Photius on the Ten Orators

Rebekah M. Smith

HE DIFFERENCES between the two surviving versions of

The Lives of the Ten Orators have given risc to various

explanations for the history of the treatise. The original
work of that title is no. 55 of Plutarch’s Moralia (8328-52c¢:
hereafter ‘Ps.-Plutarch’), and a second version is presented in
codices 259-68 of Photius’ Bibliotheca. The differences be-
tween the two, some major, some minor, arc many. In the
Bibliotheca, for example, most of the lives have been rearranged
to present a more chronological flow of narrative. The pinax in
which Photius lists the works contained in the Bibliotheca gives
the ten orators’ lives in the traditional order, by birth, in which
they occur in the Moralia. In the codices themselves, however,
Isocrates appears second, not fourth, Lycurgus has becen
moved from seventh place to tenth,! and almost cvery life
shows minor deletions and additions when compared with the
corresponding life as given by Ps.-Plutarch. Four of the lives,
however, arc prefaced by extensive stylistic criticisms. These
range from collections of brief comments to a twenty-five-line
quotation of Caecilius of Caleacte on Antiphon’s use of figures
(4858 14-40).

' T have found no other example of such reordering. Whether or not it was
Photius who reorganized this material, it is more likely that somcone
rearranging an already written work would put less organized items into
better order than that the process of transmission could produce as many
changes for the worse as these lives show. This contradicts the assumption
basic to source criticism that the later order is a degraded version of the
original.

Both the Bibl. pinax and the traditional order of the Lives are firmly
attested by the manuscripts. The Dinarchus life, codex 267, ends with the
sentence, “In these sections is a record of the speeches that were read of the
nine orators,” and the first words of the Lycurgus codex continues, “But we
did not have time to read the speeches of Lycurgus, who is the equal of any.”
Although Photius moved the life of Lycurgus because he did not read his
speeches, the change in the case of Isocrates and the discrepancy between the
pinax order and the actual order remain puzzling; ¢f. 185 infra.
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160 PHOTIUS ON THE TEN ORATORS

The differences presented by the Bibl. version have received
much study, the results of which still embrace the verdict that
the lives given by Photius are purely derivative texts to which
no change has been made. This opinion lingers despite Photius’
acknowledged réle as an active editor anc% critic possessing a
strong sense of style. In fact, comparison of some of the
material in 259-68 with examples oFPhotius’ prose and his
editing in other parts of the Bibl. suggests that here as clse-
where he gave much attention to the question of literary style. I
shall argue that Photius wrote more than the perfunctory
comments placing the codices in the context of the Bibl:? he
also introduced and commented on some of the quoted stylistic
criticism, and he seems to have offered a few critical remaks of
his own.

I

Scholarly work has in general either dealt with these codices
only in part® or, when it has actually examined them, drawn
debatable conclusions. Most recently, Warren T. Treadgold has
maintained that “They do not include any excerpts from the ora-
tions. Instead, they are made up of extracts from a lost work
which Photius calls simply a ‘history’ and which was plagiarized

2 These codices begin, as do many others in the Bibl, with a sentence
reporting what work(s)—in this case how many speeches—were read.

> E.g. ]. ]J. Bateman, “The Critiques of Isocrates’ Style in Photius’
Bibliotheca,” ICS 6 (1981) 182-96, gives the tradition behind the opinions of
Isocrates’ style but does not seek to investigate precisely whose they are. F.
Leo, Die griechische-romische Biographie (Leipzig 1901) 33, viewed Caccilius
as an agent in a stage of expansion of the Lives from an original xow iotopia
whose original form predated Ps.-Plutarch. L. Van Hook, “The Criticism of
Photius on the Attic Orators,” TAPA 38 (1907) 4147, following E. Ofenloch,
Caecilii Calactini Fragmenta (Leipzig 1907), assumed the criticisms in Photius’
codices 259-68 originated with Caecilius. G. L. Kustas, “The Literary
Criticism of Photius: A Christian Definition of Style,” Hellenika 17 (1962)
132-69 at 136 n.4, notes that the criticism of the orators “owes much to
another source, either Ps.-Plutarch’s Biot 1ov 8éxa pntépwv or Caccilius of
Caleacte.” He does not, however, note two comments Photius makes in these
codices using the first-person pronoun, which I discuss below. R. Henry’s
edition of the Bibl., Photius: Bibliotheca 1-VIII (Paris 1959-77) at I 219, notes
the problem in passing and remarks, “Je vois mal Photius ‘picorant’ dans
toute une série de critiques et de rhéteurs pendant qu’il rédigeait ses notices et
qu’il a d& prendre pour guide quelque manuel scolaire perdue dont il y aurait
sans doute lieu de préciser la physionomie.” E. Drerup, Demosthenes im
Urteile des Altertums (Wiirzburg 1923) 194, shared this opinion.



REBEKAH M. SMITH 161

in an earlier version by the author of the Ps.-Plutarchan Lives
of the Ten Orators.”* Treadgold cites A. Mayer and R. Ball-
heimer, who believed that Photlus had not the time, interest or
(in Mayer’s opinion) ability to make any of the changes from
the original version.> Ballheimer, whose conclusion Mayer was
citing, appears to be the originating force behind this assessment
of codices 259-68. His arguments need to be re-examined, for
he is cited as though he presented compelling evidence that
Photius and Ps.-Plutarch were fundamentally different in a way
that demanded the positing of an older source. His method,
however, is typical of the source criticism of his time, and his
conclusions are insupportable.é

* W. Treadgold, The Nature of the Bibliotheca of Photins (=DumOSt 18
[Washington, D.C., 1980]) 48.

> A. Mayer, rev. A. Vonach, “Die Berichte des Photius iiber die fiinf iltern
attischen Redner,” CommAenipont 5 (1910) 14-76, in BZ 20 (1911) 220-23.
Mayer assumed that Photius was unable to make any of the changes that
distinguish his from the Mor. version. This is the only basis for Mayer’s
criticism of Vonach for minimizing these differences. Vonach’s “complicated
and unnecessary arguments” (Treadgold, supra n.4: 48 n.45) are actually a list
of possible sources for the brief, unattributed stylistic criticisms in the section
of the Lives that is common to both Ps.-Plutarch and Photius. Vonach’s
study, which covered the first five lives, produced no surprises, and he
concluded that for these lives Photius was either drawing from the sources he
named or simply commenting himself. Vonach is mistaken, however, in
reporting that the Bibl version contains no textual readings better than the
corresponding passages in Ps.-Plutarch (¢f. n.13 infra). He claims (222f), citing
Ballheimer (De Photi witis decem oratorum [diss.Bonn 1877: hercafter
‘Ballheimer’]),

dafl die Vorlage des Photios nicht die uns erhaltenen Ps.-Plutarchischen Viten
gewesen sein konnen, sondern eine (von Phot. cod. 268 mit den Worten o¢ ¢€
otoplag pepobikapev zitierte) noch nicht auf Plutarchs Namen getaufte iltere
und vollstindigere Fassung unserer Biographien, die sich vor der Abfassung
des Lampriaskatalogs von der spiter ins Corpus Plutarcheum geratenen
Rezension abgetrennt haben mufl. Dieser schon von Ballheimer s.12ff fest-
gestellten Erkenntnis konnte V. nur durch falsche Interpretation der Tatschen
aus dem Wege gehen.

E. Orth, Photiana (Leipzig 1928), whom Treadgold notes was apparently
unaware of Ballheimer’s work, believed (89) the same of Photius, conjecturing
that he found the contents of these codices in a compendium of critical
commentary similar to those he believed Photius depended on for his know-
ledge of first-, second-, and third-century rhetorical writers.

¢ M. Cuvigny, ed., Plutarque, Oeuvres Morales XII.1 (Paris 1981) 35 n.1,
notes that A. Prasse, De Plutarchi quae feruntur Vitis X oratorum (diss.Mar-
burg 1891), ‘disproved’ Ballheimer’s theory, but this is not actually true. The
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Ballheimer based his conclusions about the sources for the
lives on the biographical text common to both works, not the
critical additions in Photius’ version. His arguments concern
three different groups of textual features: (1) several small
additions and changes in the part of the text common to Photius
and Ps.-Plutarch (some of phrasing only) that he believed
Photius could not have made (4-11); (2) various minor
omissions, 11kew1se ‘impossible’ for Photius (11-29); and (3)
comments in the Photius version that do not appear in Ps.-
Plutarch but which he nonetheless judged were not Photius’
words. Regarding the separate and longer critical comments on
style that appear in Photius and not in Ps.-Plutarch (the material
upon which T base my own conclusions), Ballheimer shared the
opinion, common to his time, that the authors Photius cited
were so various that he could not have drawn them from his
own knowledge or reading but must have been using a compen-
dium (33-36).

Under headings (1) and (3), Ballheimer asserted that Photius
could not have added from memory such things as Xeno-
phon’s name to the list of Isocrates’ pupils, or four words,
which amount to a mere rephrasing, to the sword/spit story in
the Dcmosthenes life.” He also isolated several phrases of the
type “quae rhetoricam originem sapit”—for example in the life
of Lysias (489829, added to 835D8): énoAiteveto 1@V mOAADV

four ‘errors’ Prasse (15-18) considered proof that Photius drew from Ps.-
Plutarch are either the kind of differences that may be expected in two such
texts or are not errors at all.

A possible exception to Ballheimer’s influence seemed to be ]. Schamp,
Photios historien des lettres. La Bibliothéque et ses notices biographiques
(Liege 1987), who examined the biographical and bibliographical material
that Photius added to several of his codices and gives Photius full credit for its
inclusion. But in the case of codices 259-68, Schamp believes there were two
versions, one circulating with the works of the orators, and therefore
augmented with rhetorical criticism (the Photian version), and one consisting
of lives culled from these editions and put together in the form of a
biographical treatise and attributed to Plutarch (Mor. version), both ultimately
deriving from an older common source. Schamp expressed this view by letter,
17 May 1991, at which time his oral paper on the codices and subsequent
article were forthcoming.

7 Ballheimer 4f on Isocrates (Mor. 837c8; Bibl. 486836) and Demosthenes
(Mor. 844£6; Bibl. 493a11).
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0¥k évdeéotepov.® In Ballheimer’s view Photius could not have
added these elements himself; and because they were not in Ps.-
Plutarch they must derive from a version older than both.
Under heading (2) the arguments concerning omissions in
Photius’ version of items in the Mor. are similarly vitiated by
Ballheimer’s low estimation of Photius’ abilities. The Ps.-
Plutarch life of Andocides ( Mor. 834c6-3D), for instance, con-
tains an explanation of Andocides’ involvement in the profana-
tion of the mysteries that is omitted in Photius (Bibl. 488127).
Ballhcimer thus explains the discrepancy: “aut consulto ab hoc
omissos ecsse statuendum—qui quamvis multa falso sccurus e
‘Plutarcho’ transcripserit, potuit nihilominus semel nimia
sententiae pravitate ut eam omitteret moveri—aut ab c¢o exem-
plari afuisse quod Photius exscripsit, ita ut duas quasi traditionis
vias sumamus.... 7 From this point on Ballhcimer simply as-
sumes that there were two lines of transmission, one in which
the gloss entered the text and one, Photius’, in whlch it did not.?
He argued similarly from examples in the Lycurgus life, where
the list of Lycurgus’ services performed for the city is edited in
the Bibl. by removal of two small sections.!® Ballheimer was

# “He was fairly active in public affairs.” The other sentences of this type are
Demosthenes (494815, added to 846E8), xatatindv O pRTep v pund’ tavtnv
Svvapévny ocdcar néAwv Eguye (“Leaving a city that was unable to save even
itself, the orator fled.”); Demosthenes (493811, added to 84585), dnAdv péya
pépog eivat tig év 1@ dfpe nelodg thv drndxpiow (* demonstrating that a great
part of his influence over the people was his skill in delivery”); Demosthenes
(494 a11, added to 845F9) g pév m)p.Bot(mg 1Oxng lowg ovdev évdefotepov, The
&’ "M»ng avTod mepl Adyovg Suvdapemg ovk OAiyp évdefotepov (“perhaps not
falling short of the events that had befallen, but not a little falling short of his
usual power of speaking”).

® Ballheimer 14; Cuvigny (s#pra n.6) 199 n.3 thinks that this is a marginal
gloss.

® A paraphrase translation indicates the omitted sections in brackets:
“Lycurgus had a notable public career; was entrusted also with the public
finances; was treasurer for three periods of four years in charge of 14,000
talents [or as some say, and among them the man who proposed the vote of
honors for him, Stratocles the orator, 18,650 talents; was elected the first time
but afterwards ran under the name of a friend because of a law concerning
the treasury; and was always devoted to public affairs, summer and winter].
When elected to provide war munitions, he restored many buildings in the
city; provided 400 triremes; {constructed the gymnasium in the Lyceum and
planted trees in it; built the palaestra and finished the Dionysiac theater when
he was in charge of it; took care of 250 talents on private trust; provided gold

and silver ornaments for use in procession and gold VlC[OI’lCS) and finished
many build mF including the ship-sheds and the arscnal. Ie put the
Is a

foundation wa round the Panathenaic stadium and leveled the ravine.
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prepared to grant that the first section was a spurious addition,
but he still considered it one that Photius the “proto-
secretarius” would not have been “doctus” enough to have
recognized and removed. Likewise he argued that the second
fit too smoothly into the text for anyone to have removed it
editorially; thus Photius did not receive these in the version of
the life he copied, and they were therefore proof of two
recensions from a single older source.

Whether it was Photius or an unknown copier of the Lives
who did the paring down, the deletions are no proof of the
existence of a common source for Ps.-Plutarch and Photius. In
fact, a single clear sign of editing in the Bibl. tells against
Ballheimer’s theory. It has been noticed more than once that
whoever edited the Photian version of the life of Lycurgus did
not retain all five of the laws that appear in Mor. 841F5-42 A10
(Bibl. 497 A30-34). There the laws are spelled out and are
followed by a story concerning the fifth, which Lycurgus’ own
wife is said to have been acquitted for v1olatmg In the Bibl.
version we find only the last law described, and it is introduced
by the phrase: énooato 8¢ xai vopwv elogopac Sragdpwv GV
¢otL méuntoc. Whoever condensed the list lets us know what he
was reading in full when he chose to preserve only the fifth
item. !

These small differences in the biographical text of the two
versions, both additions and subtractions, are not surprising,
considering the separate traditions and the different ages of the
Bibl. and Mor. versions. Such changes may have been made by
Photius or may have come about in the long course of trans-
mission between the second and ninth centuries. But the
question should be viewed in the light of Photius’ style of ex-
cerpting, which often condenses and adds to original material.
In either case, Ballheimer’s investigation draws attention to the
details of difference between the two versions without proving
his claim.1?

' Henry’s note to this section quotes Ballheimer’s opinion but reminds us
that this sort of trimming was typical of Photius’ excerpting method.

12 On the textual tradition ¢f. C. G. Lowe, “The Manuscript Tradition of
Pseudo-Plutarch’s Vitae Decem Oratorum,” Univ.[l.St.Lang. Lit 9 (1924) 4-53,
and introductions to the editions of the Mor. by Jiirgen Mau (Leipzig 1971)
i-viii, and Cuvigny (s#pra n.6) 35-38. Lowe (23f) deduced that the common
archetype for all our manuscripts of the Mor. containing the Lives of the Ten
Orators was an extremely corrupt minuscule text of the ninth century. While
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We can see positive indications of Photius” own editing in the
longer critical additions at the beginning of four of the lives.
These substantial additions, clearly independent of the Mor.
version, have been attributed to a rhetorical reference book of
some sort that Photius is assumed to have used. Since Orth’s
time, Photius has been recognized as an active editor and critic,
if not in these codices, despite the resemblance in several
sections to Photius’ work as we see it in other parts of the Bibl,
For even prior to detailed examination of these sections, a
general similarity is evident. Although the codices on the
orators are unique in the Bibl. in giving biographical material in
place of a report on the material read, the critical additions to
the lives of Demosthenes and Lysias have one partial parallel.
Codex 176 of the Bibl. is a report on selections from Theo-
pompus’ Philippica; following the report, Photius gives a
patchwork of biographical and bibliographical information that
looks to be drawn from several different sources. Unlike the
stylistic commentary at the beginnings of the Demosthenes and

warning against editing the Mor. lives by Photius’ text unless the wording is
almost identical, Cuvigny (35ff) states that Photius’ text bears witness that
errors common to all our manuscripts were present in the ninth century.
Editions of the Mor. lives are full of readings supplied by Photius (e.g. Bibl.
486 a14: év Mewsavdpw, Mor. 833¢5f: obv Mlercavdpw; Bibl 488a28: eicevey-
xapevog, Mor. 834D10: éveykdpevog; Bibl. 489841: Opacvdaiov, Mor. 835¥8:
Bpacviaiov; Bibl 488828: Anumyopion, Mor. 836B5: Anunyopia; Bibl. 486313:
Epxréag, Mor. 83682: &pyrepéwg; Bibl. 487a6: ptv g, Mor. 837D7: piv ag
péva¢—Mau and Cuvigny do not make it clear how many Mss give this
reading; Westermann moved pévag to improve the sense—Bibl. 487a6:
txpoBeiv—cf. Smythe 2279—Mor. 837el: éxpdBn or -ov; Bibl 48788:
tpmpapyely, Mor. 838a8: tpuipag; Bibl 48789: xai big, Mor. 838a8: xal 10
dic—all Mss. thus, but Mau gives xitor; Bibl 49781: pou yéyove BonBdg, Mor.
842c2: BonBficor. poyrg elonveyxe—the scribe apparently saw the correct
original, BonBnoai; ¢f. Mau 25— Bibl. 493827: nokepixn, Mor. 845D 6: mopmikn;
Bibl. 495816: KoAlvtedg, Mor. 848D 5: Kolvttebg—or 1ttevg or viev—Bibl.
495 824: AnpvocBéver, Mor. 848F1 AnpocBévoug), but I have found nothing in the
textual readings that indicates that Photus’ version is anything but a later
version of the Ps.-Plutarch.

For Photius” method of excerpting quoted text, cf. Treadgold (supra n.4) 62f;
J. Bompaire, “Photius et la Seconde Sophistique, d’apres la Bibliotheque,”
TravMém 8 (1981) 79-86; T. Higg, Photios als Vermittler antiker Literatur
(Uppsala 1975) 131, 156f, and “Photius at Work: Evidence from the Text of
the Bibliotheca,” GRBS 14 (1973) 213-22.



166 PHOTIUS ON THE TEN ORATORS

Lysias codices, this information is not strictly critical, nor does
it actually replace the report on the history. It is, however, the
same sort of commentary-in-pastiche that prefaces the lives of
Lysias and Demosthenes. J. Schamp attempts to identify the
various sources of this information, and although his analysis
differs slightly from mine, his conclusion about the overall
nature of the passage is the same: “En somme, on échappe
difficilement 2 'impression que Photios a utilisé le bios comme
un canevas qu’il a nourri des éléments tirés de ses lectures et de
ses constatations personelles.”’? Photius quotes from several
sources, whether directly or indirectly, including Theopompus,
Duris of Samos, Cleochares of Smyrlea, and “they,” and he also
comments on Theopompus’ claim that the historians of former
times were inferior to those of his own age: “But who it is in
earlier times he speaks of I am not able to conjecture clearly,
since I do not assume that he dared to include Herodotus and
Thucydides” (121A14ff, ovx ¥xw copdg cvuPoarelv. od yop O
ve toApuficol avtov vmoAauPdve). Here and in the Bibl
generally Schamp concluded that Photius drew his bio-
graphical and bibliographical information from supplementary
resources he found in the manuscripts of the authors he was
reading. This is a substantial part of Photius’ material contri-
bution to the Bibl, along with his occasional informed queries
on matters of authent1c1ty and the stylistic analyses.*

Turning to the specific, the stylistic criticisms in codices
259-68—which are lengthy additions to the Ps.-Plutarch ver-
sion—show clear signs of Photius’ personal involvement with
the material. Four aspects of this critical commentary are similar
to Photius’ work in other parts of the Bibl. First, Photius here
as elsewhere speaks in the first person and makes direct com-
ments. Second, two sentences, one in the life of Isocrates and
one in that of Aeschines, resemble in style and vocabulary
Photius’ one hundred and thirty or so stylistic descriptions of
authors with whom Photius was familiar; they are quoted in a

13 Schamp (supra n.6) 359; cf. 353-68 for his analysis of the passage.

14 Cf. Schamp (supra n.6) and Treadgold (supra n.4) 97-110 on Photius’
literary interests; L. Van Hook “The Literary Criticism of Photius in the
Bibliotheca of Photius,” CP 4 (1909) 178-89, presents several examples and
illustrates Photius’ tastes and his expressive imagery in describing the effects of
an author’s style; Kustas (s#pra n.3) shows how the critical vocabulary of
Hermogenes was employed by Photius in the structure of his own aesthetic,
which was imbued with the ethical values of Christianity.
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way that shows that they are being fitted into their present
context. Finally, several general observations are made in the
codices on Isocrates, Lysias, and Demosthenes that are similar
in vocabulary and style not only to the prose of the introduc-
tion and postscript of the Bibl, but also to relevant passages in
Photius’ letters and treatises. When these four points are taken
together and considered in light of Photius” work in general, the
greater differences between the Ps.-Plutarch lives and the
Photius’ version are readily explainable as products of Photius’
own method.

Four times in codices 259-68 Photius speaks in the first per-
son, and although this was largely ignored in the assessments of
those who did not believe in Photius’ involvement here, all
these occurrences have been noted at one time or another. The
first is at the beginning of the codex on Isocrates. The text of
Ps.-Plutarch text lists Isocrates” works, including a rhetorical
handbook; Photius adds (468B8) that he has seen this work: fjv
kol fuels Topev 100 dvdpodc émtypogopévny td oOvopatt. A
sccond example occurs later in the same codex (487 al1-17),
also inserted into the Ps.-Plutarch text (at Mor. 837I4) that lists
and describes the orator’s work: tov usv ovv mepl thig dv-
11866em¢ Kol TOV TaAvNYLPLKOV Kal Tvog OV cupfovievtikdv
elpntal pot Snwg te kai Ote ovvétade.!® This probably refers to
486819-26 just previous, where both Ps.-Plutarch and Photius
have described the writing of the Antidosis, Panegyricus, and
“some other deliberative speeches.” Third, in the Demosthenes
codex (265.491412-21), following a quotation of Libanius’ report
on the authenticity of the speech On Halonnesus, Photius
remarks on the danger of using style as a criterion: éyo 3¢ eldaog
TOAAGKLC xal AdYyoug dapopmv Yevvniopwv mOAANV £xoviog
v opoidtnra.'® The fourth use of the first person is one of the
statements by which Photius fits the lives of the orators into

15 “I have spoken of the Antidosis, Panegyricus, and some of the sym-
bouletutic speeches, both how and when they were composed.” Cf. Tread-
gold, “The Recently Completed Edition of the Bibliotheca of Photius,”
Byzantinoslavica 41 (1980) 50-61 at 60. The reference is probably not to codex
61.102A18-30, also on Isocrates. If it were, the words referred to would indced

be Photius’ own, but their content would not be precisely what is decribed
here.

16 T shall argue (180ff infra) on the grounds of style that this passage is
Photius’. Cf. Kustas (supra 3) 139 n.1; N. Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium

(London 1983) 110; Henry (supra n.3) 222 (ad Pp- 57) “Je puis avancer que
Photius parle rarement a la premiere personne, mais cela lui arrive.’
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the format of the Bibl. Codex 267 on Dinarchus ends with the
sentence, OV pév ovv 6’ f)m(')pwv ol M)YOL ov é¢romoduebo v
dvéyvootv, év tovtolg neprypdeetor | pviAun. The following
Lycurgus codex begms Amcoupyou d¢ 00devOg, Soo ye TeAeTV
elg ptopog kai dnuoywyovg, 1O #Aattov @epopévov odrw
napécoyev MUlv O xpdvog Adyouvg dvoyvdvar, @épecBorl 8¢ adTod
¢€ lotopiag e’ pepabfxapev. Thus, Photius’ own words appear
in these ten codices no less than in other parts of his work,
where short, introductory sentences like those of the lives of
Isocrates, Dinarchus, and Lycurgus occur quite often. The
longer comment on style in the Demosthenes(iife is characeris-
tic of Photius.'? (Cf. his remark on Theopompus’ claim about
differences among historians at 274.510B9 [supra 166]). A
sermon bears the name of John Cyrysostom, but odx #poi
dokel 8¢. 1olg 1€ Yap évBupnpoot xol Tf melpg Tfic Ypapiic mOAD
10 év&:ég TV GAA®V aDTOD kéywv an(pépstaL ANV Tva Kol éé
av1oV mapeEefAnOn. Fott 8¢ avToD kol N AéEig xudaia xal T
éxeivov maparrdérrovoo. ' Note too that the phrase beginning
Photius’ note concernin Lycurgus speeches is very like those
that Ballheimer 1so]atec1g “rhetoricam orlgmem sapientes”:
AvkoVypov 8¢ 0vdevog, doa Ye tedely elg pNtopag kol
dnpoyoyovs, 10 EAattov @epopévov. On grounds of sheer
similarity, such a statement there suggests that this type of
comment, dismissed by Ballheimer as derivative, may in fact
originate with Photius.

Photius wrote descriptions of the styles of some 130 of the
authors he reported on in the Bibl, and these have a uniform
critical vocabulary and simplicity of style The second aspect of
the orators’ codices that is characteristic of Photius” work con-
sists of two sentences marked by this style and vocabulary. The
first appears at the beginning of the second critical _passage. in
the Isocrates life (487B26-40): t@v 8¢ Adywv adtod 10 edKpIvEC
kol oo@éc xai pepedetnuévov macal OfjAov, kol b¢ éravOel
oVTOIC 0V HOVOV EUQUTOV AAAGR Kol KOUUOTIKOV KGAAog. Here,

7 For statements in voce auctoris, ¢f. Treadgold (supra n.4) 40 on Photius’
use of the second person plural both as a general ‘you’ and in direct address to
Tarasius. I have found over twenty occasions on which Photius uses the first
person singular pronoun. Wilson (supra n.16) 110 also gives several examples
of Photius’ observations on his texts.

18 “but [ don’t think it is his. In demonstrations and knowledge of scripture
it is much lacking compared to his other writings. Except that some things in

it were drawn from him (scil. his genuine works). Its style is vulgar and not as
good as his.”
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as in Photius’ full-scale description of Isocrates’ style in codex
159, there is mention of Isocrates’ evkpivero (159.10285),
cagnvela (159.102813), and careful working of language (10285,
8).1” The comment begins with the usual marker of his stylistic
descriptions, t@v 8¢ Adyov avtod, and includes an image that
Photius often applies to literary style, that of bl oomin% or
flowering.?° Photius frequently employs the adjective Euguroc,
and xoppwtikdg, used in the Bibl. only here, occurs twice in
Photius’ letters.?! His style seems dlstmgulshablc again in codex
264 on Aeschines, where a one-sentence dcscnptlon reads: fott
3¢ Adyolg avtod y?»mcug 1€ Kol kalBopog kal gvxpvng kol TR
v évBounpudtov cagnvelg oepvovopevog. 22 The evaluation of
style here agrees with what Photius says of Acschines in codex
61 and is typical of Photius in its use of Hermogenes’
vocabulary—here stating a judgment quite unlike Hermogenes’
own oplmon of Aecschines.?® The simple strmé,mgj togcthcr of
terms 1s also typical in a description of style (ko ... kot ... 1¢
kod.... ).2* This resemblance to Photius” prose style stands out in

19 Tn codex 159 Photius uses émpédero (10285) and 10 émueAng (10288), here
10 peperetmpévov, which appears in various forms descriptively or in critical
sections nine times: pepeAetnuévov, codex 51.12438; dueAdétntov, 122.94 89 and
182.1274A20; éxperetron, codex 141.98818 and éxupeAig, codex 79.55A24;
perény, 160.103A11, 167.115825, 25968 (bis) here and 260.487 A32; pedetiOn-
cav, 167.107830.

20 Tn the Bibl &vBel at codex 197.161a14 in the description of a work and
32,6820 in a critical section; &vOnpdg in 41.9a8, 69.3483, 74.52 a8, 78.54138,
110.8986, 127.95814, 165.107 828, 239.318833; dvOdv at codex 657.33 342, 86.66 A7;
in general eg. Ep. 201.63, 284.1083, 285.315.

2 For ¥ugutog of. Ep. 1.589, 156.22, 165.111; Bibl. 125.94833; xoppotixdg: [p.
165.170, 283.6.

22 “In his speeches he is sweet, pure, and distinct, and prides himself on the
clarity of his arguments.”

23 J. F. Kindstrand, The Stylistic Evalnation of Aeschines in Antiquity
(Uppsala 1982) 61ff, observes that Photius often mentions enthymeme and
epicheireme together, and that edxpwvig and xaBapds often occur together, for
example in codex 47.11424 on Josephus, 98.8487 on Zosimus, and 223.222440
on Diodorus of Tarsus. He also points out that this evaluation by Photius is
similar to Hermogenes’ evaluation of Aeschines the Socratic (On Types of
§[yle 406-407) and one by Photius in codex 178, suggesting that Photius may
have confused the two. This is unlikely in light of Photius’ care in identifying
both men and the attention he gave this topic.

2 F.g. 57.17a15, 70.35 46, 90.67811, 95.78 810, 97.84435, 102.86A13, 114.90522,
129.96 528, 140.98A32, 203.164 420, 226.24381, 167.1124, and 168.116 836 in the
dcscrlptlon of contents. For instance, 57. 17a16 (Applan) “Eot Ot mv Opaoy
anéprrtog ke toyvég, My 8t tatopiav, G¢ otdv 1’ fotl, prhaAndng, xul otpatn-
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contrast to the surrounding quoted material, especially in the
life of Isocrates, Photius’ introduction is followed by a variety
of remarks whose language changes noticeably from that of the
first sentence, on Isocrates” use of figures, his suitability for
contests, the organization of his subject matter, and his use of
earlier models for eulogistic speech.

I1I

Rhetorical figures are, in fact, the subject of much of the
stylistic criticism in the four codices under discussion. These
discussion of figures, oxfpato, are uniform in style as well as
subject, and they have been attributed to Caecilius of Caleacte.
At the beginning of the Antiphon life in particular, Caccilius is
cited by name in what is part paraphrase, part dircct quotation.?
This is the most direct quotation of Caecilius that survives, and
the manner in which it 1s quoted s, I believe, part of the third
aspect of editing in codices 259-68 that should be attributed to
Photius. Caecilius’ opinion is quoted here as a rcply to a pre-
ceding statement about Antiphon’s cleverness: 0 pévror Zikel-
1htng Kouxihiog (485B14); then the direct quotation is given, in

yikdv 814 tii¢ iotopiag peBddwv, £l kai 11g EAlog, Vroging, Enapal te Adyoig
TeTanevopévov @pdvnuo otpatod kal Swompadvarl greypaivov xal mdBog
dnddoar xai ef Tt dAho Adyorg ExpipfoacBar &piotog, or 90.67814 (Libanius):
T Yap nOAAN mepl Tobg GAAOVG GrAoTOVIQ T€ KOl TEpLEPYia TNV 1€ EUPUTOV TOV
M)yon xal on'nooxé&ov (bg av T1g e't'nm) x6pwv Elvpavoro xai Iépww xol eig
10 acacpecnepov 1£pt£tpew£, noAAL pev émokotilwv napevmcou;, Evia '

a(p(leE(SEl xai 1od avayxatov or, 226.243811 (Euloglus) “EoTi pév ovv outog 0
ovyypoedg kabapde 1 xal N80¢, kal 81l cuvidpov kol Aeiag 680V Tovg
£Aéyyovg moodpevog, kal tpdg undev tdv E&m 100 dvaykaiov gepduevos.

2 See Ofenloch (supra n.3). His collection includes too much. Once a very
conservative rule is applied, putting aside passages that precede or follow on
phrases with Caecilius’ name in them, rejecting entries that only show the
‘spirit’ of Caecilius, and questioning what may be imitation, not quotation, we
are left with: Ofenloch fragment numbers 31 (testimonia to the tutle nepl
oxnpatev), 50, 50a, 61, 64-67, 71-76, 126, 136; among traces of Caccilius’
lexicon, p.58 s.v. stoawsha eéoulng, Bewpogleaamg, npoPoAn; and fragments
158, 163, and 168. Ofenloch attributes sometimes too much, sometimes too
little of the commentary on figures in the Bibl. to Caecilius. On the basis of
subject and style, I believe he is quoted at 485816-27, 48833040, 488825-36
(=Ofenbach fr.109), 488837-489A9 (=fr.109), 489a14-35, 4891313 (=fr.110),
491A40-49187, 491812-17 (=fr.143), 49188-22 (=fr.143), 491823-28, 491829~
49245 (=fr.144).
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which Caecilius explains, donep £€midiopBoduevog tovtdv
(4858829), that Antiphon does not avoid figures altogether but
uses them without artificial methods or technique and in a way
natural to the course of his argument. The critical section ends
with a return to the words of the Ps.-Plutarch version: “There
are sixty speeches, and Caecilius says twenty-five are spurious.”

Henry observes of the passage “Il ne figure pas dans le Ps.-
Plutarque et il est difficile de préciser par quelle source Photius
a pu le connaltre, s’il ne I’a pas utilisé directement.” The twenty-
five-line section certainly does not look like the material of a
marginal gloss, nor is it similar to the condensed offerings of a
rhetorical handbook. Further, the matter in which the quota-
tion is presented is a lively one: “Caecilius says ... ” followed by
the summary of his opinion and then the direct quotation,
marked by “he says, as if correcting himself.” This looks like
thoughtful excerpting, not hurried copying.2

In the Lysias codex, the last rhetorical comment at the begin-
ning of the life concerns the orator’s use of awuxesis. Lines
48983-13 (cf. Ofenloch fr.110) argue that Lysias’ ability to ex-
pand and elaborate the content of his speeches is not to be
challenged. Line 13, however, continues: Koukiiiog 8¢
GQUOPTAVEL €LPETIKOV WEV TOV Gvdpa, eimep GAAOvV TV,
GVLVOROAOYDV, oixovouficat 8¢ T eLpeBévia ovy oVtwg tkavoy.
Kol yop KGv 100t T® pépel thHg &petiig 10V AdYOL 00devOg
opatal gavAdTEPOS (13-17). This addition both suggests that the
preceding is (as Ofenloch thought) Caecilius’ opinion and also
voices an independent judgment. In the Antiphon codex
Caccilius’ opinion was introduced and described in words that
reflected an awareness of what was quoted. Here it is both
quoted and then corrected in words that express a critical
authority of their own.?’

26 Photius omitted one citation of Caecilius that is contained in the
Antiphon codex of Ps.-Plutarch: “Caecilius attached this decree to his work
on Antiphon.” Photius’ lives of the orators include none of the four decrees
given by Ps.-Plutarch. Photius also cites Caecilius by name three times in
addition to those in the Ps.-Plutarch version, one in codex 61 and twice in the
critical material under discussion. These citations have been considered in the
source criticism on these ten codices, without providing any grounds for
conclusion.

7 Judging only by similarity, this language is Photius’. He uses cvvoporoy@v
only once (209.166825 in the description of a work), but the cxprcssion ginep
aAAOV Tva [ eimep TG GAAog (“as much as anyone/if anyone else”), is one that
Photius uses often in critical or descriptive comments (in critical sections:
119.93 A40; in reports on the contents of various works: 146.99416, 191.153833,
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Libanius is another of Photius’ sources of critical material on
the orators, specifically on the speeches of Demosthenes.?®
Here too there are signs that Photius may have added critical
material. Commentary from Libanius® Hypotheses appears
several times,?® only once giving Libanius’ name: “Some,
especially Libanius the sophist, say that the speech was
prepared but not delivered” (492A14-20). Several speceches are
discussed in the critical material of this codex. The order in
which these are treated is neither that of the Hypotheses nor of
any known manuscript of Demosthenes.3 Presumably it is the
order in which Photius read the speeches. Not all the critical
comment available in the Hypotheses is used in the Bibl., and
Photius’ reading seems to have included some of the speeches
that Libanius did not summarize.?!

Twice in the Hypotheses Libanius speaks in the first person.
The quotation in Photius’ codex (491a2-12, 492A14-20) re-
moves the first person, rephrasing to render the statement
impersonal. Further, at the end of the life of Demosthenes (not
in the critical section of the codex) Ps.-Plutarch’ report of
Demosthenes’ nickname “Batalus” 1s augmented in Photius
(495A35-44) by a passage that offers further explanation for the

198.162415, 224.222814, and 262.4888, which occurs in the biographical part of
the life but is an addition, possibly Photius’). xai yap xal occurs forty-two
times in the Bibl. and rarely in Attic models, namely twice in IHerodotus,
twice in Thucydides, once in Xenophon, twice in Plato, and once in
Aeschines.

28 In codex 90 Photius reviews Libanius’ orations and describes his prose
style, noting that Libanius’ rhacpatixoti (fictive discourses) and exercises were
more useful than his other works and that Libanius wrote letters. Ep. 207
shows that Photius read these, as he reccommends Libanius as a model of
epistolary prose.

2 49142-12, On Halonnesus; 491a22-28, On the Treaty with Alexander;
491 a311, Against Aristogeiton; 492414-20, On the Peace; 492a23f, Against
Neaera.

3 Many manuscripts of Demosthenes contain the /7ypotheses, and of these,
some give Libanius’ work in one piece, some separated, with each hypothe51s
placed before the speech it describes. I know oano manuscript that gives the
speeches in the same order as Photius’ (7, 17, 25, 5, 59). The only Ms.
containing the hypotheses in an order different from the standard is S or z,
Par. 2934, where the order i1s 7, 5, 25, 59, 17.

31 Libanius’ summaries of speeches 31 and 58, for example, contain some
description of style or of type, and neither of these speeches is described in

codex 265. For Satyrus, e.g., which is treated in the codex, is not treated by
Libanius.
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name. This comes from Libanius’ life of Demosthenes, which is
the preface of the Hypotheses, and Libanius is duly cited as its
source.

Photius knew Libanius’ works well; their frequency in the
surviving manuscripts of Demosthenes suggests that he very
likely had the Hypotheses in his copy of the speeches. The
order in which the speeches are presented in the codex
Suggests hOWeVer that lt was Photlus own Ordcr Of readlng
and not a mechanical culling of material from Libanius. On the
other hand, the suppression of the first person in quoted
material and the additional use of Libanius’ story about
“Batalus” suggest that Photius drew on the Hypotheses for
critical material as he read through the speeches.

Aclius Aristides is among the orators whose style Photius
admires. His Panegyricus and the four speeches Against Plato,
for Rbetoric (codices 246-48) are represented in the Bibl. by
extensive abstracts chosen, Photius explains, for their style and
beauty of expression. Aristides is mentioned twice in the
Demosthenic codex, in sentences that I shall argue are Photius’
own (265. 4918 7-11, 49289-17): once when two of Demos-
thenes” speceches are criticised for contradictory elements, and
once when Demosthenes is said to have found it temperamen-
tally difficult to withstand attacks by his opponent. In the first
instance, Photius (?) exclaims, “But what would these critics say
of Aristides, who uses this particular device too much..., ” and
in the second Aristides’ character is described as similar to
Demosthenes’” in its sharp and passionate quality. These
references to Aristides, together with the manner in which
Caccilius and Libanius are quoted and paraphrased, are
consistent with the possibility of Photius’ editorial voice in the
codices on the orators.

Iv

My fourth and final point of argument concerns seven pass-
ages in the critical commentary that stand out in contrast—both
in style and in content—to the simpler language surrounding
them. These passages share vocabulary with Photius’ other
works and include literary devices also found in Photius’ more
ornate and rhetorical moments. All the passages comment less
on specific points of style or argument (as in the rest of the
collected commentary) than on the general nature of composi-
tion and criticism. As one of these very passages points out,



174 PHOTIUS ON THE TEN ORATORS

stylistic similarity is no positive proof of identity of authorship,
and because I do not offer an analysis that distinguishes Photius’
style from that of this contemporaries, the following argument
cannot prove that these passages were indeed composed by
Photius.?? I am, however, pointing to similarities of language
that are 51gmﬁcant especxa]ly when taken along with the aspects
of style and content discussed above.

Photius’ language varies greatly from onc context to another.
The simple, straig rforward prose of his stylistic critiques in the
Bibl. is an example of one extreme, while the complexity and
rhetorical flair of the proem demonstrate the other. For the
sake of providing evidence for the sake of comparison, it will be
helpful to glance first at a number of Photius’ observations on
rhetoric that are couched in self-consciously rhetorical language
and for that reason resemble Photius’ more ornate and affected
style. Even the vocabulary of this limited sample has much in
common with the sclection of Photius’ prose that I shall
present in order to illustrate both his ornate style and his
language when analyzing literary style. This preliminary evi-
dence consists of the proem and cpilogue of the Bibl. (44 lincs)
and nine letters or parts of letters (1,099 lines).>

32 For a technical description of particular usages in Byzantine Greek, ¢f. G.
Bohling, Untersuchungen zum rhetorischen Sprachgebrauch der Byzantiner,
mit besondere Beriicksichtigung der Schriften des Michael Psellos (Berlin
1956). H. Hunger, “On the Imitation (Mimesis) of Antiquity in Byzantine
Literaure,” DOP 23-24 (1969-70) 17-38, discusses figures, literary references,
quotations, and the use of classical works and genres as literary models.
Referring to Bohling, he lists a few specific points of Attic sytle that were
imitated by educated Byzantine authors, some of which are noticeable in
Photius: the observance of grammarians whose doctrines were formed during
the Empire, and use of the dative more than the actual conditions of linguistic
development required, of indefinite pronouns, especially shortened tov, 1o,
the middle, optative, accumulation of negatives, pleconastic use of particles
(especially xal), and preference for abstracts over concrete expressions.

The general Byzantine taste for the Hellenistic style, as reflected in Photius’
excerpts from Philostratus (codex 241) and Aristides (246—48), produced in
Photius’ writing several characteristics of Hellenistic Greek: verbs with two
adverbial prefixes, the redoubling of synonyms (cf. 177f infra), extended
participles (¢f. 175f infra), and a penchant for abstract nouns.

3 Cf. the Appendix (185 infra) for a comparison of vocabulary. My selection
includes Epp. 1.516-628 1o Boris-Michael on the purity of the Christian faith
and the ruler as its exemplar, 163 on the utterance of the name of God, 164-66
on Paul’s style, 207 on epistolary writers, 234 the consolatio to Tarasius on the
death of his daughter, and 235 to Nicephorus.
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Photius® favorite stylistic devices involve symmetry. Simple
parallelism is a constant in passages where Photius creates point.
For example,

1.538  &v pev yap toig axpifeotatorg kol 10 PpoydTotov
TV OUAPTNRATOV PAOTO KATAQWPOV YiveTal,
¢v 8¢ talg TuyovoaLg TOAANL TopopdTaL
Kol 008 elg GuapTNUO KPIVETOL.

or 1575 obteghudv ol natépeg napsiligaoty,
oVTWE NUAV TOlg net’ ékelvoug napodedwkaoty. 3

Antithesis invites parallelism, and Photius often presents ele-
ments in pairs, one word, phrase, or thought opposing another:

163.6  0ovk Gkovoot O pdvov,
QAAG Kol TOLG QpyLEPEDTY AmoryyelAad,
ovk &mayyethon 8¢ pdvov,
ALY kKol xpvo® meTdAw Yphoewv mapadod-
va?

Quite often two parallel or antithetical terms are set in chiastic
order, as in Ep. 1.577, dpetaig xoopelv iy niotwv xai 1) nictet
10¢ dpetdg Aapmpotépag &mepydlesBat, or Ep. 165.23, cogla
obv Beod 7. 100 aidvoc T0VTOVL KOl TAV OVTOD ApyOVTWV
coQla. 3

The cffects of parallelism are often offset in longer sentences
by the interweaving of connccted or corresponding words,
creating order as in a line of poetry. The entirc preface and
much of the postscript display this technique, and in a de-
scription of the effect of Paul’s style on his readers, it artic-
ulates the structure of the sentence (Ep. 165.4):

El 8¢ (oe @llomovwtépo) mepl TOLE £Kelvou AdYouC
AéPBor perétn, 1fic dvwBév ool dnlovot ponfic el
gopéveloy Opwong, Bovudolog dv uoArov Snwg (oe)

34 Cf. also e.g. Proem, pailov &’ 6 10 dvapypévov vouilov a&idloyov,
aipovpevog ¢ kal 10 mowkiiov; 163.6; 234.86.

35 Cf also Proem, v’ €015 ... xal xowotépav v énlyvaociv; Proem, piav
pEv yop ... pédrov eivay Postscrlpt £x01¢ ... anapynv xal teAevtny; and Proem,
Oyt pev iowg ... éxdedokapey.

3 Cf. also Ep. 165.25, 72; 234.34, néBev mArikadtal kol Tocobtan mnyod.
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rooowtnc; cogiog OteAdvlave xapr Kal Kakkog
gpeuTOV loyou (Beppodv epaomv) ook elyev. O usv
0AAoL T0V TTAGTwvog AdYoL T0V TOALTIKOD AOYOL TEQD-
KOGl YVOUOVES.Y

Photius’ more elaborate sentences often contain clements
extended by a long genitive absolute, a participial phrase, or
simply a long parenthetical expression. In the 1,140-linc sample
of Photius’ prose, genitive absolutes occur fiftcen times. Of this
number one falls within the sentence:

..600 8¢ 10 Aowmdv undév mpooBévioc, pnte dtL
nopoyevésBat déot, Tva kal YAdTTo Adyewy Exewv Grta Gv
kal Aéyot, unte eig ént pépoug xal dpopévny a&lwoty
TV Kowotépav Kol GOpLoTOV mMepLeveykOVTog, unde
oo 0ednAwkdtog Tivev éotl oot xpeia PLiAtlov kol
nolog TOV PNTOPLKDV TEXVOV TPOYLOTELOG KOl TIVOG
TEXVOYPGEOV, Tdg &v duvaluny.... (235.6)

and three others extend the ends of sentences.?® Parcnthetical
expressions are also quite frequent. Ten occur even within this
small selection,’® and participial phrases create similar extensions,
for example at 234.86:

Wote Kal O uoucpog Kol O Bpaxug 100 Blov ypodvog,
ropdvTL povov Ty aicBnow 1@v Hdéwv nepixieiny, £Lg
ionv xal opolav andAavoiy 1oV 1e £lg yﬁpag Bo&){)vov—
Ta Kol TOV svomuonCovra 5 veornu cmvocysx, EXQTEPOL
uev_tnv_oicOnoiwv 1t mapovon tépyet §Laz;7kgvggv,
000evog 8¢ olte 1@V mapeAnAvBétov olte tdv
ueAAdviwv  o0deprag NOovAg ovdetépw upetéyely
£01000¢ . *°

7 Cf. also Ep. 207.1: Proem, tov oov Gonep ... exdeddkauev; Proem, ei 8¢ ool
note ... prionovoupéve; Proem, xalovde 10¢ 60g ... ppovtida; Postscr., ob 8’ o ...
xatoAdPor térog.

3 165.270; 234.190, 257. The other genitive absolutes occur in Proem 16f and
Ep. 164.46,92; 165.4, 67, 134, 151; 166.139, 157; 234.43, 235.19.

3 Proem, €1 xoi SrotvreTiKAv TIvVa ... 10D 60D Samipov tdhov kai; Lp. 1.526,
529, 560; 165.69, 131 for example.

40 Also Proem, éredn 1a 0lV® TNE & lag kol 1 Baciieiw
npecPedewv Nuag én’ "Agovpiovg aipeBiviag fitnoag tog bnobéceig Ekelvov 1dv
BiBriwv; Postscr., #o1g thv aitmowv g éAnidog ob Sapaptodoay ... Bewpiav
aithgeov v éknApoowy; Ep. 1.603;234.86.
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In terms of content, Van Hook illustrates in his list of Photius’
“trenchant and striking expressions in critical characterizations”
(supra n.14: 186f) how many vivid descriptions are cast as
metaphors. These range from brief images in the stylistic
analyses to longer topoi in the letters, among them a comparison
of death to the sickle-thrust of the grim reaper (Ep. 234.19), of
envy as a personified enemy hurling shafts of misfortune (Ep.
234.31), of personal disasters as the malevolent orchestration of a
tragic chorus (Ep. 234.36), holy inspiration as a flowing stream
(Ep. 165.288), or the trials of life as an athletic contest set by God
(Ep. 134.234).

Finally, Photius enjoys the devices of alliteration and rhyme.
In the consolatio to Tarasius, a highly stylized genre piece, for
example, play on sound is constant: of a serpant’s hiss, we find 6
novnpO¢ ékelvog kai oxoAldg 8¢ig (234.14), or in a description of
force, m6Bev tnAixadton kol tocovTat tAnyal (234.34). And in
the letter to Boris-Michael:

1.520, eidikpiveg kol g00&¢ xod £Enpnuévov kal dxhpozov

1.538, év uev y(xp r(xtg OLKpLBSO"COLTO(Lg Kal 10 Bpaxurarov TV
auapmumwv paoTa Koctoc(pwpov xwe:ca év O¢ ratg TV-
XOVOALE EOAAX mOPOPATOL KOl 0VO’ €l¢ GUapTINiO. KPIVETOL.

1.557, KAt TAVIOV QUOYOV T0 KPATOC Kol GNTINTOV &V o -
Séxetarl xol kAol kol coolkdopolg dio mavtog Bpidf o
¢ykaAloniletal.

1.564, o101 oteppdg év T Tépa ThiG & {oTE0G, &V T KOADG VRd
xvpiov teBepeincat

Photius’ fondness for expressing a single thought in double
terms*! also creates frequent pairs of rhyming or alliterative
words in, for example,

1.534, dkoopiog kol AGYNHOGVVTC
165.202, 10 Bobb xai BePnxog
234.11, dxooplog Kol AoXNUOGOVNE

41 Cf. Proem, dwatvrotikiv Tva xal kowotépav; Postscr., 1 onovdn kal
pedétn; 1.522, xai 10 6pBod Adyov xatagaivetal te xal Swedéyyetan; 1.527,
cuvopatal kol tepwpatay; 1.531, Bpnoxeiog xai nicteme.
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234.30, gpikTNV Kol QoPepiry
234.139, év dgBdvorc 8¢ xal dvexhaiftorg dyoboic.

These are the more striking rhetorical devices Photius em-
ploys when writing for effect or embellishment. Keeping them
in mind, let us turn to the seven passages in codices 259-68 that I
suggest "Photius wrote himself. The compositional elements in
these few sentences reflect a self-consciousness in commenting
on style, and they are not unlike the ornate prose just described.

(1) Isocrates (260.487A29-35): A0 kol mwoAAolg WOAAGC
nopéoye TV kpLtikdv dtotpifag uév xkab’ Eovtoig, droguviog 8¢
npOg dlkf]loug, TOV pEV éuﬁaﬂuvouévmv T ue?\.érn Kol
5LOLOK£\V£L 70D AOYOV, TV 8¢ katd 10 émmdAioiov Thv owow\ oLy
nowuuevmv fotL &’ elmelv xal 816TL 101¢ pév fveoTtt cpnmg £V
#xovoa PO TG Kploelg, ToLG Of O EAATTOVUEVOG EMLYLVOOKEL
Adyoc.#?

This first passage from the life of Isocrates opens with al-
literative word play and then continues, constructed on
antitheses,

(@) SwtpPog ptv ko’ Eovtong
Swguviag &€ mpdg dAANAQLG

(b) z@v pév éuPabuvouévav tf perétn kol diaokéyel 100
Abdyov
1OV O0f xotd 10 émméAalov TNV GvVAYV®oLV
TOLQUUEV@V

(c) 10l utv Eveostigvoic gD €xovoa mpoC TOC Kpioelg
10V O¢ O EAOTTOVUEVOG EMLYLVOOKEL AOYOC.

The parallellsm in pair (a) of grammatical construction and the
play in rhyme is extremely c%osc and the third pair contains
similar play on sound with e. At the beginning of the first
sentence, the accusatives are interwoven with the indirect
object, moAroilg moAAGG mapéoye 1AV kpLtikdv SrotpiPag, and

# “For this reason the speech has given many of the critics much labor by
themselves and difference of opinion with each other, some of them delving
into it with care and close examination of the speech, but others reading only
superficially. One could certainly say that in some there is a nature well
adapted to critical judgement, but others are marked by inferior ability.”
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within the paired genitive absolutes, the critics and their
approach appear chiastically. A small joke is expressed: Isocrates
spent much time writing the Panegyricus; critics spend much
time arguing their differences of opinion about it. A similar
witticism occurs in passage 6 below.

(2) Isocrates (260.487B 35-40): 'AAA’ 00dev kwAVEL mapa-
TANGLOV AvakvrTOvVIOV mpaypdtov talg opolalg £€epyaociog
kexpfoBol kol roig éveuuf]uaow, oY {)nOBalléuevov T
alkorpta QAAQL tng 1OV mpaypdtov avoaPractoavoiong gvcewg
ToL00TO ola Kol TOTC npolaBoch npoParropnévn Ertdelxvutar.

This sentence as a whole is balanced: first the “nothing pre-
vents” clause extending through “and enthymemes,” containing
Toig opoialg é&epyaoiong anc% t0l¢ évOvpfipaciv, which are
arranged one on each side of the infinitive kexpficBot. Then the
phrase 0¥y VroParAidpevov td dAASTpLa falls in the middle of
the sentence, providing a brief four-word pivot between the
two longer elements. Tie last part, which begins with ¢Ard as
does the first, is a long genitive absolute that extends the
sentence. The syntax here is as complex as any in the proem to
the Bibl, and as in the previous passage from the same codex,
there is artful arrangement of word order and alliteration: AN
follows on dAAdtpia, and mpofaAdopévn on mporafodot. #
Alliteration is also sustained in the pand A of PaiXr-, Aaf-, and
BAlac-. The language of sprouting or putting forth suggests a
metaphor of flowering or plant growth.

(3) Lysias (262.489 A34—82): ITadAhog 8¢ ye O €k Muoiag tov 1€
nepl 100 onkob Adyov, 00OV TV elpnuévev cuvielg, The te
yvnoldtntog t@v Avorok®v éxPdAier Adywv, kol moAAovg kol
xodlovg OGAAovg el vdBovg dmopplrydpevoc moAAfg kol
peyédAne tovg &vBpdmovg deerelag dneotépnoev, ovy’
gbplokopévov €t 1dv o dwafoAnv mecdvtov. anog yop
drnokpiBéviec mapewpdBnoav, énixpatectépog thic doforfc,
donep xal én’ AoV TOAADVY, f| Thc dAnBeloc yeyevnuévne. 45

4 “But nothing prevents the use of the same method of treatment and

enthymemes when similar subject matter arises, not introducing extrancous
elements, but rather the nature of the subject matter giving rise to such things
as it showed one’s predecessors when it was set before them.”

# For avaPractavem as transitive, ¢f. LS] (Philippus Epigrammaticus and
Eunapius).

4 “Paul of Mysia, understanding nothing of what has been said, excludes
the speech On the Olive Stump from the list of Lysias’ genuine speeches and,
having cast out many other good speeches as well to be counted as spurious,
he has deprived men of much great benefit, because the speeches that have
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The general observation on truth recalls the tone of a homily.
The thought that spurious works are declared false in the same
way in which spurious children are separated from truc children
is common, and one that Photius uses clsewhere.#¢ Here again,
the syntax is complex. The first sentence contains subject +
direct object, participial phrase (dependent on subject), verb +
genitives (dependent on direct object), then participial phrase
(modifying subject), object of verb + verb, then genitive
absolute. The second sentence begins simply and ends in an
extended genitive absolute interrupted by the adverbial phrase
domep kol én’ AAwv toAA&vV. Subject and verb are interwoven
in the first sentence, and verb and objects in 1@dv Avoloxav
¢xBaArer Adywv and moAAfig xal peydAng tov¢ dvOpmmovg
ogereiog. Another element of style in these passages has been
the use of long genitive absolutes: the end of sentence two in the
first passage above, the final words of the sccond _passage, the
shorter phrase in the passage above (00y’ ebpioxopévov €L 1dv
o SaPorny mecbdviov), and the genitive absolute that ends the
last sentence above.

(4) Demosthenes (265.491 A12-21): "Eya 8¢ ei8wc noAddxic xadl
Adyovg dLo@dpwv YEVVNTIOPpWV TOAANV £xoviag TNV OHOLOTNTO
kal Otagopwv épyaciav AdYwv TOV 0OTOV £YyvOKOTWV YEVVN-
t0pa—ov Yop del xaBéotnkev Gtpentog xal AvoAAOI®TOC KOTO
navio, Gomep oVOE év tolg GAAOLg, OVTWG OVOE KOTO TOVLG
Adyovg N dvBporivn dvvapilg, BAAwG te 8€ 0VdE év 10l Kaplw-
T4T01¢ TV OLOPATOV ToV PNTOPOC, GAAL Kal TodTNV £€r’ dALyov
opdv v dragopdv, ovk Exw Bappelv dnoghvacBor elte
‘Hynoinmov ndévoc O mepl ‘Alovvicov Adyog elte thic Anuo-
ofevikiic éAdtTwpo kabBéotnke gooewe.*’

fallen under suspicion are no longer to be found; for once they were excluded,
they were neglected since, as is the case with many other things, false
accusation has prevailed over the truth.”

* Cf. codex 204.164815-21, ypniowov £g 1 paAiota 10 BiAiov, xal avtaig
Yyovaig Tolg EVIVYXAVOUGOL TO VGOV ERIEIKVOUEVOV QDTIKQ TOD YEYEVVIKOTOG
(“The book is especially useful, and by means of its own offspring it
demonstrates to those who encounter it the genuineness of their progenitor”).

47 “But since I know in many cases speeches by different authors showing
great similarity and the same style in speeches that recognize different authors
(for human nature is not constantly fixed and unchanging in all respects, in
speeches any more than in other areas), seeing this difference to a small degree,
and not even in the most striking aspects of the orator’s style, [ cannot have
the temerity to pronounce on whether the speech On the Falonnesus is the
work of Hegesippus or is a lesser example of Demosthenes’ ability.”
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The attribution of this passage to Photius is not disputed,
although it has been often over%ooked by scholars who insist
that Photius merely copied the text of this codex without adding
anything. The passage is characteristic of Photius’ style, being a
single sentence constructed as a very long period, with the
subject of kaBéotnkev delayed within its own clause. Another
example of this procedure can be seen in Ep. 165.115: 611 iy
noAAGKLG OpAla kol TOLG oLV THlv EKGCTOTE KOT OVTOV
LOTOUEVOVE KOl TMOAEULOTATOVE OVIog VOV LANKOwV £xel Kol
pafntdv evyvopdévev 1a€i¢.** The rumination on style in the
Demosthenes codex offers a classic example of Photius’ love of
symmetry and carefully arranged word order. Note the balance
of

AOY0VG SLapdpmV YEVVNTOpWY TOAANV £XOVTOC TNV OHOLOTNTOL
d1dgopov gpyaciav Adywv 1OV adtodv éyvekdtmv yevvitopa,

with six items to each phrase, cach phrase ending with the same
pattern: adjective modifying object + transitive verb + object of
verb. In the first three terms, an accusative i1s followed by a
genitive, and 8idgopog and Adyog are arranged chiastically in
each. The same type of symmetry governs the following pair,
with the nouns/attributives in chiastic sequence with the
prepositional phrases in each phrase. A sense of careful
arrangement governs the word order:

0VOE €V T01¢ KULPLWTATOLG TV OLwUdT®Y TOD PNTOPOG,
0AAG Kol TaUTNY £’ OAlyov Op@dv TNV OLaQopay,

and in the last part of the sentence, where the orators® names
come first and the verb (xaBéotnke) is delayed in the second
phrase. Photius often expresses an added thought parenthetical-
ly; as an example we have here the major portion of the sen-
tence, 00 YOp Gel Kaeéctnxsv . bpav v Sragopav.

In general, the entire passage is constructed with one element
posec% against another:

Eym 8¢ £10w¢ TOAAAKLS KOl ...

48 « .. since often because of a single speech both those on our side then

standing among them and those who were most hostile now the band of
followers and gentle disciples contains.” Cf. also Epp. 163.6, 1.526.
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.. Kol OLGgpopwv épyaciav Adymv TOV adTOV ...
oV Yap del kobéotnkey ...

donep 00O év 101¢ BAAOLS,
o¥Twg 008E kot Tobg Adyoug T dvBpwrivny ddvoprg

6’0»7»0)@ € 8§: M‘g v toig Kmptmtdrmg . 100 pNTOpPOC,
GAAG xail todtny én’ OAlyov OpdV TV &oupopow

ovk &xo Bappelv drnogpiivacBat eite “Hynolnmov névog ...
elte ¢ AnuocBevixfic éAdtTopa....

And there is a touch of alliteration in moAAdxig, moAAnv, and
dtpentog Kol avoAiointog.

(5) Demosthenes (265.49B17-11): "AAL’ of ye 100T0VE QiTIO-
pevot, 1l Qv @aiev mepl 'Apioteidov, O¢ xol katokdpwg @
1dLOpaTL T0UTE QaiveTal Kexpnuévog, domep kol 1@ mpotévat
KOTO TOG épyaoiag népa 100 petplov, kol 1Q mepitte paAlov i
T® Pétpw Tt xpeilag ovurapekteivesBor;*?

We mentioned above the reference here to Aclius Aristides,
whose speeches Photius excerpted for the sake of their style.
The construction of this sentence is basical]y antithetical. The
second half is in two parts, onep xal.... and xol 1® nepitto...
The second part of this latter half is divided also between M
nepitte and 1® pétpg..., typical of Photius’ fondness for ex-
pressing a smgle thought in double terms. The pattern xodi 1@
nepitt® /| 1® pétpw is repeated although the construction
following the article varies. Tod petpiov and 1@ pérpw, finally,
also create a varied repetition.

(6) Demosthenes (265.492A 38ff): Kai Tt07\,7\,0lg omog 0 koyog
napéoxev Gydva kpivesBal npoteleic, donep kol 'Acnacio T1@®
pftopt, Gre und’ deiypéve e 100 Adyouv Bewplog elg dxpi-
Bewoy.>®

4 “But those who find fault with these speeches, what would they say about
Aristides, who clearly uses this particular device to the point of surfeit, going
beyond measure in the working out of his speeches and stringing thmgs out
excessively rather than by measure of need?”

50 “This speech, in presenting itself for judgment, provided a contest for

many, for instance the rhetor Aspasius, since he did not even manage to be
accurate in his study.”
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Another small witticism: in the Isocrates life (passage 1 above)
the Panegyricus provided (mopéoyev) critics with work and
disputes. Here, Demosthenes’ agomstlc speech has provided
(ropeoyev) the critics with the dyov of Judgmg it. Word order is
interwoven, with moAloig separated from "Acrocio 1@ pitopt,
obtog O Adyog from mpotebeic, aprynéve from eig aKpLBeLav
The indirect objects are distributed into each part of the
sentence, the subject encloses mapéoyev &ydvor kpivesBau in the
first part and is repeated in the enclosed section of the participial
phrase, which extends the sentence.

(7) Demosthenes (265 492B9-17): "AALG ye xoc?»eno’nmév ¢oTL
AOYwV aymvwrmmv gpyarn o rekong (pukaém npog 0V QvTa-
ywthnv 10 fBog, pdAioTo ¢ T01g boot gvoeng ETvyov mLKpO-
Tépag T Kal naﬂntmmrspag, N¢ ovy’ fiKlote Anuoc@evng 1€ Kol
"Aproteidne petéyer. Admep moAAdkic Edyovtan thg mpoBécewc
ghatToupévng Vo Thig 9Voews. 0VOE Yap 00O’ oty tkavn Téxvn
katopBdoot 10 BodAnua, pun olbvepyov £xovoo Kol TNV THG
puoeng 10T TOL !

Here again Aristides is mentioned. Although this passage is
less stylized than the six above, its elements are composed with
carc. There is deliberate repetition in aymthmwv/aymvwnmv
and alliteration in the pair of words, mikpotépog te xai rrocen-
uxmrspag The phrase guAd&ar 10 n@oc_‘, encloscs npog 10V
av*caymvmmv and the participial phrase u1n ovvepyov Exovoa
kol thv g @Voewg i8dtnta is, again, an cxtension of the
sentence.

These are the seven passages in the codices on the orators that,
with the exception of (4), have been attributed to Caccilius, or to
an older version of Ps.-Plutarch, or to marginal notes, but not to
the author of the work in which they occur. They share com-
mon content, making general observations about style and
criticism. They share vocabulary with writing known to be Pho-
tius’, and there is some similarity of wording among the pass-
ages, brief as they are: xai mohhoig ... mapéoye (1, 6, quite strik-
ing because the words occur in the course of making the same

1 “For it is quite difficult for the practitioner of combative speeches to
preserve his bearing throughout against his opponent, especially in the case of
those who happen to have rather bitter and passionate temperaments,
something that both Demosthenes and Aristides certainly share. This is why
they are often drawn aside from their purpose, as it is overcome by their
nature, for there is no art capable of correcting the will unless it has the aid of
the particular person’s nature as well.”
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type of witticism), éAattoduevog (1, 7), donep xai (3, 5, 6), and
é¢pyociov (4, 5). Style and vocabulary, to the extent that I have
presented them here, cannot establish authorship, but to the
degree that they indicate likeness to passages certainly com-
posed by Photius, they support the argument for Photius’
involvement in these ten codices.

To summarize, these are what I take to be the various signs of
Photius’ editorial activity: the comments he makes in his own
voice, language that resembles that of his other works and other
comments on style, and indications that even the quoted
material may have come from sources Photius knew. Old
arguments for the existence of a third and carliest version of the
Lives do not hold up under re-examination. And although
Photius may very well have had a text somewhat different from
our present Mor., the larger differences between the versions of
Ps.-Plutarch and Photius can be explained if we allow that
Photius’ interests and abilities were the same when he com-
posed these codices as they were clsewhere in the Bibl. In terms
of our understanding of the Bibl. as a whole, this reassessment of
codices 259-68 underscores that they are atypical for the half of
the Bibl. in which they appear. Unlike the other codices after
234, these do show editing and commentary and arc not mostly
excerpts (Treadgold, supra n.4: 35-51). They arc also unique to
the work as a whole, for they present bibliographical and
biographical material in place of a summary of or excerpt from
the works and offer stylistic commentary in a combination of
quoted material and occasional observation.

Why, then, were these biographies included in the Bibl? 1
suggest that their presence reflects Photius’ interest in style,
which depended ultimately on the canonical Attic orators. The
composition of the biographies as they appear in Photius looks
notelike. Photius reports on the speeches of Aeschines and
Isocrates in codices 61 and 159. The duplication crcated by this
set of ten lives leads me to think that Photius copied and
annotated the Lives of the Ten Orators separately from his
work on the Bibl. Treadgold’s assessment of the second half of
the Bibl. (that it consists of reading notes from a period carlier
than that in which Photius wrote t%le first part) is based on the
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composition of the codices in the second part.52 T find codices
259-68 on the orators consistent with this assessment.

The pinax, as I mentioned at the outset, lists the orators in
traditional order, but Photius’ Isocrates is second, not fourth,
and Lycurgus closes the set because none of his speeches were
actually read. Photius’ active editing of the codices on the
orators may further explain the displacement of the life of
Isocrates. Codex 260 is Photius’ second treatment of Isocrates
(cf. codex 159); the original Isocrates life is unusually disordered,
chronologically speaking, and the places in which I have argued
that Photius added his critical commentary do nothing to
improve the order but rather look like additions made in the
course of excerpting. Again, Antiphon and Isocrates are
numbers one and two of the orators, on whose lives I belicve
Photius took the time to comment. Either may explain why the
Isocrates life follows immediately on that of Antiphon.

In conclusion, although the Lives of the Ten Orators form a
sct of codices unique among the reading reports of Photius’
Bibl, T hope to have shown that this uniqueness of form does
not prove that Photius merely copied a ten-part biography of
the orators into his work. Codices 259-68 arc also a striking
demonstration of Photius’ literary interests and an example of
his working method.

APPENDIX

The following lists by section vocabulary from the seven passages
above and gives citations to identical vocabulary used by Photius in
the Bibl. (proem, postscript, and sections written by Photius, not
paraphrase or quotation) and in the selection of letters (¢f. supra
n.33). I include as well pertinent entries from Westerink’s indices to
the Amphilochia and Epistles—his “Index Grammaticus” and
“Vocabula Selecta”—that are marked with an asterisk. For the texts of
the proem and postscript of the Bibl I have followed Treadgold. Line
citations are to the Laourdas and Westerink edition of Photius’
works.>?

32 For Photius’ habit of working with notes, ¢f. I'readgold (supra n.4) 38f,
and 51-73 on the composition of the Bibl.

53 “The Preface of the Bibliotheca of Photius: Text, Translation and
Commentary,” DOP 31 (1977) 343-49; W. Treadgold and T. Higg, “The
Preface of the Bibliotheca of Photius Once More,” SymbOslo 61 (1986)
133-38, and Treadgold (s#pra n.4) 18 n.4; L. G. Westerrink, ed., Photii Patri-
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I. Isocrates (260.487A29-35)

310 ko>t Ep. 165.227; 1.626.

noAholg moAAdG: Ep. 165.71 moAloig moAlakis; 234.91 moAroig moAAd-
Kig; 234.172 noAAoxod év moAlols; Proem moAlolg moAddxic.

napéoye: Ep. 164.8 1ov vodv Thig nepiddov napéyovon; 165.138 yéAwtog
altiav kol ygAedng mapéoyewv; 165.9 xpdtog te ... kol loybv
BovpalecBor mapéyxer; Postscr. mapeyopévov v oeérewav; Ep.
235.1 pTTOPIKAG CPOPUOG TOLPOLTYELY.

kprukdv: Ep. 166.184, 207.7; Amph. 42.234*,

SwrpiBag: Amph. 78.227*.

Swagavia: Bibl 34.7A22, 91.68836, 214.171B39, 222.203A25.

npog aAAnAovs: Ep. 163.11.

éupaBuvopévov: Ep. 234.20 Spénavov éufabuvopévov; 165.302.

éuBobuvopévog: Ep. 234.88 Babovw; Bibl. 196.160A35, 222.18182,192823.

i perérn (tod Adyov): Ep. 165.5 mepl tovg Adyovg pehétm; 165.289
peAétng kopmog; 165.308 katd peAétmv mpoooyeiv; 166.236 téxvn Kol
HEAETN; 166.242 peléton; Proem tag odg perétag.

kata 10 emmnolaov: Proem émmoAcler; Bibl 75.52A34; 181.126819,
215.173829, 223.211A35, 230.282818.

glattovpevog: Bibl 265.492B14; Ep. 135.62 (active)*; Amph. 1.718
(active)*, 40.106 (active)*; Ep. 211.80, et al. (passive)®; Bibl.
159.102g4.

II. Isocrates (260.487835-40)

(o0dev) kwhver: Postscr. koAvopevov (as part of a number); Ep. 1.584
KOAVEL, 0088V K@AVEL:> Bibl. 96.83B19 GAL’ 008tV xwAdeL 100G dva-
YIVOOKOVTOG EKAEYOUEVOLG TO ypNoipe; Bibl 222.195A36 ov8ev
koAVer, Bibl 222.198B41 o0dEv kwAVEL.

nopaninciov: Ep. 1.544 napanincing; 163.22 napaninciong, 166.42
nopanAnciov; 166.42 naponinotov; Postscr. napoaninciov tonov.

archae Constantinopolitani Epistulae et Ampbhilochia V1.1 (Leipzig 1989)
39-151 (“Index Grammaticus”), 66—138 (“Vocabula Selecta™).

54 Used over 113 times, while it occurs with the following frequency in a
sample of classical Attic models: Demosthenes 10 times, Plato 23, Xenophon 5,
Isocrates 7, Libanius 11, Dionysius of Halicarnassus 3, “Longinus” 3,
Hermogenes 24.

35 The following occur in excerpted or paraphrased material in the Bibl. and
may possibly be Photius’ own wording: 008&v xwAder- 222.195 a37; 229.258 832,
261823;230.280811, 282423, 282823 284834f; 247.418 A6.
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dvakvntdvimv: Bibl. 2654954 12-15 mpdg v GvokORITOLGAY Y pEloy.>

npaypatov: Bibl. 357438, 40.8839, 61.20819, 69.3488, 86.66410,
94.74a1, 213.17184.%7

xexpficBar: Ep. 165.260 keypfobar; Bibl 107.88A39, 144.9889, 189.146A
18; (not infinitive: 41 times, e.g. codices 5. 14, 40, 42, 55, 60, etc.).

evOounpaocw: Bibl 6.3822, 47.11A 27, 61.20822, 119.93A39, 172-74.
119A34, 195.159820, 209.165814, 223.222A41, 233.292A 31, 274.510810;
Ep. 165.306; 187.91%, 105%, 166%; 249.70%; 284.795%; Amph. 42.238%;
47.121%,123%;54.39%; 72.75%; 181.60%.

vroBaAAopevov (substituting as one’s own): Ep. 165.260 éxeiva ...
oToAayp®dv Aoyiopolg vmofaAiew (suggest).

npoBaAdopévn: Ep. 1.571 kapnovg apetdv mpoBdAiewv; 166.200

npoBarietar kai v ... EAAeyiwv; Proem mpofoiol; Lp. 235.4

npofoardopéve Kol anpoodloploTed PAHATL.

III. Lysias (262.489A34-48982)

anoppwyopevos: Ep. 234.156 amoppilyayiev.

TOAAfG kol peyaAng ... wgeielag: Ep. 207.16 moAAdv GAAev kol
peyaAng ovAAhé€ar weehelog; Proem v weédeiav.

wonep xat: Ep. 164.36; 166.29, 119.

o0dEv 10V elpnpévav ovviels: Ep. 166.131 1@v pn cuvviéviav tdv év
1d YpAppott oxnpdtov; 165.20 cuvieviav.

@V Vo Swefoiny mecdvtov: Ep. 166.185 bmo emtipncv €necov.

e¢mxpateots: Ep. 135.75%, 284.1470%, 3004*, 3283%; Amph. 45.144%,
71.22*,165.23%,

56 This is an addition in Photius’ version to the Ps.-Plutarch version of the
life of Demosthenes. The text is: (pepovrm 8¢ ov1oV anoweaypara nAeloTa Kol
yvoporoyiot, Smep abtdg piv Exdotote mpdg v Gvaxdrtovoav ypéiay
appottopevog Fheyev, ol 8¢ dxodovteg pviivy e kol ypoaeh Siecdoavto. It is
risky to offer a second passage only possibly written by Photius in argumg
that a first one is written by him, but I point out that drep ad1dg pév
txdotote through the end of this sentence looks like Photius’ addition to
what he found in the text. ¢épovtar 8¢ avtod (“There are attributed to him”)
occurs only in these ten codices, and only in the text of the Ps.-Plutarch lives,
formulaically reporting the number of speeches attributed to each orator. dnep,
with a participle, however, is typical of Photius’ language, and for a parallel to
the last phrase, cf. the preface to the Bibl: Soag avtdv i pvAun Siécwle.

7 These are all the references in the Bibl that occur in Photius’ descriptions
of style or of content outside the codices on the ten orators. The word occurs
more frequently in codices 259-68: 260.487 a24 (?), 487835 (here); 262.488341
(Caecilius?), 489431 (Caecilius?); 263.490a14 (Ps.-Plutarch), 265.491834
(Caccilius?).
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IV. Demosthenes (265.491A12-21)

noAAolg ToANGKIG: ¢f. supra l.

Sudpopoc: Ep. 166.228 Sropopaic.

épyaociov Adywv: Ep. 165.305 10 év talg épyocioig yOvipov.

yevvntopov: Ep. 228.167%; 245.22%, 94%; 284.2859%, 2996".

xaBéotnkev + adjective: Ep. 1.588 £poutég nwg 1ol avlponoig n
Yoo kabéotnkev.

atpentog: (gramm.) Amph. 1.878%, (theol.) 13.28%; (Christol.) Ep.
284.273%, 2809%; -wg: Ep. 284.455%, 1423%, 1488%.

avaAlolotog: Ep. 143.6%, 227.13%, 283.278%, 284.274, etc.*; -wg: Ep.
284.455%, 219.3254*%,

xatd toLg Adyovg:® Bibl. 160.130A11.

avBpornivn dovapig: Ep. 1.610 avBponivov mpoctayudtev; 1.627 0
avBpdmivog vodg; 165.37 ta avBpomva; 165.58 coelag ... tfig
avBponivng; 165.90 10 avBpdnivov; 165.157 Soa avBpdniva; 166.241
10 avBpdmvov; Postscr. 10 kowodv kol avBpdrivov.

aAdog te 8¢: Ep. 1.516 aAhwg te 8¢ td pev aAlo; 164.27 GAAog te
S¢ xal el tig; 1.516; Bibl. 97.84A37; 126.95437; 222.183838, 188A9,
192829, 19782, 197843; 230.27983; 278.529 A4; (Westerink, s.v. “8¢
abundans”: aAlog te 8¢ [xoi] Ep. 1.922, 10.9, 30.15, et ita fere
semper*).

Swapopav: Amph. 137.116%, 117*.

£xo + infinitive: Bibl. 88.66 B35 oVk &y cagdg éxpabelv; 89.6789
ovne pobelv Eoyxov; 176.121818 oy €xm Aéyewv.

Qappeiv:®® Bibl. 117.92A9 Jdooig unte cvykatabécbar tod Bappeiv
POPUOLY EYEL.

anopnvoacBar: Ep. 165.59 anognvag, 165.235 anogoaivesBor.

géAdttwpa: Bibl 159.102819.

V. Demosthenes (265.49187-11)

Kot TG Epyasiag: Ep. 165.305 10 év talg €pyacioig YOVIHOV.
oonep kal: Ep. 164.36, 166.119.

%8 xatd with accusative in critical sections in the Bibl. meaning ‘with regard

to’ occurs eleven times: 4.381; 92.73A13; 126.95422; 127.95813; 160.1304a11;
169.11689; 176.121424, B19; 181.126820; 198.162 A16; 201.163B16; 202.163 B35.
59 186.141433, 209.167835, and 250.452431 are within excerpts/summaries

that are done fairly broadly and not verbatim. Perhaps the occurrence of
Bappeiv in these passages is also due to Photius.
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katakopwg:®® Ep. 166.182 eig kbpov; Bibl. 40.8a38, 102.864l18,
180.125A40; (xataxopng) Bibl. 65.27A17.

1% neplrto: Ep. 164.54 meprrtov kol pdratov; Proem aAia mepirtiig ...
OUAOTWLIOG,

VI. Demosthenes (265.492A 38ff)

napécyev: Ep. 164.8 1ov vodv tfig mepiodov mapéyxovon; 165.9 napéyet;
165.138 mapéyewv; Postscr. mapeyopévov; Ep. 235.1 pnropikag

QEOPUAG TIALPOLOYETV.

npotéberg + kpiveoBar: Ep. 165.212 xowdv 8¢ nior 10 Seelog mpotiBeic.

oonep xkol: Ep. 164.36; 166.29, 119.

aQLypéve ... elg axpifewav: Ep. 163.12 oVte elg akodg 0VTe elg VOO LV
aeikto; 165.131 elg akofig agikto meipav (But ¢f. Proem eig
avapvnov pHetd 100 akpiBods Epikécbo).

Beopiov: Ep. 166.8 Beoplav xal Sidkpiow; 166.73 Bewpilog kol tfig
1ov Aé€ewv avantiyewd.

VII. Demosthenes (265.49289-17)

ovAdEon 10 fBog: Ep. 1.598 t0g xeipog xabapdg euAdter.

petéxew Ep. 234.91 petéyewv; 234.97 petéoye; 166.77 petéyoves.

Somep: Ep. 164.89.

noAAGkG: f. supra 1.

g&ayovtar: Bibl. 107.88440.

ovde yap ovdE: Ep. 163.4;165.270, 288; 166.239; 234.6; Bibl. 230.274A 26,
222.201822, 234.300822.

ixovn + infinitive: Bibl. 224.223823.

xkatopBdoor: Ep. 166.242 GAhoig ... katopBodoiv; 234.245 xatopOaobn;
1.904%, 1017%, 1106*, 1188, et passim™.

élattovpévn: of. supra l.

160tnta: saepe (theol.) Ep. 2.123%, 125%, 161%; 265.76; Amph. 28.12%,
14%, 21%; 80.236%; 181.76*; 182.48%; 314.27*; (Christol.) Ep. 284.458%,
1338%, 1471%, 3180-87%*; (gramm.) Amph. 56.48%.61
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60 Variations: wdpoc, Proem, 97.84440, 165.108832; xatd x6pov, 181.126 a12,
B11; 203.164 A29; rpooxoprg, 35.7435, 159.102815, 92.73 A26.

¢ T would like to thank Professors Philip Stadter, George Kennedy, and
Cecil Wooten for their review of this paper in an earlier form and for their
very helpful comments. My thanks also to the reader for GRBS, whose
thoughtful suggestions have been a welcome aid in revision.



