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Abstract: This paper argues that folios 112r—117r of Paris, Bnk grec
2423, hitherto thought to belong to Tept Swaléxtwv by Gregory of Corinth,
actually contain a separate work titled TIpéxAov mepl €micTOAUOLOV
xopoxtipog. The text combines a late antique treatise on letter-writing, pre-
served in the so-called ps.-Libanius and ps.-Proclus versions, with a Byzantine
supplement transmatted in multiple versions. The study introduces this previously
overlooked manuscript witness and demonstrates its importance for the textual
lastory of both works. 1t first surveys the late antique and Byzantine versions
and modern scholarship, then describes the manuscript section itself. Next, it
analyzes the manuscript’s place within the manuscript tradition through evi-
dence relating to content, structure, and textual readings. The paper concludes
by considering the implications of this witness for the reception history of the
ps.~Proclus/ps.-Libanius treatise.
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have been regarded so far as part of the preceding treatise
Iepi Sodéxtwv by Gregory of Corinth. It has gone unno-
ticed that ITepi Siadéxtwv occupies only f. 102r—111v, and that a
different work begins at the very top of f. 112r and continues to the

I Yolios 112r—117r of Paris, Bnk, grec 2423 (= Paris. gr. 2423)
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NEW BYZANTINE WITNESS TO LETTER TREATISE 537

middle of f. 117r.! This work is entitled IlpdxAov wepi émorodiuaiov
xapaxtipog. Indeed, the first three fifths of the text correspond to
a late antique treatise on letter-writing, probably composed in the
late 4™—early 5" century? and transmitted through two versions, the
so-called ps.-Libanius and ps.-Proclus versions. The remaining part
contains a Byzantine supplement to this treatise, likewise attested in
multiple versions. The aim of this paper is to present this new wit-
ness to both the ps.-Proclus/ps.-Libanius treatise and its Byzantine
enriched version, and to argue for its significance. The discovery of
this Byzantine recension in Paris. gr. 2423 sheds new light on the
reconstruction of the original treatise from which the ps.-Proclean
and ps.-Libanean versions derive. It further contributes to the dis-
cussion of its (educational) use in late Byzantium and, finally, to a
critical edition of the Byzantine supplements to the late antique
treatise.

1. The ps.-Proclus and ps.-Libanius versions and the Byzantine recension: con-
tent and recent editorial reference works

The late antique treatise is question can be described as a manual
on letter-writing. It contains several theoretical sections in which the
need for such a treatise is justified, a definition of €rioTOAN is pro-
vided, different types of letters are distinguished and defined, and
stylistic issues related to letter-writing are discussed. It also includes
sample letters corresponding to the types identified. Some manu-
script witnesses attribute the treatise to Proclus, the Neoplatonic phi-
losopher, or to a Proclus without further qualification, while others
ascribe it to Libanius the sophist. However, the distinction between
the ps.-Libanean and ps.-Proclean versions does not rest on the ti-
tle under which the treatise has been transmitted, although certain
agreements or similarities can be observed among the titles — where
they are attested — of each version. Rather, the difference between
the two versions lies in the structure of the text (see Table 1 below).

' The same handwriting and uniform page-layout of f. 102r—117r (Burri,
Die Geographie des Ptolemaios, 416— 417) may have contributed to this infelicity.

? See, for instance, Chernoglazov, “The Treatise ‘Epistolary Styles’,” 14,
19, 66-67. Sykoutris (“Proklos Iepi éristodpaion yapoktipog,” 117) gives a
broader possible time span for the composition, namely the 4"-6™" century.
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Parts ps.-Libanean version ps.-Proclean version
I Introduction to the subject of the treatise; defini-
tions
II List of 41 letter types according to their purpose
111 Definitions of the 41 Remarks on epistolary
letter types style in general
v Remarks on episto-  For each of the 41 letter
lary style in general types, the definition is given
first, followed by an exam-
ple
A% Examples for each of

the 41 letter types

TABLE 1: Structure of the two versions

In the ps.-Proclean version, Parts III and V of the ps.-Libanean
version are merged into a single section, while Part IV of the ps.-Li-
banean version follows immediately after Part II.

In some manuscripts, the late antique treatise is transmitted to-
gether with a set of sample letters probably produced in the 9*
and/or 10" century® and added at the end of the treatise as a form
of supplementary material. Their transmission is equally complex.
First, the number of examples included in such an appendix var-
ies. Second, some of these sample letters correspond to letter types
already defined in the late antique treatise, while others introduce
additional types. Third, the example or examples given for a single
letter type may also vary. Moreover, in some manuscripts, this set
of Byzantine sample letters is transmitted on its own, that is, inde-
pendently of the late antique treatise, which is not included in the
codex. In other manuscripts, it does not even constitute a separate
set; instead, individual Byzantine sample letters are integrated into
the treatise in order to supplement or replace original examples or

$ Chernoglazov (“Die Byzantinische Fassung,” 198) argues that the ma-
jority of the Byzantine sample letters were produced in the 9" and/or 10
century. See also Chernoglazov, “The Treatise ‘Epistolary Styles’,” 14.
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to fill a gap where the relevant example appears to be missing.

In 1910, Weichert edited the text in question under the title [A1-
Baviov copiotod | émoroliuaion yapoaxtipec.t He divided the manu-
scripts into six groups:” (a) manuscripts containing the ps.-Libanean
version, which bear the title AiSaviov copiotod értoToliuaion yopo-
ktfipeg; in a few manuscripts of this group no title is given; (b) man-
uscripts transmitting the ps.-Proclean version — most of them bear
the title ITpoxAdov 100 [AatwvikoD wepl EXIGTOAUNIOV YAPAKTHPOG,
though the titles ITepi ériotadtixod yopaktipog and Aifaviov copt-
o100 émioToAaiol yopaktipeg vy ypnoydtatoy are also attested;
one manuscript of this group contains no title at all; (c) manuscripts
of low quality (i.e., abridged, truncated); (d) amplified versions of
the text, in which further sample letters are included, either as a
distinct set of sample letters or appended to the genuine examples
in their proper place; here too the titles, when given, vary: IIpokAov
repl émotodaiov yapaktijpog, HpdkAov copiotod mepl €mioToAL-
uaiov yoapokrtijpog, and Iepi émotodinaiov yapaktipov; (e) two
manuscripts transmitting a treatise different from, yet based on, the
treatise under examination; and (f) manuscripts offering recensions
in which one part of the original text is expanded while another
part is omitted. As the title indicates, Weichert’s edition records the
ps.-Libanean version,® and, to date, it remains the only edition to
include the additional sample letters (see manuscript group (d)).”

The ps.-Libanean version was also edited separately by Foerster
in 1927 under the title Erioroduaior yapaxtipes.t Foerster consid-
ered additional manuscripts beyond those examined by Weichert
and classified all of them into three groups: (1) manuscripts of the
ps.-Libanean version; (i) manuscripts of the ps.-Proclean version;
and (i) manuscripts presenting a mixed form derived from both
versions.” Quite reasonably, Weichert’s groups (a) and (b) corre-

*Weichert, Valentinus. Demetrii et Libanii qui feruntur TYTIOI EITIETOAIKOI et
EITIXTOAIMAIOI XAPAKTHPEY. Teubner, 1910.

>Weichert, Demetrii et Libanii, XLIT-LXX.

SWeichert, Demetrii et Libanii, 13—34.

"Weichert, Demetrii et Libanii, 34—66.

8Toerster, Richardus. Libanii Opera. Vol. IX: Lib. Qui feruntur Characteres Epis-
tolict. Prolegomena ad Epistulas. Teubner, 1927, 27-47.

9Foerster, Characteres Epistolic, 3-21.
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spond directly to Foerster’s groups (i) and (i1), respectively. The ma-
jority of manuscripts in Weichert’s groups (c), (d) and (e) are placed
in Foerster’s group (ii1), while the remainder are distributed among
the other two groups.

The ps.-Proclean version was edited by Hercher in 1873 under
the title IIpdxAdov t00 [TAotwvikod nepl émotodiuaiov yopoxtipog,'”
who relied on Westermann’s 1856 edition. Westermann’s edition,
in turn, was based on just two manuscripts, Paris, Bnk grec 1630 (=
Paris. gr. 1630) and Heidelberg, Universititsbibliothek, Pal. gr. 43
(= Pal. Heid. 43),"" as well as on two earlier editions, that of Har-
tung (1548)"? and that of Morelius (1558), which give the ps.-Pro-
clean and the ps.-Libanean version, respectively.

Preparatory work for an edition of the Byzantine material added
to the initial treatise has already been published by Chernoglazov.'*
He considers manuscripts of which previous editors of ps.-Proclus/
ps.-Libanius and of the supplementary sample letters appear to have
been completely unaware, and divides them into five classes accord-

" Hercher, Rudolphus. Epistolographi Graeci. Instituti Franciae Typographo,
1873, 6-13.

" More specifically, according to Foerster (Characteres Epistolici, 13—15, 21),
Paris. gr. 1630 and Pal. Heid. 43, both dated to the 14" century, derive from a
common source and are the oldest representatives of one of the two subfam-
ilies into which the ps.-Proclean branch of the manuscript tradition may be
divided. The dating of Pal. Heid. 43 has, however, been the subject of some
controversy. Following Stevenson (Codices Manuscripti, 23), Weichert (Demetrii et
Libanu, L)) and Chernoglazov (“The Treatise ‘Epistolary Styles’,” 44) date it to
the 15" century, Agapitos (“Poets and Painters,” 173-174) to the 12" century,
and Zagklas (Theodoros Prodromos, 95) to the 13™ century. Lastly, according to
“Bibliotheca Palatina — digital”, the portion of the codex recording ps.-Pro-
clus/ps.-Libanius was written in the second half of the 13" century.

' Hartung worked with a manuscript that appears to be unidentified to-
day. The only information he provides is that he received it in 1547 from
Michael Westermann (Hartung, Methodus, 3). Forster (Characteres Epistolici, 23)
proposed that this manuscript belongs to the family of Darmstadt, Hessische
Landes- und Hochschulbibliothek, Hs. 2773 (see fn. 37), which explains why
Hartung’s printed edition is relevant as a textual witness.

13 Westermann, Antonius. Procli Platonici de Conscribendis Epistolis Libellus. A.
Edelmann, Bibliopolam Universitatis, 1856. See also Hercher, Epustolographt
Graect, xi1; Yoerster, Characteres Epistolict, 23, 25.

'* Chernoglazov, “The Treatise ‘Epistolary Styles’,” (especially) 89-138.
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ing to the position and role of the Byzantine additions relative to
the late antique treatise — for example, depending on whether they
constitute a distinct set of examples, or whether they supplement
or replace the original examples. For the purposes of the present
discussion, it is worth noting in advance that his class (I) includes
manuscripts in which the Byzantine sample letters form a separate
set, usually attached as an appendix to the ps.-Proclus/ps.-Libanius
treatise or, in a few cases, transmitted independently, while his class
(IT) includes manuscripts in which the additional sample letters are
integrated with the original examples in their proper place.” In this
way, Chernoglazov effectively divides Weichert’s group (d) in two
classes and supplements it with new witnesses.

Finally, arguments have been advanced regarding which version
is prior and which title best reflects the content of the treatise and
may, therefore, represent the original title. Such arguments mainly
rest on comparisons between the contents and structure of the two
versions, on correlations between the titles under which the trea-
tise 1s transmitted and its content, and on consideration of related
texts of similar subject matter. Weichert, Foester, and Chernoglazov
favor the ps.-Libanean version, Sykoutris favours the ps.-Proclean
version,'® while Westermann and Hercher do not express any opin-
ion on the matter."’

15 “Classes (I) and (II)” refer to Chernoglazov’s taxonomy in “Die Byzan-
tinische Fassung” and correspond respectively to “versions F and G” in his
taxonomy presented in “The Treatise ‘Epistolary Styles™. The only differ-
ence between these two classifications is that version F includes one addition-
al manuscript, i.e., Madrid, Biblioteca National de Espafa, 4806 (15"-16™
century), whereas Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 875
(13™ century), assigned to class (II), was not subsequently included in version
G. Hereafter, when necessary, I will refer to classes (I) and (II).

18 Sykoutris, “Proklos ITepi éniotolpaiov yopaxtipos”. Chernoglazov (“Die
Byzantinische Fassung,” 189, fn. 2) is aware of Sykoutris’ objections to the ar-
guments of Weichert and Foerster, but he does not explain why he considers
them unconvincing. However, in “The Treatise ‘Epistolary Styles’,” 69—71,
Chernoglazov examines Sykoutris’ arguments, evaluating them in terms of
persuasiveness and importance.

" For an informative overview of the literature, including translations and
other studies on ps.-Proclus/ps.-Libanius’ treatise, see Chernoglazov, “The
Treatise ‘Epistolary Styles’,” 5-12.
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2. Paris. gr. 2423, - 112r—1177: content and structure

Paris. gr. 2423 is a composite manuscript. Its various codicological
units were copied — and probably bound together — in Constantino-
ple in the late 13™ century.'® In general, it is a complex codex that
can hardly be regarded as well-preserved or polished. It comprises
158 folios, the last two of which are blank. To my knowledge, elev-
en textual entities have been identified so far.'” These belong to
the fields of grammar, rhetoric, philosophy, astrology, astronomy;,
and geography. I speak of textual entities rather than texts, since,
for instance, the first 24 folios contain a collection of astrological

'8 For Paris. gr. 2423, see Omont, Inventaire Sommaire, 258, Cumont, Codicum
Parisinorum, 65, Tihon, Le “Petit Commentaire”, 144145, Cacouros, “Deux ép-
1sodes,” 609-613, and Burri, Die Geographie des Plolemaios, 411-425. Although
she focuses on the part of the codex containing Ptolemy’s Geography, Burri
provides the most detailed description of the entire manuscript. Regarding
the dating of the manuscript, Omont and CGumont offer rather broad chrono-
logical framework, namely the 13" century and the 13*-14" century, respec-
tively. On the basis of dates found in marginal scholia to Theon’s Small Com-
mentrary on Ptolemy’s Handy Tables, written by the same hand as the main text,
Tihon (145) dates Paris. gr. 2423 to the end of the 13" century, while Burry
(411) suggests round 1300. Burri’s (417, 423) decision to allow for the possibil-
ity of the first years of the 14" century appears to stem from her view that the
codex was probably produced within the circle of Maximus Planudes, who
seems to have lived until 1305. Cacouros (610) provides the earliest specific
date range, 1.c., 1260—1280, for all the texts included in the codex, although
he 1s aware of Tihon’s observations. Regarding the place where the texts were
copied and bound together into a single codex, I follow Burri’s (411) assump-
tion in favor of Constantinople.

¥ More specifically, (1) £ 1r-24v: anonymous astrological collection; (2) f.
25r=34v: Philoponus’ On the Construction and Use of the Astrolabe; (3) f. 36r—51v:
ps.-Plutarch’s De Placitis Philosophorum; (4) f. 51v—59v: Proclus’ Elements of 'The-
ology; (5) £. 60r—72r: Division of Epideictic Speeches of Menander the Rhetor; (6)
f. 74r—101v: Proclus’ Hypotyposis Astronomicarum Positionum; (7) £. 102r—117r:
misleadingly identified as De Dialectis of Gregory of Corinth, whereas this
treatise extends only up to f. 111v; (8) f. 118r-133v: Ptolemy’s Geography;
(9) £ 134r-135r: Philoponus’ On the Construction and Use of the Astrolabe; (10)
f. 135r-150r: Theon’s Small Commentary on Plolemy’s Handy Tables; and (11) f.
150r—156v: anonymous astrological treatise. For more details, see Burri, Die
Geographie des Plolemaios, 411-412.
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treatises®” and not a single work, whether complete or partial. Two
of the textual units derive from the same treatise (i.e., Philoponus’
On the Construction and Use of the Astrolabe), many units are mutilated
at their beginning or end, or survive only as extracts, and all are
written in Fettaugen style with slight variations.

Folios 112r-117r*" which record the ps.-Proclus/ps.-Libanius
treatise and the Byzantine supplement are generally in relatively
good condition, and the text is legible, with the exception of f. 116,
where the ink on a small portion of both sides has faded substan-
tially or completely. Minor signs of damage are also visible on f.
112v and f. 115r. The number of lines per folio varies from 28 to
32, except for f. 117r which contains only 17 lines, the remainder
being left blank. There are no discursive marginal or interlinear
scholia. The only marginal notes present are Greek numerals used
to number the original and additional sample letters, beginning
with “a’” and proceeding to “no’” for the former, and from “o’” to
“kB"” for the latter. These numerals are written by the same hand
as the main text.

The title of the text is IIpdxAdov mepi ExtoTOAUATIOV YOPOKTTPOG.
The late antique treatise (Part A) extends up to f. 1151, 1. 29. The
Byzantine supplement (Part B) begins immediately thereafter, on f.
115y, L. 30, and is marked by the phrase ““Etepont éniotodot Spuoton”,
which functions as a section heading.*

Part A may be divided into the following sections:

Al 11211 2-9: Introduction to the subject of the treatise;

definitions.

* A2:f 112r 1. 9-16: List of 41 letter types according to their

purpose.

e AS3:f 112r 1. 17 — £ 1131, 1. 7: Definitions of the 41 letter

2 Yor a detailed description of f. 1-24, see Cumont, Codicum Parisinorum,
65—69.

' follow the more recent foliation in the upper right corner of each folio.
Just below this, the older sequence is recorded (“117, 119, 120, 122, 118,
133”). On the foliation of Paris. gr. 2423, see Burri, Die Geographie des Plole-
maios, 414.

2 From now on, when I say “main/original text/treatise”, I am referring
only to the late antique treatise (i.e., Part A), as distinct from the Byzantine
appendix (i.e., Part B).
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types.

e A4:f 113r,1. 71 113v; 1. 4: Remarks on epistolary style in

general.

o ADL:f113v 1. 4—1£ 1151 1. 28: For each of the 41 letter types,

the definition is given again, followed by an example.

Thus, while sections A.1-A.4 follow the structure of the ps.-Liba-
nean version,” corresponding to Parts I-IV of that version, section
A.5 corresponds to the final part, i.e., Part IV, of the ps.-Proclean
version. Moreover, each type of letter in A.5 is introduced in the
same manner as in Part IV of the ps.-Proclean version.?* This tran-
sition from one version to another renders the text rather repetitive.
Several explanations could account for the repeated definitions of
the types of letters. One possibility is that the repetition was the
scribe’s own initiative, perhaps intended to enhance readability by
restating each definition before the corresponding example. Anoth-
er is that the scribe of Paris. gr. 2423 consulted and combined two
distinct sources, one containing the ps.-Libanean version and the
other the ps.-Proclean version. A further hypothesis is that he sim-
ply reproduced a manuscript that already presented the material in
this hybrid and repetitive form.

Part B contains further examples for the following 22 letter types
(the number in square brackets refers, when available, to the classi-
fication number of the sample letters in Weichert’s edition):

(1) £ 1151, 1. 30: émoverikn [60]

(1) f. 115v, L. 5: mopopvdntikn [62B: Alov Nuag ... toporopfavovtt.
& Aorocopedo 8 ... a&rovuevog. |

(ii1) £ 115v, L. 18: mapo&uvtikn [65]

() £. 115v; 1. 23: vBprotikn [66]

(v) f. 115v, 1. 28: érnouverikn [70]

(vi) f. 1161, 1.1: éheyxticn [73]

(vii) . 1161, 1. 5: SrafAntuicen [74]

(viti) f. 116r, L. 10: émtipuntikh [75]

(ix) f. 116r, 1. 15: rapaBoappovtikn [77]. See Weichert 28.5—13.

(x) f. 1161, 1. 21: drogavtikn [79]

% Section A.1 corresponds to §§1-3 of Foerster, section A.2 to §4, section
A.3 to §§5—45, and section A.4 to §§46-51.
# Section A.5 corresponds to p. 8-13 of Hercher.
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(x1) f. 1161, 1. 25: oxwntikn [80]

(xii) f. 1161, 1. 29: petprootikh [= Tamewvoy eivor kol donuov ... Bpo-
xéog aE10dc0on Adyov. (Weichert, p. 51) & Towobtog odv kol o ué
Kkpive Kol Tovtdg Gy peldtepog Kol evteléotepog.” |

(xiii) f. 116v, L. 2: aiviyporikn [81]

(xiv) f. 116v, 1. 6: Aorntien [83]

(xv) f. 116v, L. 11: énoyyehtikn [88]

(xvi) . 116v, 1. 13: nopoaveticn §j dmot[pentich] [91]

(xvii) f. 116w, 1. 18: [cuuBovrevtich]. The text is severely corrupted;
nevertheless, the kind of letter can be inferred from “[cupu]Bovied-
ovit” in L. 20. [92]

(xviii) f. 116v, 1. 22: pepnticn [93]

(xix) f. 116v, L. 26: grhxn [98]

(xx) f. 116v, 1. 32: aneidntuen [100]. The example concludes with
the additional phrase “koxdg qv”.

(xxi) f. 1171, L. 4: dmopvntucen [101]

(xxii) f. 1171, 1. 8: nopoyyertikn 7 émpovnuotikn [102]. Weichert
(60.21) writes only “maporyyedtien”.

Unlike section A.5, no definition of the kind of letter is provided
before the sample letter in this section.

3. On the place of Paris. gr. 2423 within the manuscript tradition of ps.-Pro-
clus’/ps.-Libanius’ treatise and its Byzantine recension

Paris. gr. 2423 is among the earliest codices that transmit either
the ps.-Proclus/ps.-Libanius treatise alone or the treatise together
with Byzantine additions. By focusing on selected passages and on
content- or structure-related features pertaining to both Part A and
Part B, and by drawing comparisons with other manuscript wit-
nesses, I aim to show that its significance derives not only from its
antiquity. The following observations are not intended to resolve all
the stemmatic relationships between Paris. gr. 2423 and the other
early witnesses of ps.-Proclus/ps.-Libanius treatise and its Byzan-
tine recension. They do, however, demonstrate affinities with spe-
cific (sub)branches of the manuscript tradition, or even particular
manuscripts; they rule out or propose “model-apograph” relation-

»The last sentence of the example is not found in Weichert.
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ships with certain other manuscripts; and, most importantly, they
underscore the necessity of a proper study of Paris. gr. 2423 within
the framework of any editorial work on the ps.-Proclus/ps.-Liba-
nius treatise.

Comparison between Parts A.2, A.3, and A.5

Discrepancies are observed between the definitions in Part A.3 and
those in Part A.5. Iirst, in Part A.5, the definitions of mapavetikng
(f. 113v; 1. 4-7) and érauwvenk) (f. 114v; 1. 13-15) are shortened ver-
sions of those in Part A.3 (i.e., f. 1121, 1. 17-25 and f. 112v,1. 19-23,
respectively). The former omits the distinction between napoivesig
and svpuPovAn, while the latter omits the distinction between €rou-
vog and éykouiov. More importantly, the discrepancies include dif-
ferences in word order (e.g., in the case of Bepangvtikn), omissions
of specific words (e.g., in the case of npecfevtikn and dvobetikh),
replacement of one term by another (synonymous) term (e.g., in the
case of émtyuntikn), rephrasing of parts of the definitions (e.g., in
the case of evyopiotikn), and different forms of the same verb or
participle (e.g, in the case of dvteniotaitikn and oyetAiootikn). Su-
perior readings are preserved in some cases in Part A.3, and in oth-
er cases in Part A.5. Moreover, deviations appear even in the names
of the letter types. In part A.5, we read nopayyedtikn (f. 113y, 1.
30), drapaptupikn as an alternative name for noporyyedtikn (f. 113y,
1. 31), dverdiotikn (f. 1141, 1. 6), and droloyntikh as an alternative
name for Ogporevticn (f. 112v, 1. 10). In Part A.3, the corresponding
readings are nopoyyeduotikn (f. 112y, 1. 4), papropwen (£ 112v; 1. 5),
ovewduen (£ 112v; 1. 7), and anoroynoten (f. 112v; 1. 10). Part A.2
offers napoyyertikn (f. 112r 1. 11) and dvediotikn (£ 112 1. 12),
while poptupuch/Sropaptopikn and  dmoAoymtixh/ dmoAoynoTiKh
are entirely absent. Additionally, in Parts A.2 and A.3, mopouv6n-
TikM appears between nopo&uvtikn and VPpiotikn, whereas, in Part
A.5, there is no reference to mopopvOntikn between moapo&uvviikn
and DPBprotikn; instead, it appears a little further down, on f. 114y,
1. 7-10, after oxetAootikn and before tpesfevtiky.

Taking all this into account, it seems unlikely that the variant
readings of Part A.5 emerged through oversight or as a deliberate
correction by the copyist of Paris. gr. 2423 (or the scribe of its model)
while consulting the earlier definitions of the treatise. The disrup-
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tion of the order of the examples further supports the assumption
that Part A.5 was composed independently of part A.3. Moreover,
such inconsistencies between Parts A.2/A.3 and A.5, along with
several unintelligible or corrupt readings, make it implausible that
the scribe of Paris. gr. 2423 undertook any revisory activity beyond
simply copying what lay before him. The key question, then, is what
exactly that copyist had in front of him. In other words, the major
puzzle appears to be whether —and, if so, to what extent — Paris. gr.
2423 preserves readings originating from different branches of the
manuscript tradition.

Structure- and content-related distinctive features

(i) An example for overdiotikn is absent from Part V of the ps.-Li-
banean version, whereas it appears in representatives of the two
subfamilies of the ps.-Proclean version,? as well as in three man-
uscripts that include additional Byzantine letters as an appendix:*’
Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 306 (= Vat. gr.
306),” Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1733
(= Vat. gr. 1733)* — both of which, though preserving the ps.-Li-
banean version, are closely related to the ps.-Proclean version by
virtue of a significant number of shared readings® — and Venice,

Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Gr. Z 521 (= Marc. gr. Z 521).%!

% For the two subfamilies of the ps.-Proclean version, see Foerster, Charac-
teres Epistolict, 11-17, 21, and here fn. 11 and 37.

27 See also Weichert, Demetrii et Libanii, TVII.

% Weichert dates it to the 13" century, Foerster to the 14" century, and
Chernoglazov (“Die Byzantinische Fassung™) to the 13"-14" centuries. By
virtue of the additional sample letters it contains, Weichert classifies it under
group (d) and Chernoglazov under class (I). Foerster places it under group
(iii), since it follows, on the one hand, the structure of the Libanean version
and many readings of its most ancient witnesses, while including, on the other
hand, some readings attested in the ps.-Proclean branch of the manuscript
tradition, especially in Darm. 2773.

Tt is dated to the end of the 15" century. Like Vat. gr. 306, it is classified
under Weichert’s group (d), Foerster’s group (ii1) and Chernoglazov’s class (I).

% On the relationship between Vat. gr. 306 and Vat. gr. 1733, see Weichert,
Demetrii et Libanii, LVII.

S Marc. gr. Z 521 is dated to the 14" century and is classified by Foerster
under his group (ii1), by Weichert under his group (d), and by Chernoglazov
under his class (I). For the shared features of Marc. gr. Z 521, Vat. gr. 306,
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Therefore, the presence of such an example in Paris. gr. 2423 (f.
1141, 1. 6-9) clearly links it to the Ps.-Proclean branch of the manu-
script tradition. The text reads as follows:

[T1] (definition) ‘Oveidiotich éott, S Mg dverdilouév tivo €¢°
oig memovOog dpvnuovel. (example) TIoAAL koAd TénovBog e’
UV | kol Bovpalo ko’ vrepBoAny, tdg 00devog | ToOTOV uvi-
unv notelg, dAAG xokdc Nudg Aéyelg dmep £0Tiv G 0pIOTOV YVO-
ung. ot yap dydpiotol TV KaAdv | duvnuovodot kol Tovg evepyé-
Tog g £xOpovg kakdg énl TovTo1g SloTiBevTon.

(i1) In Part II of both the ps.-Libanean and ps.-Proclean versions,
as well as in Part A.2 of Paris. gr. 2423, napopvOntikn appears be-
tween wopo&uvtikh and vprotikn. The same holds for napopvdnti-
kn in Part III of the ps.-Libanean version and in Part A.3 of Paris.
gr. 2423. Nevertheless, in Part V of the ps.-Libanean version, no
example is given for mopopvOnTiKy, either between nopo&uviiry
and vBprotikn or elsewhere within Part V.*? In contrast, in Part IV
of Hercher’s ps.-Proclean version, mopopvOntikn is indeed placed
between nopo&uvtikn and vPpiotikn, and the following example is
given: Alav Nuag 1 anoPlowots ... nvike cvpeépet toparapBdavovrt.*
This example is also attested in three other manuscripts transmit-
ting the ps.-Proclean version.** The text in Paris. gr. 2423 aligns
with neither of these versions: the definition and example for mo-
popvdntikn are not placed between mopo&uvtikn and OPproTik,
but rather after oyetAiactikn and before npesPevtixh, and read as
follows:
[T2] (definition) Mapopvdntikh éott, 8t Hg napouvBoduedo
Tvo ént 1olg ovpPact avtd Avmnpols. | (example) Zvpeopolg
nuBoUEVOC G TEPIMENTMKEVHL HEYIGTONG CUVAAYIGOL UV KO GL-
VOAY®D 6ol 69ddpo d1r Tov | Thg @rAlag Opov. TapakoA® O& un
névu the AMomng xatofontilecBor 10 1oV dvBporwv detatov Ao-
viouevov | kal Ty Topd 10D KpeltTovog AVTIANYLY EKSEXOUEVOV.

and Vat. gr. 1733, see Chernoglazov, “The Treatise ‘Epistolary Styles’,” 47.
32See Weichert, Demetrii et Libanii, 28, and Yoerster, Characteres Epistolict, 41.
 For the full text of this example, see Hercher, p. 10, Foerster, Characteres

Epistolict, 41, and Weichert, Demetriv et Libaniz, 28.15—10. In Weichert’s list of

sample letters, it corresponds to the first part of [62f].

* Te., Paris, BnE, grec 2551, Vienna, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek,

phil. gr. 149, and Paris, BNE grec 2671 (Weichert, Demetrii et Libanii, 28).
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The definition now given is identical to that provided previously in
Part A.3, f. 112v, 1. 15-16; it agrees with the definition of the ps.-Li-
banean version®™ but differs from that in Hercher’s ps.-Proclean
version.” As for the example, it is recorded, according to Weichert
and Foerster, in two later manuscripts of the ps.-Proclean version,
namely Darmstadt, Hessische Landes- und Hochschulbibliothek,
Hs. 2773 (= Darm. 2773)*" and Paris, BnF, grec 2671 (= Paris. gr.
2671),% in Vat. gr. 1733, as well as in Hartung’s edition. I have
also located this example in Vat. gr. 306 (f. 78r), where it appears
in the main text of the late antique treatise just after the example
for oyethaotikn.” Thus, the position of this example within the
main treatise in Paris. gr. 2423 strongly suggests that it is related
to the Darm. 2773 subfamily of the ps.-Proclean branch and to
the kindred Vat. gr. 306 — a (roughly) contemporary, rather mixed
manuscript —and Vat. gr. 1733. It is worth noting that the example
of Paris. gr. 2423 for napopvOntikn is absent in the 11"-century
Vienna, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, phil. gr. 342 (= Vind.
phil. gr. 342),* both in the original text and in the supplementary

% Weichert, Demetrii et Libanii, 17.8-10, Foerster, Characteres Epistolici, 31,
§25.

3 Hercher, Epistolographi Graect, 10: Tlapopo®ntixh o1t 8t fig €mi Tivi copfé-
vt eilov mopopvBoduedo.

7 According to Weichert and Foerster, it dates to the late 14" century to
early 15" century. It belongs to Weichert’s group (b) and Foerster’s group (ii).
Foerster (Characteres Epistolici 11, 12, 21) submits that Darm. 2773 and Milan,
Biblioteca Ambrosiana, B 4 sup. (Martini-Bassi 81) (= Ambros. B 4 sup.), dated to
the 10" century, descend from a common source and are the oldest repre-
sentatives of one of the two subfamilies into which the ps.-Proclean branch
of the manuscript tradition may be divided. For Ambros. B 4 sup., see also
Chernoglazov, “The Treatise ‘Epistolary Styles’,” 41. Chernoglazov (“Die
Byzantinische Fassung”) does not mention Darm. 2773, as it does not include
late-Byzantine additional sample letters.

* Paris. gr. 2671 dates to the 15" century, according to Weichert, Foerster,
and Chernoglazov. It is a witness of the ps.-Proclean version — thus belonging
to Foerster’s group (i) — which also contains additional sample letters, each
inserted at its proper place in the text — thus belonging to Weichert’s group
(d) and Chernoglazov’s class (II). See also Chernoglazov, “Die Byzantinische
Fassung,” 197 and Chernoglazov, “The Treatise ‘Epistolary Styles’,” 50.

39 Cf. Weichert, Demetrii et Libanii, LVII for a different report.

#This manuscript is mentioned only by Chernoglazov (“Die Byzantinische
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set of sample letters."!

(111) Two further instances establish the affinity between Paris. gr.
2423, Vat. gr. 306, Vat. gr. 1733, and Darm. 2773. In the case of
wikth, the example given by Paris. gr. 2423 is supplemented at the
end with the sentence (f. 1151, 1. 28-29):

[T3] 'Eppouevog pot kol moAvypoviog dtopuiayBeing movtog

GmeVKTalov EKAVTPOVUEVOS Kl TV KortoBvpiav dmolody.

This same sentence occurs in the same position in Darm. 2773,
Vat. gr. 306, and Vat. gr. 1733. Similarly, immediately after the list
of the 41 letter types (Part A.2), Paris. gr. 2423, along with Darm.
2773, Vat. gr. 306, and Vat. gr. 1733, records the sentence (f. 112r,
1.16—17):

9 49

14 ~ ~ ’ \ ’
[T4] “Ouod oot tecoapoakovto Kol uio.”,

which appears to function as a gloss.

(iv) Despite these meaningful similarities between Paris. gr. 2423,
on the one hand, and Vat. gr. 306 and Vat. gr. 1733, on the oth-
er, certain structural features set them apart: in Vat. gr. 306 and
Vat. gr. 1733, the original examples are introduced with the phrase
“Apyn tdv émotoddv” and are not preceded by definitions, and the
letter type is recorded in the margin next to each example (in Vat.
gr. 306) or as an interlinear heading (in Vat. gr. 1733). Two cases of
divergence between Paris.gr. 2423, on the one hand, and Vat. gr.
306 and Vat. gr. 1733, on the other, allow us to draw further conclu-
sions about their precise relationship. Between the original sample
letters for okontikn and oiviypotikn, Paris. gr. 2423 contains no
example for petpraocticen (f. 1151 1. 13). In this respect, it aligns with
Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 915 (= Vat. gr.
915), Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1391 (=
Vat. gr. 1391), both belonging to the ps.-Libanean branch,* Darm.

Fassung,”192) and belongs to his class (I).

* More specifically, in Vind. phil. gr. 342 the order of the original set of ex-
amples is as follows: ..., napo&ouvtikn, PplotTikn, drayyedtikn, oxeTAooTiKn,
npecPevtikh, ... — mopopvbnriky is missing from this set entirely. Moreover,
none of the four additional examples of mapouvOntuch recorded in Vind. phil.
gr. 342 corresponds to what we find in Part A.5 of Paris. gr. 2423.

In Vat. gr. 1733, we actually read “Opod nocot po”™.

" Vat. gr. 915 is dated to the 14" century, while Vat. gr. 1391 is dated to the
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2773, and Hartung’s edition, but it differs from Vat. gr. 306 and
Vat. gr. 1733. These two manuscripts record an example for petpt-
aotikn within the original treatise (f. 78v and f. 2071, respectively),
which is almost identical to the example for petplactikn found in
Part B of Paris. gr. 2423 (f. 116, 1. 29 —f. 116v. L. 2):

[T5] Tomewov eivon kol Gonpov € dofumv | kol dmaidevtog
Kol UNdEv 1@V dyaB®dv KeKTNUEVOG OLOAOY®. OV YOip &V ToD EAEY-
xovtog denbeing. | &yw yop TV Euavtod edTEALIOY YIYVOCK®. YT
Yap el kol 6mod0¢ Kol Tav[tov] T kol év dvBpanoig undoudg |
opeilov T hoyilecBon. uéyo ydp pot ot kol 10 Shag mopd. &v-
Bpwroig Ppaytog aErodebat Adyov. Torobtov | 0OV kol 60 ue kpl-
ve kol TovtOg dryperdtepov kol evtedéotepov.t

At the same time, in the Byzantine appendices of Vat. gr. 306 and
Vat. gr. 1733, no example for petpraotikn is recorded between oko-
ntkn and aiviyportikn (£ 83v and f. 231y, respectively). It there-
fore appears that, in Vat. gr. 306 and the undoubtedly later Vat. gr.
1733, an example was detached from the Byzantine appendix to
fill a gap in the main treatise. This, in turn, reinforces the suspicion
— already suggested by the differing formats of Paris. gr. 2423 and
Vat. gr. 306 — that the former is not related to the latter as a copy
to its model. Nor can Vat. gr. 306 be regarded as a copy of Paris.
gr. 2423, since the former contains a far more extensive set of addi-
tional sample letters than the latter.

(v) Several features of the 14"-century Marc. gr. Z 521 link it
to Paris. gr. 2423 and some of its kindred manuscripts mentioned
above: (a) the presence of T1 as an example for dveldiotikn in the
original treatise; (b) the presence of T2 as an example for napaypv-
Ontucn in the original treatise; (c) the addition of the supplementary
text T3 to wktn; and (d) the presence of T5 as an example for
uetplaotikn in the Byzantine appendix. Beyond these features, a
model-apograph relationship appears to hold in the case of Paris.

12" century. Both manuscripts belong to Weichert’s group (a) and Foerster’s
group (i). According to Foerster (Characteres Epistolic, 3, 4, 21), they are the
oldest witnesses of the ps.-Libanean branch of the manuscript tradition and
belong to different subfamilies.

" Cf. Weichert (Demetrii et Libanii, 51) who, as Chernoglazov (“Die Byzan-
tinische Fassung,” 201) also notes, did not edit the concluding sentence.
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gr. 2423 and Marc. gr. Z 521. The latter introduces the Byzantine
appendix with the same heading as Paris. gr. 2423, namely “’Etepat
émotohod opotan”. It also contains the same extra sample letters as
Paris. gr. 2423 in number, kind, and order, with a single exception:
the example for aviypotikn is missing (perhaps owing to the scribe’s
inadvertent omission). Of all manuscripts of Chernoglazov’s class
(I), Marc. gr. Z 521 is the only one whose Byzantine supplement
resembles that of Paris. gr. 2423. Finally, Marc. gr. Z 521 seems to
be the only manuscript that records the alternative énipovnuoatikn
for moporyyedtikn. It is therefore reasonable to assume that it derives
from Paris. gr. 2423.

Distinctive readings

(1) A close examination of the examples in Part A.5 reveals that
Paris. gr. 2423 preserves readings attested in either the ps.-Liba-
nean or the ps.-Proclean branch of the manuscript tradition. At
the same time, a considerable number of readings indicate that
Paris. gr 2423 shows a special affinity (i) with Vat. gr. 915, Vat. gr.
1391, and Darm. 2773 taken as a group, though belonging to dif-
ferent (sub)families (e.g., the reading “re@vkoct” in mopokAnTiKn,
“emmtnEopt” in moporoyiotikh, and “R&lovv” in pecPevtikn); (ii)
with Darm. 2773 alone (e.g, “nelpov AnyecBor” in dmetAntikn,
the omission of “100 xakodainovog” in mapo&uviikn, “xok®dv” in
SwoPAnticn, and “Aeddmnuon” in Avmntikh); and (i) with Vat. gr.
306 and Vat. gr. 1733 (e.g., “peradodvor € pot todTng UN KOToKvN-
ong” in petopueAnTikn).

(ii) The presence of the example for éverdiotikn (see T'1) in Paris.
gr. 2423 suffices to associate it with the ps.-Proclean manuscript tra-
dition. Two readings in this passage specify this connection. First,
the word “puvAunv” is attested in Darm. 2773, Vat. gr. 306, Vat. gr.
1733, and in Hartung’s edition;* in other manuscripts “uvetov” is
written instead.*® Second, in Darm. 2773, we find “xokovg Aéyeig”
in the place of “kokdg Nuog Aéyes,” which is clearly a less satisfac-
tory reading.

(111) Specific readings of Paris. gr. 2423 in the example for nopo-

> See Weichert, Demetrii et Libanii, 25, and Foerster, Characteres Epustolici, 38.
19 See Weichert, Demetrii et Libanii, 25, and Foerster, Characteres Epistolici, 38.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 66.3 (2026) 536—560



NEW BYZANTINE WITNESS TO LETTER TREATISE 553

uwobntun (see T2) support its close resemblance to Vat. gr. 306 and
Vat. gr. 1733, and again show that Paris. gr. 2423 preserves more
complete and, in some cases, superior readings compared to the
later Darm. 2773 and Hartung’s edition. T2 is recorded in Vat.
gr. 306 in almost the same form as in Paris. gr. 2423, with two ex-
ceptions: Vat. gr. 306 reads “avOponivev npayudtev” instead of
“avBparmv”’, and, like Darm. 2773, Paris. gr. 2671 and Hartung’s
edition, it gives “mévv oe tfy Aonn” instead of “mavv tfig Admng”.
T2 in Vat. gr. 1733 is the same as in Vat. gr. 603, with the excep-
tion that, instead of “mopoxoi®d 6&” , it reads “rmopoxodd c&” — the
repetition of “c¢” within the same phrase is pleonastic and prob-
lematic insofar as “uév” appears in the previous sentence. Regard-
ing “avBporivov npayudtev’ and “avBponwv’, they work equally
well in terms of syntax and meaning. However, “ndvv oe tfj Aonn”
makes better sense syntactically than “névv tfig Abnng”, unless the
latter is the corrupt form of the phrase “mavv <vmod> tfig Avrng”
which would be an equally acceptable articulation in this context.
Other than that, the text in Darm. 2773 and Hartung’s edition is
significantly truncated, and Darm. 2773 contains one clearly prob-
lematic reading (i.e., “rapody®” instead of “ropokor®”).*’” The
later Paris. gr. 2671 differs only slightly from both Vat. gr. 306 and
Paris. gr. 2423, but at different points. In view of these deviations,
and given that Paris. gr. 2671 records, as examples for nopopvOnti-
kN, both T2 and “Alav Muag N dnoPlncig ... vike GLUEEPEL TOPO-
AopPévovtt” (in this order)* after two examples for oyetAiaotikn,
it appears to be informed, on the one hand, by a source related to
Paris. gr. 2423 and Vat. gr. 306 and, on the other hand, by a source
from a kindred subbranch of the ps.-Proclean version.

(iv) Many readings and content- and structure-related features
have established the affinity of Paris. gr. 2423, Vat. gr. 306 and Vat.
gr. 1733. At the same time, Foerster maintained that Vat. gr. 306

*See the critical apparatus in Foerster, Gharacteres Epistolici, 41, and in We-
ichert, Demetrii et Libanii, 28.

8 Chernoglazov (“Die Byzantinische Fassung,” 194) appears to have over-
looked the presence of T2 before “Atov Nuag 1 droPincts ... vike cupeépet
rapodopPévovtt” [ = 628, Weichert] in Paris. gr. 2671.
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and Vat. gr. 1733 stem from a common source.” If this is taken for
granted, then that common source cannot be Paris. gr. 2423, since
a direct derivation of Vat. gr. 306 from Paris. gr. 2423 and vice
versa has been excluded. But even if one does not rely on Foerst-
er’s claim, a comparison of the manuscript variants in the case of
T5, i.e., the example for petpiootikn, reveals that Vat. gr. 1733 is
better linked to Vat. gr. 306 than to Paris. gr. 2423, and that the lat-
ter, though sometimes preserving unsatisfactory readings, remains
a witness which should not be overlooked in the reconstruction of
the text. More specifically, Vat. gr. 1733 differs from Paris. gr. 2423
in eight cases. In four of these, Vat. gr. 306 agrees with Paris. gr.
24237 whereas in the remaining cases Vat. gr. 306 agrees with Vat.
gr. 173357 Of these eight cases of deviation — with the exception
of “10 kol mévtov perpidtotov”’, for which no safe conclusion
can be drawn, since the respective passage in Paris. gr. 2423 is un-
readable — only the readings offered by both Vat. gr. 306 and Vat.
gr. 1733 are superior to the respective readings of Paris. gr. 2423.
In terms of the quality of the readings, Vat. gr. 306 thus appears
to offer the best readings, while Vat. gr. 1733 the least appropriate.
Nevertheless, just before “kai év avBponorc... ”, only Vat. gr. 306
records “del yop kol petpuwtatov”’. The complete absence of this
phrase from Paris. gr. 2423, its plausible apograph Marc. gr. Z 521,
Vat. gr. 1733, and some other, later, manuscripts’® which preserve
this example for petprootikn, raises the reasonable suspicion that
this phrase is just an interpolation.

To sum up, the overall hybrid structure, specific structural and
content-related features, as well as distinctive readings of Paris. gr.
2423 (1) place it in the ps.-Proclean branch of the manuscript tradi-
tion, (1) linking it especially with Vat. gr. 306, Vat. gr. 1733, Paris.
gr. 2671, and Darm. 2773. Nevertheless, (ii1) Paris. gr. 2423 cannot

¥ Foerster, Characteres Epistolict, 17—18. Weichert recognized their affinity,
but did not specify it.

% Vat. gr. 1733 alone gives “yiyvaokw” for “yryvookov”, “épeidovit” for
“opeihwv 17, “Bpoytwv” for “Bpoyxtoc”, and “ue kol ov kpivaig” for “kal 60

’ b3

ue kpive”.

5] Th o 13 A bl f 13 3 b3 134 2 f (1324 bb 556 e ’ b

ey give “tanewog” for “tomewvov”, “Gonuog” for “donuov”, “denbeinv

for “8enbeing”, and “10 xoi névtwv petpidtotov” for “xoi név[tov] 1.

%2 See Weichert, Demetrii et Libanii, 51.
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have been copied from Vat. gr. 306, and (iv) nor can the opposite
be the case. (v) Moreover, Vat. gr. 1733 does not appear to have
derived directly from Paris. gr. 2423; it is connected more closely
to Vat. gr. 306 than to Paris. gr. 2423. (vi) Paris. gr. 2671 seems to
have been partially informed by Paris. gr. 2423. (vii) The readings
of Paris. gr. 2423 tend to be better and more complete than those
of Darm. 2773, but (viii) in some cases, they are inferior to those of
Vat. gr. 306. (ix) Generally, although Paris. gr. 2423 does not offer
a fully polished and unproblematic text for either Part A or part B,
it nevertheless reveals elements interpolated into, or missing from,
other manuscripts. (x) In all likelihood, Paris. gr. 2423 served as the
model for Marc. gr. Z 521. (x1) It also preserves readings found in
two of the oldest manuscripts of the ps.-Libanean version, Vat. gr.
1391 and Vat. gr. 915. (xi1) Lastly, a certain discrepancy of Paris.
gr. 2423 from the even older Vind. phil. gr. 342, which also belongs
to the ps.-Libanean branch of the manuscript tradition, signifies a
case of enrichment of the Byzantine collection of sample letters,
and further suggests that Paris. gr. 2423 may be the earliest extant
witness of such an enrichment.

4. Panis. gr. 2423 and the reception hustory of ps.-Proclus’/ps.-Libanius’ trea-
lise

Two further aspects of Paris. gr. 2423, which are not connected
with its textual history, underscore its importance for the study of
the Byzantine reception of ps.-Proclus/ps.-Libanius.

The main bulk of Paris. gr. 2423 has been reasonably described
as astronomical-astrological and philosophical. The codex does not
include other texts related to epistolary theory and practice. The
only texts that may be considered kindred, in a way, are the Diwusion
of Epideictic Styles by Menander the Rhetor (f. 60r-72r) and the On
Dialects by Gregory of Corinth (f. 102r—111v), insofar as they too
pertain to language and its uses. Moreover, contrary to what has
rightly been observed regarding the manuscript transmission of the
Byzantine appendix of sample letters,” Paris. gr. 2423 presents a

% Chernoglazov, “Die Byzantinische Fassung,” 199, 200; “The Treatise
‘Epistolary Styles’,” 104.
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different case: the Byzantine recension is transmitted without any

association with 10" and 11™-century Byzantine letters, or with an-

cient letters.

Even if thematic affinities between IpdxAdov mepi émiotodiaiov
xapaxtipog and the rest of the codex are difficult (or not imme-
diately obvious) to establish, it can hardly be a coincidence that
Paris. gr. 2423 includes two authentic Proclean treatises bearing
titles which explicitly ascribe them to the 5"-century head of the
Platonic Academy: (a) on f. 51v-59v, a portion of the Elements of
Theology (i.e., Propositions 1-78), entitled ITpéxAov Siod6yov mAa-
TwVikoD p1hocopov aroyyeiwots Beoloyikn; and (b) on f. 74r—101v;,
the entirety of the Hypotyposis Astronomicarum Positionum, entitled
TpéxAov d1adoyov vroTiRWOIS TAV dotpovoulkdv vrobéoewy. Even
if the copyist of the treatise, or the person who commissioned its
copying, or the one who assembled the various works into a single
codex, was well aware that the treatise was not written by Proclus
the Neoplatonist, it should, in my view, be taken for granted that, at
least until a certain point — perhaps not long before the production
of Paris. gr. 2423 — this treatise on letter-writing was part of the
Proclean corpus.” What is certain is that Paris. gr. 2423 constitutes,
so far, our earliest testimony to a scholarly tradition that associated
IIepi émorodiuaiov yapaxtijpog (or under a similar inscription) with
Proclus the Neoplatonist.

The co-transmission of one or more authentic Proclean works
(or extracts thereof) together with ps.-Proclus on letter-writing is
also attested in only three other manuscripts, all linked with Paris.
gr. 2423:

- Marc. gr. Z. 521 records an untitled portion of ps.-Proclus and
the entirety of the Elements of Theology, entitled ITpoxAov Ate:do-
20V TAotwvikod pilocopov otoryeiwoig Beoloyixn;

- Darm. 2773 transmits ps.-Proclus without any inscription, to-
gether with two very short extracts from Proclus’ Commentary
on Plato’s Alcibides I and Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, again de-
prived of any inscription;

3 Cf. Chernoglazov’s (““The Treatise ‘Epistolary Styles’,” 68) tentative hy-
pothesis concerning the emergence of Proclus’ name as the author of the
treatise.
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- Vat. gr. 1733 transmits ps.-Proclus, inscribed as IpéxAov mepi
émotodipaiov yopaxtipog, together with the entirety of the El-
ements of Physics, inscribed as IIpékAov Staddyov Avkiov oroiyel-
woic gpuotkn. It remains undecided whether the reference to a
Proclus without further qualification in the title IIpéxAov mept
émotodipaiov yapoktipos was deliberately intended to pre-
clude an identification of the author of this treatise with the
Neoplatonist philosopher Proclus.

If the co-presence of three works under the name “Proclus” in Par-
is. gr. 2423 is not a mere coincidence, one further observation may
be advanced: although they concern completely different areas of
interest — observational-mathematical astronomy, philosophy of the
divine, and letter-writing — they all appear to be of a more or less
introductory character, serving as manuals. This is particularly sug-
gested in the cases of the Hypotyposis Astronomicarum Positionum and
the Elements of Theology, where the titles themselves indicate such a
function (brotdnwolg = outlines; otoyelwolg = elementary expo-
sition/teaching).”” Thus, although ITepi ériorodaiov yapaxtijpog
in Paris. gr. 2423 is not transmitted among related theoretical texts
or actual letters, this shared feature of the three works, together
with the fact that Paris. gr. 2423 can be regarded as a miscellany
of works on disciplines of trivium and quadrivium, as well as on
philosophy, points to the educational use of ITepi éniorodinaiov yo-
paktijpog already from the end of the 13™ century.”

»For the character and purpose of the Hypotyposis Astronomicarum Positionum,
the Elements of Theology, and the ps.-Proclus’/ps.-Libanius’ treatise, see Li-
thari, Proclus. Hypotyposis, 1-10, Dodds, Proclus. The Elements of Theology, ix—xiii,
and Chernoglazov, “Die Byzantinische Fassung,” 199, 200, respectively.

% The use of ps.-Proclus’/ps.-Libanius’ treatise in the school curriculum
during the late Byzantium has also been proposed by Chernoglazov (“An-
cient Epistolary Theory,” 265-267; “The Treatise ‘Epistolary Styles’,” 78—
81), but with reference to 14"-16"-century manuscripts and in connection
with school manuals on grammar and rhetoric. Chernoglazov (““The Treatise
‘Epistolary Styles’,” 79) mentions only the much later Florence, Biblioteca
Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 57.34 (15" c.) as an example of a codex that con-
tains ps.-Proclus’/ps.-Libanius’ treatise (without the Byzantine supplementa-
ry letters) alongside works on arithmetic, music, geometry, and astronomy.
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