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of Metaphrasis
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ROUND 980, Byzantine literature experiences a major
shift. By imperial commission, Symeon Logothetes
creates a new Menologion, a collection of Saints’ Lives,
arranged according to their calendar sequence. Almost im-
mediately, Symeon’s oeuvre acquires wide popularity that lasts
for generations of Byzantine readers who refer to it as o1 peto-
ppdoelg, paraphrases. Symeon and his team did not produce
entirely new texts, but rewrote ancient Lives according to con-
temporary literary taste. This success marked the appearance
of metaphrasis as a genre that dominated Byzantine hagiographi-
cal discourse from this point onward, involving a significant
number of writers, scribes, illustrators, readers, and listeners.!
With metaphrasis, hagiography transcended its traditional
limits and became aligned with the higher register of Byzantine
logor, namely rhetoric. That is, the success of metaphrasis
resided not only in its popularity, but also in the high ap-
preciation that it enjoyed among the learned rhetoricians; the
praises of Michael Psellos, the frequent citations in the Suda as

I Bibliography on Symeon Metaphrastes constitutes a very rich field,
discussion of which would not fit the focus of the present work. See the most
recent bibliography in “Symeon (27504),” Prosopographie der Muttelbyzantini-
schen Zeit TLVI (2013) 228-233 (where the creation of Symeon’s menologion
is placed between 976 and 1004, possibly in the earlier part of this time
span), and also in C. Hegel, Symeon Metaphrastes: Rewriting and Canonization
(Copenhagen 2002), and “Symeon Metaphrastes and the Metaphrastic
Movement,” in S. Efthymiadis (ed.), The Ashgate Research Companion to Byzan-
tine Hagiography 11 (Farnham 2014) 161-180.
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well as in the Barlaam and loasaph, a Byzantine best seller in its
own right, and, finally, the imitations by writers of the Palai-
ologan period are the most telling examples.?

Considering the impact of Symeon’s menologion and the on-
going discussion on the origins of the metaphrastic movement
—Symeon Logothetes’ menologion was only the culmination of
a trend, which started at least in the early ninth century—it is
crucial to ask whether Byzantine sources contain any theoreti-
cal reflections on the notion of metaphrasis. Important contri-
butions on this subject have been made recently.? Nevertheless,
several Byzantine discussions of metaphrasis remain un-

2 The most recent discussion of the rhetorical features of the Menologion
is in M. Hinterberger, “Between Simplification and Elaboration: Byzantine
Metaphraseis Compared,” in J. Signes Codofier and I. Pérez Martin (eds.),
Textual Transmission in Byzantium: Between Textual Criticism and Quellenforschung
(Turnhout 2014) 33-60, at 44-50. Pscllos wrote for Metaphrastes a canon
(ed. L. G. Westerink, Michael Psellus. Poemata [Stuttgart 1992] 277-283) and
an encomium (ed. E. A. Fisher, Michael Psellus. Orationes Hagiographicae [Stutt-
gart 1994] 267-289; discussion in S. Papaioannou, Michael Psellos: Rhetoric
and Authorship i Byzantium [Cambridge 2013] 158-163, and E. Fisher,
Michael Psellos. On Symeon the Metaphrast and On the Miracle at Blachernae: An-
notated Translations with Introductions [online at http://chs. harvard.edu]). For
the Suda, see the list of citations in A. S. Adler, Suidae Lexicon 1 (Leipzig 1938)
96. For Barlaam and Ioasaph, sce J. Grossmann, “Die Abhéngigkeit der Vita
des Barlaam und Ioasaph vom Menologion des Symeon Metaphrastes,”
JOB 59 (2009) 87-94; and for the Late Byzantine metaphraseis, A.-M.
Talbot, “Old Wine in New Bottles,” in S. Cur¢ié¢ and D. Mouriki (eds.), The
Twilight of Byzantium (Princeton 1991) 15-26; M. Hinterberger, “Hagiogra-
phische Metaphrasen. Ein méglicher Weg der Annaherung an die Literar-
asthetik der frithen Palaiologenzeit,” in A. Rhoby and E. Schiffer (eds.),
Imitatio, Aemulatio, Variatio: Akten des internationalen wissenschafilichen Symposions
zur byzantischen Sprache und Literature (Vienna 2010) 137-151.

3 S. Efthymiadis, “John of Sardis and the Metaphrasis of the Passio of St.
Nikephoros the Martyr (BHG 1334),” RSBN'N.S. 28 (1991) 23—44, at 29-31;
S. A. Paschalides, “Tlapatnphoeig otig petappdoeig Tdv Pulovtivddv dyto-
Aoyikdv xewévav,” in Bv Ayioig: eidixe Béuara Pulavriviic xoi uero-
Bvlavriviig ayrodoyiag (Thessalonike 2011) 73-86, at 29-30. Hogel, in
Ashgate Research Companion 181-185; J. S. Codofier, “Towards a Vocabulary
for Rewriting in Byzantium,” in Textual Transmission in Byzantium 61-90.
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756 TOWARD A BYZANTINE DEFINITION OF METAPHRASIS

explored or call for a new interpretation. The present study
examines precisely such references in the field of rhetorical
theory. My purpose is twofold: to investigate whether the
fusion of hagiography and rhetoric in metaphraseis was also
conceptualized on a theoretical level—whether, that is, Byz-
antine intellectuals incorporated metaphrasis among the
categories of literary discourse; and to elucidate further the
origins of rhetorical rewriting.*

Toannes of Sardeis

In Byzantine Greek, petaopooig designates specifically a
translated text, not the process of translation in general. Such a
translated text could be both from another language and be-
tween different registers of the same language, for which case
Christian Hoegel proposed the labels intra-lingual translation or
trans-phrasing, terms from the vocabulary of Roman Jakob-
son.> By the end of late antiquity, metaphrasis is one of the
technical terms used to designate summaries, explanations,®
and paraphrases of ancient texts, especially philosophical or
biblical ones,” as well as for the rhetorical exercise of convert-
ing poetry into prose.? Up to the ninth century the term
metaphrasis has no explicit relation to hagiography. For

* In this paper, ‘metaphrasis’ stands for the genre in general, while
‘metaphraseis’ indicate the variety of texts written in this genre.

> Hogel, in Ashgate Research Companion 181-182.

6 As in Eustathios of Thessalonike’s commentary on Iliad 7.691: 7 ydp
Sroucaentixy tdv AéEewv Epunvelo petdAnyig kol petdepoacts Koiplog Aé-
veta (IT 499.18-19 van der Valk); see also E. Stemplinger, Das Plagiat in der
griechischen Literatur (Leipzig 1912) 118 n.2.

7 Cf. Gregory Thaumaturgus’ Metdopaoig eig 1ov ExkAnciactiv 10 Zo-
Aopudvtog (PG 10.988-1017) and Priscian of Lydia’s (6 cent.) Metdppooig
1dv Ocoppdotov nepl aicOfcewg (I. Bywater, Prisciani Lydi quae extant [Berlin
1886] 1-37).

8 For example, Prokopios of Gaza’s Paraphrases of Homer, cf. A. Brink-
mann, “Die Homer-Metaphrasen des Procopios von Gaza,” RhM N.S. 63
[1908] 618-623). See further M. Roberts, Biblical Epic and Rhetorical Para-
phrase in Late Antiquaty (Liverpool 1985) 58—60.
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example, Photios, Patriarch of Constantinople and author of
the massive collection of book reviews called Bibliotheke, men-
tions both explanatory and versified metaphraseis, but he does
not refer yet to any saints’ lives in this genre.”

Not observed previously, the earliest surviving definition of
metaphrasis comes from loannes, teacher of rhetoric and later in
his career bishop of Sardeis (ca. 815), who wrote commentaries
on Aphthonios’ Progymnasmata and Hermogenes’ treatise On
Invention'® and, in addition, two Saints’ Lives (on which more
below). In his commentary on Aphthonios’ Progymnasmata,
Toannes remarks in passing on paraphrase (64.23-65.5):!1

napdepactc 8¢ ¢otv Epunveiog dAAOIOGIC TNV oOTHV Stdvotoy

QLVAGTTOVGO TO aDTO 88 KOl HETAQPUCIC TPOCHYOPEVETOL: OEl

Yop MU ovtm Tohnv mpogépety, obte 100 AeyBévroc f) mpoy-

Bévtoc dprotauévoug olite én’ adtdv dxplpdc TV AéEewv ué-

VOVTOLG.

Paraphrase is the alteration of expression!? preserving the same

meaning; the same thing is called also metaphrasis; for we must

articulate the meaning in such a way, so that we neither depart
from what was said or done, nor retain precisely the same
words.

9 The case of Photios is considered in more detail below. He uses the
term metaphrasis for Prokopios of Gaza’s Paraphrases of Homer (cod. 160 [II
123.8 Henry]), Themistios’ summaries of Aristotelian works (74 [I 153.16]),
and poems on biblical events in hexameter by Eudokia Augusta (183—184
[II 195.4]); he also employs the verb petogpalm in the sense ‘translate’ (89
[II 15.38], 232 [V 79.17]).

10.On this commentary see K. Alpers, Untersuchungen zu Johannes Sardianos
und seinem Kommentar zu den Progymnasmata des Aphthonios (Braunschweig 2009).

11" H. Rabe, loannis Sardiani Commentarium in Aphthonit Progymnasmata (Leip-
zig 1928).

12 gpunveto is a difficult term to translate. Greek rhetorical theory uses it
as a synonym for AéE1g, for which translators have adopted the terms diction
or expression: W. Rhys Roberts, “The Greek Words for ‘Style’ (with Special
Reference to Demetrius nepi ‘Epunvelog),” CR 15 (1901) 252-255, and G.
Thiele, Hermagoras: ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Rhetorik (Strasbourg 1893) 140—
141.
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758 TOWARD A BYZANTINE DEFINITION OF METAPHRASIS

This definition does not differentiate metaphrasis from para-
phrase and renders both as a rhetorical figure aimed at variety
of expression.!3 In the context of progymnasmata, it may reflect a
school practice, when students were asked to reproduce the
same story in different words. Indeed, paraphrasing was an
ancient element of rhetorical training. The earliest explicit
evidence comes from Cicero’s De oratore (1.154), where Licinius
Crassus speaks critically about how in his youth he used to re-
cast the greatest pieces of literature in his own words.

Leaving aside the rich material on the exercise of paraphrase
in Greek and Roman education,!* let us proceed to the case
that 1s immediately related to Ioannes of Sardeis’ definition of
metaphrasis. In the first century, paraphrase received a detailed
treatment in the Progymnasmata of Aelius Theon. The Greek text
that has survived is most likely a mid-fifth-century redaction.!
This redaction lacks the description of five exercises, including
that of the paraphrase. Fortunately, the surviving Greek text as
well as its medieval Armenian translation'® provide enough
information on Theon’s views. First, the introductory part of
the treatise, which discusses the ways of teaching rhetoric, con-
tains a lengthy passage on the value of paraphrase (62.10-21):

13 Lehrs and later Roberts showed that in school practice and in the titles
of literary works, petdopacig and napdepacig are equally common for all
kinds of rewriting: K. Lehrs, Die Pindarscholien. Eine knitische Untersuchung zur
philologischen Quellenkunde. Nebst einem Anhange iiber den falschen Hesychius Muilesius
und den _falschen Philemon (Leipzig 1873) 49-50; Roberts, Biblical Epic 25—26.

14 Roberts, Biblical Epic 5-53, and T. Morgan, Literate Education in the Hel-
lenistic and Roman Worlds (Cambridge 1998) 190-221, provide an overview of
paraphrase in the Greek and Roman school tradition. See also R. M. de
Oliveira Duarte, “A parafrase como exercicio preparatério na educagdo re-
torica: potencialidades literarias e didacticas,” in J. Ribeiro Ferreira (ed.), 4
retorica greco-latina e a sua peremidade: actas do congresso 11 (Porto 2000) 377-407.

15> M. Heath, “Theon and the History of Progymnasmata,” GRBS 43
(2003) 129-160, and M. Patillon, Aelus Théon: Progymnasmata (Paris 1997)
VIII-XVI.

16 The lost text was reconstructed by Patillon from the Armenian trans-
lation: Patillon, Aelius Théon 107—110, and discussion at CIV—CVII.
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N 8¢ Tapdepacig oy g Tictv eipntan 1) £8o&ev, dypnotig ot
T0 Yop KOAQG eimelv, @oaocly, amnal meprylvetor, Ol 08 ovk
évdéyeton obtol 8¢ oeddpa 10D opBod dmuapthkact. ThHg Yo
Sravolog v’ &vi Tpdynatt uf ko’ évo Tpdmov Kivovuévng, dote
mv mpoonecoboay oVt Qaviaciov Oupoing mpoevéykacBot,
GALG KoTO TAELOVG, KOl TOTE UEV GITOQOLVOUEVOVY LAY, TOTE O
épwtdvTov, noté 8¢ nuvBavopuévav, moté 8¢ evyouévav, Tote 8¢
kot dAAov Tve Tpdmov 10 vonbév éxpepdvimv, 00dEV kmADeL
Kot TAvToG Tovg Tpdmovg 10 eaviachiv émiong xaldg €&-
EVEYKETV.

Despite what some say or have thought, paraphrasis is not with-
out utility. The argument of opponents is that once something
has been well said it cannot be done a second time, but those
who say this are far from hitting on what is right. Thought is not
moved by any one thing in only one way so as to express the
idea (phantasia) that has occurred to it in a similar form, but it is
stirred in a number of different ways, and sometimes we are
making a declaration, sometimes asking a question, sometimes
making an inquiry, sometimes beseeching, and sometimes ex-
pressing our thought in some other way. There is nothing to
prevent what is imagined from being expressed equally well in
all these ways.!7

This remark 1s then accompanied by a list of examples from
Greek authors (62.21-64.27). The apologetic tone of the pas-
sage probably responds to the critique of paraphrase initiated
already by Cicero, but may also address some school teachers
contemporary with the treatise. Just as in Ioannes of Sardeis’
commentary, variety of diction (Epunveio, Kot TOVIOG TOVG
TpoTOVG ... €Eeveykelv) is juxtaposed to sameness in thought
(dwavow). Theon returns to this idea in the chapter on
narration (87.14-91.12), where he explains how one can use
various modes of expression (such as making a declaration,
asking a question, etc.) on the example of Thucydides’ nar-

17 Transl. G. A. Kennedy, Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks of Prose Composi-
tion and Rhetoric (Atlanta 2003) 6.
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760 TOWARD A BYZANTINE DEFINITION OF METAPHRASIS

rative about Plataea (Thuc. 2.2).18

In the Armenian translation, which helps to reconstruct the
lost Greek chapters of the treatise, paraphrasing (together with
reading and listening) is one of the methods recommended to
beginners, and it has four modes: addition, subtraction, recom-
bination, and substitution. Paraphrasing may also aim at the
imitation of particular style, as Theon advises one to rewrite a
speech of Lysias in a Demosthenic manner and the reverse.!?

Joannes of Sardeis must have been well acquainted with
school paraphrases; at the very least, he knew Theon’s discus-
sion of them.?? Moreover, his gloss on paraphrase resembles
the Armenian translation of the beginning of Theon’s chapter
on paraphrase, lost in Greek: “La paraphrase consiste a
changer la formulation tout en gardant les mémes pensées, on
I’appelle aussi métaphrase.”?! It is quite possible that, in the
ninth century, the students of Ioannes were still practicing the
same kind of exercise and that in fact Ioannes was familiar with
a fuller Greek text of Theon.??

However unrelated to hagiographic discourse, lIoannes of
Sardeis’ remark on metaphrasis in his commentary on Aph-
thonios appears in a different light if we take into account the
fact that two rhetorical paraphrases of ancient martyria trans-
mitted under his name bear the title metaphrasis. These are in
fact the earliest attested instances of the use of this title in a

18 For the focus of this article, I forego discussion of this lengthy and rich
passage, which addresses the practice of paraphrase rather than its defini-
tion.

19 Patillon, Aelius Théon 108.

20 Joannes extensively borrowed from Theon’s Progymnasmata: Patillon,
Aelius Théon cxxii.

21 Transl. Patillon, Aelius Théon 107. Cf. the relevant Greek text in Ioannes
(757 above): naplepacig 8¢ éotv Epunveiog dGAlolwoig Ty odTHV didvotov
@LVAGTTOVGO TO 0DTO B8 KOl HETAPPOIGIS TPOCHYOPEVETAL.

22 See Patillon, Aelius Théon cxxvi—cxxviii, for discussion of the relationship
between the Greek archetype, the Greek text known to Ioannes, and the
Armenian version.
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hagiographical context.?> We may advance the hypothesis here
that it is likely that the paraphrasing of Saints’” Lives was one of
the exercises that Ioannes of Sardeis would assign his students.
It 1s, after all, from the ninth century on that the revival of rhe-
torical training was followed by the introduction of Christian
topics and authors into traditional material.>* A much later but
famous example of such fusion is the work of the twelfth-cen-
tury schoolteacher Nikephoros Basilakes, who wrote ethopoiiae
on topics from hagiography.?>

Ioannes’ metaphrastic Lives can be placed in a wider con-
text. As Stephanos Efthymiadis has observed, it is very likely
that he belonged to the circle of Patriarch Tarasios (784—806),
whose Vita praises Tarasios for writing encomia in honor of
ancient martyrs. Theodore Studite, abbot of the important
monastery in Constantinople and Ioannes’ pen-friend, refers to
the same activity; in a letter to one of his disciples Theodore
reveals his doubts about an anonymous vita of St. Pankratios,
saying that contemporary orators compose encomia to the

2 Paris.gr. 1452 (10t cent.): Metdopaoig 100 &yiov paptupog Niknedpov
(BHG 1334, ed. Efthymiadis, RSBV N.S. 28 [1991] 23-44); and Barb.gr. 517
(13t cent.): Maptdptov tiig Gylog peyohopudptupog BapPdpog: déonota ev-
Adynoov: N petdopoocig (BHG 2151, unedited; I am preparing a critical
edition of this text). Regardless of whether the titles belong to the author
himself or are later additions, they do reflect the nature of the works in
question and attest to the use of the term before the appearance of Symeon
Metaphrastes’ Menologion.

24 In this context belongs also Georgios Choiroboskos ( floruit between 843
and 913), who is discussed below. On the use of Christian topics in this per-
iod see also the letters of the anonymous tenth-century schoolteacher in A.
Markopoulos, Anonymi professoris epistulae (Berlin 2000), and Papaioannou,
Michael Psellos 56-63.

25 (. Messis and S. Papaioannou, “Histoires ‘gothiques’ a Byzance: Le
saint, le soldat et le Miracle de UEuphémie et du Goth (BHG 739),” DOP 67 (2013)
15-47, at 39-40. See also some of the twelfth-century schede based on
hagiographical texts listed in 1. Vassis, “Tov véov piloAdywv raiaiouata.

H ovAhoyh oxeddv tov kmdika Vaticanus Palatinus Gr. 92, Hellenika 52
(2002) 37-68.
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762 TOWARD A BYZANTINE DEFINITION OF METAPHRASIS

saints using their old vitae.?® Theodore himself made a signifi-
cant contribution to the hagiography of the period, writing
both Lives of contemporary saints, especially those of his own
family, and several laudatory speeches for ancient saints, such
as John the Baptist and John the Evangelist. We may suggest
that it was in this context of the early ninth-century intellectual
revival that Ioannes of Sardeis used the technique of metaphra-
sis both for his own writings and for his teaching practice.

Photios

If Toannes of Sardeis represents the perspective of a school-
teacher who writes from within a specific rhetorical tradition,
then in Photios’ Bibliotheke we hear the voice of a learned reader
who reacts to a variety of ancient and contemporary texts.?” As
we observed above, Photios uses the term petd@pacig conven-
tionally for explanatory and verse paraphrases. But more, and
previously unnoticed, notions on the technique itself can be ex-
tracted by revisiting two of his book reviews.

In the first case, Photios confirms what we already know
from Theon: the variety of style is a key component of
metaphrasis; commenting on the metaphraseis of Homer by
Prokopios of Gaza, he declares “they are expressed in the man-
ifold forms of discourse, which are by their nature most capable
of revealing the rhetorical force and habit of the man.”??

26 Ep. 386.61-67, ed. G. Fatouros, Theodor Studitae Epistulae 11 (Berlin/
New York 1992) 536; discussed in Efthymiadis, RSBN N.S. 28 (1991) 23,
Hogel, Symeon Metaphrastes 46—47, and S. Papaioannou, “Voice, Signature,
Mask: The Byzantine Author,” in A. Pizzone (ed.), The Author in Middle Byz-
antine Literature: Modes, Functions and Identities (Berlin 2014) 21-40, at 33-34.

27 W. T. Treadgold, The Nature of the Bibliotheca of Photius (Washington
1980), is a useful guide to the structure and composition of the Bibliotheke.
The date of composition is still a matter of debate; the most recent hypoth-
esis places it in 870-871: F. Ronconi, “Pour la datation de la Bibliothéque
de Photius,” in E. Juhasz (ed.), Byzanz und das Abendland 11 Studia Byzantino-
Occidentalia (Budapest 2014) 135153, with a detailed overview of the prob-
lem, previous attempts at dating the text, and bibliography.

28 Cod. 160, 103a.8: otiymv Ounpik®v peto@pdoelg eig notkilag Adymv
18€0c éxpepopeopéval, ol pdAioto Thy 100 Avdpog Tepl pnTopikhy dvvoutv

Gieek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 55 (2015) 754-787



DARIA D. RESH 763

In codd. 183-184 Photios discusses the epic poems composed
by Eudokia Augusta. Two of her poems paraphrase biblical
material, but the third, On Cyprian the Martyr, elaborates on the
martyrdom story of Cyprian and Justina. In the review of the
first epic poem, we find a valuable commentary on the virtues
of this metaphrasis (cod. 183, 128a.11-17):

£kelvo povov To0tng [sc. téxvng] éAlelnov, O HEYLOTOV €0TIV £lg
Enowvov Tdv £yyug dueifev Adyovg d&lovviwv: olte yop €E-
ovoig mromtiki pvboig v dAnBetov tpénwv MdHverv orovdalet
uepakiov drta, obte tolg ekBoloig 1oV dxpoathv StomAov 10D
npokelpévon, GAN’ oVtm mepl mdda O pétpov €Beto Tolg dpyoii-
otg i¢ undev éxelvov deloBar tOv TovTOLg EvotloDvia. TOC pév
yop davolog oOte mopateivov ovte cvoTEAAwv del puAdooet
Kkouplag. kol tolg Aé€ect 8¢, Omov duvotdv, v éyydTnia Kol
Ouo1dT T GVVILUPLAGGGEL.

Her work lacks only one feature, which is a very great merit in
writers aiming at close paraphrase: for it does not attempt to
charm the ears of young readers by deforming the truth with
fables and use of poetic licence, neither does it divert the listener
from the subject by digressions, but meter fits ancient texts so
exactly, that the reader has no need of them. For it always pre-
serves the main thoughts without extending or compressing
them, and whenever it is possible it also keeps closeness and re-
semblance to phrasing.29

This passage illustrates that biblical paraphrases in verse were
intended primarily for school audiences (t& T®v pelpokiov
@t0). Photius highlights the most valued features of such texts,
namely, fidelity both to the biblical content and to the diction
of classical poetry so that students could master the language of
Homer while remaining unharmed by its pagan spirit.
Remarkably, in this passage Photios retains the title metaphra-
sts only for the epic poems on biblical subjects, which provide a
clear reference to the authoritative orginal text of Holy Scrip-

Kol pelétny ikovol Tepikaoty dmoyyEAAELy.
29 Here and below translations of the Bibliotheke are modified from N. G.
Wilson, Photius, the Bibliotheca: A Selection (London 1994), here 174.
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764 TOWARD A BYZANTINE DEFINITION OF METAPHRASIS

ture: petdppoocic thg ‘Oxtotevyov and LETAPPOOIC TPOPNTIKADV
Aoyov. The authority of the older text inhibits Eudokia’s epic
poems from becoming an independent work of literature;
metaphrasis is exactly the title that indicates the dependence of
epic poems on an original text and, simultaneously, the transfer
of biblical authority to the new text as well. The same logic, 1
believe, applies to other non-hagiographic texts entitled
metaphrasis or paraphrasis: their overwhelming majority transpose
Homer, Aristotle, and the Bible.

A different terminology is employed for Eudokia’s poetic
rendition of an anonymous Life of St. Cyprian. Photios ob-
serves that it is written in the same meter (1@ a0T® 100 pETPoOL
xopoxtiipt) and resembles the two previous compositions.3?
However, he calls this text “discourses” (Adyor). This reluctance
to define also the third composition of Eudokia as petdepoog,
a reluctance which may stem either from the original title of
the text or from Photios himself, suggests that he perhaps did
not see hagiographical texts as qualifying for the use of this
term, while recognizing that the epics on St. Cyprian was com-
posed in the same technique of paraphrasing as the previous
two poems.3!

Georgios Chowroboskos

The most frequently cited definition of metaphrasis comes
from the ninth-century treatise Ilept tponwv (On Rhetorical

30 “These works showed, as children resemble their mother, that they too
are products of the empress’s labors™ (¢87Aov 8¢ dpo 10 crOLIGGHOTH, (G
noAdeg untépal, TV THg Pactiidoc, kol tadta Odivav Exyovo eivor).

31 One may possibly object to this conclusion, arguing that Photios does
not display much interest in hagiography in general and thus we cannot
consider his judgments as a reliable source. For example, Tomas Hagg
claims that Photios is interested primarily in historicizing Lives: “Photius as
a Reader of Hagiography: Selection and Ciriticism,” DOP 53 (1999) 43-58.
However, Hagg does not include in his discussion several of Photios’ reviews
of hagiographic texts, such as the above-mentioned epics on the Martyrdom of
St. Cyprian, the Acts of the Apostles by Leukios Charinos, Homilies by Clement
of Rome, and the Spiritual Meadow by John Moschos; these counterbalance
his interest in vitae of purely historical character.
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Figures) written by the grammarian Georgios Choiroboskos.??
In the chapter on the trope called periphrasis, he explains how it
differs from other kinds of paraphrase, including metaphrasis

(812.23-813.2):33

uetdepoctg 08 N évalloyn tdv Aéfewv xatd 10 TOGOV 1
mAeldvov N EAottévav petd PNToplkod KEAAovg yivouévn, mg O
Metagpoothg NUTV delkvuoty &v Talg LETOPPACEST.

Metaphrass is the alteration in diction in terms of quantity (using
either more or fewer words) along with rhetorical beauty, as
Metaphrastes shows us in his Metaphraseis.

In Byzantine rhetorical theory, this is the only known definition
of metaphrasis that connects rhetorical elaboration to hagi-
ography. However, although this passage is almost a standard
reference for metaphrasis in scholarly works, its date, author-
ship, and authenticity are quite problematic and have not yet
been addressed adequately.

The posthumous fortune of Georgios Choiroboskos has been
enviable. Like no other Byzantine author, he has gathered a
star team of scholars including Athanasios Papadopoulos-Kera-
meus, Roman Jakobson, Martin West, and Cyril Mango. Most
of this attention was paid not exactly because of interest in
Choiroboskos himself, but in order to use his works for estab-
lishing the dates of more prominent texts.3*

32 Efthymiadis, RSBN N.S. 28 (1991) 29; Hegel, Symeon Metaphrastes 58,
calls it the “only inclusion of petdopaocig in a detailed discussion of rhe-
torical methods.” See also Hogel, in Ashgate Research Companion 182, and
Paschalides, in Ev Ayioig 77.

33 Here and below the text of the long version of the treatise is quoted
from Walz, Rhet. Gr. VIIT 799-820.

3t A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus examined the dates of Choiroboskos in the
framework of his study of the history of Greek etymological dictionaries:
“W3 UCTOpUU TPEUYEeCKUX ITUMOJOTUKOB,” Kyprar Munucmepcmea Hapo-
onozo Ilpoceewenusa 319.2 (1898) 115-133; Roman Jakobson inspired a
dissertation on the influence of the Slavonic translation of Ilepi 1pénmv on
the poetics of the Russian epic Igor’s Tale: J. Besharov, Imagery of the Igor’ Tale
w the Light of Byzantino-Slavic Poetic Theory (Leiden 1956), with English transla-
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Georgios Choiroboskos 1s known from a variety of sources as
deacon and chartophylax (secretary) of the Patriarch of Constan-
tinople.?®> His further epithet ‘grammarian’ reflects his literary
activity, while the honorific title oikovpevikog diddokarog at-
tributed to him indicates that he served as a teacher of Scrip-
ture in the Patriarchal School at Hagia Sophia.3¢ His works
include commentaries on the grammatical works of Theodosios
of Alexandria (45" cent.), Apollonios Dyskolos (2" cent.),
Herodian, and Dionysios Thrax. He also wrote a treatise on
orthography3” and Epimerisms on the Psalms.

Until recently, the dates of Georgios Choiroboskos were very
uncertain. Karl Krumbacher placed him in the sixth century,
while Papadopoulos-Kerameus believed him to be contem-
porary with Symeon Metaphrastes.3® On the basis of the work

tion of Choiroboskos’ Tlept tpénwv by A. Parry. Martin West discussed the
treatise in his edition of Tryphon’s composition on rhetorical figures: “Try-
phon De Tropis,” CQ 15 (1965) 230-248. Cyril Mango used Choiroboskos’
dates to establish the date of the renovation of St. Sophia in Constantinople
in 994: “The Collapse of St. Sophia, Psellus and the Etymologicum Genuinum,”
in J. Duffy and J. Peradotto (eds.), Gonimos. Neoplatonic and Byzantine Studies
presented to Leendert G. Westerink (Buffalo 1988) 167—174.

35 See “Georgios Choiroboskos (2200),” Prosopographie der muttelbyzan-
tinischen et LII (2000) 7-8, with further bibliography; E. Dickey, Ancient
Greek Scholarship (Oxford 2007) 80—81. For his position as chartophylax see P.
Speck, Die kaiserliche Unwersitdt von Konstantinopel (Munich 1974) 65. The
xoptoporaf was one of the most important officials in the Patriarchate of
Constantinople; originally head of the archival and notary services, by the
tenth century the chartophylax was a principal assistant and representative of
the Patriarch: R. J. Macrides, ODB I 415—416; J. Darrouzes, Recherches sur les
offikia de léglise byzantine (Paris 1970) 334—353 and 508-525.

36 On the title see Speck, Die kaiserliche Universitit 74-91, and Darrouzes,
Recherches 68-72; also P. Lemerle, Le premier humanisme byzantin (Paris 1971)
85-107.

37 Discussed 1n detail in K. Alpers, “Die griechischen Orthographien aus
Spatantike und byzantinischer Zeit,” B 97 (2004) 31-36, and S. Valente,
“Choeroboscus’ Prolegomena to Orthography: The Evidence of Psalm-Epimerisms
and Ps.-Theodosius,” GRBS 50 (2010) 639-650.

38 K. Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur (Munich 1891)
583-585; Papadopoulos-Kerameus, JKypuar Munucmepcmsea Hapoonozo
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of Papadopulos-Kerameus and Christos Theodoridis, Mango
proved that the end of iconoclasm must be taken as terminus post
quem, for Choiroboskos cites John of Damascus as well as the
hymnographer Clement, both iconodules. The reference to
Clement 1is especially important, because he most likely lived
during the second period of Iconoclasm (815-843) and died in
exile. Since it is unlikely that an iconoclast Constantinopolitan
teacher would use the works of publicly condemned icono-
philes in his handbooks, Choiroboskos’ floruit should be placed
after 843.%9

The terminus ante quem is more difficult to establish. According
to Mango, one of the two manuscripts of the Etymologicum Gen-
winum, which has multiple glosses from Choiroboskos’ works,
can be assigned a precise date, as its colophon records that the
book was completed on the day of the renovation of the Hagia
Sophia in 994 after damage from a severe earthquake.** Le-
merle and, subsequently, Mango, have also observed that the
letters of the Anonymous Professor (between 925 and 944) con-
tain a reference to Choiroboskos’ Epimerismi.*!

We may, however, suggest here an even earlier terminus ante
quem based on the manuscript tradition of Iept 1pénwv. The
earliest manuscripts of the treatise, Couslgr. 120, Vat.gr. 423, and
Patm.gr. 109, are securely dated to the beginning of the tenth

Ilpocsewyenus 319.2 (1898) 119-125.

39 (. Theodoridis, “Der Hymnograph Klemens terminus post quem fiir
Choiroboskos,” B 73 (1980) 341-345; Mango, in Gonimos 171—174. Silvia
Ronchey places Choiroboskos in the period of the second Iconoclasm:
“Those ‘whose writings were exchanged’: John of Damascus, George
Choeroboscus and John ‘Arklas” according to the Prooimion of Eustathius’s
Exegesis in Ganonem Iambicum de Pentecoste,” in C. Sode and S. Takacs
(eds.), Novum Mullennium: Studies on Byzantine History and Culture dedicated to Paul
Speck (Aldershot 2001) 327-336, at 331-332.

10 Mango, in Gonimos 171 and 173 ff.

41 Ep. 110.17-18, ed. A. Markopoulos, Anonymi Professoris Epistulae (Berlin/
New York 2000): Lemerle, Le premier humanisme 252; Mango, in Gonimos 174.
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century on paleographical grounds.*? All three codices contain
the same collection of theological excerpts, with the FErotapo-
krisers of Anastasios Sinaites occupying the largest part, accom-
panied by data of an encyclopedic character. Chronological
lists found in this collection facilitate further dating. The inven-
tory of the Patriarchs of Constantinople reproduced in Cousl.gr.
120 (224v-227") ends with the words NwkoAoog ndiv (227Y),
“Nikolaos again,” thus the second tenure of Nikolaos Mystikos
(912-925), which allows us to date the manuscript soon after
the year 912.43

Preserved in the same collection, a catalogue of Byzantine
emperors may further confirm this date. The full list survives
only in Laur.gr. IV 6 (11" cent.), Ottob.gr. 414 (1005), and Athon.
Lauras T 115 (13™ cent.), but it is very likely that Coislgr. 120
originally had the same text: on its fol. 229¥ we find the begin-
ning of the catalogue. The next folium is lost, and the amount
of text that could be written on the missing pages equals the
amount needed to complete the catalogue.** Ottob.gr. 414 closes
the table with the beginning of the first reign of Constantine
VII (913-920), whereas two other manuscripts break off at the
name of Alexander (11 May 9126 June 913).43

All this evidence, taken together, allows us to place Choiro-
boskos’ floruit between 843 and 913, and perhaps closer to the
earlier date, as his Iepi 1porwv would have needed some time
before it was copied to several manuscripts during the first
decades of the tenth century.

Since Choiroboskos lived much earlier that Symeon Meta-
phrastes, he could not have mentioned him in his rhetorical

42 N. F. Kavrus, “I'peueckue cnucku nportorpada ‘Mzdopuuka CasiTo-
cnaBa 1073 r’. xonna IX-mnepBoit momoBuHEl X Beka (mayneorpadudeckuit
aHanus),” Buzanmuiickuii Bpemennux 51 (1991) 103—105.

# M. V. Bibikov, Buzanmuiickuii npomomun opeeneuutel Cia8aHcKol
krueu: usbopruk Ceamocnasa 1073 2 (Moscow 1996) 318.

# Bibikov, Buzanmuticxuti npomomun 260.

# H. G. Lunt. “On the Izbornik of 1073,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 7
(1983) 359-376, at 373, and Bibikov, Buzanmuiickuii npomomun 260-265.
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treatise.*® However, for the purpose of this study it is not
enough to establish that the name of Metaphrastes alone is an
interpolation to the text of Choiroboskos. We must also con-
sider the possibility that the entire passage on petdopooig is a
later addition. Hoegel suggests that the definition of metaphrasis
“depends on the meaning this term acquired after Symeon
Metaphrastes” and was interpolated as a whole, but he leaves
the question open.*’

The 1ssue becomes more complicated because there are two
versions of Choiroboskos’ treatise. The short version, found in
the tenth-century manuscripts of Iept 1poénmv, is less than half
the length of the longer one, which alone contains the defini-
tion of metaphrasis. And the two redactions differ not only in
length. The total of twenty-seven sections of the concise version
have a coherent structure, which includes a definition of the
rhetorical figure and several examples from Homer or the
Bible.*® The longer version both adds new sections and ex-
pands most of the earlier entries, also adding further examples.

In 1835, Christian Walz published the longer version from
three fifteenth-century manuscripts, assuming it to be the
original text of Choiroboskos. Until now, scholars have silently
accepted this. But the relationship between the two redactions
cannot be securely identified without critical editions of both,
which has not yet been done. At the same time, the manuscript
tradition and internal textual evidence may help us partly re-

4 Here we do not consider the somewhat idiosyncratic idea that peto-
opaotig refers to Dionysios Thrax: Krumbacher, Geschichte 584; endorsed
by T. Conley, “Byzantine Teaching on Figures and Tropes: An Introduc-
tion,” Rhetorica 4 (1986) 335-374, at 341 n.14.

*7 Hogel, Symeon Metaphrastes 59.

48 According to the calculations of Elena Granstrem, nine quotations
come from the Bible and thirty-three from Homer: E. E. Granstrem and L.
S. Kovtun, “ITostnueckue Tepmunsl B M360pHuke 1073 r. u pa3BuTHe UX B
pycckoil Tpaaunuu (aHanu3 Tpakrtata I'eoprus Xuposocka),” in B. A.
Ribakov (ed.), H360pnux Ceamocnasa 1073 2 (Moscow 1977) 99-108, at
100-101.
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solve the 1ssue—as I propose to do here.

The numbers of manuscripts containing the short and the
long redactions of the treatise are disproportionate. A pre-
liminary study of the catalogue descriptions for thirty-eight
manuscripts dating from the tenth to the fifteenth centuries as
well as examination of some of the manuscripts, either de visu or
from their online reproductions or from microfilms (when
available) shows that all seventeen manuscripts dating from the
tenth to the thirteenth century contain the short version.* As
was discussed above, the three earliest manuscripts (Cousl.gr.
120, Patm.gr. 109, Vat.gr. 423) have the short version, as part of
the Pseudo-Anastasian Florilegium.® The only eleventh-century
manuscript, Voss.gr. Q 76, 1s a grammatical compendium from
Southern Italy.”! This manuscript is considered to be an exact

49 In total there exist 85 manuscripts; this list was compiled from the on-
line database Pinakes (http://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr), which however was checked
against the information provided by catalogues of manuscript collections.
My study covered all copies of Choiroboskos’ treatise from the tenth to the
fourteenth century, and included some fifteenth-century manuscripts as
well.

50 The Pseudo-Anastasian Florilegium is an edifying anthology compiled
between 681 and 730; each chapter has a question-and-answer structure. In
the medieval tradition it was attributed to Anastasios Sinaites. Along with
sayings of church fathers, it contains encyclopedic entries, such as lists of
emperors and names of the months. The inclusion of Choiroboskos treatise
follows the logic of an encyclopedic collection. See M. Richard and J. A.
Munitiz, Anastasii Sinaitae Quaestiones et responsiones (Turnhout 2006); and D.
Sieswerda, Pseudo-Anastasius en Anastasius Sinaita: Een vergelyking. De Pseudo-Ana-
stastaanse “Quaestiones el responsiones™ in de Soterios. Prolegomena, tekst en commentaar
(diss. Amsterdam 2004; downloaded from UvA-DARE, the institutional
repository of the University of Amsterdam, http://hdl.handle.net/11245/
2.26950). Cf. C. Macé, “Les Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem d’un Pseudo-
Athanase (CPG 2257). Un état de la question,” in M.-P. Bussicres (ed.), La
lLttérature des questions et réponses dans Uantiquité profane et chrétienne (Turnhout
2013) 121-150.

51 For a study of this MS. in its context see F. Ronconi, “Quelle gram-
maire a Byzance?” in G. De Gregorio e M. Galante (eds.), La produzione

seritta tecnica e scientifica nel Medioevo: libro e documenti tra scuole e professioni (Spo-
leto 2012) 63-110, at 101-103.
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copy of Monac.gr. 310 (10t cent.), which is now very poorly pre-
served and lacks many pages. Among these lost texts there
could have been also Choiroboskos’ treatise, and thus we may
suppose that Monac.gr. 310 was a fourth copy of the short re-
daction dating to the early tenth century. The existence of a
fifth, now lost, 1s almost certainly proved by Michail Bibikov,
who studied the history of the Greek prototype of the Bulgarian
translation of the Pseudo-Anastasian florilegium, also known in
Slavonic cultures as Izbornik. The translation was produced in
the second or third decade of the tenth century for the Bul-
garian king Symeon. Bibikov proved that none of the existing
manuscripts could be a prototype for the Izbornik, and thus a
fifth early tenth-century manuscript with the short redaction
must have existed, the one on which the Old Slavonic was
based.

Most of the thirteenth-century manuscripts belong either to
the tradition of florilegia or to that of grammatical compilations.
In the books of this period, Choiroboskos’ treatise begins to be
added at the end of the more ‘learned’ collections that include
texts of Euripides, Sophocles, and Homer (Monac.gr. 560, Napol.
IID4).

The earliest manuscript with the fuller version of the text,
Vindob.phil.gr. 305, was written in 1280.52 This is a miscellany of
school texts, such as John Tzetzes’ Allegories on the lliad, He-
phaestion’s tract on meter, and Herodian’s notes on accentua-
tion. Iept 1ponov is added to the very end of the codex, which
may be a sign that it was not originally a part of this collection.

Two other codices with the longer redaction belong to the
same intellectual milieu.’® Palatgr. 40 is a compilation of
poetry, including Homer, Euripides, Pindar, Lycophron,
Aratos, and Tzetzes. Choiroboskos” work is again attached to

52 H. Hunger, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften der Osterreichischen National-
bibliothek (Vienna 1961) 399—400.

3 Both manuscripts are available online at the website of the Library of
the University of Heidelberg (http://digi.ub.uni-heidelberg.de).
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the end of the book. Palatgr. 356 is a collection of letters,
poetry, and excerpts from theological and grammatical books.
Choiroboskos’ treatise comes between the Grammar of Dio-
nysius Thrax and Hephaestion’s tract on meter.

The remaining copies of the longer version are found in
books of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, with a late Ren-
aissance selection of texts. A good example is Paris.gr. 2929 (16t
cent.), used in the edition of Walz. It is obvious that the scribe
of this manuscript gathered in one volume all the treatises on
poetic figures that were accessible to him at the time.

The history of the manuscript transmission alone (without
actual collation of the texts) is, of course, risky ground for con-
clusions. Moreover, we can only speculate about how many
copies are lost. But a total of eighty-five surviving manuscripts
including the three copies that date very close to the author’s
lifetime, is a significant amount that can allow probably reliable
conclusions. As the table below shows, the distribution of the
manuscripts of Tlepl 1pénwv across the centuries is normal in
comparison to other school texts; this too puts our observations
on a safer ground.>*

Given that the majority of manuscripts with Ilepi tponwv
contain also the Pseudo-Anastasian florilegium or its fragments,
we may suppose that the wide circulation of the short redaction
Choiroboskos’ treatise 1s due to the popularity of the flor-
legium.>> As Ronconi has demonstrated, the random incorpo-

5t F. Ronconi was first to propose a quantitative method in the study of
the transmission of grammatical manuscripts: in La produzione scritta 65—72,
with discussion of the reliability of this method. Columns 2 and 3 of our
table reproduce the data provided in his article. Since Ronconi excluded
MSS. dated after the sixteenth century, I too do not take into consideration
seven such copies of Choiroboskos’ Ilepi Tpon®v, in order to make the re-
sults of my calculations comparable with Ronconi’s.

% A quick search in Pinakes showed that this popularity was unmatched
by the most ancient composition of the same kind, Tryphon’s De figurs,
which survives in only 33 MSS., the earliest dating to the fourteenth century
More research is needed to verify this information.
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Century % of the MSS. from X through XVI cent.
[Iepi TpdmOV Other works of | Works of other
Choiroboskos grammarians
X 3.84 2.3
X-X1 0 5.12 |15 5.75 6.64
X1 1.28 1.15
XII 0 1.15
XIIT 15.38 8
XII-XIV 1.28 1.15
X1V 17.94 12.6
NIV XV 584 75.61 35 67.9 61.84
XV 30.76 35.65
XV-XVI 6.41 7
XVI 19.23 26.45 31.5

Manuscripts of [Tept tponov: chronological distribution

ration of grammatical works in books of miscellaneous content
1s typical for Constantinople, the city of Choiroboskos, while
grammatical compendia started being produced from the tenth
century onwards in Southern Italy (such manuscripts are, e.g.,
Monac.gr. 310 and Voss.gr. Q 76, both of Italian origin).’® Both
the form of the florilegtum and that of grammar books, con-
taining the short version, provide a logical framework for the
circulation of Choiroboskos’ treatise.

On the whole, these observations on the transmission of the
two redactions of Choiroboskos’ treatise speak in favor of the
priority of the short version, since it was copied closer to the
author’s lifetime, and was more popular. Apparently, this must
have been the original text. But by no means can this con-
clusion be definitive without further textual analysis and com-
parison of the two redactions.

We must preface such analysis with a note on the tradition to
which Choiroboskos’ treatise belongs. From late antiquity on,
several treatises were written about poetical figures. While

6 Ronconi, in La produzione scritta 72—110.
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these texts were highly valued and were copied in many manu-
scripts, their transmission displays high variability even within
the same text. Treatises were not simply copied, but glossed,
rearranged, contaminated, and plagiarized. As a result, estab-
lishing their authorship, date, and relation to each other is
problematic, not least because most of them do not have a
critical edition. Choiroboskos’ work itself derives from two late
antique compositions on tropes, called Tryphon I and Tryphon
1157

What is the relationship between the two redactions of
Choiroboskos? We can note that the contents of the short
version do not give the impression of being abbreviated. The
structure is consistent from one entry to another: each starts
with a brief definition of the term, followed by several examples
from the Bible or Homer. Any section can perfectly well il-
lustrate this pattern, so let us quote the shortest one:

. avtigpaotg 8¢ éoti AEEig St Evavtiov 10 évaviiov onuol-
Vovoo (g 0t T1g TVeAOY ToAvPAEROVTO glnot.

Antiphrasis is an expression indicating a thing by its opposite, as
when one calls a blind man “keen-eyed.”

Underlined in the Greek are those phrases that are repeated
from one entry to another with little variation.’® Most of the
examples that follow these definitions come from Homer, the

57 On these and other texts of the tradition see Conley, Rhetorica 4 (1986)
335-374, and West, CQ 15 (1965) 230-248. Tryphon I is attributed to Try-
phon of Alexandria, grammarian and contemporary of Didymus. Tryphon
IT has uncertain origins: Walz ascribed it to Gregory of Corinth (12t cent.)
and West argued that it is a redaction of Tryphon I, though the two texts
differ significantly. West has suggested that Choiroboskos depends on the
tradition of Tryphon II. Conley admits many parallels between all three
texts, but objects to West’s conclusion because “relations among these three
texts are complicated.” However, none has considered a possibility that the
short version of the treatise may be a separate and original work. I will ar-
gue that this suggestion helps untangle the issue.

38 The phrase (rhetorical figure) 8¢ éott noun + modifying participle oc-
curs in 22 out of 27 entries. Examples are introduced with ®c/otov followed
by 6tawv elnot (Aéyor, elnwpev, dvopd.Lot).
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Bible, and, occasionally, colloquial expressions (as above).
Overall, the text of the treatise appears to be accurate and
complete—qualities rarely found in an epitome. Moreover,
while Choiroboskos belongs to the same tradition as Tryphon I
and II, being perhaps more closely related to the first, he makes
his own choices in the arrangement of material and examples.
With rare exceptions, he never borrows from any text ver-
batim.>?

The structure of the long version 1s much less consistent and
has multiple misalignments. Seventeen entries have the same
text as the short redaction, with some minor textual alterations.
Ten entries are longer than those of the brief redaction. And,
at its end, the longer treatise includes six rhetorical figures,
which are not counted in the number of twenty-seven tropes
stated at the beginning of both redactions (romtixol tpdmOL
etotlv kC'). These six are obviously a later addition.

The character of the extensions suggests that the original
version was amplified by compiling passages from various
examples of the same tradition of grammar treatises. In some
cases, the entries became longer, because they added a second
definition (e.g. the section on petovopia). In this case the scribe
simply copied the second entry without incorporating it into
the text. This type of compilation happens in the entries on
netovopio, HeTGANYlG, cuvekdoyh, Ovopatonotio, GOAAWIG,
and vrepPoAn:

Trope Text (short redaction in italics) Source of addition

Tovexdoxh Gv\‘/ezc50)(ﬁ éoti Aééig 81 étépov
kol Ezepov ovvekdnloioo vonua,
w¢ Brav elpnivng ovong avri 100
einelv ovx ot méAeuog einy, 0vK
&vi 6rda viv, 1j dpyodory Omdo
viv. | ovvexdoxn ot A€ fi ppa- | Tryphon IT (West 7).
G1g 0V K0Tl TO TANPEC €xpepopévn,

39 One such exception is the definition of brepBoAn, which coincides with
the one in Tryphon L
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npocdeopévn 8¢ Tivog EEmBev 1o
volag, &xetl 8¢ dropopdic TEcoopoLg
... (examples omitted)
‘Ovopoto- ovouartorotia éoti AéEic Kator
Totta uiunow Ko/u‘ éuozo"mro:: ave (r/oﬁ
onuavouévov yeyovoia, wg 6tav
TIG TOVG ACTUOVE KTUTOVG QOVOG
ovoudly ... 1 dvopotonotio éoti | Tryphon IT (West 8).
AEELC | uEpog AOyoV Temonpuévov
KOTO, NGV TV AmoTEAOVUEVMV
fixwv | wviig (examples omitted)
Metovopio | LeToVouia éoTiv, bTov €k TdV
TEPLEYOVIWY TA TEPLEYOUEVCL
uetovoudowuey kot v Oeioy
ypapnv, 1 pnot ... | petovopuio Definition as in Try-
¢oti A1 810 Thig Op@vLpiag TO phon I and Anon. II
cuvévupov dnrodoa, olov (Walz VIII 716.13-14),
(examples omitted) examples the same as in
Tryphon II (West 9)
and Tryphon I. In
Palat.gr. 356 and Vindob.
gr. 305 this text is not
included in the entry
but added at the end of
the treatise.
“YrepBohfy | UmepPoin éoti ppdiog drepPori-
vovoa v dAifsiav avéricens
xdpiv, g 6Tay TIS TOV YopYds
Tpéyovia einy, Ot Tpéxel, g 0
dvepog 1 brepPoAn ot Adyog Tryphon II (West 14)
Omepaipov Thy dAH0etoy u- and Anon. IT (Walz
eaoemg | dpolwceng Eveka. 721.11-21).
EUOEGEMC, 00V ...
MetéAnyig | LeTaAnyis éott ppdotg uetadap- | Interpolations from
Bavovoa tiig duwvouios éx tob Tryphon I (Walz 738.8-
Kvpiwg Svrog i did thg cvVWVL- 16).
piog 10 dudvopov dniodoo, og
Srav T1g 10V yopyds tpéyovia 6Evv
ropa Tov dpduov eiry, 1 TOv Tayv-
rafj youov 6&Vv xadéon youdv:
6&D yap xvpiwg To ikovnuévov
Elpog Aéyeta, 80ev xoil 10 dEvvev
énl poryoipog 7y Etépou Tvog Ei-
@ovg mopoAapuPaveror. i dg Topo
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0 Oppo ...

TOAyie | O0AANYiS éoTi ppdioig ap’ évig Cf. Tryphon I, though
T1vog kvpiov xate 6vo 1] kal wAel- | in this case the citation
Svav AapPavouévn: i epdoig to is not literal.

GMA mpoyBv ¢’ Erepov Ehkovoa,
otov Bopéng kal Zépupog ...

A repeated feature of such extensions is that they find literal
parallels in two other treatises nept tporwv, those of Tryphon I
and Tryphon II. The compiler mechanically attached entire
passages from the sources he had at hand. Such an approach
differs from the shorter version, which we may term Choiro-
boskos I, where direct quotations from other treatises are
avoided.

The patterns of compilation in four other sections (on peto-
Popa, kaTaypnots, dAAnyoplo, and oiviyuo) are less straight-
forward. The definitions of these tropes resemble each other in
Choiroboskos I, Tryphon I, and Tryphon II. As is made clear
above, the editor of the longer version had the texts of Try-
phon I and II at hand. When he realized that the definitions in
the three texts differed only in depth of detail, he did not
simply copy passages from Tryphon I and II and insert them
after the text of the short redaction, but revised and combined
them into one coherent unit with the addition of his own com-
ments. A closer textual comparison of the three treatises is still
to be made, especially given the uncertain attribution of Try-
phon II. However, I offer one brief example demonstrating
how these texts are related:

(SBheOSl;ltaljoe\jactlon Long Redaction (Walz) Tryphon IT (West)
petopopd 8¢ éoTiv uetapopd €0t AE€ig ao’ petapopd €61t Adyov
Aoyog &’ Etépov eic | £Tépov eig Erepov uetapepo- | néPog LETOPEPOUEVOVY
£tepov petopepdpe- 1évn, f| &nod 100 kuping <&no 10D Kvplov £’
vog, kol &xel €ldn &'. | Aeyopévou petopeponévn grepov> ftol ued-
(o) §) yop &mo - Opoldoemg N Eupdocng cemg | OpolwoENG
yoywv eig Euyoyo gvexal, Eyer O¢ €idn 8'. 1 yop | Evexa. TddV 8¢ petopo-
petdyeton, (B') fj and | ano duwiywv eig Euyvya PV €10n éoTl MévTe.
dydyov ént Gyuyo, uetdyeral, fj ano aylywv ol HEV YOop odTdV
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(y") A &nod dydyov eig
Euyoxa, (8') fi Gmo
uydyov eig Gyuyo.

Cf. Tryphon I (Walz
VIII 729.10 -730.6).

éni dyvyo, 1 aro ayilywv
eig éuyvya, 1 ano Euyvywv
elg dyvya.

. €011 8¢ kol neumov
etSog ue‘coupopocg g &mo
npoc?';ewg eig npocf;w otov
70n 100 TvaL keTvog évi
@peot pfTy Yeouve. 10 yop
Deaivev éml TV VEOCUA-
TV Aeydpevov vov éni Ty
tfig BovAfig KotasKELTV
LLETEVIVEKTOIL.

glow anod éuydyov
éni dyoyol, ol 8¢
TovvavTiov 4nd
qydywv ént Euyoya,
ol 8¢ &m0 EuyOyov
éni Euyoyo, od 8¢ éml
dydywv ént yoya,
ot 8¢ ano Tpaemg éml
npa&iy.

ano 8¢ tpbemg ént
npaky, olov el M mod
TIVOL KETVOG Vi ppeG
pfity DeRvoc. TO Yop
Deaivev énl TdV
VOACUETOV TACCETL
Kuplog, vOv 8¢ éni Thig
Kotaokeviig Thg Bov-
Mg elAnmTon.

This table shows the ‘dappled’ structure of the entry on
metaphor in the longer redaction. The relevant section of the
short redaction of Choiroboskos’ treatise was complemented
with rather disorderly additions, probably coming from Try-
phon II. Both Tryphon I and Choiroboskos I divide metaphor
into four categories, while Tryphon II recognizes five. The
longer redaction of Choiroboskos follows Tryphon I in the
beginning of the section and adds the fifth category at the end.

Finally, in only one entry, periphrasis, material has been added
that does not correspond to any other text of the tradition. We
reproduce here the text of the long redaction; italics indicate

the verbal coincidence with the short version:

nepuppacng ecn'z 7Z'£plO'O'7] (ppaozg o ﬂﬂ,ezovwv lsfewv &v T on-
,uoczvovaa wg drav avti 100 emezv uc tov Geov elm] 116 U mv
poPepav nuépav 100 Beod. 0V0E yop nAéov t1 éofuaive Sio TdV
noALGY tovTwV AéEewv el un tov Gdv.
Sapéper 8¢ Qpdoic, TEPlPPUCLS, LETAPPOCLS, EKPPOCLS, GVTi-
PPOCIS KOl GOUQPOCIS. OPACIC Mev Yap N anidg A€l Aéyetat,
neplepacig 08 1 mePLooN PPAcLs, MG 10 KGAesOV pot thy Binvy
100 ‘HpakAéovg, dvti 100 10v HpakAfv, uetdopacic 8¢ 1 évak-
Aoy 1oV AéEewv xath 10 TOGOV T} TAEOV@V 1) AaTTOVOY UETh
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PNTop1koD50 kdAlovg yivouévn, dg O MetoppaoTtng NIV delikvu-
ow &v toig Metogpdoeott! napdepacig 8¢ N évalloyn tdV
AéEewv kot TO TOGOV TV aDTAY, Og TO ufviy &ede Bed, mapa-
opalav eine, Thv dpynv eing @ Modoa. Fkepocic 8¢ 1 Aemto-
uepng dMynotc, 1 évepydc kol oxedov gic Syv pépovso MUV 10
dinyoduevov, Snog Exel Bécemg kol kdAlove, o 1 Fxepacic 10D
1epod AdeEavdpeiog 1) mohewv £1€pmwv TIVOV. Aviippoctg 8¢ 1) 01
évavtiov Aé€emv 10 évavtiov onuaivovsa, g dpyvpodg AibBioy.
ovuepactg 8¢ 1 cuvakolovOnoic tod Adyov §j Aé€ewv cOvBeotc,
g voPeAnoiiog YrépTaToc.

Periphrasis 1s excessive expression through several words in-
dicating a single concept, as, for example, whenever one says
“By God’s doomsday” instead of saying “By God.” For in these
many words he did not indicate anything more than “By God.”

There is a distinction between phrasis, periphrasts, metaphrasis, ek-
phrasis, antiphrasis, and symphrasts.

- Plain diction is called phrasis [expression];

- periphrasis is excessive expression, such as “Summon for me the
force of Heracles” [1I. 11.690, etc.] instead of “Heracles”;

- metaphrasis is the alteration in diction in terms of quantity (using
either more or fewer words) along with rhetorical beauty, as
Metaphrastes shows us in his Metaphraseis;

- paraphrasis 1s alteration in diction but using the same number of
words, such as in paraphrasing “Goddess, sing me the anger”
someone said “Muse, tell me the rage”;

- ekphrasis [description] is a detailed narrative vividly®? bringing
the object almost in front of our eyes, how it is with respect to its
appearance and beauty, such as the ekphrasis of the temple of
Alexandria or of other cities;

- antiphrasis indicates a contrast expressed with contrasting
words, such as “Silver Ethiopian”;

60 Payis.gr. 2929 f. 507 (my edition): uet’ dpxtikod (perhaps to be corrected
to pntopikod or &TTIK0D).

61 Paris.gr. 2929 f. 50v: to0t@v yap Plot kol 6 poptdplo Tpog 10 110TIKG-
tepov £ dpyfiic ovyypapévia, map’ Gv dfita kol cuveypdenoay, HT ovTOD
npOg 0 &vieyvov Te kol Tdvy dpoiov peteppdodncov.

62 Reading évepydg as equivalent to the more common évopy®g.
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- symphrasis is compound speech or the joining of words, such as

“nobellissimos hypertatos.”

After the first paragraph, which is identical in both redactions,
the long version makes distinctions between various peri-
phrastic figures. The passage starts with the formula diopépet
0¢,%3 followed by a brief definition of each figure with one
example. Such coherence reveals that the second part of the
entry was written by one person.

The same formula and pattern, dwopéper 8¢ followed by a
brief definition and one example for each case, is found also in
the entries on xotaypnoig and oiviyua, where it can be traced
back to Tryphon I. Concerning the passage on periphrastic
figures, specific examples come from texts of the rhetorical tra-
dition: Binv 100 ‘HpoaxAéovg appears also in Tryphon I and II,
the £xppaoig 100 lepod Aleavdpelag is in Aphthonios’ Pro-
gmnasmata (38.3), the dpyvpodg AiBloy in the twelfth-century
Commentary on Anristotle’s Rhetoric (Rabe, CAG XXI.2 211.15).
However, the combination of all these elements in the entry on
paraphrasis 1s unique.

To conclude, the longer version of Ilepl Tpdémwv is a com-
pilation of the original text with several other texts of the same
tradition. It is too early to state that it was the short redaction
that was written by Choiroboskos himself. Additions made to
the text of the longer version reveal consistency and implicit
logic, which may indicate that the longer text is the product of
one person.

Thanks to a fortunate coincidence, it is possible to date the
passage on periphrastic figures as well as the long redaction, if
indeed these two belong to the same author. The unusual
example illustrating the notion of symphrasis, veoBeinoiuog
Unéptatog, is a Byzantine honorific title. The title nobelissimus
had been used in the Roman court since the time of Diocletian.
But it was during the reign of Manuel II Komnenos (1143—

63 Such a formula is frequent in grammatical treatises, cf. passim in the
treatises of Alexander and Aeclius Herodian De figurs.
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1180) that composites with -Onéptatog were in use among the
Byzantine elite. The title TpwtovoPeiicoovnéptatog is at-
tested from 1156 to 1206, at the same time as mtovoeBocto-
dréptatog and npotoravevtipovnéptotog. After the collapse of
the Byzantine Empire in 1204 these titles disappear. 64

Since the title vopeMoociuovnéptatog is nowhere attested in
Greek, we can further speculate that the text of Choiroboskos’
treatise was damaged. In tachygraphic script, the prefix tpwto-
was conventionally abbreviated with the letter o. It is possible
that initial o could have been lost in the further reception of the
text: TpTOVOPEAGGIHOUTEPTATOC —> oVmPEAGOIUOVTEPTATOG
— voPeliooipoinéprotog.

However this might be, the evidence examined above allows
us to assert that the longer redaction was most likely not the
work of Georgios Choiroboskos. Structurally this text is a
compilation of the earlier version and two other treatises on
rhetorical figures and may be the product of grammatical
thought in the vibrant educational contexts of the twelfth or
thirteenth centuries, certainly before 1280, the date of Vindob.
phil.gr. 305. The definition of metaphrasis specifically can be
securely dated in the second half of the twelfth century, about
two hundred years after the completion of Symeon Meta-
phrastes’ project, which it uses as its primary model.

Metaphrasis vs Metaphrastes

As I have tried to demonstrate, there is no trace of the
connection between metaphrasis and hagiography in theoretical
thought before the edition of Symeon Metaphrastes’ Meno-

64 W, Seibt, Die byzantinischen Bleisiegel in Osterreich (Vienna 1978) 296-297,
with an example of the seal of rpatoveBeAlooinov ¢ dreptdtov Taford
Zteedvov. See also W. Seibt and A.-K. Wassiliou. Die byzantinischen Bleisiegel
in Osterreich 11 (Vienna 2004) 252, and S. N. Sakkos. O zatfip uov peilov
uov éotiv. "Epideg kai obvodor kate tov IB' aidve (Thessalonike 1967) 154
and 30-34, for the use of the title at the Synod of 1166. I would like to
thank Christos Stavrakos and Christos Malathras for their help with the
identification of the title.
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logion. Indeed, if we look at the evidence of book culture, it
appears that, starting at least in the tenth century, the label
metaphrasis emerges in the manuscript titles of hagiographical
texts, and in the mid-eleventh century the Byzantines recognize
metaphrasis as a separate type of book, analogous to other
types such as the synaxarion or the panegyrikon.® The earliest
(1059) and most famous example of such usage is in the testa-
ment of Eustathios Boilas, who mentions four volumes of
Symeon’s Menologion: petagpdocelg Bipiio 1écoepa.t6 In the
library lists, metaphrasis refers to a book as a physical object:
Michael Attaleiates Rule (1077): petdopaocic BouPokivn centéu-
Bpiog kol dxtOPprog
Patmos Inventory (1200): petdopo(oig) copotoo oent(epf)p(iov)
Eleousa Inventory (1449): BiAiov BauBoxnpov netlocdvidov, e-
TAPPOLCLS, TOVIYVPLKOVET
The earliest attestation of hagiographical metaphraseis out-
side of the manuscript titles belongs to Ioannes Sikeliotes, an
intellectual and teacher of rhetoric ca. 1000, who cites peto-
PPAcELS TOV Grylov poptOpev as an example of false rhetorical

65 Several tenth-eleventh century manuscripts add the title metaphrasis to
texts that do not belong to the collection of Symeon Logothetes, as in the
alrecady-mentioned case of Lives written by Ioannes of Sardeis. More
examples are cited in Efthymiadis, RSBV N.S. 28 (1991) 28-29.

66 P. Lemerle, Cing éludes sur le 11°¢ siécle byzantin (Paris 1977) 20-29, line
154.

67 P. Gautier, “La diataxis de Michel Attaliate,” REB 39 (1981) 5—143, at
93; C. Astruc, “L’inventaire dressé en septembre 1200 du Trésor et de la
Bibliothéque de Patmos: Edition diplomatique,” TravMém 8 (1981) 15-30,
line 182; L. Petit, “Le Monastere de Notre-Dame de Pitié en Macédoine,”
H3zsecmus pycckoeo apxeonoeuyeckozo uncmumyma ¢ Koncmanmunonone
6 (1900-1901) 114-125, at 122.14-15. The list of examples could be
expanded; for the use of the term in Byzantine #ypica: see the search results
for petagpaoic in the database L. Bender et al., Artefacts and Raw Materials in
Byzantine Archival Documents / Objets et matériaux dans les documents d'archives
byzantins: http://www. unifr.ch/go/typika; the Synaxarion of the monastery
of the Theotokos Evergetis (mid-11% cent.) assigns readings from the
metaphrastic menologion, see R. H. Jordan, The Synaxarion of the Monastery of
the Theotokos Evergetis 11 (Belfast 2000) 484 (1.27C, O-5), and passim.
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force (8ewvdtng).%8 The activity of Symeon Logothetes evokes
the rather acid response of his contemporary: Sikeliotes states
that the new redactions of Saints’ Lives fail to achieve true
rhetorical force even though they pretend to do so. The value
of this testimony is difficult to overstate: it shows that the
metaphrastic endeavor attracted enough attention to be dis-
cussed in the context of school education. Moreover, mention-
ing metaphrasis in a brief and unconcerned manner, Sikeliotes
must have been confident that his audience was familiar with
the term.

Sikeliotes” and Pseudo-Choiroboskos’ passing notes remain
the only theoretical remarks that connect metaphrasis to
hagiography and Symeon Logothetes’ project, but such an ap-
proach certainly does not dominate the concept of metaphrasis
afterwards; more or less in the same period, Eustathios of Thes-
salonike still glosses metaphrasis as the “elucidative explanation
of words” (Srucoentikn tdv AéEewv epunveia), which echoes
the tradition of explanatory metaphraseis known in late an-
tiquity;%? and, similarly, the thirteenth-century Lexicon of
Pseudo-Zonaras quotes Ioannes of Sardeis’ definition.”®

Thus, while Byzantine book culture reflects rapid and sensi-
tive reaction to the circulation of the Symeon Logothetes’
Menologion, rhetorical theory seems to remain relatively blind
to this important new genre/category, as it fails to produce any
in-depth discussion of the matter. But this too is not exactly
true. From the eleventh century onward, Byzantine intel-
lectuals saw Symeon Logothetes as a model of style and theo-

68 See S. Papaioannou, “Sicily, Constantinople, Miletos: The Life of a
Eunuch and the History of Byzantine Humanism,” in Th. Antonopoulou et
al. (eds.), Myriobiblos. Essays on Byzantine Literature and Culture (Boston/Berlin
2015) 261284, at 280-281.

69 See n.6 above.

70 J. A. H. Tittmann, lohannis Sonarae lexicon ex tribus codicibus manuscriptis 11
(Amsterdam 1967) 1345.18-19. Paschalides, in Ev Ayioig 77, mistakenly
ascribes the definition to Pseudo-Zonaras himself and not Ioannes of Sar-
deis.
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logical authority.”! It was the author and not the genre that
attracted the attention of the literary milieu. While neither the
texts of Symeon nor their reception in the manuscript culture
allow us to suggest that Symeon actively promoted his
authorial image, it was Byzantine rhetoricians who created the
Metoppootig—a charismatic author, a saint, a theologian, and
an icon of stylefwho personified rhetorical rewriting n
haglography This ‘invention’ of Metaphrastes is the more
impressive, inasmuch as the majority of the manuscripts that
preserve his Menologion present it as an anonymous text.

In fact, the first mention of metaphrasis as a genre appears as
late as the fifteenth century, in the manuscript Harley 5697,
whose scribe has been identified as none other than Cardinal
Bessarion.”? The book is a collection of loannes Chortasmenos’
(ca. 1370-1436/7) paraphrases and commentaries on the Her-
mogenic corpus.”? On fol. 115" Bessarion drew a diagram
representing various categories of panegyric speech. The same
information, though not in the form of a diagram but simply
given as a continuous text, is included also in MSS. Vat.gr. 1361
and Riccard. 58, which also contain Chortasmenos’ Prolegomena
to rhetoric.”* The classification thus may belong to Chor-
tasmenos; the shape of the diagram could likely be the product
of Bessarion’s thinking, though any secure attribution is im-
possible, given that such drawmgs are frequent in Byzantme
manuscripts. The diagram in Harlzgy 5697, however, is
unusual.”> One of its categories, 10 SiohexTucdv TOVITYVPLKOV,
includes tovg poptupikoLg Adyovg THg UeTaPpaoe®g (my
edition):

71 Papaioannou, in The Author in Middle Byzantine Literature 38.

72 Repertorium der griechischen Kopisten 1 41. On this MS. see Rabe, loannis Sar-
diani Commentarium XV—XVI and Prolegomenon Sylloge (Leipzig 1931) LXIX.

73 On his rhetorical works see H. Hunger, Fohannes Chortasmenos (ca. 1370~
ca. 14536/37). Briefe, Gedichte und kleine Schrifien (Vienna 1969) 29-30.

7+ Rabe, Prolegomena Ixx, with his edition of the text from Vat.gr. 1361.

75 On f. 115 image at http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/ Viewer.aspx?ref=
harley_ms_5697_f112v.
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Reforming the Aristotelian system, Hermogenes had sub-

divided all types of discourse into three categories: deliberative
(cvuPovrevtikdg), forensic (dikovikdg), and festive (movn-
yopikdg). In the medieval period the interpretation of festive
discourse underwent further modifications, gradually incor-
porating Christian forms. In particular, Ioannes Sikeliotes
placed “the antirrhetical (i.e. countering the accusations of
pagan prosecutors) speeches of the saints” under the speech-
writing subcategory of panegyrical speech.”® But Chortas-
menos’/Bessarion’s scheme i1s an unprecedentedly detailed
classification of Byzantine genres, including most of the literary
forms actually practiced in Byzantium, such as ecclesiastical
poetry and, what interests us here, metaphrastic lives (column
i1, end).

The inclusion of metaphraseis in the genre of dialogue is an
unexpected, but not completely odd turn. This may reflect the

76 See the comprehensive overview in Papaioannou, Michael Psellos 103—
106.
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approach to the metaphrastic menologion as a dramatic or
performative form of discourse. Two eleventh-century sources
report that metaphrastic Lives used to be artistically read (if not
‘performed’) in the church of Hagia Soros in Constantinople.
Michael Psellos describes such readings in his encomium of
Ioannes Kroustoulas, whom he praises for the intelligent per-
formance of the Metaphrastic text.”” It is however clear that we
are dealing with elite perceptions and not a wider understand-
ing. The same applies to the classification of metaphrasis in the
diagram drawn by Bessarion.

Some conclusions

This survey of references to metaphrasis in Byzantine rhe-
torical theory allows some preliminary thoughts. Though the
popularity of metaphrastic hagiography is attested in many and
different kinds of evidence, metaphrasis as a category related to
the hagiographical practice appears only in the margins of the
Byzantine theoretical tradition on rhetoric; and this never hap-
pens before the age of Symeon Metaphrastes. When Ioannes of
Sardeis mentions metaphrasis in the ninth century, it is unclear
whether it has any relevance to the hagiographic genre, while
in later texts the term is conceived exclusively in relation to the
work of Symeon Metaphrastes; such is the approach of the ex-
panded version of Choiroboskos’ Tlept tponwv, dated after the
mid twelfth century and before 1280, as argued here. And,
though Byzantine readers for a long time knew of metaphrasis
as a liturgical book, it was only in the late fourteenth century
that rhetoricians remarked on the existence of metaphrasis as a
separate rhetorical genre. The inherent conservatism of rhe-
torical theory resisted fluctuations and changes.

The extant Byzantine definitions thus restrict our under-
standing of metaphrasis to the perspective of a medieval

77 For these texts see the discussion in S. Papaioannou, transl. and comm.
of Psellos’ Encomium for the Monk Ioannes Kroustoulas who read aloud at the Holy
Soros, in C. Barber and S. Papaioannou (eds.), Michael Psellos on Literature and
Art (Notre Dame 2015).
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schoolteacher: petdopooig is either combined with the school
exercise of paraphrase or explained as stylistic improvement,
pntopikov kGAAog, regarded as a principal feature of Meta-
phrastes’ compositions. By modeling the notion of metaphrasis
on two authorities—the ancient school tradition and the figure
of Symeon Metaphrastes—the relevant Byzantine texts impose
upon us a kind of teleological view, with the entire tradition
centered on the opus magnum of Symeon and, subsequently,
judged by its standards. Modern scholarship has been influ-
enced by this understanding as well; starting with Leo Allatius,
all honor, kudos, and equally stigma for initiating the process of
rewriting in Byzantine hagiography has been placed upon
Symeon. Whether hagiographical metaphrasis, a much wider
Byzantine writing practice, conforms to the perception of Byz-
antine rhetoricians is a question that would require its own
study.”®

April, 2015 Department of Classics
Brown University
Providence, R1 02912
daria_resh@brown.edu

78 T would like to thank the Dumbarton Oaks Library and Research
Collection and the Alexander Onassis Foundation for their support of this
project, and to express warm gratitude to Stephanos Efthymiadis, David
Konstan, Charis Messis, and Elizabeth Schiffer for their valuable feedback
as well as Kent Rigsby for his meticulous editorial work.

Gieek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 55 (2015) 754-787



