene i petnaestoro
od druge. Druga zZena je predlozila da sva djeca stanu u krug i da se
eliminira redom svaki deseti nasljednik, te da cijelo nasljedstvo naslijedi
onaj koji ostane posljednji, osiguravsi tako cijelo nasljedstvo za svojeg
sina miljenika. Na Zapadu Josipov problem dolazi i u verziji u kojoj se iz
grupe (obicno od 30 ljudi) izbacuje polovica nepozeljnih, a legende
obicno predstavljaju scenu na brodu iz kojeg je potrebno u more izbaciti
pola putnika kako se ne bi potpio: kapetan poreda putnike naoko na-
sumce, a na kraju uspijeva odvojiti poZeljne od nepoZeljnih (krS¢ane od
Zidova, Turaka ili Maura). Arapske verzije iste price iz broda izbacuju
kr$¢ane.”

Potonju verziju matematickog problema, u kojoj se izbacuje »loSa«
polovica elemenata, koristi i Simandi. Peti primjer iz zbirke Nova musa
(55), koji do sada nismo spominjali, ukazuje na Simandijevo poznavanje
tradicije problema. Njegov je naslov Exemplum stratagematis labyrinthi in
antiqua forma, iuxta illud Ingeniosi Poetae: »Populeam virgam mater regina
tenebat«. Daje se i legendarni kontekst »carolije«: taj je stih neko¢ odredio
raspored kricana koje je trebalo spasiti i Zidova koje je trebalo baciti u
more (Quod olim ad salvandos Christianos, & Iudaeos ad mare projiciendos
disposuerat). Kljuc za redanje elemenata lezi u stihu koji je neimenovani
Ingeniosus Poeta smislio kao mnemotehnicko pomagalo. Naime, vokali su
u stihu Populeam virgam rasporedeni upravo onako kako treba rasporedi-
ti trideset elemenata (naizmjenicno »pozeljnih« i »nepozeljnih«) da bi na
kraju ostali samo »poZeljni«: 0o—u—e—1—-i—a—1—e—e—i—a—e—e—a, odnosno 4-5-

B Practica arithmeticae generalis, 1539. Vidi AHRENS 1901, 288, i SMITH / MIkamI 1914, 84,
bilj. 2.

“ FELDMAN / HATA 1987, 14.

> MURPHY 1942, 5.
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2-1-3-1-1-2-2-3-1-2-2-1, uz izbacivanje svakog devetog »nepozelj-
nog«. Simandijeva je verzija istog rasporeda vokala prisutna u stihu koji
predlaze na dnu stranice (ad normam Ingeniosi Poetae, numerando ad
nonum nigrum calculum). On glasi Fortunae alis palmam Thebe diva ferebat,
gdje je raposred vokala isti kao i u stihu Populeam virgam. Glavna je,
medutim, vizualna atrakcija stranice graficki prikaz ve¢ navedenog stiha
o Pavlu Pustinjaku (Thebaidum semper sors palmam diva ferebat), kod kojeg
su propisno poredani kalkuli rasporedeni u krug, na c¢ijem je obodu
tiskan tekst (fotografija 2). Kruzni raspored elemenata evocira upravo
krug u koji su, navodno, stali Josip Flavije i njegovi suborci kako bi
izvrsili lukavo matematicko masovno ubojstvo, ali i podsjeca na ludicku
narav cijele konstrukcije, kao podloga za drustvenu igru.

* % *

Artificium s kalkulima zavrSava uputom o tome kako igrati Josipovu igru
(fotografija 3). Kratak epigram od dvaju elegijskih distiha, naslovljen Ad
benevolum lectorem (56), usmjerava shvacanje Citatelja, korisnika ove
zbirke:
Istas observa Labyrinthos esse figuras,
Quos minime sola noscere mente potes:
Hinc tibi forma illos in fabis, sive papyro,
Et dictos numeros mitte remitte foras.
Uputa, suprotno ocekivanjima, ne razvija alegoriju u smjeru duhovnog,
vec¢ daje naputak za materijalnu stranu ove »drustvene igre«. Navedene
figure (misli se na zagonetane stihove s kalkulima) su labirinti i ne mogu
se spoznati samo umom: potrebni su i konkretni kalkuli, bilo u obliku
zrna boba, bilo da ih se nacini od papira. Tada se igra izbacivanja moze
igrati uvijek iznova.
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The Josephus Problem in the Latin Combinatorial Poetry of Ladislaus
Simandi (1655-1712)
Abstract

The Pauline monk Ladislaus Simandi (Ladislav Simandi, Simandi Laszl6, ?, 1655
— Lepoglava, 1715) wrote a book of Latin visual and combinatorial poetry
dedicated to St. Paul the First Heremite, Corvi albi eremitici nova musa inconcinna
(Czestochowa 17127, 1719). The 68 pages of this booklet contain 34 artificia,
samples of visual poetry (carmina figurata), pattern poems (versus intexti), rebuses
and different tipes of combinatorial alphabetic, verbal and/or numeric verses
(anagrams, chronograms, acrostichs, palindroms, carmina cabbalistica, etc.).

In this paper the author concentrates on a counting-out game presented on pages
53-56 of Simandi's poetry book under the heading Corvus Albus astuto
stratagemate ludit. To follow the instructions given there, one should use five Latin
verses on St. Paul of Thebes as a starting point for setting a required number of
white and black playing pieces (pebbles) according to the numeric value assigned
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to every vowel. Each verse amounts to 30 pebbles (15 black and 15 white) and the
game consists in counting pebbles and eliminating black ones according to a rule
pre-established for each verse, until a single white pebble remains.

Simandi’s poetry book has been well described and analyzed by Istvan Kilian.
Nevertheless, Kilian failed to connect Simandi’s game to a version of the so-called
Ludus Sancti Petri or Ludus Josephi, which is based on a mathematical problem
known as the Josephus problem, whose origin is derived from a scene in
Josephus’ Bellum Judaicum (3.8.7). Apart from linking Simandi’s verses to the
mathematical problem and describing the game in detail, the author points out
the unusual nature of this piece: it is a pastime framed in spiritual poetry, in
which the quest for the ‘higher sense” ends up in a sort of board game.

Key words: Ladislaus Simandji, visual poetry, combinatorial poetry, Josephus
problem, Flavius Josephus.
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Mopa au dpazoyen OUTU U ckynoyen?

Ancmpaxm. Y cBeTay TBOpOe 11 CeMaHTMUKOT Pa3Boja pasMarpa ce IopeKkao
TOTOBO CHOHMMHMX CAOXKeHuIa dpazou(jlen u cxynou(j)er “pretiosus’, c jeane
CTpaHe Kao TBOpOM 110 MOJeAy AaHac 3acTapeaor mMHozou(jer (Kao HacTabbada
CPIICKOCAOBEHCKE Peur MHO20UbHbHD, KaAKMpaHe IIpeMa Ip. TTOAUTIHOG,
TOAVTEANC), a ca ApyTe Kao gepuBaTa UMeHUIe 1(1if)eHd IIPEKO OJ e
M3BeAeHOT IpuAeBa u(ujlenan ‘ckyrr’, ‘jedpTus’; yrpaso 300r Te aHTOHUMUje
IIPBO 3Hauelbe je HaKHaJHO IIOTEeHIIMPAHO IIPBO IIPKUAEBOM Jpaz, KacHuUje CKYT.

Kovyune peuu: cprickm jesuk, cA0XXeHuIa, KalK, CeMaHTUUKU pa3Boj, MHO20UeH,
Opazouen, ckynouet.

0. Jeano oa npsux »oTkpuha« Koje je cTy4eHT Morao Ja AOKMBM Ha 4a-
COBMMa UCTOPHjCKe TpaMaTHKe I'PUKOT je3uka Ko/ rnpodecopke /busane
L pemnajar — 6apem o mome cehamy — 6110 je OHO O €TMMOAOIIIKO]j MICTO-
BETHOCTM TP. TIOLVY| ‘Ka3dHa, OTKyIl' 1 C.-X. yexa ‘pretium’. Morao ce Ha
TUM IIpejaBamlMa Ipohy Kpo3 yuTape BpPTOBe IIpM4a O CeMaHTUYKIM
npomeHaMa. Moraa cy ce crehm npsa casHama O pasMepama M 3Hadajy
KaaKypama 3a Ooraheme jesnka, 0 TOMe KakO je TPUKM je3MK Basja
IIpy>kKao IIpeAAollIKe 32 CA0BEHCKY TBOPOY, 04 CTapOCAOBEHCKOT U CTapo-
CpIICKOI 40 gaH-gaHac (B. CREPAJAC 1978). Moramn cy ce 4yTu M 3aHHU-
M/bVBU [JUTATH, TIOILyT OHOT O HECABPIIEHOCTY PeYHIKA I caToBa' — IITO
caM HIpBOOMTHO 3allaMTUAa CaMO Kao AYXOBMUTOCT, Aa OMX MHOTO Ka-
CHUje, Kajda caM U caMa I1oJeda ja ce 6aBuM AeKcuKorpadpujom, cxsatmaa
KOAMKO je To nnopebeme nctunuto. Ilpnaor xoju caeau ocaama ce Ha Ce
Te AparoljeHe yCIIOMeHe.

" YaaHax je HacTao Kao pesyaTatr paja Ha mpojekty 6p. 178007 »Etumoaomnixa ucrpa-
JKMBarba CPIICKOT je3uka U uspaga Emumorouwixoz peunuxa cpnckoz jesuxa«, XKoju y
neayHu ¢puHaHCKPa MMHICTapCTBO IIpOCBeTe, HayKe 1 TEXHOAOIIKOT pas3poja Perry-
6auke CpOunje.

! »Dictionaries are like watches — the worst is better than none and the best cannot be
expected to be quite true«, Samuel Johnson (1709-1784), eHraeckn eHIMKAOIIEAMCTA.
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1. Apyro je »orkpuhe« A0IIA0 3HATHO AOIHUje, Kajda caM ce (3a
norpebe uspaje jeAHOTOMHOT eTMMOAOIIKOI pedHMKa CPIICKOT je3yKa)
nozabapiaa TBOPOEHO-CeMaHTUYKIM ITOPOAUIIOM MMeHute uerad. Fbena
AepuBaryja y CpIICKOM je3MKy, Mako peaaTUBHO OoraTa,” Huje HapOdnTO
3aHMM./bUBA. JeAMHO IITO MHTPUTMPA jecTe IIOCTOjarbe IPaKTUYHO — Maja
He CacBUM — CHMHOHMMHOI Ilapa IPUAEBCKUX CAOXKeHUIIa 0pazoueH u
cxynouen ‘pretiosus’. IlltaBmine, y mMCTOM 3Hademy je IIOCBeJOYEH U
3acTapean 00AMK MHO0zoteH (Kao Feros aHTOHMM YpPeAHO je IOCTojao U
maroyen ‘jedrun’’). Otkya norpeda 3a Toauknm cuHoHnMuMa? Kako n
3aIllTO Cy OHU yAa3uAu Y je3suK U u3 mera ce ryoman? V kasa ce To
AelllaBal0, OAHOCHO Koja je IbMXOBa peaaTusHa xpoHoaoruja? ¥ Cko-
KOBOM eTMMO/OIIIKOM Pe4YHMKY OATOBOpa Ha OBa INTarba HeMa, MaKo OH
CBe TPU CAOKeHMIIe ITOMUbe: dpazoyer Jak TpuIyT (SKOK 1: 263 s.v. cije-
na, 1: 428 s.v. drag; 3: 273 s.v. skup), Apyre ase 1o jeanom (3: 273 s.v. skup;
2: 445 s.v. mnogi). Hu muxosom tBOpO6OoM CKOK ce Huje rmoceGHO OaBmoO,
OCMM IITO je y ABa HaBpaTa y3Ipej HaBeO ABa pa3AndmuTa TyMayerba:
»SloZen pridjev skupocen obrazovan [je] prema dragocjen od sintagme
gen. skupe cijene« (SKOK 3:273 s.v. skup), ogHOCHO »mmnogocjen (< [mpu-
Aesa] cjenan)« (SKOK 2: 445 s.v. mnogi), Tako ga HUje jacHO ga AU OH AP>KU
Aa Cy CAOXKeHMIIe Pa3AMYUTOT MAM UCTOT IIopeKaa, Aa AU U3a CBUX CTOje
TeHUTMBCKe CMHTarMe MAM I1aK CTapuje ABOIIPUAEBCKe CAOKeHMIIe — IIpK
geMy caMo Jpazouer U He TyMadn (Maja caMuM nopebemwem nmrnanimpa
Aa je ucTo Kao ckynouer). Hema H1 ocBpTa Ha XpOHOAOTMjy TUX 0DAMKA,
arcoayTHy HuTH peaatmsHy. Kako O6m HapeAHM CPIICKM €THMMOJOIIKMA
peunHnk 6mo 60su 04 Ckokosor (B. Haml. 1), y meMy je mpuAeBy dpazover

> Jenomunaa yérumu impf. (OCUM AeMMHYTUBA UeHKAmu ce) TOCTOjU U Y TIpe-
JurupannM BapujaHTaMa 3aAUEHUMU, NOMUEHUMY, NPeUeHUMY, OUEHUMU, NPOUeHUMU
pf. (ocum ca mpedpuxcom 3a-, cBM 004NN 404a3€ M Y KOHKPETHUM U Y allCTPaKTHUM
3HayemlMa), a 3HauemeM ce usjasaja yuenumu pf., iter. Oa nocrsepbasa peaanso-
BaHU Cy oyena, npouena u yuena. Kao npuaes My QpyHKIIMOHNMIIIE [TaCUBHA I1a PTHLINAIL
uervert (Takobe ca cBuM npedukcuMma, 3a-, 0-, NOM-, npe-, Yy-), HeNpPOUErbUE, UEHOGHMU,
orya uenosnuk m. Ty je m Koaektus Oecyerve N., y IPIAOLIKOj yrioTpedu y Oecuerve
‘jako jedpTiHO’, HacIIpaM 3acT. bectier adj. ‘HEM3MEpPHO BICOKe IIeHe, jaKO AparoreH’.

* Y PCA K04 HEKOAUKO aytopa XIX Bexa, y RJA camo u3 Cryanha, ys ynyhusame Ha
oarosapajyhe obamke y 4erkoM, Io/bLCKOM U PYyCKOM — JaHac, BeK KacHUje, BaH yIIO-
Tpebe y TMM je3anIiuma.
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nocsehena mocebHa ogpeaHnIla, rae ce yKpaTKO M3HOCH pa3dMaTparbe
KOje caeau.

2. CeMaHTHUYKM TOKOBM He MOTY Ce IIPaTUTI He3aBJMCHO OZ TBOpOe, 1
TO y MCTOPMjCKOj IepCIIeKTUBM. Y MPBUM YAaHOBMMaA CBUX ITOMEHYTHX
CAOXKeHNIIAa HeABOCMICAEHO Ce IpeIlo3Hajy IpuAesu 0paz, ckKyn, MHozu,
Maru. Y Apyrom geay Ou ce odeKMBao IpuAeB Ha -aH (Kao HIp. y Jpazo-
60041, MH020/6Y0aM, MAAOOYULAH), AaKAe IIOPEeKAOM O4 MMeHMUIIe uetd (Kao
HITO Cy 6004, You, dyuia). Aau IpuAeB *yenan AaHac He IIOCTOjU, Tako Aa
y cAydajy OBUX CAOKeHHIIa, Ha CMHXPOHOM HUBOY HIje jacaH O4HOC MMe-
HUIIe UeHa Y APYTOT eAeMeHTa -UeH (yII. pa3dauky y CKOKOBOM TyMademy
00A1Ka MHO20UeH Y CKYNoueH).

2.1. Mebytnm, Ha AMjaxpoHOM I1aaHy CBe ce MOXKe Oo/be caraeAatil.
3a To heMo ce ocaoHnTM Ha CKpoMHM U300p 1ocrojehux Mcropujckmx
pedHMKa cprickor jeauka (JAHnUnh, RJA, tex aeanmmuano u PCA), cse-
CHI aa O Aa/ba eKcIlepIiiyja je3ndke rpabe Moraa A4OHeTH joIr ImojaTaka
U @BeHTYaAHO AOBeCT) A0 HeIlITO ApyTauljux 3aKbydaka.

2.1.1. Hajpanmnje je (XIII /XIV Bek) mocsesoueH IIpuaeB MHO020leH, Y 00-
AWKy CPIICA. MBHOTOLTBHBHD: /pakajiy eCcT KaMeHMja MHOTOLTBHbHA
(Cs. Casa), Cp nmourernuMu 1 MHorounHanMu dapu (Ilosesa us 1392),
IloBea® aoHecTy cBUTHI KpacbHbl MHOTOITBHHEI (JomenTHjan), ITpnaosxn
KaHbAuaa MHororybHbHa (/JaHnao), cyse apxanbeaoBe KakOHO KaMerbe
MHOTOIIjeHHO (»MHOTo IueHHo«) (30. hmpua. pyxonmca, AyOpoBHMK
1520) (AaHamh 2: 83, takobe RJA s.v., ym. u ZETT 1970: 224).* Taj je
npujes y 06AMKy MBHOTIOITBHbHD, ITocTojao Beh y crapocaosenckom
je3aNKy, Kao KaAkK IIpeMa IpukoM moAUTIHoG, moAvteArnc (ESJS 93 s.v.
céna, 512-513 s.v. mvnogv). HaBegenun mpumMepu ykasyjy Ha KHbUIIKI
KapakTep pedy, MaJa je OHa BpeMeHOM, IIpOIIaBlIy Kpo3 MeHe Koje je
y4eHH CpIICKOCAOBEHCKU je3uK IIpeTprieo, ¢oHeTcku Iipuaarobena
>KIBOM TroBopy, 1a je Kpajem XVIII seka Jocutej kopucTtu Oe3 roayraaca:
MHOTOITBHHE BeIlITH He KyITyjy ce 3a Maay 1ybHY (RJA). OBy peu, Koja Huje
6uaa ymaa y Hapog, Byk Kapanmh je y ceom mpesoagy Hosor 3asera

* Aame RJA aonOCH 1 map nmpumepa us XV Beka, ca XpBaTCKOT TepeHa: Mnogocenan
jest (A. daamarun); BoljSe bo jesu dobre réci ot srebra i ot zlata mnogocennago
(raaroscky pykommc), u jormn Hekoanko mosHmjux, ud XVII-XVIII Beka, y 06anky
mnogocjen poHeTCcKu OAVDKeM HapoaHOM marosopy (tako Iletap Boraanm Baxmmh,
poaom Byrapun, n daamatuany J. Kasamun n V. M. Matenh).
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Meby BuIIe geceTrHa M300MYajeHIX, CTAPOCPIICKUX Y CPIICKOCAOBEHCKIIX
pedn »OXIBeo« 3a oTpede TOTr IpeBoda, y 00anky mhozouet.” Taj mpe-
BOJ HIje jeAVIHU U3BOP IheHe HOBUje TocBea0ueHoCT.” Y CBakoM cay4ajy,
HeMa CyMIbe 4a je OBa CAO0KeHHIIa IPBOOUTHO Kao APYTU eAeMeHT uMada
npuges WbHbHD < cénbvnv, Aa OM BpeMeHOM II0AyTrAac b MCIIao, a HH ce
3aKOHOMEPHO yIIPOCTUAO Y H.

2.1.2. Tlpuaes dpazouen, 1oHeKas U y 0OAMKY KOMIIapaTuBa, I1OCBe-
AoueH je og, XVI Beka.” VMaxko ra He 6eaexu Byk, cpehe ce (xao 1 og mera
u3BeJeHa MMeHNIIa) y HApOAHMM IlecMaMa U IIpUIIoBeTKaMa: AparoljeHe
u csete crBapu (HIT), aparonjennjex xasuna (HIIp), Aa nmage u cpebpa
U 34aTa, opy>Kja U MHOTIO Apyrujex aparonujetoctu (HIIp). Kopucruo ra
je m Byk Kapanmh amuno: Omnmcanmje aparorieHuje ocraTaka Harie
crapute (cse mmpeMa RJA). Crora osaj mpuaes Tpeba cMaTpaTu AeA0M
HapOJHOI' CPIICKOT je3dMKa, MaKo je MOXJa HacTao 3a ydeHe IIoTpebde.
3HauajHO je 1 TO Aa ra y oAroBapajyhum o0AuIMa 1MMajy 1 ToTOBO CBU
OCTaAl CAOBEHCKM je3UIN, Majda — yIpkoc (popMaaHO-CeMaHTUUKO]j 10 -
YAQpPHOCTM — UIIaK HUje M3BECHO 4a AU Kao Ae0 IpacA0oBeHCKor Haclebha
(SP, OCCJI ra ne permucrpyjy!) mam xao mosHuje, He3aBUCHe TBOpOe y
CBaKOM je3UKy IToHaoco0. I1ako ce Ha ocHOBY rpaduje HaIuX IIOTBpJa He
MOXe ca curypHomhy TBpAUTH 4a je 1 y OBOM cayuajy ApyTU eleMeHT
010 npuAes WhHBbHD < CéNbNv, Y APYTUM je3UIMa TO je jacHo (YII. cAd.,
yen1. drahocenny, 11oa. drahocenny, pyc. dpazouernbviii). OcTaje HeM3BECHO
Aa AU je CAOXeHMIla HacTala II0 y30py Ha y4eHy MHOTOLIBHbHb 1A
IIaK CIIOHTAHO, Y TOKY IIPMPOAHOT je3MYKOT pasBUTKa 10/ yTuIlajeM ¢ak-

*IleT je y ToM mpeBoay mperno3Hao 49 peun 3a koje Byk cmaTpa 4a »ce y Hamem Ha-
POAHOM je3MKy He TOBOpPe, aAl ce AaCHO MOTY pasyMjeTy U C HapO4HUjeM pujednMa
nomujematn« (ZETT 1970: 132).

® Og IIpeABYKOBCKIX IIMcaria Kopuctu je, mopes AJocuteja, jomr At. Hemxosuh,
Byaum 1801, a oa nosuujux Cr. HoBakosuh, beorpaga 1893; Anuannu b. Byancasae-
suh, Hosu Cag 1914; daamarunar H. Hoanao, 3arpe6 1918 (PCA).

7 Kog JaAMaTMHCKMX U OOCAHCKMX IIMcalia /AU npeBogujalna peAnrno3He

xisykesHocTy XVI-XVIII 8. (Kosxiranh, Mpnasuh, Paganh, Kasamus, I'pryp ns Ba-
perra, Hrp. da bi redovnici ni oka ni dragocennih riz ne nosili; izvede ono dragocino
zrnee; Rasipajuéi ovo dragocjeno vrijeme | dobra smrt i dragocjena prid Bogom;
Kamen i biser dragocjeni; dragocina smrt) Te xoa aexcnkorpada Boatuha, Cryanha
u kajkaBua beaocrenna (cse y RJA) oaHocu ce mogjegHako Ha KOHKpeTHE U Ha
aIlCTpaKTHe II0jMOBe (3a KOAOKaLujy ca CMph, YII. AaT. mors pretiosa).
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TOpa onmcaHux y § 3.2. aam cBakako ce TO 4eC1A0 AOK je IIpuAes Jpaz jour
AKTMBHO 3Ha4MO ‘cKyrr’.”

2.1.3. IlpugeB ckynouen 1mocsejoueH je HajkacHuje, Tek o4 XIX Bexa.
Jeaunu je 04 OBUX 0DAMKA HECYMIBMBO HapoAHa ped jep ra 6eaexxu Byk,’
a IIOCTOjU ¥ Y HAPOAHUM IPUIIOBETKaMa M IecMama, Kao 1 'y Bykosom u
Aananhesom nipesoay Bubanje."” Vako CKOK Apyru eaeMeHT M3BOAM
U3 TeHUTUBHe cuHTarMme (Oumu) ckyne uere (SKOK l.c.), BepoBatHuje je ga
ce TBOpOa (permmo HajkacHmje y XVIII Beky, momto je 00AMK IMCMEHO
¢uxcnpan nmogerkom XIX Beka) HacA0HMAA y APYTOM eAeMeHTy Ha Beh
nocrojehn cHOHUM dpazouert. Pazaor 3a 3aMeHy IIPBOT eAeMeHTa Te CA0-
JKeHHUIle A€XM y 4MIbeHUIM Ja je AoTAe mpuaes Jdpaz 6uo m3ryomo
3Haueme ‘CKyIr'.

3. HesaBucHo o4 cutyanmje ca cAoKeHMIlaMa, TpeDa MMaTU y BUAY
CeMaHTUYKM Pa3BoOj OCHOBHe peun uena (3a BepOaaHe gepupaTe B. HaIl.
op. 2).

3.1. ¥V crapocprckom je og XIV Beka mocsesodyeHa MMeHuIa ifbHa y
ABa OCHOBHa 3Hayemha ‘HaKHaJa 3a IIPOTUBYCAYTy, pretium’ u ‘MaTepu-

jaana BpeaHoct (Te HakHage), cBoTa”:'' yI. IyBHa UMb (HmacTMpuUMa 3a
Manly y IAaHUHU IIPKBEHOj) 04 caja 2 OBbHA M 2 jaTeTu M CUPb U

auHaps (I'. IJam0Oaax), Ilena 0u aBopa Tora ocMb AUTpL cpedpa (1crpasa

® OHo je ouyBaHO y jOII jeAHO] ceMaHTUYKYU GAMCKO] TPUAEBCKOj CAOKEHMUITH, 3aCT.
Opazoxyn, -a, -0 niopea dpazokynan ‘ckymo raahen’ (y HIT gecto mommeHndeHoj y
Opazoxyn m., dpazoxyna f., dpazdkynye n. — HAPOUIUTO O POOy, POOUELM — IITO HeaeXn U
Byk, B. PCA), satuM y cuHTarmMm Opazu kamen ‘AujaMaHT’” U y BepOBaTHO OTyJ,
U3BeAE€HOM HEOAOTU3MY 0pazl.b, Kao U y TAaroAy (no)dpaxamu ‘TIOCKyIieTn’ — IpeMa
KOMITapaTtuBy Opaxu ‘ckynsu’ (SKOK 1: 428b s.v. drig), He3aBMCHO O/ BepOBaTHOT
OoxeMmaMa Jparc0a ‘AnumUTanyja, ayKiimja, IoAnsame 1eHe’.

o Vmajy ra m MakeaoHCKM 1 Oyrapcku, TAe y 3Hauemy ‘pretiosus’ Takobe rmpeosaajasa
OpUAEB CKYN, 32 Pa3AUKY O/, Jpaz, KOjU KOPUCTE CBI OCTaAU CAOBEHCKU je3UIIN.

' Hup.: nma jeaHa Beayka jama y 3eMau ... Ouhe y 1b0j HOBaLa MAY KaKMUX APYTUX
ckynonjenux crpapu (HIIp), ¥ 320 g00a y roanHy raagsy, ka4 je 6maa cKynolieHa
xpana (HII), JKene ... ga ykpamyjy ceGe ... XxasnHaMma ckyroljeHnma (Byk H3),
CkymnorjeHoM Kpeay Xpucra (Byx H3), Cse oo Ojerre o4 ckyIoIjjeHa KaMeHa
(Aaununh C3) (ce RJA s.v.).

n MnaupekrtHo ce u3 genomnnasa wbanutu (XIV B, dymanos 3akoHUK) ‘aestimare’
Ipero3Haje M 3Haueme ‘IpolleHa’; TeK KacHuje ce pasBuja arcTpPakTHO ‘yMHa,
eMOTMBHA BpeAHOCT’, MTO je cTame y Behunu caosencknx jesuka (8. SP 2: 76, DCCSI
3:182-183, ESJS 93).
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n3 XIV B.), llujena ra ject Tpu autpe cpedbpa (36. hupna. pykonuca,
AyoposHuk 1520).

3.1.1. OcuM OCHOBHOI, HeyTpPaJAHOT 3Hauerha, KacHUje ce jaBmbajy MU
IIpUJAeBCKe CHHTarMe KojuMa Ce HheHa BpeAHOCT IIpelm3upa: Adka ieHa
(umjena je ceeMy aaka, Jyoposuanus M. Berpannh, XVI B.), a HapounTo
doopa / Ooba uena, 4uja ce ceMaHTMKa I'pPaHa y ABa CYIpPOTHa cMepa,
3aBJICHO O/ IepcIIeKTVBe TOBOPHMKA: ako je OH IIpoJasall, KoMe je 400pa
IleHa OHa Koja je BiCOKa (Heka je MHB ITbHa 00.ba Hepe MHOMY, jepe CbMb
Balllb — TPak! ce 403B0Ja 3a IPOAajy IIO BUIIOj LeHHU, J0KymeHT XIV
BeKa) doOpa yera je 3arrpaso 6ucoka Tj. poda je cxyna (ym. u Bykoso seauka
Uena: ja caM 3a BeAMKY IMjeHy MMe oBora rpabancrBa 406mo, cse RJA
S.V.).

3.1.2. VI3 nmepcnexTuse KyIllla, KOMe je 400pa IleHa OHa Koja je HMcKa (B.
ko4 Muxkame: 200pe nujeHe, Ha A400py IujeHy ‘je¢prmuo vili pretio’,
Takobe y mocaosniiama: Meco 400pe umjere u nicu jeay | Adobpa mjujena,
MyJap O4m OTBOPMU a AyJ 3aTBOPM), OHO IITO je JoOpe ieHe 3ampaso je
jepmuro.

3.1.3. Aan Kako cy Kynum OpOjHUjM Hero IIpOAAaBIM, IbMXOBa IIep-
criekTuBa je mpeosaajasa.” Tako U OKaMemeH! TaAeXU MMeHUIe Y
npuAomKoj GyHKIUju 3Hade ‘jeptmHO”: yujere adv.: boraramry ce Bpao
uujeHe yunHy, 1a Ha 1o npucrage (HIIp), ['aBpanosu rpauy un 6ujy ce,
nyjene he 6pzo meca 6utn (Fberom), Aa xynmumo be suaumo Hajijeme a
Hajoose (HIIp);"® yujero adv.: Taga pobasa Bpao 1jeno Gjeme: asa Typ-
4yyHa 3a Kabao suHa (HII); yujeny adv.: Aa Hujecy oBako LmjeHy pujedn,
Mambe Ou aaxa 6nao 3a mynily (HIToca) (cee RJA s.vv.).

3.1.4. Jaxe ce gemaBa J4a 00jeANIbeHN IIOjMOBU jedmut UAN CKYn AoAase
Kao MpUAEBN y3 MMeHuNy uexa, yi. koA /. I'pruha-bjeaokocnha: ¥ xaj-
Aydke raase jeptuHa je nujeHa | Ja 4" je (raaBy) mpoJaT O IjUjeHy CKyITy
(RJA)," mro je ca cBoje crpane Takobe oTBOpMAO TyT OpMUparby
CAOXKeHMIIa y HapOAHOM TOBOpY.

> Tako u y caydajy utaa. a buon mercato ‘jeptao’ (a0ca. ‘a00puM Tprosawmem’), Pp.
bon marché ‘ucro’.

¥ CynpotHor je 3HaYer»a OKaMereH! MHCTPyMeHTaA ctca. cénojo ‘ckymno’ (ESJS 93).

" Canano je 6mao u ca dpaz ‘ckyn’ xog, AaamaTtrHcKux nmcana XVII-XVIII sexa (Ka-
mutha u Poce): Koju ... toliko dragom cijenom kupovahu; Zrno (bisera) drage cijene
(RJA s.v. cijena).
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3.2. Oa nmeHuIe je ypeagHO U3BeAeH KBaAUTaTUBHU IPUAEB Ha -bHb
(< meca. *-vnv < me. *-inus) IWBHBHb 'KOjU 1Ma IleHy, BpeJaH (Hedera)’,
OAHOCHO ‘KOjUI MMa BUCOKY IleHy, BPAO BpedaH’ Tj. ‘ckym’” mocsegoueH,
yIAaBHOM y 004auKy koMmnapaTusa, Tek o4 XVI n XVII Beka (camo kxog,
OocaHckor mucria Mmxajaa Pagumha y mosutusy: Dade ti dva kljuca,
jedan od zlata veoma cjenan s uzicom od svile, RJA s.v. cijénan). ¥
HapOJOM CTBapaJalllTBy, HalIpOTUB, OH 3HauM ‘Made IieHe, jeptun: Oa
3aaTa je 1jeme cpedpo (HIloca), hema (sic! < 1jujema) je Kog Hac Ayia
Hero antpa ayka (HIloca). Iloa yturajem cemanTimuke amMOMBaA€HTHO-
CTM IPOM3BOJAHE MMeHNIle, U IIPUAeB IopeJ CBOT IPBOOUTHOT 3Hayerha
‘pretiosus’ pasBuja 1 aHTOHUMHO 3Haueme ‘vilis’, koje Geaexn u Byk.'
JOK AeHOMMHAA UyeHumuy U IeToB TPIIHM HPUAEB leteH 3alp>KaBajy
HeyTpaAaHO, OAHOCHO IIO3UTMBHO 3Hauyere, OCHOBHA MMeHuIla Ao0uja 1
HeraTUBHO (yII. cTapuje IpuAaore yujete, yujeno, yujery ‘jepTuno’, Kao u
HOBMjJ A€MUHYTUBHU ACHOMMHAA leHKamu ce ‘IIOCTU3aTU Maiby ILIeHy'),
IITO ce IIPeHOCU U Ha O/ ke M3BeJeHu Ipujes. TakaB ceMaHTUUKIU
pasBoj 4oBeo je 40 moTpebe Ja ce KBaAuTeT BUCOKE BpeAHOCTH,
MarepujaaHe (a IIOTOM U AyXOBHe), IIpeju3Mpa jOII jedHUM IIPUAEBOM,
Jpaz 0OAHOCHO ckyn (B. IpMMepe rope), Ila je U TO y HapOAHOM je3UKy —
He3aBVICHO O/ IIOCTOjarba y4deHe CAOKeHUIe MbHOTOLIBHBHb — MOTAO
AOBeCTU A0 HaCTaHKa CAOXKeHmLa dpazouen v ckynover (B. m § 3.1.4.).

4. PeaaTuBHO IIO3HA ITOCBEAOYEHOCT THUX caAoXeHmuIa (Ttek y XVI
oaHocHo XIX Beky) roBopu O IBMXOBOM HapOAHOM IIOPEKAYy — KaKo
3HayerheM IIPBOT Je4a Tako U TBOpOOM APYTOT Aea.

4.1. XpoHOAOIIIKa pa3AMKa IIOKAalla ce ca AMHaMMKOM CeMaHTUIKOT
pasBoja oba npujesa: AOK je Jpaz IOCTEIEeHO TyOMO MO3UTUBHO 3Haverhe
‘ckynr’ (4aHAC yBeAMKO 3acTape0, OIpaHNYeHO Ha IIMCIIe HPeTIIPOIIAOr
Beka, B. PCA) u mpakrnuHo ce cBeo Ha ‘MmO, BOobeH (IITO je 40AaTHO
II0T0A0BaA0 Be3uBamby alicTpakTHe CeMaHTHUKe 3a 00AMK Jpazouer), ICTO-

% Ycra je cutyanuja um y BehMHM APYIMX CAOBEHCKUX je3uKa: OYT. uéHer, cAd., JeI.
cenny, Mo/b. cenny, CTpyc. ITbHbH'D, PyC. UEHHULI, YKP. UiHHull, 6AP. UIHHDL, CBE O TICA.
*cénvnv < 1ca. *céna (SP 2: 7677 s.v. céna; ESJS 93; DCCA 3: 182-183 Oe3 npuaesa).

16 Takas ce 0OPT A0TOAVO Y jOITI HEKUM je3uIIMa: CAH. cenén (pemMa u3pasnuma v ceno,
po ceni, cend), Takobe ykp. 6 yitni ‘jepruno’ (SP 2: 76 s.v. céna). VicTy aHTOHUMMjY TT0-
Kasyje u IIpuaes Oecler 3acT. ‘HeM3MEPHO JAparoleH’ mpema Oecuerve n. ‘cacBUM Maaa
neHa’, y Oecyerve adv. ‘Oyasamro’ (tako Beh y JymaHOBOM 3aKOHNKY: 4a MOY KOY-
11410 IIPOJAacTh Oy Oe3bybHbIE, AAHNYNE 1: 38).
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BpPEeMeHO je — He3aBMCHO UAM IlapaleAHo — IPUAEB CKyn MpeIao IIyT 04
HeraTMBHe KOHOTallMje 40 CeMaHTUJKe HeyTpaau3alyje: M3BOPHO ‘IIKPT;

/17(

OCKyJaH IIpeko ‘pesak’ — ‘BpedaH 3aTo IITO je pegak’ — ‘ckyn’’ (LITO je

AOJATHO IIOTOAO0BAAO Be3NBamby KOHKpeTHe CceMaHTMKe 3a 00AUK CKYHo-
em).

4.2. Ha naany tBOpOe, Apyru eAeMeHT -teH (3a pasAMKY 04 MHO20UeH :
mHozouenar, B. §2.1.1) He 1oKasyje ImpolMpere 3a CAOXKeHe IpuAese
-bn’b, KOje je OMAO TUINYHA TeHAeHIIMja Y I[PKBeHOCJAOBEHCKOj TBOpOU
(yn. VAILLANT 1974: 455 3a nmpuMepe THUIIa 6eAbATDID U 6eADAIDHLHD), AOK
jée Yy HapogHOM je3MKy, HapO4uTO JaHac, M3y3eTHO peTKa IIojaBa (YIL.
ycxozpyd | yckoepydar, caabosud / caabosudar, Oeronym [/ Oeronymat,
3aohyd / saohydan, dyzosex / dyzoseuart).

5. lanac nmaMo cutyanmjy JAa je ydeHu IIpUAeB, ABOIPUAEBCKA CAO-
>KeHHIIa jOII CPIICKOCAOBEHCKOT IopeKaa, MHozoueH (Takobe mHozoyenat,
nocsegouexn o4 XIII Beka), cacBuM M3001M4ajeH y caBpeMeHOM CPIICKOM
je3aVKy (ca UM U aHTOHUM MaAoUeH), AOK je dpazoyer (IIOCBeJOYeH Of
XVI Beka) y ymorpebu mapadeaHo ca ckynouer (mocsegoueH oz XIX
BeKa), aAl He Kao eroB IOTIIyH! CMHOHMM Beh — 1o yTuiiajem cemaH-
TUKe Jpaz ‘MMO’ — IIOKpMBa allCTpaKkTHaA 3Haueha AyXOBHe AU eMOTUBHe
BpPeAHOCTH, a CKYynoueH ce orpaHMYaBa Ha KOHKpeTHa 3Hauera, Koja ce
TU4Iy MaTepujaAHNX Aobapa.

/Aureparypa
Byk =Byk Ct. Kaparrh, Cpncku pjeutiux, beorpag 41935.

Aannuns ='B. Adaamanh, Pjeunuk us krouxesHux cmapuna cpnekux, 1-3, beorpaa
1863-1864; pennpunT beorpag : Byk Kaparrh 1975.

PCA — Peurui cpncxoxpeamckoz KrouxesHoz u Hapootoz jesuxa, 1-, beorpaga : CAHY,
1959-.

DCCSI - Imumorozueckuti cA06apb caassaHckux a3vikos, 1-, Mocksa : Hayka, 1974—.

* %k

Buck = C. D. Buck, A Dictionary of Selected Synonyms in the Principal Indo-European
Languages, Chicago : UCP *1965.

CREPAJAC 1978 = Lj. Crepajac, »Prilog proucavanju grckih semantickih
pozajmljenica i prevedenica u srpskohrvatskom, Ziva antika 28/1-2, 75-84.

Y Tojasa je jy’kKHOCAOBEHCKa — TIOpPeJ CPIICKO-XPBAaTCKOT, IIPUCYTHA jOII Y MaKeAO0H-
CKOM ¥ OyTapCKOM je3MKy.
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ESJS = Etymologicky slovnik jazyka staroslovénského, Praha 1989-.

Frisk = H. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches Worterbuch, 1-3, Heidelberg : Carl
Winter, *1973.

RJA = Rjecnik hrvatskoga ili srpskoga jezika, 1-23, Zagreb : JAZU, 1882-1973.
Skok = P. Skok, Etimologijski rjecnik hrvatskoga ili srpskoga jezika, 1-4, Zagreb :
JAZU, 1971-1974.

SP = Stownik prastowianski, 1-, Wroctaw etc. : Ossolineum, 1974-.

VAILLANT 1974 = A. Vaillant, Grammaire comparée des langues slaves, IV: La formation
des noms, Paris : Klincksieck.

ZETT = R. Zett, Beitrige zur Geschichte der Nominalkomposita im Serbokroatischen (Die
altserbische Periode), Kéln / Wien : Bohlau Verlag, 1970.

Jasna Vlaji¢-Popovic¢
Serbian Language Institute, SASA, Belgrade

Is dragocen necessarily skupocen? On designations for
‘pretious’ in the Serbian language
Abstract

In view of the topics professor Ljiljana Crepajac used to cover during her lectures
on Greek historical grammar, the author examines the origin, word-fomation and
semantic development of a synonymous pair of compound adjectives in modern
Serbian, dragocen and skupocen “pretious’ (dating from 16th and 19th centuries
respectively). They are analyzed with regard to yet another synonym of the same
structure, the obsolete mnogocen dating from the 13th century Serbian-Slavic
mnogocénvno, traceable to an Old Church Slavonic mnogocénvny, itself a calque
from Gk. toAvtipog and/or moAvteAric. On the other hand, they can be
explained as indigenous formations, dragocen being the first to originate from the
qualitative adjective c(jlenan (< cénonv) derived from c(ij)ena ‘price’. The semantic
ambiguity of the noun (besides the neutral “price’, it developed not only the
positive meaning ‘high price’” but also antonymous ‘low price, cheap price’) was
transferred to the adjective which began to mean both ‘expensive, valuable” and
‘cheap’. Hence the need arose for an enforcement of the adjectival meaning
‘valuable, pretious’ by yet another adjective: first it was drag “dear (in every
respect)’ (hence dragocen) and when it fell out of use in the sense ‘expensive,
pretious’, it was replaced by skup ‘expensive’ (hence skupocen).

Key Words: Serbian language, compound, calque, semantic development,
mmnogocen, dragocen, skupocen.
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Srednjoskolsko takmicenje u znanju latinskog,
2009-2013: podaci i pouke

Takmicenje u znanju latinskog i grckog jezika za ucenike srednjih Skola
na drzavnom nivou (jo§ uvek pod anahronim nazivom Republicko tak-
micenje)' od 2003. godine redovno se odrZzava u mesecu maju u nekoj od
beogradskih gimnazija. Pokrovitelji Takmicenja su Ministarstvo prosvete
i Asocijacija za klasi¢ne studije Srbije (AKSS), a organizatori AKSS i ¢la-
novi Odeljenja za klasi¢ne nauke Filozofskog fakulteta u Beogradu.

U znanju latinskog takmicenje se odrzava u sedam kategorija: ucenici
prvog i drugog razreda realnih gimnazija (kategorije r1 i r2); ucenici pr-
vog, drugog, treceg i Cetvrtog razreda filoloskih gimnazija i odeljenja (Fi-
loloska gimnazija u Beogra-

du, Karlovacka gimnazija, i Grafikon 1: Ukupan brojucesnikana
Takmicenju od 2009. do 2013. godine

filoloska odeljenja gimnazija

u Kruseveu, NiSu, Smede-|  gogo9 w2010 m2011 m2012 m2013
revu, Valjevu, Kragujevcu,

4 197
Kraljevu, Sapcu i Jagodini — 191
.. v 185
kategorije f1-f4); ucenici pr- 180 181
vog razreda stru¢nih $kola
(medicinska, poljoprivredna,

zubarska — kategorija s). U
kategoriji s ucenici na Tak-
micenju reSavaju test, a u ostalim kategorijama prevode tekst sa latin-
skog jezika na srpski.

U znanju gr¢kog jezika ucenici svih razreda klasi¢nih odeljenja Fi-

loloske i Karlovacke gimnazije takmice se u cetiri kategorije (gl-g4) i
prevode tekst sa grékog jezika na srpski.”

! Asocijacija za klasi¢ne studije Srbije podnela je nadleZnom ministarstvu zahtev da
se naziv takmicenja preinaci u Drzavno takmicenje u znanju latinskog i grckog jezika
za ucenike srednjih skola.

? Rezultate takmicenja u znanju grékog jezika (koje se redovno odrzava od 2006)
necemo ovde analizirati.
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Grafikon 2: Ukupan broj takmicara iz realnih
gimnazija

W2009 2010 W2011 mW2012 ™W2013

67 58 57 65 61

. ... 24 32 39 36 34

rl r2

S porastom interesovanja za uce$c¢e na Takmicenju, primetnim i medu
srednjoskolcima iz manjih gradova u Srbiji —i to u krizna vremena, nena-
klonjena nauci i izu€avanju starine, kada se budzet za takmicenje iz godi-

Grafikon 3: Ukupan broj takmicaraiz filoloskih gimnazijai odeljenja
W2009 2010 m2011 w2012 m2013

21 21 22 20
17517 545 1818 18 18 - 2V 18

f1 2 £3 f4

ne u godinu smanjuje, a profesori i njihovi najbolji ucenici cesto osecaju
skrajnutim — porastao je i kvalitet takmicenja u pojedinim kategorijama.
Raduje podatak da je odaziv sve masovniji u inace najbrojnijoj kategoriji
rl, ali i u konkurenciji filoloskih gimnazija i odeljenja, Ciji su ucenici — a
medu ovima opet uglavnom

Grafikon 4: Ukupan brojtakmicara ucesnici na Takmicenju — rela-
iz srednjih stru¢nih skola

tivno najmnogobrojniji i medu
studentima prve godine na O-
m2009 #2010 m2011 m2012 m2013 |deljenju za klasicne nauke Filo-
zofskog fakulteta, a cesto i naj-

2 5 1 12 13 uspesniji diplomci i masteranti.
B e Sve pomenuto potaklo nas je
da izvrSimo analizu rezultata
Takmicenja od 2009. do 2013.

S
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godine. Naime, kompletni rezultati sa Takmicenja u svim kategorijama u
proteklih pet godina predstavljaju reprezentativan uzorak za analizu
znanja i uspesnosti ucenika, ali i njihovih profesora, kao i Skola koje
pohadaju ili su pohadali. Motiv za analizu uspesnosti predstavljala je i
Zelja da Takmicenje ucinimo kvalitetnijim, ali i pravednijim, tako Sto
¢emo ubudude najuspesnijim Skolama omoguditi da na drzavno
takmicenje posalju vise ucenika — kao Sto se to ¢ini na vrhunskim
medunarodnim sportskim priredbama. Kada smo ve¢ pomenuli sportska
takmicenja, valja re¢i da pri vrednovanju rezultata nismo primenili
kriterijum koji se sprovodi na Olimpijskim igrama.’ Elem, Zele¢i da
prikaZemo najuspesnije, drzali smo se nacela da su podjednako vredni
rezultati S8kole sa vec¢im brojem relativno visoko plasiranih ucenika i one
sa manjim brojem najuspesnijih. Na taj nacin, medu najuspesnijima na
nasoj rang-listi nisu se nasle npr. Skole koje su imale samo jednog
visokoplasiranog ucenika uspesnog dvaput (r1-r2) ili viSe puta (f1-f4).
Nase bodovanje uspeha na Takmicenju prikazano je u narednoj tabeli:

Tabela 1

rl 12 f1-f4 ,s

1. mesto 90 1. mesto 90 1. mesto 90
2. mesto 50 2. mesto 50 2. mesto 50
3. mesto 30 3. mesto 30 3. mesto 30
4. mesto 20 4. mesto 20 4. mesto 20
5. mesto 15 5. mesto 15 5. mesto 15
6. mesto 10 6. mesto 10

7.mesto 9 7.mesto 9

8. mesto 8 8. mesto 8§

9. mesto 7 9. mesto 7

10. mesto 6 10. mesto 6

11. mesto 5

12. mesto 4

13. mesto 3

14. mesto 2

15. mesto 1

U Kkategoriji 11 — najbrojnijoj (prosecno vise od 60 ucenika godisnje) —
vrednovano je petnaestoro najuspesnijih, bez obzira na to da 1i su neki

* Rangiranje na Olimpijskim igrama vr3i se prema broju osvojenih prvih mesta, te se
uspesnijom smatra npr. drzava diji su predstavnici osvojili samo jednu medalju -
zlatnu, nego ona ¢iji su sportisti osvojili npr. deset ili dvadeset drugih i tre¢ih mesta.
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od njih delili mesta; u kategoriji r2, u kojoj se takmici gotovo dvostruko
manji broj ucenika zbog ¢injenice da se u prirodno-matematickim odelje-
njima gimnazija u drugom razredu ne uci latinski jezik (prose¢no 33
ucenika godisnje), na isti na¢in vrednovano je desetoro najuspesnijih; u
kategorijama f1-f4 i s, u kojima se uglavnom takmici izmedu deset i
dvadeset ucenika, vrednovano je petoro najuspesnijih.

Na osnovu broja bodova dodeljenih prema plasmanu na takmicenju,
vidljiva je naSa namera da izdvojimo najboljih petoro ucenika, a ne samo
najboljih troje, koji na takmicenju dobijaju diplomu za osvojeno prvo,
drugo i trece mesto. Za takvo vrednovanje postoje najmanje dva razloga:
ucenicima koji postignu odli¢ne rezultata, a ne osvoje jedno od prva tri
mesta, dodeljuju se pohvalnice, i ve¢ spomenuta Zelja da se pohvale
Skole i profesori ¢iji ucenici na drzavnom takmicenju u vecem broju
ostvare visok plasman. U vezi sa poslednjim navedenim, u kategoriji r1
bodove su osvojili i ucenici koji su zauzeli od Sestog do petnaestog
mesta, a u kategoriji r2 od Sestog do desetog.

Prema navedenim principima vrednovanja rezultata, podjednako su
uspesne npr. skola koja je imala jednog pobednika (1 x 90 = 90 bodova),
Skola ¢iji su ucenici tri puta osvojili tre¢e mesto (3 x 30 = 90), ili skola ciji
su ucenici Sest puta bili peti (6 x 15 = 90).

Realne gimnazije (r11ir2)

U tabeli 2 podaci o petnaestoro najbolje rangiranih skola u kategorijama
rl i r2 prikazani su zbirno. Naime, ucenike prvog i drugog razreda
realnih gimnazija, pogotovo u najuspesnijim Skolama, cesto priprema isti
profesor. Takode, isti ucenik cesto osvaja visoko mesto na takmicenjima i
u prvom i u drugom razredu.

Tabela 2
gimnazija bodova plasman plasman ostali ukupno
ukupno  1-5.(%) 6-15./10. (%) ucesnika
1. IXbg 297 5 (33 %) 3 (20 %) 7 (47 %) 17
2. Gimnazija Pozarevac 274 5 (46 %) 4 (36 %) 2 (18 %) 11
3. Vbg 270 6 (55 %) 2 (18 %) 327 %) 11
4. Ilibg 256 40285%)  4(285%) 6 (43 %) 14
5. Prva kragujevacka 195 6 (40 %) 427 %) 5 (33 %) 15
6. Gimn. Sr. Mitrovica 154 3 (30 %) 2 (20 %) 5 (50 %) 10
7. VIlbg 148 3(17,5 %) 1(6%) 13 (76,5 %) 17
8. »B. Stankovié«, Ni§ 138 3 (30 %) 4 (40 %) 3 (30 %) 10
9. Ibg 129 3 (30 %) 1(10 %) 6 (60 %) 10
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10. »J.J. Zmaj«, Novi Sad 113 4 (31 %) 2 (15 %) 7 (54 %) 13

11. »Vuk Karadzic, 107 4(40 %) 3 (30 %) 330 %) 10
Trstenik

12. »Stevan Puzi¢«, Ruma 105 2 (20 %) 0 (0 %) 8 (80 %) 10

13. Gimn. Mladenovac 101 1 (10 %) 2 (20 %) 7 (70 %) 10

14. Vojna gimnazija, Bg 100 1 (10 %) 1 (10 %) 8 (80 %) 10

15. »Uros Predidx, 96 109%) 1(9%) 9 (82 %) 1

Pancevo
Medu najuspesnijima, lako je primetiti, veliki je broj beogradskih gimna-
zija. A valjalo bi navesti profesore latinskog jezika u realnim gimnazi-
jama koji se, kao mentori, izdvajaju na osnovu rezultata svojih ucenika.
Nevelik je broj gimnazija u Srbiji u kojima, zbog malog broja ucenika, a
samim tim i odeljenja, latinski jezik predaje samo jedan profesor. Ali,
primetno je, pogotovo medu Skolama na vrhu rang-liste, da ucenike za
drzavno takmicenje, ve¢ smo pomenuli, cesto priprema samo jedan, go-
tovo po pravilu isti profesor. Dobro je ako se to deSava zbog stava skole
da ucenike, radi uspesnijeg predstavljanja, priprema najbolji profesor.
Nije pak dobro ako je tako jer je drugi profesor nezainteresovan.

Najuspesniji profesori u kategorijama r1 i r2, prema broju bodova koje
su osvojili njihovi ucenici, jesu:

1. Vesna Dimitrijevi¢ (Deveta beogradska gimnazija) — 297;
2. Zorica Vuji¢ (Gimnazija Pozarevac) — 274;

3. Milesa Andus (Peta beogradska gimnazija) — 270;

4. Vesna Milovanovi¢ (Prva kragujevacka gimnazija) — 195;
5. Natalija Milinkovi¢ (Treca beogradska gimnazija) — 159;
6. Zorica Obradovi¢ (Gimnazija Sremska Mitrovica) — 154;
7. Vesna Grubor (Osma beogradska gimnazija) — 148;

8. Vera Cvetkovi¢ (Prva beogradska gimnazija) — 109;

9. Slavica Levi¢ (Gimnazija »Vuk Karadzié¢«, Trstenik) — 107;

10. Vladislav Todorovi¢ (Gimnazija »Stevan Puzi¢«, Ruma) — 105.

Filoloske gimnazije i odeljenja (f1-f4)
U tabeli 3, iz sli¢nih razloga kao i u prethodnoj, podaci o rezultatima svih
ucesnika u kategorijama f1-f4 prikazani su zbirno.

Tabela 3
gimnazija bodovi bodovi prvih pet mesta ostali
1-3. 4-5. ukupno 1. 2. 3. /4. 5
Filoloska gimnazija, Bg 1440 505 1945 8 614 /17 11 78
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Gimnazija Krusevac 1270 20 1290 982 /10 9
»Stevan Sremacs, Ni$ 250 40 290 122/20 13
Gimnazija Smederevo 270 15 285 300/01 10
Gimnazija Valjevo 140 55 195 013/21 28
Karlovacka gimnazija 30 70 100 001/22 52
Druga kragujevacka 80 15 95 011/01 2
gimnazija

Gimnazija Sabac 50 15 65 010/01 10
Gimnazija Kraljevo 50 15 65 010/01 12
]f;‘fé‘fi? Markovice, 0 15 15 000/01 0

Prema apsolutnom broju bodova u kategoriji filoloskih gimnazija i ode-
ljenja (f1-f4), najuspesnija je FiloloSska gimnazija u Beogradu. Medu
profesorima te Skole, najvise uspeha na Takmicenju imala je Gabrijela
Rimac (480 bodova). Ali, ako se srazmerno uzmu u obzir broj ucesnika
svake skole i njihovi rezultati, nije teSko utvrditi da je u ovoj kategoriji u
stvari daleko najuspesnije filolosko odeljenje gimnazije u Krusevcu. Nai-
me, relativno malobrojni ucenici te Skole osvojili su najvise prvih i dru-
gih mesta, a malo je medu njima onih koji nisu osvojili jedno od prvih
pet mesta (9 od 29). Tako se moglo i ocekivati da su profesori latinskoj
jezika Krusevacke gimnazije najuspesniji profesori u ovoj kategoriji: Sla-
vica Levi¢, ubedljivo najuspesnija (820 bodova), i Jelena Milenkovi¢
(470). Medu profesorima ostalih skola izdvajaju se Mira Sladoje, gimna-
zija u Smederevu (285), i Tatjana Zdravkovi¢, Prva niSka gimnazija

Grafikon 5: Filoloska gimnazija, Grafikon 6: Gimnazija Krusevac
Beograd
1.,2.1li nizi
3. mesto plasman

21% 31%
nizi .
plasman 4.ili5. 4.ili5. 1,2.ili
58% mesto mesto 3.mesto

21% 4% S
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Grafikon 7: Prvaniska gimnazija Grafikon 8: Gimnazija Smederevo
4.ili5 mesto
nizi o . 7%
plasman mesto et
65% 10% plasman
71%
Grafikon 9: Gimnazija Valjevo Grafikon 10: Karlovacka gimnazija
1,21l 4.ili5.
3.mesto —__mesto
2% 7%
nizi
nizi plasman
plasman 91%
79%

»Stevan Sremac« (240). S druge strane, ucenici Karlovacke gimnazije u
proteklih pet godina nisu ostvarili znacajne rezultate, mada tu Skolu
redovno zastupa veliki broj ucesnika.

Da li su najuspesniji u ovoj kategoriji zaista najbolji, pokazuje se u
grafikonima 5-10.

Strucne Skole (kategorija s)

Tabela 4
strucna skola bodovi bodovi prvih pet mesta  ostali ukupno
1-3. 4-5. ukupno 1. 2.3./4. 5. ucesnika
pDrRuzicaRipe 40 0 1945 3 30/0 0 7 13
Sombor
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»Sestre Ninkovic,

. 240 15 1290 2 02/0 1 5 10
Kragujevac
»Dr Ale1.<sa Savic, 90 30 290 100/0 2 6 9
Prokuplje
»Draginja Niksice, 30 50 285 001/1 2 6 10
Sr. Mitrovica
Med. $kola, Cuprija 30 20 195 0 01/10 0 2
Med. $kola, Zajecar 50 0 100 0 1 0/00 0 1
Med. 8kola, UZice 30 15 95 0 0 1/01 2 4
Med. 8kola, Pozarevac () 40 65 0 0 0/20 3 5
Med. 8kola, Vranje 0 20 65 0 0 0/10 4 5

Na drzavnom takmicenju u znanju latinskog jezika u kategoriji struc¢nih
Skola (s), u proteklih pet godina najuspesnija je Medicinska Skola »Dr
Ruzica Rip« u Somboru, ¢ija je profesorka Natalija Veljkovi¢ imala, s 420
bodova, najviSe uspeha medu svojim kolegama. U ovoj kategoriji izdva-
jaju se i: Mihajlo Milanovi¢ (255), Medicinska Skola »Sestre Ninkovic,
Kragujevac; Milunka Markovi¢ (120), Medicinska skola »Dr Aleksa
Savic«, Prokuplje; Nebojsa Mirilovi¢ (85), Medicinska Skola »Draginja
Niksic¢«, Sremska Mitrovica i Medicinska skola, Pozarevac.

Ostvareni rezultati ucesnika na takmicenju u svim
kategorijama
U tabeli 5 u procentima je iskazano koliko je ucenika u svakoj od katego-
rija imalo preko pedeset i sedamdeset odsto poena.
Tabela 5
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
50+ 70+ 50+ 70+ 50+ 70+ 50+ 70+ 50+ 70+
rl 55% 25% 83% 67% 84% 63% 83% 52% 89% 62%
r2 58% 29% 86% 66% 54% 41% 81% 47% 68% 56%
f1 2% 67% 81% 48% 88% 59% 100% 81% 94% 59 %
2 67% 40% 93% 67% 78% 39% 83% 72% 91% 77%
f3 67% 28% 50% 17% 60% 47% 60% 35% 100 % 89 %
f4 50% 17 % 100% 86 % 90% 70% 83 % 25% 83% 50 %
s 79% 54% 87% 53% 83% 42% 67% 58% 77% 31%
Ujednacenim i prilicno dobrim rezultatima u kategorijama r1 i f1 u po-
slednje cetiri godine zasigurno je doprinela novina na Takmicenju — u
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tim kategorijama pri prevodenju ne koristi se re¢nik, te ucenici imaju
duznost da nauce Osnovni latinski vokabular. PoboljSanju kvaliteta i rezul-
tata takmicenja doprinelo bi prosirenje toga vokabulara na ostale katego-
rije, ali bi mozda njegovim uvodenjem bili dovedeni u neravnopravan
polozaj ucenici koji bi se na takmicenju prvi put pojavili u trecem ili
Cetvrtom razredu (f3 i f4). NaSe je miSljenje da bi prosireni Osnovni
vokabular ipak trebalo uvesti u kategorijama 2 i 2.

Najvece oscilacije rezultata mogu se zapaziti u kategorijama r2 i f4.
Zajednicko tim kategorijama je to da se ucenici takmice u zavrsnoj godini
ucenja latinskog jezika u gimnaziji. Sa aspekta Odeljenja za klasi¢ne nau-
ke, rezultati u navedenim kategorijama ne ohrabruju, jer se prema njima
moze pretpostaviti da se najuspesniji uglavnom nece opredeliti da na
fakultetu izucavaju klasi¢ne jezike.

U kategoriji s, sem manjeg broja ucesnika, u poslednjim godinama
postignuti su i malo slabiji rezultati.

Naposletku, valjalo bi pomenuti da kompletni podaci o rezultatima
drzavnog takmicenja u znanju latinskog jezika za ucenike srednjih Skola
(2009-2013), koji, doduSe, u ovom izvestaju u pomenutom obliku nisu
prezentovani, ne predstavljaju zvanican dokument, ali svakako imaju
odredenu tezinu, jer se na osnovu njih moze steci bolji uvid u to da li su
pojedine Skole uspesne zato Sto imaju uspesne pojedince ili zbog toga Sto
neki profesori svoj redovni posao, kao i mentorski rad sa izabranim
ucenicima, obavljaju izuzetno odgovorno. A budu¢i da na Takmicenju
diplome i pohvalnice dobijaju samo ucenici, najmanje Sto smo mogli da
ucinimo jeste da pomenemo najuspesnije profesore, kao i skole u kojima
oni predaju latinski jezik.

Boris Pendelj
Filozofski fakultet, Beograd
bpendelj@f.bg.ac.rs
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Hayunn ckyn »Og Pomana 40 CaoseHa. Apxeoa01ku
Haaas3u n3 CpOuje 1 1UXOB KOHTEKCT«

beorpaga, 12-13. aenem6ap 2013.

CpeannoMm JenieMOpa mpomrile roAnHe oApskaH je Ha Praoszodpckom
(aKyATeTy HayudHHU CKYII I10J4 pedeHMM HacaosoM. IIpesceaHMK opraHm-
3anmoHor ogbopa Omo je mpodecop Muxamao Mmnanukosuh. Ca Tor
AVHAMIUYHOT U 400PO IPOMMUIILLEHOT CKYIIa, YMjy Cy OKOCHUITY UMHIAN
MaxoM apXeOAOIIKM M3BeITajyl Be3aH! 3a Halade PaHOT CpeArbOBEKOB/ba
y CpOuju 1 Ha baakaHy, mpeHOCHMM 4uTaoIlMMa OBOTI YacoIluca 3a KAaa-
CIYHe CTyAMje IIOHOB/AeHM (M AMYHMU) yTUCaK Ja je Hallla CTpyKa, KaKo
IroJ Aa je 30BeMO, 11e/10BUTa U 3aHUMbUBA.

buao je mpujasmeHo Buile o4 ABadeceT padoBa M I'OTOBO CBU CYy
M310KeHN Ha caMoM ckymy. ITocae csakor pedepara ce amckyrosaao, a
He Ha Kpajy MAU CpeAVHMU AHEBHOT pacriopeja IIpejasama. Y INUTamwy je
IIpoBepeHa Ipakca; Ha OBOM CKyIly, cAyIlaJall je O1o AuieH Opure Ja
he a0 kpaja gana nan cecuje 3a60paBUTH HEKO KOHKPETHO MUTaIbe NAU
orcepsanujy.

Pedepatu cy oman rpynucann y tpu neause: (1) Panoxpunrhanckn
nepno/, (BepoBaTHO HajaakIM 3a Hpaheme Hama Koju ce GaBMMO
aHTuKOM), (2) PanoBu3anTujcka apxeoaoruja, (3) Bpeme ceobe Hapoga n
paHor cpeamer Beka. [Ipodgecop Mmanukosnh mpumnpema m 300pHUK
paaosa, xoju he moxxaa seh nzahmu mpe osor rekcra.

He 6mu 6mao moryhe (Moje KomIleTeHIIuje Cy orpaHmuyeHe) Ja OBJe
IIOHYAVIM U3BeIlTaj O CBUM pedepaTuma. YMecTo Tora, IoMeHyhy
yTHCaK O 3Hamy U 3alHTePecOBaHOCTM AOKAAHUX KyCTOca. YIIPaBo Te
IbJIXOBe OCOOMHe CIIpeyaBajy 4a HeJocCTaTaK HOBIIa yracl apXeo/OllKa
ucrpaxkusama y Cpbuju, xaa seh nckonasama roroso Hucy moryha. Ha
CKyIIy Cy y4ecTBoBaAmM M apxeoaos3u ca Hamer Ogemersa u 13 Apxeo-
AOIIIKOT MHCTUTYTA, TaKO Ja Cy HeKa IIMTarba, HApPOYMTO OHa Be3aHa 3a
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INTame Kapakrepa ypOaHHu3aIyje y IIO3HOAHTMYKO U PaHO CpejrhbOBe-
KOBHO 200a, pasMaTpaHa Ha CMHTeTHM4KM HauuH. [lopeg Tora, 11e40BUTO
Cy IpeAcTaBbeHa AyTOTOANIIbA UCTpakiBarba ca HeKMX O/ HajBasKHMjUX
AOKaAuTeTa 3a paHOCPeAhOBEKOBHY apXe0AoIjy.

ITomenyhy jeaan ancrpakT pedepaTa — HaXKaA0CT, ayTOp HMje MOTao
Aohm aa o Tome roBopm — KOju MM Ce YMHU Hajy30yAbUBUjUM (IUTAOLIN
pasyMejy Ja ce ja Kao MCTOpuYap aHTUKe He OMX yIyIITao y BpejHOCHe
CyZ0Be O apXeo/AOILIKUM IIMTamblMa 3peaor cpeamber Beka). HajasaeH je,
HauMe, Haaa3 ca CjeHIIKo-TIenTepcKe BUCOpaBHY, KOjUI — aKko je 400po
VMHTepIIpeTHpaH — IpejcTaBdba Tpar IOCTOjarba IlaraHu3Ma (IaraHcke
XyMKe, XPTBEHMII!, ITaTaHCKO CBeTUAMINTE) AaTOBaH y nepuod o IX g0
XI Beka. IlpeacraBseHn cy M HOBM pe3yATaTy Ca HPOIILAOTOAMIIELIX
NpeAMMUHAPHMX (M OTpaHMYEHNX) MCKOMaBama ca 3aare (TO je MO4epHO
UMe ceaa, Koje ce Hadas3u Hegaaeko o/ Ilapuaunor rpaga). Taj aokaan-
TeT je MMIIPeCUBaH U I10 CBOj BeAMYMHM, KaO U MO BeAMYNMHM 3MA0BA —
YUHU Ce Ja KOHauyHM Cy/A O I0A0Xajy Jycrunujane Ilpume tpeba aa
cayeka TeMe/bHa MCKoNaBama Ha 3aatu. Ilpu Kpajy, jeaan yTucak o ysep-
/pVIBOCTU apryMeHTaIlije Ja je OCHOBHA yJAora yTBphema y /leCKOBauKoj
KOTAMHM Yy KaCHOAaHTUYKO J00a Omaa ga AOKaAHOM CTaHOBHMIITBY
cAy>Ke Kao IIpUOeXXUIITa.

Ckym je 0o oaamyHO opraHmsoBaH Oaarogapehmn sermrriam mpode-
copa Mmuannxkosmuha 1 4a1aHoBa OpraHM3allIOHOT 0400pa — YMHUAY CY Ta
aonientn Ilepuna Hlnexap n Jejan Paguhesnh — kao m moxxprsosa-
HOCTM BUXOBMX IToMOhHIKa, cTygeHarta ca Ogeserba 3a apxeoA0Tujy.

Cnucax ancmpaxama'

1. Panoxpunrhanckn nepuog

Topaana I'aBpuh, Hebecke cmoauue — céedouaricmeo paroz xpuutiarcmen na
Konaonuxy

T'opaana Jepemuth, Caxpate devje na xacroarmuuioj HekponoAu y Jazodurn Maru
(Naissus)

TFopaana Muaomesuh Jestuh, Parnoxpumharicke upkee Hauca u Medujane

VBana I'pyjuh, Panoxpuuiharicke ypxee y pyparnum cpedunama cesepoz Maupuxa

Mupjana baarojesuh, Panoxpuuharcka 6asuiuxa ko0 beae [Taranie —
NPeAUMUHAPHY PESYAMATNUY UCHIPAKUEAIOA

' Hexn pedpepatut HUCY OAp>KaHM, aant he 1 OHY OUTH IPUAOXKEHN 3a 300PHUK, KOju
je y mramnm.
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Mapun byrap, Gedem-Mackape — pesyamamu 0ocadauitouX apXeoroutKux
UCMpaXusaroa

Ouara Illnnexap, bpanka Bpanemesuh, Panoxpuuhancia ymemrocm y Cpouju —
0cépm HA CMATbe U HAYUH UCHPAXKEHOCHIU

Azexcanapa Cvmpnos bpxuh, O kapakmepy mapmuporouKux cnuca 6e3aHux 3a
mepumopujy pumcxoz Maupuxa

Kapxko Iletkosuh, Jedan npuroz o nosroanmuukom pydapcmsy y Japoanuju

2. PanoBusaHTHjCKa apxeoaoruja

Byjaaun Msanumesnh, Coma Cramenkosuh, Kacnoanmuuia ymepheroa y
Aecxosauxoj komauHu

Ayman Pamkosuh, PesyAmamu apxeoroukux ucmpaxuearoa Harxasuuwma yoca y
I'pad Cmanrahy

Paausoje Apcuh, Ymephetve Jepertun 2pad u xacroanmuuky nym y KarboHy pexe
I'paday, ko0 Bawvesa

Muxanao Muanukosnh, Pesyamamu Hosux apxeorouikux ucmpaxuéaroa I'padure
na Jeauyu, 2010-2013.

Aparan Jarjanosuh, Kacroarnmuuka narasuuma y bpanuyesy

Amna Ilerposuh, bojau ITortosuh, [Tpunroz nosnasarey parosusarmujcke cmambetrie
apxumexmype va Depdany

Muxanao Muannkosuh, doxarumem 3aama-Kare, pesyamamu npeux apxeor0uikux
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