Rummaging in Walz’s Attic: Two
Anonymous Opuscula in Rhetores Graect

Thomas M. Conley

r I WO SHORT ANONYMOUS PIECES are published by Walz
in volume III of his Rhetores Graect, Tept tdv técc0pmV
uépwv t0d terelov Adyov (“On the four parts of a
complete speech,” pp.570-587) and Ilept 1@V oxt®d uépmv t0d
pntopikod Adyov (“On the eight parts of the rhetorical art,”
588-609), that bring out some of the peculiar difficulties one
encounters when trying to make sense of what are, apparently,
examples of Byzantine teachings on rhetoric. Some of the
difficulties are due not to the nature of the material but to the
way Walz presents it. Granted, his labors were immense, as
were those of the printers who set the type and produced the
ten volumes of Rhetores Graeci; but his practice of referring the
reader to other places to see what he saw in the manuscripts he
transcribed is sometimes annoying—as in, for instance, the
Anonymous “Ekthesis” at III 725-748, where we are re-
peatedly referred to the prolegomena by Maximus Planudes in
volume V. Walz does the same sort of thing in his presentation
of the two texts under consideration here. Accordingly, we will
need to reconstruct the texts he saw; and that requires the
“rummaging” alluded to in the title of the present paper.

Both pieces are, as published, rather unusual. To summarize:
“On the four parts” begins with the reminder that Aphthonios
teaches that a finished encomium will have a prooumion, a diégésis,
an agin, and an epilogos. Proovmia in general will have four parts
and will vary from genre to genre; and there are good
examples to be found in the orations of Gregory of Nazianzus
(570.8-571.28). There follow some brief comments on nar-
rations and the agin (“contestation” or “argument” in the
broadest sense) (571.28-572.6); and some equally brief remarks
about epilogor, which will differ depending on whether the
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102 RUMMAGING IN WALZ’S ATTIC

speech is an encomium or a mere lalia (“talk”), as Menander
teaches (572.7-24).

Here the manuscript contains a short chapter printed as part
of the Synopsis rhétorikés by Joseph Rhakendytes earlier in
volume III (at 562.16-564.8), Tepi 100 TG O€l AvoyryvmOKELY
pntopikovg BiPAovs (“How to read rhetorical works”), stressing
the necessity of understanding the vné0eoig developed by each
author (563.19f.). Then we find (572.25-573.8) a list of authors
to imitate in composing panegyrics, chiefly Gregory of Nazian-
zus, but also Aristeides’ Panathenaikos and the speeches of Cho-
ricius and Michael Psellos. For deliberative oratory, look to
Chrysostom, Basil the Great, Isocrates, Demosthenes, and,
again, Gregory of Nazianzus, whose speeches cannot be re-
stricted to any one genre. The all-wise (copatatog) Psellos is al-
ways useful. Models for letter-writing are next provided (573.9—
25): Gregory of Nazianzus, Basil the Great, Gregory of Nyssa,
Synesius, Libanius, and, once more, “the all-wise Psellos.”

At this point in the manuscript, Walz tells us in a note, is a
chapter on iambic composition that also appears in the Synopsis
rhétorikés by Joseph Rhakendytes at III 559.14-561.15. The
section from 560.19 to the end (Gpetn otiyev mpatn ...) is
stylistically consistent with the Anonymous. The models here
(562.10-15) are George of Pisidia, Nikolaos Kallikles (a late
1 1th-century physician-poet), Ptochoprodromos, Gregory of
Nazianzus, Sophocles, and “the more eloquent parts” of
Lycophron. In certain circumstances, we read where the
Anonymous text resumes (at 573.26), dactylic hexameters are
recommended, using diction from all sorts of dialects, especially
“Ionic” (573.26—574.4). Models can be found in Homer,
Oppian, Dionysius the Periegete, Tryphiodorus (in The Fall of
Troy), Musaeus, and others.

The list of recommended authors is unusual. Even more
unusual, however, is the assertion that an iambic verse should
contain a complete thought and that enjambment should be
avoided (560.19-561.7). Hence, instead of writing
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one should write

Moofic nepd Bdhacoay aBpdyxw dpduw,
Alybrtiog ¢ Tolg KOpootv Ekpufn.

Moreover, lines that are built around the traditional six peri-
statika are to be emulated. Thus, Ztavpol ITétpov xOuPoayov év
‘Poun Népwv, which covers, in order, the pragma (“crucified
Peter”), chronos (past tense), fropos (“upside down”), fopos (“in
Rome”), and the prosipon (“Nero”), the aitia being understood.
We will see these peristatika again later.

It is clear that the discussion has by this point drifted far from
considerations of “the four parts.” Here (574.5) a new title
heading appears: Elcayoyikov 10lg LeALodot ypaeewy pntoptkdg
(“Introductory material for those intending to write rhetori-
cally”). There is much in the way of ideas (évvouwa), subjects
(VAn), and diction (AgEewc) to be found in the poets, who have
much to offer the logographer. The text at 575.12ff. i1s very
close to that of Rhakendytes at 562.18ff. in “How to read
rhetorical works”; and Walz tells us in a note at 575.16f. that
the manuscript at this point continues the text in Rhakendytes
all the way to 564.3. Especially useful, Anonymous tells us, is
Homer, from whom examples are provided in prose para-
phrase (575.19-576.13). The discussion then turns to dwmyn-
noto, of which there are three kinds: simple (anAfj), detailed
(évdwaokeva), or very detailed (éykardoxeva). Examples are
provided of each in different accounts of the madness of Ajax
(576.13-578.27).

At 579.1 the discussion turns to Aé€ig, and there follws a
disquisition on propriety as determined by subject-matter (VAn)
and 1deas (évvoua), with long lists of diction appropriate to, e.g.,
descriptions of meadows and battles. Diction may be refined or
“natural,” inflated or dry (examples are provided); and of
particular importance in word-choice is mastery of the Attic
dialect, for which Aristophanes and Thucydides provide
models (582.19-586.21). For this section, too, we find many
parallels (not noted by Walz) in the chapters nept Aé€ewg in
Rhakendytes™ Synopsis, at 526.28-534.28: e.g., Anonymous at
580.25{. and Rhakendytes at 526.28f.; 581.5f. and 527.10ff;
582.15ff. and 529.15ff.; 584.13ff. and 533.15-534.5, etc.
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At 586.21-587.16, we see a conclusion and, it appears from
dudd&opev at 586.24 and 587.13f. and the list of progym-
nasmata at 586.24—-30, a transition to the piece immediately
following, TTept t@v okT® LEP®V.

That title, in actuality, covers only the first section 588.4—
590.5, where the author takes up in turn the traditional eight
“parts” familiar from Hermogenes’ On Ideas: évvoia, Aé€ig, oxii-
uo, péBodoc, kdAov, cuvinkm, dvdmovoig, pvOudc. Once these
have all been defined and explained, the author turns to “the
most serviceable” (ypetwdeotépav, 590.6) progymnasmata.

These he takes up in exactly the same order as the list at the
end of “Four parts,” depending heavily on Aphthonios but
explicitly leaving out ypeto and yvoun (also left out are koinos
lopos, synkrisis, thesis, and eisphora tou nomou). Accordingly, he be-
gins with pdBog, offering an Aphthonian definition and three-
way division of species, Aoyikdg, n0uxde, wiktdg (590.8-591.7).
The next is dmynua, for which he also depends on Aphthonios,
making his three-way division into Jpopatikév, 16TOPLKOV,
noAtikov, and referring to the Aphrodite story; and, like Aph-
thonios, he stresses the role of the six mepiotatikd: npdcomnov,
npayno, xpovog, tpomog, tomog, oitior (591.9-593.11). In the
treatment of nBorotia at 593.13-595.16, Aphthonios is once
again the source, in the distinctions introduced between etho-
poua, edolopoua, prosopopoua and in the three-way breakdown
into pathetikai, éthikai, miktai. Indeed, 593.13-22 and 594.1-12
are almost verbatim versions of Aphthonios. The advice about
style is also consistent with that of Aphthonios (6 texvikdg at
594.317).

In his treatment of the fourth exercise, &opaocig (595.18—
598.9), the author begins to depart from Aphthonios. Unlike
Aphthonios’ entry, that in “Eight parts” is far fuller; and it uses
four of the six peristatika as an armature. First, then, descriptions
of a person (prosipon) should be both detailed and orderly, pro-
ceeding from top to bottom, he writes. Then comes description
of pragmata, e.g. a battle scene with all the gory details (596.3—
20). And there follow on this entries on description of a kauros,
e.g. winter (596.20-30), and of a fopos, e.g. a pond or a
meadow, along with some general guidelines.

The treatments of éykoutov and woyog (598.11-601.17) are
organized in a similar way. Praise, we are told, can be of
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npdcwno, Tpayuota, kaipol, tomoi, and “creatures without
reason” (GAoya). In praising persons, one should speak about
their native land, hometown, lineage, upbringing, pursuits and
training, virtues both physical and spiritual, and xoté Toxnv
npades. It is also useful to introduce comparisons. “Blame” is
the antithesis of praise, but it uses the same headings (kega-
Aoua). The section on xatackevn and dvookevn (confirmation
and refutation) (601.11-609.9), very unlike the treatments in
Aphthonios, are also organized around the penstatika: the
person, place, time, manner, and reason. After covering those
headings, one should introduce arguments from the contrary,
amplify, make comparisons (cvykpiceig), and provide exam-
ples. These can be used in any kind of Aoyoypaelo (602.25—
604.23). It 1s up to the writer to decide in what order these
headings should be put; and every didggéma—the account of the
madness of Ajax, for instance—will cover the earlier discussed
headings. There follows a long and exhaustive display on that
theme (605.20-608.18) that seems to sum up both this and the
previous lesson (reading, with the Paris MS., elnouev at 609.1).
If these two pieces can be described as disorganized and
strangely proportioned, the same might be said of the late
fourteenth-century manuscript Walz used, Parisinus graecus
2918. It 1s a rather large codex, 191 folio leaves measuring
some 30 x 20 cm. “minutissimis scripta,” as Walz puts it (I
140f)." In the first 131 fol.,, we find the traditional Her-
mogenean corpus. Then, in a different hand, the following:

132—-136v: Nikolaos Sophistes Progymnasmata (cf. 1 266-394 Walz)

136v-140: Nikephoros Basilakes Ethopotiai (I 423-525)

140v: Severus of Alexandria Ethopoiia: (partial) (I 539-548)

141-152: Nikolaos Sophistes Progymnasmata continued

152v-169: Libanius, progymnasmatic meletai (partial)

169—-174: Nikephoros Basilakes Progymnasmata continued

174v-176v: Anonymous opusculum beginning ndco Adyov 1déa éx
HEPDY OKTM GVYKELTOLL ...

177-179: Tepi 10V tecodpav pepdv (I 570-587)

! Photostats of pages from it can be seen in I. Lana, I Progimnasmi de Elio
Teone (Turin 1959) Tav. 11, and G. Ballaira, Tiberit De figuris Demosthenicis
(Rome 1968) Tab. VII.
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179—181v: Mepi tédv okt pepdv (111 588—609)
182—190: Theon Progymnasmata (I 145-257)

190r: Rufus Techné rhétoriké (111 447—460)
190v—-191v: Tiberius Per: schématin (VIII 527-577)

Parisinus graecus 2918 1s certainly not the only disorderly
Byzantine manuscript, yet it does give the strong impression of
having been rather hastily thrown together without regard for
making it intelligible to what one would i1magine was its
primary audience, the student of rhetoric. It would have made
more sense, for instance, to put Rufus and Theon at the be-
ginning, along with, perhaps, the material in fols. 174—181 and
Tiberius. These would then be followed by an extensive anthol-
ogy of exercises for imitation (and perhaps inspiration). There
are still problems, however. How does the brief exposition at
fols. 174V, differ from that in 179%-181v, for instance? Why
have both Nikolaos and Basilakes? The answer to that question
may be that Basilakes uses biblical episodes; but why start with
ethopouar instead of the traditional first exercises, muthos and
diégéma? Either the scribe who copied Par.gr. 2918 was working
at great speed simply to transcribe an older manuscript or he
did not know what he was doing—and there is plenty of evi-
dence for the latter.?

Nor is Par.gr. 2918 the only place where “Four parts”™—or
something very like it—can be found. As Walz notes (III 570),
an excerpt from Ottobamanus 173, fol. 148fL., printed by Bekker
in a note at Anecdota graeca 111 1081f., looks very like the text of
“Four parts.” And Vat.gr. 883, fol. 220v-223v, published by
both A. Kominis and D. Donnet,? is also quite similar to
Walz’s text. Moreover, Laur. LVIIL.21, fol. 206f. (the end of the
manuscript 1s missing), and LV.7, fol. 324v—-330, contain what
looks like Walz III 570-573.25 plus 559.14-560.16, which
Walz prints as part of Rhakendytes’*“Synopsis™ of rhetoric; and
which, as we have seen, appears also in 2918. In Barberinianus

2 See Lana’s collection of scribal errors in the Theon text alone, Pro-
gimnasmi 33—38.

3 A. Kominis, Gregorios Pardos (Testi e studi bizantino-neoellenici 2 [Rome
1960]) 127-129; D. Donnet, Le trait¢ ITEPI YXYNTAZEQY AOI'OY de Grégoire de
Corinthe (Brussels/Rome 1967) 319.137-323.282.
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240, we find “Four parts” attributed to Psellos! And at Laur.
LVIIIL.21, fol. 193205, we find a work entitled Tepi Aoyoypo-
¢log that has the same opening as 2918, fol. 174f. All these
manuscripts, like 2918, have been dated at mid- to late-
fourteenth century.

But things are even messier. We noted earlier that various
sections of “Four parts” appear also in Rhakendytes. Some but
not all of the overlaps with his “Synopsis” are noted by Walz.
There are many apparent parallels, especially in the section on
lexas (at IIT 5791T): e.g., Anon. 572.25-573.8 = Rhak. 521.7-27;
580.1ff. = 528.9-13; 580.25f. = 526.28f.; 581.5f. = 527.10f;
581.20f. = 527.24f,; 582.15f. = 529.15f,; 583.6f. = 532.18f;
583.27f. = 533.7f,; and 584.13ff. = 533.15-534.5. Moreover,
the lists of recommended writers in the alleged text of “Four
parts” printed by Bekker seems closer to Rhakendytes at, e.g.,
521.15M. and 526.13ff. than to the text printed by Walz at 111
572.25-573.25. Rhakendytes, of course, made no pretense to
originality (indeed, he is quite open about his borrowings: see
IIT 471.11-17). His Encyclopedia, from which the “Synopsis” is
drawn, “borrowed” extensively from Nikephoros Blemmydes
in the sections on physics and logic; and in the “Synopsis”
itself, the chapter on the basilikos logos (111 547-558) is cribbed
almost verbatim from Menander Rhetor (368-378 Spengel).
Could it be that he also lifted the section on 1ambics at 559.14—
562.15 and part of the chapter on “How to read rhetorical
books” at 562.19-564.8 from “Four parts”? Or did Anon-
ymous consult Rhakendytes’ “Synopsis”? There is probably no
definitive answer to this; but it is clear that there is more in
“Four parts” that 1s not in Rhakendytes than there is that is in
the “Synopsis.” It is also clear that those two sections are the
only ones in the “Synopsis” that are stylistically consistent with
the style of “Four parts”—but more on that below.

Turning now to “Eight parts,” this piece’s title, like that of
“Four parts,” covers only the first section (588.4-590.5), which
ends with an awkward transition to the sections on the various
progymnasmata exercises that make up the rest of the treatise
and which, as we have seen, owe their greatest debt to
Aphthonios. And like that of “Four parts,” the first section of
“Eight parts” has nothing to do with what follows; but, once
the progymnasmata are taken up, it is far better organized and
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methodical than “Four parts”—particularly in its systematic
deployment of the perstatika in its explanations of how to
develop each exercise. This, incidentally, seems to be unpar-
alleled in the progymnasmatic literature.

One might be tempted to see overlaps with Rhakendytes
here at the beginning of “Eight parts,” too. The opening sen-
tence (588.4—7), for instance, is very close to what we read in
the “Synopsis™ at III 516.12f.; and the definitions of dvanavoig
and pvBudc at 589.25-30 are very close to Rhakendytes’ at
545.9f. and 545.191f. Both, however, go back (at least) to Her-
mogenes Peri idedn 1 (220.6ff. Rabe), where they are introduced
as the basic elements of each of the stylistic ideaz; and that list
can be found throughout the Byzantine rhetorical tradition. So
there is no need to bring Rhakendytes into the picture at all.

“Eight parts” appears also in Lawr. LV.7 (which we saw
earlier) at fol. 331-334, beginning ntoco ypoen pnropikn, kv
pet€awv ..., and ending at 605.19 in Walz’s edition. Just before
it 1s a short treatise that begins with the same words as the
piece in Par.gr. 2918 at fol. 174Y, noa Adyou 18€a €k Lep®V OKTO
ovykertat. In the superscription, however, the contents are
listed as eicoywyikov mepl Aoyoypoglog, Tepl EMGTOADV, mepl
otiyov—which would seem to match the contents of the early
parts of “Four parts” at 574.5-575.16+562.17-564.3 and
573.9-25+559.14-562.15. The superscription also attributes
this piece to Gregory of Corinth; but Bandini notes that Greg-
ory’s name seems a later addition to the text* and in his view
the treatises at fol. 3244, and 331fl. constitute a single work.

Whatever Bandini’s reasons were, the same might be said of
the two pieces printed by Walz from Par.gr. 2918. 1 suggested
earlier that the end of “Four parts” might be construed as a
transition to “Eight parts”; but that, too, might be a scribal
contrivance. Nevertheless, the two share a conspicuous stylistic
feature. In “Four parts,” we see almost 70 occurrences of
second-person singular verb constructions or pronouns in just
under seventeen pages, as against only 10 first-person verbs,
most with o€ or cot as their objects, for instance:

+ And see further on this attribution D. Donnet, “Précisions sur les
oeuvres profanes de Grégoire de Corinthe,” BIHBelge 37 (1966) 89-91.
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Kol 10 &v 100T01¢ GOV PLhokpviicels, kai dvBoloymoelg kol dmoToput-
gboeig 1® Aoyioud (575.61.);

GAAG BT Kol TR TOV TPOYLKOV KOl TO A0S TOMTIKOTEPOV HetoaAng
Kol 10 Epaoens KGALog StofAénmv npocoikelody £€eig 11j olkelg pdoet
¢k nopoppdceme Tpdg Thv mpoketuévny LrdBectv. dAAG Eépe kol avTol
UIKPOV TL GUVELGEVEYK®UEY 601 Kol e1g Evvolay kol elg ppdov (576.10—
14);

0pag Smag koBopd éotv I epdolg: ¢0v 88 Tomevotépa Gol TpdKELTON
gvvola, ToxOv OtL yuvoika 6 Pooctievg €ymuev énl td texvonotficat,
amaryyeiAng bymAidg (582.26—29).

Likewise, in “Eight parts,” second-person verbs and pronouns
appear over 50 times in 20+ pages, as against 10 first-person
constructions, for instance

0pag Smwg mépuke todte mévto yevésHor. kol o0dv 1dv AexBéviov
nopo pUoLY €01l kol adovatov (592.6-8);

GO TOV aOTAV YOp TEPLOTUTIKDV EMyelpNoeLs, dvatpinov 1 abEwv év
T® wéyew 10 kokdv, kol Gmd Tdv Aowmdv torev 1dv éxteBéviov oot
(605.16-19);

onuelocor 8¢ kol todto, 0Tl €mav  éykopdlng Twd, kol 1o
xatopBwBévta Tovte kotd pépog d1épyT, xpN motelobol oe ko’ Exactov
abt®v cvvipiow (609.1-4).

In each, imperatives appear five times. There 1s, in short, a
very pronounced “addressed” quality to both—and indeed, at
590.6, we see ile.

Is this featuring of the second-person a mere literary device,
or is ¢iAe addressed to a real person? It is in any event a feature
not often found elsewhere in the rhetorical literature, the most
conspicuous example being the treatise printed by Russell and
Wilson! as Treatise II (pp.76-225 = 368-446 Spengel), which
exhibits a very similar stylistic turn. It has parallels also, of
course, in advice literature, such as the Consilia et narrationes
attributed to Kekaumenos (late 11t cent.);> and in paraenetic
discourse, e.g. Basil I's advice to Leo (PG 107.XXI-LVI). But

5D. A. Russell and N. G. Wilson, Menander Rhetor (Oxford 1981).

6 Ed. B. Wassiliewsky and V. Jernstedt (St. Petersburg 1896); and see C.
Roueché, “The Rhetoric of Kekaumenos,” in E. Jeftreys (ed.), Rhetoric in
Byzantium (Aldershot 2003) 23-37.
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these were surely not models for whoever composed the two
treatises we have been considering.

There are, as it happens, some parallels from more closely
related literature. In Psellos’s “synopsis” of rhetoric, composed
in the popular fifteen-syllable “political” verse around 1060
and dedicated to young Michael Doukas,> we see at the very
beginning

Ei udBoric tfic pntopikfic thv téxvny, oteenedpe,

£€e1g kol Aoyov dvvouy, £€elg kol Adyou yépv,

£€eig kol mBavotnto 1oV ényeipnudtov (1-3)
and later

G’ €vog mov Ovouatog tpdeacty &gl Adyav,

otlov Youp elmotg Gp1Oudv, cOALeYé pot ToGodTOV

¢€ 1otoplog, deomota, T® AdY® Tpoonkovong (266—268)
and

oV &’ #yxe ot TV covoyy, it épdta Boppodvimg,

KOy®d oot Ty didAvoy AéEw tob {ntovuévou.

elr’ o0 Bavpdlerg, Séomota, 10D Ypdpovtog THY Téxvny,

av &me eldiktdplov BpoyL thig OAng téxvng (287-290).

It might be added that the epithet otepneope shows up three
more times; and déomota ten times in all.

Although not nearly as “addressed” as Psellos’s synopsis,
John Tzetzes’ “Epitome of Rhetoric” (III 670-686 Walz), com-
posed about 1160, occasionally slips in an imperative (e.g. kol
dyveocty avtdv dkovwv pdbe at 679.14) and several second-
person constructions and pronouns (e.g. {nthpata ywvookelg 8¢
TG dekoTpelg TOG otdoelg, 679.27; viv 8¢ kol mapadelypoctv
éxelva nopetoderg, 680.1; and, at the very end, éym ¢ tovto
oVt® oot tovdv éneEnyodpal, 686.6). It is not known who the
addressee was, but Tzetzes’ “cast of characters” includes mis-
chievous elves (Béoxavot tedyives, 675.10), adulterers and pro-
fligates (noygot, dowtor, 675.32), whoremasters (ropvofookot,
681.30, 683.2 [of Socrates!]); and his examples of exotic cus-
toms at 670.11-13 include polygamy among the Scythians, sex
with mother among the Persians, and between siblings in the
Caucasus. All of this suggests a young man as the intended

7 Poemata pp.103—122 Westerink; also in Walz 11T 687-703.
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audience, probably from an elite family, for composing poems
for such families is how Tzetzes made the little money he did.
Nor are the parallels limited to treatments of rhetoric. The
[Tept ovvtd&emg Adyov Htot mepl 1oV un coAowkilewv kol mepl
BopBapiopod (“on the syntax of the sentence and how to avoid
solecisms and barbarisms”) by Gregory of Corinth, also com-
posed in the mid-twelfth century, has a distinct “addressed”
quality, as it reads like a transcript of a teacher’s lessons to
students. After each “lesson,” we hear the teacher saying xai
oVto cvvtdaelg 6pBac.% The treatise has five basic parts: (1) On
the parts of speech (lines 1-218); (2) On the cases (219-300); (3)
On prepositions (301—403); (4) On the syntax of the verb (404—
504); and (5) On barbarisms (505—631) No second-person con-
structions are found in sections 3 and 4; but in the other sec-
tions we find second-person constructions almost too numerous
to inventory. Examples include
0pdg, 160V T OKT® Hépn 10D Adyov, GAAG TO pev dbo dvarykoidtoto, TO
dvoud enut ko 1o pine (121)
8¢ Srwg 10 cvurAnpoTikd thc évvolog piuato dneddOncay kdtw petd
ToAAG. mpdoey e 0OV kad, kG el 10 Alav éxtetauévov 1 Evvota €Ak, TO
piino {ntet 10 dmodoTikov kel undémote o1fic, £l un gvpnoetg avtd (133—
136)
npdoexe odv koi, koo Tobg Gpuove ... évtodBa yap Tolg mAN-
Buvtixoic, kg Opag (192-195)
npog TodT0L YOOV T dpyétuna dmetkdvile kol dnedBeve tog duptBoilo-
uévog oot Aé€eig xal ov BoapPapioeig (520-522)
oVtm ypdowv év taov ob PopPapioels ... 810 10010 0VOE YPEPOUEV GOt
nepl avT@V (626-629).
It may be worth noting that the verbs and the pronouns are
consistently singular, except for Gregory’s occasional editorial
“we,” which suggests that it 1s not a class that is being ad-
dressed but an individual. Not much 1s known about Gregory’s

8 E.g. line 36 and repeatedly; references are to line numbers in Donnet’s
edition. Gregory (ca. 1070—1156), metropolitan of Corinth, also composed a
commentary on Hermogenes’ Iept peBdédov dewvdtrog (Walz VIL2 1090—
1352) and a capacious treatise on Greek dialects (Libri de dialectis linguae
Graect, ed. G. Schaefer [Leipzig 1811]). Some MSS. attribute to him the brief
Iepi tpdnwv at Walz VIII 763778, as well.
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career beyond the fact that he was a rhetorician and gram-
marian who became a bishop. While he may have occupied a
chair in the Patriarchal School at some time, there is no ex-
plicit record of that or of any social circle he may have been
close to.” In other words, the identity of the intended audience
of this work will probably never be known.

Our last example is found in the ITept 6pBdtnTog cLVTEEemg
(“On correct syntax”) by John Glykys,? a student of Gregory of
Cyprus (of whom more below) who in 1315 was named patri-
arch of Constantinople. Glykys’s grammar was composed for
his son George (so the note at Cod.Laur. LV.7, fol. 416 [pp. XI—
XII: motoato 8& TOV AdYyov TPOg TOV E0LTOD VIOV, KLPLV
T'empylov); thus the several places where he introduces second-
person formations, e.g.

kol oUt® Ol mAviov eLPNGELG OOTAg TNV oNposiov ... TO
nopadeiynoto 8¢ kotwtépm éxteBévia copéotepov O Aéyouev motoet. el
TLY0p Kol Sokel mpociotacBot, T100Tov cot v Ao nope&duedo (p.9)
oo 601 Kol Tepl Thig Tpitng 6t cvluylag ToD un dapuyely oe xdpv
und’ émi tovTolg TV dipifetav ... {60t dg i Sotueh Svvauiv Tiva 1dlag
€xet (27).

GAAG YOp émeldn Ty TV Pnudtov 1€ Kol Ovoudtav ooviadly koto 10
dvvatdv ool dimpBpmcaypey ... kol tepl tordtng dodvadl cot, dg duvartdy,
g 0pBdTOg TOLG TOTOVG (34-35).

And he ends with

KOv pgv odv kol tolg dAlotg 36En T kaiiplov Nvbchat, xdptev v ein, el
cod xndduevog, 10lg GAAolg ebpebeinuev td pétpro v to0TO
yxopilopevor, kol ob pdrny obd’ eixkfi tOv vodv €Edpwg €mi tadTw
tpéyovtec: el 8¢ g BovAfoemg dmolerpBiivon 86&ouev, dALS Tolg Ye
v vidol napd 1OV notépov ddeled xai, Snn mot’ &v £yot, mobnTa
dwkatog av abdtoig ke ein kol vopilorto (59-60).
And if it seems to others that something worthwhile has been ac-
complished, it would be pleasant if, in our care for you, we
might be found to have gratified others with a modest contribu-
tion to the field and not to have attended to it in vain, carelessly,

9 For what little is known of Gregory’s career, see R. Browning, “The
Patriarchal School of Constantinople,” Byzantion 33 (1963) 11-40, at 19-20.

10 Citations are to the edition of Albert Jahn, Joannis Glycae opus De vera
syntaxeos ratione (Bern 1849).
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and irrelevantly. But if we seem to have fallen short of your
wishes, yet it comes with the love of fathers for sons, and how-
ever it turns out, it would be and be thought to be something
that was rightly to be sought.

Even when we bear in mind that this is addressed to his son,
Glykys here goes well beyond the conventional boundaries of
sentiment in treatises on correct grammar.

Putting “Four parts” and “Eight parts” side by side with
these epitomes of rhetoric and grammar suggests that we may
be looking at a sort of sub-genre of instructional literature.
They are in any event quite unlike the more discursive and de-
tached works of Hermogenes, for instance, or even Doxapatres’
“Lectures on Aphthonios” (published by Walz at II 81-563) or
the “catechetical” introductions to treatment of stasis issues
such as those published by Rabe in his Prolegomendn Syllogé (218—
228). The elementary nature of the material, the ample supply
of examples, the distinct teacher-student quality of the instruc-
tion, and the pronounced “addressed” quality of the language
may be rhetorical indications that, like Psellos’s Rhetorica, they
may all have been composed on special order. Of course, that
invites speculation about who did the ordering and, in the cases
of “Four parts” and “Eight parts,” who complied. I will address
this question in due course.

Another striking stylistic feature of “Four parts” and “Eight
parts” is the frequent occurrence of rare, obscure, even mystify-
ing diction. Some of these words can be traced back to Clas-
sical or Late Classical usage: évdiaokevog and éykatdokevog at
576.22, for instance, are terms used by Hermogenes at Per
heureseds 2.7 (122.15-124.15 Rabe) (and also by Eustathios pas-
sim and by Tzetzes Chil. 11.270, for instance). Also attested in
antiquity are, e.g., mpogdopévorg (571.17), tepayov (573.13),
xopnytoe (574.16), xehapler (579.28), Puvxavn (580.5: “ox
horn”), épeotpic (582.14), and dkpwtnpracuds (596.13). Others
are attested in Byzantine sources: e.g. 1otopi@deg (571.10; see
Tzetzes Chil. 4.781 et al.), émotatikdtepov (573.6), yooumdio
(573.29; frequently in Eustathios), nopoctia (575.25 and
George Pachymeres Hist. 5.2, 11 439.4 Failler), dpuxtic (580.6,
protective screen formed of interlocked shields; see Tzetzes
Chil. 11.609), alvodwtdg (596.11, which, with Bwpag, seems to
refer to chain mail; see Eustath. ad I[. 5.13), and &brog (602.1;
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Tzetzes Chil. 10.496 and frequently in patristic texts). Some
seem to be hapax legomena: npoacyoheiv (571.25), neprrtodedio
(562.2, instead of the more usual neprrrodoyia, as at 583.9);
nopyooeiotat (580.6: “towershakers,” devices used by sappers?);
and tpoyviextelv (580.18), tpoyvie€ion (600.23), and tpoyv-
Ae€la (601.5). Others are puzzling. What does Béntewv (570.11,
Bémtovta at 571.23) mean in a rhetorical context (of exordia)?
Or gvktwcot (572.7), which in grammar designates the optative?
And is owvotépog at 594.29 a scribal slip? In an age that
valued pure Attic diction so highly (and see, e.g., the optative
npooyoing at 575.5 and the duals in the Ajax narrative: yepoiv
577.23, Bheodpowv 577.27—mot to mention the excursus on
Atticism at 583.6fL.), all of this is rather unusual.

The excursus on Atticism is interesting for at least two
reasons. First, as obscure as many of the words might be (see,
e.g., the catalogue of things to be named in a description of a
battle at 580.1-8), all but a few of them can be found in the
Lexicon compiled by one “Zonaras” some time between about
1190 and 1253 (the year our earliest manuscript was copied).
“Zonaras” of course draws mainly on old sources; but he cites
Psellos 70 times, and has one citation each to Tzetzes and The-
odore Prodromos. Second, the list of approved Attic diction at
585.12-586.18 seems to draw heavily from the De dialectis of
Gregory of Corinth: e.g., Anon. 585.12—13 = Gregory p.52;
585.15-16 = 62-63; 585.22 = 110; 585.23 = 123-124; 585.25
~ 159; 585.28 = 171-172; 586.2-3 = 172; 586.10-11 = 59-60;
586.12 = 38-39; 586.15-16 = 40.°

Perhaps such diction makes up the Aé&ig tdv vewtépwv that
so many “‘among us”—as Anonymous puts it—are so enthusi-
astic about. Who are these veotepor? Chief among them seems
to be 0 copdtatog Weldog (573.8, 24; mentioned also at
572.29), along with Ptochoprodromos and Nikolaos Kallikles
among the poets; and, evidently, “Zonaras” and Gregory of
Corinth—i.e., late eleventh- to early thirteenth-century writers.
References to proper comportment during speeches made in
praise of the emperor (571.23f., 600.16ff.), moreover, bring to

' T owe this information to K. Alpers, Das attizistische Lexicon des Oros (New
York/Berlin 1981) 23-36 and 129.
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mind the orations delivered by the poiotop t@v pmidpwv, an
office that did not exist before 1081.1 And the references to
encomiastic praise by comparison at 599.23ff.—comparisons
with David, Aaron, Moses, and Joshua—may recollect a
speech in praise of Isaak II Angelos by John Kamateros in
1193, who does just that:3

oluo Yop ... 68 uetd 100 AaPid avpo katd Ty Kopdioy 0dToD. GAN’
ed mo1dv 6 Adyog elg pviuny hveyié pe Aofid (p.249.18-21);

Kkivel mpog morepov Tag xelpac, g O Mmofic, kol 0DTog O néyog apyLepede
"Acp@V TOVTOG GKOUUAVTOG ... YIVOL Lol TO, TPOG TOAEUOV GTPATNYDV,
g 'Incodg 100 Nawfi (254.8-11).

All of this supposes that Par.gr. 2918 is an apograph of an older
manuscript, not an original compilation. But if we are on the
right track, we may put the lerminus post quem for our anon-
ymous opuscula in the last decade of the twelfth century.

If that is plausible, we should probably date the composition
of the two treatises to the period of the Nicaean exile or shortly
thereafter, i.e., between 1204 and about 1300. While it is true
that the “elements” of each stylistic idea enumerated at the
beginning of “Eight parts” and the doctrine of six peristatika so
pervasive there go back to Hermogenes,!! it is Aphthonios and
Menander who are explicitly mentioned as authorities (570.5,
572.23f); and, as we saw, the progymnasmata sections of
“Eight parts” rely heavily on Aphthonios. The influence of
Menander is perhaps most evident in the emphasis in both
pieces on encomiastic matters; and the second-person con-
structions we discussed earlier might also suggest Menander as
the model for whoever wrote the works under consideration.
This in turn suggests that they were intended for a student (and
not, as in much of the literature, for teachers of rhetoric) whose
future mature rhetorical performances might take place in the

12 Tt is generally agreed that this office was created during the reign of
Alexios I Komnenos (1081-1118). See A. Kazhdan, ODBII 1269.

13V. Regel, Fontes rerum byzantinarum 11 (St. Peterburg 1917).

14 See Pert idedn 1 (pp.218—220 Rabe) and Peri heuresess 3.5 (140.16ff.). Of
course, these had become so widespread in the literature that it is hard to
say with confidence that our author(s?) actually had Hermogenes in mind.
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setting of the court, although the reader is assured that many of
the same principles will apply in deliberative or even forensic
settings. We might also point out that the best manuscripts we
have of Menander—ZBaroc. 131, Vatgr. 306, and Par.gr. 2423
(which stops at p.390.30 Spengel, in the AaAid chapter)—all
date from the second half of the thirteenth century, evidence
perhaps of the renewed interest in epideictic in a period when
scholars were intent on recovering all they were able of Classi-
cal, Patristic, and, indeed, Byzantine literature. What we have,
then, may be dated to the Palaiologan Revival, a full genera-
tion before Rhakendytes.!?

If 1t 1s possible to date our opuscula to the Palaiologan Re-
vival, the place of composition is clearly Constantinople, the
only place where the works of the many authors recommended
would be available—both to the author(s) and to the person to
whom they seem to be addressed, the ¢ihe. Moreover, those
works would not have been available to just anyone. Only
someone of high social rank or someone not far removed could
be expected to put his hands on texts of Demosthenes, Gregory
of Nazianzus, George of Pisidia, Michael Psellos, and the rest.
The list of recommended readings should also suggest that
these works were probably not composed at the Nicaean court
before 1261—mnor, for that matter, in Thessalonica or Ephesus,
where some rhetorical instruction was available—as there is
every indication that books were in short supply at the Nicaean
court during the 57 years of exile after the taking of Constan-
tinople by the Latin crusaders. After the restoration, however, a
great effort was made to recover the treasures of antiquity, the
words of the Fathers, and the cultural glories of pre-1204
Byzantium.!3

15> Might the quotation at 585.6—8 also point to this conclusion? Walz sees
in GAX fueic ye tov Moiova kol TAAvP1OV mapockevocuévov éml TOAepov Kol
1 towodTa an allusion to Dem. 1.15, but this is far from what Demosthenes
says. Who are fjueig? The Athenians certainly were not preparing for war
with the Paionians and Illyrians; but in the 1260’s and 1270’s, the Palai-
ologoi were.

16 See e.g. E. Fryde, The Early Palaeologan Renaissance (1261—¢.1360) (Lei-
den 2000); N. G. Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium (London 1996) 218-264. Of
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If we are right to date the composition of the opuscula
published by Walz to some time after 1261 and before Rhaken-
dytes compiled his Encyclopedia (probably ca. 1320), then
perhaps we are in a position to suggest some candidates for
authorship. Of course, with what evidence we have, we shall
never know with any certainty; but we should bear in mind
that the selection of which works to preserve in manuscript and
which manuscripts to copy was based largely on the reputation
of the author. The anonymous works preserved in Par.gr. 2918
and the others we glanced at earlier must originally have been
ascribed to recognized authorities.

A number of names from our period come to mind. Manuel
Holobolos, poictop 1@v pnrépev (an office reestablished after
1261) from about 1265 until his death in 1284, is one such
name; Nikephoros Choumnos (ca. 1250-1327) is another.
There is no evidence that Holobolos wrote anything like the
treatises we have been discussing, however. As for Choumnos,
we know that he personally provided instruction in rhetoric to
his daughter, Eirene-Eulogia Choumnaina.!* This might ex-
plain both the tone of the two works and the use of ¢tie that
we noted earlier. But here again, there is no evidence to sup-
port this possibility.

There is another possibility that may have some support. As
mentioned earlier, the treatise at fol. 174'ff. of Lawr. LV.7 1s
attributed to Gregory of Corinth. Could it in fact be attributed,
along with “Eight parts” at fol. 331fI., to another Gregory,
Gregory of Cyprus? There are several extant progymnasmata
exercises composed by this Gregory, a noted teacher in the
service of the emperor Michael VIII and, from 1283 to 1289,

37 manuscripts held by G. Prato to have been produced during the Nicaean
exile, only six are secular: three containing rhetorica (Hermogenes and
Aphthonios in the main) and three the Lexicon of “Zonaras”: G. Prato, “La
produzione libraria in area Greco-orientale nel periodo del regno latino di
Costantinopoli (1204—1261),” Scrittura e civilta 5 (1981) 105—147.

17 On Choumnaina see A. Hero, “Irene-Eulogia Choumnaina Palaiolo-

gina, Abbess of the Convent of Philanthropos-Soter in Constantinople,”
Byzantinische Forschungen 9 (1985) 119-147.
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patriarch of Constantinople.!'> There are also two encomia
attributed to him, one to Michael VIII and one to Andronikos
I1.* And it is this Gregory of whom Nikephoros Gregoras wrote
several years later (using Gregory’s given name, George),
kol v mMvikedTo, dvip év Adyolg émionuog 1@ PBoacikikd cuy-
katetheyuévog kANp® Fedpylog 6 éx KVmpov, 0g oV év talg ypopolg
evyeviy tfic ‘BAAGSoc pubudv kol v "Attikilovoav yAdooov
éxetvny, médor moAbv §dn ypdvov Afbng xpuBévrta Puboig (PG
148.308C).
He was, that is to say, an outstanding rkefor in the imperial
clergy who “rescued from the depths of the distant past” the
noble fashion of the Greek language and the Atticizing tongue.
As a teacher, Gregory could claim some other outstanding
rhetors as his students, among them Nikephoros Choumnos,
who distinguished himself both as a scholar and as a high
palace official; possibly Konstantinos Akropolites (d. 1324) and
Maximus Planudes (1255—1305), the latter one of the greatest
scholars of Byzantium; and, as we noted earlier, John Glykys.!°
As we also noted, Glykys shared with his teacher an intense
interest in Attic purity; and the style of his “On correct syntax”
shares many features with that of our anonymous opuscula. It
1s tempting, then, to see Glykys looking to Gregory as a model
in writing a treatise on Attic syntax for his son, and to young
Glykys as the ¢iAe to whom the opuscula seem to be addressed.
There is another possibility that is perhaps more intriguing.
Yet another pupil of Gregory’s was the protovestiarissa Theodora
Rhaoulaina (ca. 1242-1300), the daughter of John Kanta-
kouzenos and Eirene Palaiologina who became an important
patron of letters and an accomplished writer in her own right.!”

18 See e.g. the chreia published by J. F. Boissonade, Anecdota graeca (Paris
1829-30) II 269-273; and his speech in praise of the sea at PG 142.433—
444.

19 Boissonade, Anecdota graeca 1 313-358, 359-393.

20 On all these figures the best comprehensive survey is still C. Con-
stantinides, Higher Education in Byzantium in the Thirteenth and Early Fourteenth
Centuries (1204—ca. 1310) (Nicosia 1982).

21 A useful profile of this extraordinary woman can be found in D. M.
Nicol, The Byzantine Lady: Ten Portraits (Cambridge 1994) 33—47; see also A.-
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Among her other accomplishments, she founded the monastery
of St. Andrew in Constantinople and renovated a small build-
ing nearby where she provided a residence for the aged Greg-
ory and his extensive library after his resignation as patriarch in
1289.

Theodora and Gregory were long-time correspondents, as is
shown by the inclusion of more than a dozen letters to her in a
collection of Gregory’s letters originally copied by none other
than John Glykys, which has still not been properly edited.'®
The letters show that the relationship between the two was a
warm one, as we find Gregory addressing her in one letter as
TEKVOV EUOV OV KO LOVOYEVEG TEKVOV ... €y® 8¢ mathp To10de
(letter 194, p.597 Kugéas); and in another as 80yotep éun (letter
212, p.600). So it would not surprise us if he were to address
her as ¢iAe in an introduction to rhetoric.

Terms of endearment do not of course bring us very close to
a plausible identification of author and addressee. Let us turn
from Gregory, then, and ask, Is there anything in Theodora’s
writing that suggest a connection with the opuscula in Walz?
We might begin by looking at two manuscripts, one actually
copied by her, Vatgr. 1899, containing the orations of Aelius
Aristeides; and the other produced under her supervision con-
taining Simplicius’ commentary on Aristotle’s Physics, no. 3649
in the Historical Museum in Moscow.!?

M. Talbot, “Bluestocking Nuns: Intellectual Life in the Convents of Late
Byzantium,” in C. Mango and O. Pritsak (eds.), Okeanos: Essays Presented to
Thor Sevcenko (Cambridge [Mass.] 1983) 604—618.

22 S. Eustratiades published many of them, on the basis of two manu-
scripts in Vienna: Ekklesiastikos Pharos 1 (1908), 2 (1908), 3 (1909, 4 (1909), 5
(1910). A fuller conspectus of the sources can be found in W. Lameere, La
tradition manuscrite de la correspondence de Grégoire de Chypre (Brussels 1937).
Excerpts from his letters to Theodora were published and commented on
by S. Kugéas, “Zur Geschichte der Minchener Thukydideshandschrift
Augustanus F,” B 16 (1907) 592-603. On the collection copied by Glykys
see S. Kourousis, “*0 Adytog oixovuevixog notpiépyng Todvvng IT 6 TAvkig,”
EpetByz 41 (1974) 309-311.

23 For the former, see A. Turyn, Codices Graect Vaticani saeculis XIII et XIV
seript (Vatican City 1964) 63—653; for the latter, B. Fonkic, “Zametki o gre-
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The first leaf of Vat.gr. 1899 bears the following inscription
composed by Theodora:

Koi thv Apioteidov 8¢ thvde thv BifAov

ypaeicov 1601 nopd thic Ocodmdpog

KoA®G elg xpov Yvnolmg EoKeuuévny

“Paung véag dvaxtog ddeAghig Tékog

Kaovtakovlnviig €€ dvdxtov "Ayyélav

Aovkdv @ueiong MolooAdyov ¢OTANG

“PoovA ddpoptog Aoko X apLTOVOHOD

Kopuvnvoeuodg npatofestiapiov.
And at the beginning of the Moscow manuscript, we read
another inscription by Theodora:

Koi 8éAtov adtnv 100 6o@od Tvuniikiov

My Tdv euoikdv £kdiddokovca BiProv

"Ap1oToTéAOVE 00 G0PoD TOALG AdY0og

KOAALYpOQET TE KO LETIGL GLUVTOV®

ded181 xpartodvtoc i Beod ddpov

Aovkdv Kopvnvav IMalotoAdymv ¢boo

dduop Exovrog 100 ‘PoovA kAot xépt

TpOTOLG BPLOTOL KOL KPOTIGTOL TR YEVEL.

While it 1s true that these 1ambs hardly qualify as poetry, the
absence of enjambment (more pronounced in the first than in
the second) brings to mind the &petn otiywv tpdtn laid down in
the passage on 1ambics that Rhakendytes evidently lifted from
“Four parts” (III 560.19; and see Walz’s n.11 on p.573).

The absence of enjambment in Theodora’s iambs is, of
course, no evidence that she had “Four parts” in mind when
she composed them; so we had better look elsewhere. Much
more substantial evidence of Theodora’s rhetorical skill can be
found in her Life of saints Theodore and Theophanes, victims
of persecution and torture in the ninth century for their refusal
to comply with the iconoclasm mandated by the emperors Leo
the Armenian and Theophilos.?® This is a curious and complex

ceskich rukopisjach Sovietskich chralinisc,” Vizangjsky Viemmenik 36 (1974)
134—-138, with a plate at 137.

2¢ Ed. A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, ‘Avddexta ‘Tepoovuitixiisc Zrayvo-
Aoyilag IV (Jerusalem 1897) 185-223. There is a brief account of the career
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work that has attracted little attention from scholars beyond oc-
casional notice of its implications for ecclesiastical controversies
in which Theodora and Gregory were involved between about
1275 and 1289, having mainly to do with the status of the
patriarch Arsenios. This is not the place to go into those con-
troversies, nor to provide a detailed analysis of the Life com-
posed by Theodora. But there are some rhetorical features in it
that hint at the extent of Gregory’s influence on Theodora and
that are in line with principles laid down in “Four parts” and
“Eight parts.”

Like much Byzantine literature, Theodora’s Life is packed
with literary allusions, Classical and, particularly, Scriptural, as
in passages that are virtual centos of passages from the
prophets (at e.g. pp.200.4-27, 202.28-203.25, 215.29-216.17).
Theodora also works into her account a variety of familiar
adages, or paromma; and it 1s interesting that of eight instances,
almost all can be found in the collection of proverbs compiled
by her master, Gregory of Cyprus (most accessible in PG
142.445-470): e.g., Life 189.1f. Eupog eig axovnv and Soiog
npog 10 nop = PG 142.464A, 465A; 199.3 navto xdAov ékiver =
465B; 203.30 npog xévipa Aaktilev = 465A; 204.14 Bodv énl
YAwting = 453B.

Theodora’s diction, furthermore, is scrupulously Attic, re-
flecting perhaps the training she received from Gregory and
reminiscent of the importance of atlikismos in “Four parts” (e.g.
IIT 583.6fT.). Aside from a few instances of Patristic or Byzan-
tine items (e.g., ovykeAlhog at 194.7, of Michael Synkellos), the
diction of the ZLife is almost obsessively Attic—to the point, one
might add, of obscurity. Theodora’s lexicon was enormous,
and full of rare usages of the sort that Hesychios and Eustathios
labored to explain, e.g. oxat@pnuo at 198.25 or xaralpnavov
at 209.12. One unusual expression occurs at 205.6f. in refer-
ence to Theodore and Theophanes, 008’ eig vodv Bayovreg,
which seems to mean something like “not immersing in con-
templation.” This 1s not an expression one finds attested—at
least, not in the standard references—in either Classical or

of Theophanes by D. Turner in Encyclopedia of Greece and the Hellenic Tradition,
ed. G. Speake (London 2000) 1630—1632.
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post-Classical Greek, Attic or otherwise. As we noted earlier,
however, there is something similar in the opening section of
“Four parts”: at 570.10ff. we read dpetn 8¢ mpoorpiov 10 eig v
npoketévny vrdBectv Bantewy, and at 571.23 another reference
to v LrdBeowv PBantovta. In the end, of course, it is hard to say
what to make of this.

A stronger argument could be made if one could show, for
instance, that Theodora follows the advice in “Eight parts” to
organize one’s narrative or descriptions around the six
peristatika (III 592.144F., 602.2-25). The only indication that
Theodora had any such thing in mind, however, is when she
explicitly brings up the heading of aitov at 201.2. But in
general, looking for the peristatika pattern in the Life would not
advance an argument linking Theodora and “Eight parts,” in
any event. In the first place, on the one hand, “Eight parts” is a
set of rather elementary lessons; and Theodora, by the time she
composed the Life, was certainly sophisticated enough not to
need such mechanical rules. And on the other hand, it seems
obvious that any reasonably rounded account of a saint’s life
would address the “who, what, where, when, how, and why”
topics at some level; and so finding them in play, as it were,
would prove very little, if anything.

Our speculations have, at this point, carried us well beyond
the confines of Rhetores Graeci; and we have found ourselves
rummaging in attics other than Walz’s. The results have not
been very satisfying, either. But if identifying the author and
audience of “Four parts” and “Eight parts” is not possible, after
all, at least we have been able to situate those short pieces in a
literary/rhetorical context and suggest a plausible time-frame
for their composition. Whoever composed them probably did
have a particular recipient in mind (as opposed to a fictional
“you”), someone in the early stages of rhetorical education, but
already well-versed in the works that made up the canon
looked to by Byzantine students of literature. In short, there 1s
more to them than meets the proverbial eye.
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