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The following paper explores Lucian and his writings through the lens of Byzantine educa-
tion and investigates how his works could have been used in teaching the Greek language and
literature in the Middle Byzantine period. It analyses a number of (didactic) texts which either
refer to or are based on Lucianic writings, focusing primarily on two periods — ninth/tenth
and twelfth centuries when Lucian-related activities (i.e. mostly writing texts, which were in-
spired by his works) seem to be especially widespread. Interestingly enough, there was never
much interest in Lucian’s biography and the more prevalent view was to cast Lucian as an Attic
writer, whose texts were sources of correct grammar, vocabulary and phrases. This paper also
offers a preliminary analysis of the four extant schede, that is school exercises, based on the
writings of Lucian, which are transmitted in two manuscripts (Pal. gr. 92 and Paris gr. 2556).
These schede allow a brief glimpse into the way of using Lucian’s writing in the twelfth-century
educational practices. Finally, this contribution brings the diplomatic transcription (which
includes also interlinear notes) of the hitherto unedited three schede from Pal. gr. 92. Two of
these schede are anonymous while the third one was penned by Michael Attikos, a person pos-
sibly mentioned by Anna Komnene in the Alexiad.
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To paraphrase Nigel Wilson, the response of the Byzantines to Lucian’s writings is
rather hard to gauge.! It is even harder to determine reliably how educators used his writ-
ings in Byzantium.? In an unpublished paper, Charis Messis claims that “each phase of

* This paper was written as part of research funded by the National Center for Science (NCN).
UMO2013/10/E/HS2/00170. If not stated otherwise, all translations are my own. I am indebted to the
anonymous readers for the Philologia Classica for their remarks and to Professor Elena Zheltova for her
kindness and efficacy in handling the submission.

! Wilson 1996, 177.

2 On the so-called “secondary education in Byzantium” see Efthymiadis 2005.
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Byzantine history — with turning points at the ninth to tenth, the eleventh to twelfth and,
finally, the fourteenth centuries — rediscovered Lucian in its own ways and according
to its own cultural, literary, and educational needs”> Messis is undoubtedly correct and
students of the Byzantine educational system have already remarked that Lucian’s writings
served as a didactic tool throughout the history of the Empire.* Yet the evidence is frag-
mented and scattered chronologically; most of it is indirect.

Perhaps the best example is the correspondence between Theodore Phialites and Mi-
chael Gabras in the fourteenth century. This is, in fact, doubly indirect testimony because
Phialites’ letters are lost, therefore the discussion is reconstructed on the basis of Gabras’
arguments.® Little is known about Phialites® but Gabras is known to have taught in Con-
stantinople.” While Gabras expressed a clearly anti-Lucianic attitude due to Lucian’s re-
ligious (dis)beliefs,® Phialites’ seems to have been more forgiving and, above all, more
pragmatic. Phialites apparently claimed that Lucian is worth saving because he provides
a proper linguistic model “for speaking” (163.25-27 ed. Dyck: &i §" &1t priTwp TIg A0TOG
Kal TOig XpwUEVOLG 010G T€ ¢0TL THV YA@TTAV ikaviv mapackevaletv eig to Aéyety, St
To010 &&10ig adTdV Te 0@leoBal). His statement echoes an earlier attitude towards Lucian,
that the usefulness of his works outweighed the potential religious and moral risks they
could present. Nevertheless, Phialites” claim is of a general nature, it does not inform us
how and for what purposes exactly teachers employed Lucianic writings. The principal
types of testimony that relate to Lucian’s role in the Byzantine classroom are dictionaries
and mentions in grammatical and rhetorical treatises, both of which confirm that Luci-
anic writings were used for educational purposes. A further, much rarer, type consists of
several Lucianic schede dating to the twelfth century, which provide evidence of how his
texts were used. This paper explores Lucian and his writings through the lens of Byzantine
education and investigates how his works could have been used in teaching the Greek
language and literature in the Middle Byzantine period.

The earliest extant manuscripts containing Lucian’s words seem to suggest that his
writings became part of the curriculum studiorum between the ninth and the tenth centu-
ries.” Moreover, the ninth-century work of a didactic character ascribed to George Choi-
roboskos, Epimerisms on Homer, contains a reference to Lucian. 1°

3 Messis (forthcoming).

4 See Markopoulos 2006: 88 (where he lists the dialogues of Lucian among the school texts).

5> For an in-depth discussion of these letters see Christidis 2015.

¢ See Trapp (et al.) 2001, entry 29718.

7 Constantinides 1982, 95.

8 Gabras is not the only teacher of this period who rekindles old prejudices towards Lucian. The same
sentiments can be detected in the writings of Manuel Philes and Alexios Makrembolites. It is not entirely
clear what triggered these negative responses, especially in a period when clinging to the Greek past seemed
to be one of the defining elements of Byzantine intellectual identity. However, some intellectuals may have
felt uncomfortable with Lucian’s anti-Christian ideas.

® When it comes to the manuscript evidence, apart from the famous Harley 5694 (dated to ca. 912
914), which according to some scholars may have contained all of Lucian’s works, there is also Vat. gr.
90 (tenth century), which transmits seventy-five of them; Conv. Soppr. 77 (also tenth century) contains
fifty-four of the satirist’s texts. See Marciniak 2016, 5. Perhaps further proof of Lucian’s popularity in the
tenth century is the testimony of Liutprand; see Newlin 1927. For possible Lucianic echoes in tenth century
hagiography see Angelidi 2015, 33-34.

10°E 71, ed. Dyck: anpidtnv avdmowov, dyewv 6 iepiv ékatoupnv (A 99) [...] §j &nd kAnTikig, ©¢ 1O
‘HparAéng ,Hpakhews, @ Hpdreic* (Luc. Iupp. trag. 32), énippnpa Bavpaotikov avti 1od @ tod Hadpatog:
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Wilson has argued that extensive Lucianic scholia (especially scholia composed and
gathered in the ninth century) suggest that his writings were used as a didactic tool.!!
Modern scholars frequently employ scholia in discussions of how the scholiasts, most no-
tably Arethas, conceptualized Lucian the writer.!? Yet scholia were originally used as tools
to explain ancient texts. Some elucidate historical, mythological'®* and social contexts!?,
while others contain notes designed to help readers understand the grammar and vocab-
ulary of a text.!® Therefore, regardless of the date of composition,® scholia could perform
their didactic function in subsequent periods. Closely connected to Lucianic scholia is a
lexicon, preserved in Coisl. 345 (10" century),!” originally intended to provide explana-
tions for the texts of Lucian entitled Zvvaywyn AéEewv xpnoipwyv ¢k T@v 100 Aovkiavod.!
The dictionary is heavily dependent on the scholia,'? although the content was adapted so
that it could be used without the presence of Lucian’s works. For example, the scholion on
Kynaigeiros (Demonax) reads as follows:

Kvvaiyetpov*] tovto yap Kvvaiyeipog némovBev ABnvaiog év tf) mpog ITépoag vavpaxia e
Aékel tpog ITépoov TNy Xelpa dmokoreig

“This suffered Kynaigeiros, who in the naval battle against the Persians, lost his hand because of
the Persian axe”

The compiler of the lexicon changes the text slightly so it could function on its own:
61t Kvvatyetpog ABnvaiog @dv év tf) mpog [Iépoag vavpaxia melékel mpog [Tépoov Thv
Xelpa dmokomeig (p. 321).

Entries within the lexicon are grouped according to the order of Lucian’s writings, so
the first cluster concerns the Dialogue of the Courtesans, the second the Phalaris, then the
Demonax etc. (this division is not, however, marked in the manuscript). It is tempting to
posit that this organization reflects the content of a lost manuscript, although this remains
conjecture.

A crucial difference between the scholia (and especially the scholia of Arethas) and
the lexicon is that the latter limits itself to explanations, without a trace of Arethas” harsh

to0T0 Aéyet Aovkiavog (L1) avti Bavpaotikod émpprjparog mapalapPavwv. On the text see Dickey 2007,
27-28 On Choiroboskos see Kaster 1988, 394-396.

1 Wilson 2007, 57. Edition in Rabe 1902.

12 See a recent discussion by Russo 2011.

13 Por instance a scholion on the phrase pdg tfjg Ztvyodg in DDeor 4: 10 Tfig Ztvyog B8wp Sprov @act
Bedv kal kupiwg &v Atdov elvat TodTo. 810 Kal VOV T0DTO avTdV TOV KépPepov dpkwaev (they say that the
waters of Styx are the oath of gods and that this is lawfully in Hades. On this account nowadays they make
oaths on the very Cerberus).

4 Some of scholia seem to betray a rather surprising lack of a scholiast’s confidence in readers’/
students’ sense of humour and intelligence. A scholion on DDeor. 6 defines the phrase ‘d@navteg patakpoi’
(all *are* bald) in such a way ‘oi yap vekpol tag tpixag odk £xovory’ (because the dead don't have hair).

15" A scholion on DDeor 4 explains the relatively rare verb StapéAAovta with a much more frequent
Bpadvvovta. This scholion is transmitted by Vat. gr. 90, which contains class I of the scholia.

16 The edited scholia are dated to between the fifth and tenth centuries. There remain unedited scholia
in Vindobonensis phil. gr. 123 dating from the twelfth to the fourteenth century.

17 This is a very important manuscript which transmits many lexicographical works, some of them as
a codex unicus, see Leeuw 2000. I have consulted the digital version of the manuscript.

18 First edition Bachmann 1828, 319-348; minor corrections proposed by Boudreaux 1906, 51-53.

19 On the possible relationship of the manuscript to Arethas see Lemerle 1971, 228. Some of the
scholia edited by Rabe are taken from the lexicon, see Rabe 1902, IV.
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criticism of Lucian. Among thirty-seven works that Coisl. 345 transmits, there are works
both of general character (e. g. Antiatticista, ITepi ouvtd&ews) and lexica pertaining to
individual authors (e. g. Homer, Plato). Moreover, on fol. 214-223 there is also a Biblical
dictionary entitled Aékei 17j¢ Oxtararevyov. This evidence suggests that Lucianic mate-
rial must have been regarded as important (at least linguistically), otherwise it is unlikely
that such a lexicon would have been included in the collection.?

Furthermore, Lucian is among the authors discussed by ninth-century author Pho-
tios in his Bibliotheca, though this is not necessarily proof that his writings were a core
part of curriculum studiorum at that time. Photios mentions that he read texts such as the
Phalaris, the Dialogues of the Dead, and the Dialogues of the Courtesans, and it is difficult
to imagine that he discussed commonly read and widely known works.?!

Yet perhaps there is nothing contradictory in the testimonies discussed so far. What
is observable in the ninth and the tenth centuries is a slow process of re-discovering
Lucianic texts and integrating them into Byzantine educational practices. This could
explain the compiling of material related to Lucian (scholia, lexica) in this period. These
activities allowed to use Lucian more actively in the subsequent periods. In the eleventh
century, Michael Psellos included Lucian in the short treatise On the Different Styles of
Certain Writings. He describes Lucian’s style as playful and categorizes it with romances
and the writings of Philostratos of Lemnos.?* Stratis Papaioannou has remarked that
although such playful writing is important for “the creation of one’s own style”, an as-
piring rhetor has first to indulge the “Muses” (serious writing), rather than the “Grac-
es” (entertaining discourse).?® Psellos’ treatise may be more than just his idiosyncratic
preference, especially when it comes to the “Graces”, it may also reflect the educational
practices of his times. Be that as it may, Lucian’s texts are not discussed in any pre-Psel-
lian rhetorical treatises (there exist, usually short, mentions of Lucian’s works in other
texts, e. g. in Eunapios’ Lives of the Sophists), nor are they thoroughly discussed by other
Byzantine writers. This semi-invisibility of the Syrian rhetor in theoretical discussions
is an almost constant feature (with some exceptions) throughout the history of the Byz-
antine Empire.?* However, in discussing the importance of Lucian, and the usefulness
of his style, two concepts seem to be conflated in scholarly literature: his importance as
a powerful rhetor and a master of style?® and his usefulness for studying Attic Greek.
Both Photios and Psellos emphasize the rhetorical skill in his writings: their playfulness,

20 The same manuscript preserves also the Zvvaywyn Aé€ewv xpnoipwv (the so-called Lexicum
Bachmannianum or Lexicum Bekkeri VI, eighth/ninth century), which also refers to the writings of Lucian.

2l Warren Treadgold argued that Photios included only texts that were not part of the standard
curriculum studiorum, see Treadgold 1980, 6.

22 Psellos, On the Different Styles of Certain Writings, 48: “Those who read the book of Leukippe and
that of Charikleia, and any other book of delight and charming graces such as the writings of Philostratos of
Lemnos and whatever Lucian produced in a spirit of indolent playfulness” (transl. in Barber — Papaioannou
2017, 104).

23 Barber-Papaioannou 2017: 102.

24 Psellos’ treatise was reused in the rhetorical manual from the late twelfth or thirteenth century
entitled On the Four Parts of the Perfect Speech, see Horandner 2012. According to the author: “6 tpitog
navtodandv éxet 0 kakdv” (“the third one (Lucian) has all sorts of good things”). In the early fourteenth
century, Theodore Metochites compared Lucian and Libanios. His text, however, is once again focused more
on the use of the Attic dialect than on the rhetorical subtleties, text edited in Hult 2002, 162-163.

%5 See for instance an anonymous commentary on Aristotle’s Rhetoric 1358bd, dated to the 12th
century, which most likely refers to Lucian as one of the “dewvoi pftopeg” (“powerful rhetors” ed. 10,
25-27 Rabe)
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comic effects, lightness and lucidity.?® In other words, they treat Lucian’s works as rhe-
torical models for entertaining discourse. Yet, it could be argued that the more prevalent
view was to cast Lucian as an Attic writer, whose texts were sources of correct grammar,
vocabulary and phrases.

The Komnenian period brings more substantial evidence that teachers used and
students read Lucian’s texts. Unlike earlier writers, twelfth-century literati and teachers,
such as Theodore Prodromos, Eustathios of Thessalonike, John Tzetzes, and Nikephoros
Basilakes, demonstrate direct knowledge of the Lucianic corpus. Basilakes does this in
his enkomion of the dog by referring to the passage from the Gods in Council.*” Tzetzes
mentions Praise of the Fly while discussing the paradoxical enkomion (Chil. 11. 385)? and
treats Lucianic writings as a source of encyclopaedic information.?® Gregory of Pardos,
in his Commentary on Pseudo-Hermogenes’ On the Method of Skilfulness (7.2, p.1138 ed.
Waltz), refers to the satirist while discussing the use of the diminutives (the only passage
in which the satirist makes an appearance) and remarks that “Lucian has many of this
kind” (kai 6 Aovkiavog totadta moA& éxer). This passage emphasizes the grammatical
value of Lucian’s writings and suggests how teachers could have used them. Yet, as in
previous periods, there is virtually no theoretical discussion of Lucian’s writings and little
apparent interest in his biography.>! Eustathios characterizes him as a “later Atticist” (xal
VOV 10«0 péAovTL dvakolovBwg Tfj Xprioet T@V DoTepov ATTIKIOTOV, @V €0TL Kai O
Aovklavog, Comm. ad Il. 3.880.16), while Tzetzes writes that Lucian’s parents moved from
Syria to Patras (thus arguing that Lucian and Lukios of Patras are the same author).>? But
such information is rare; it is as if Lucian’s vita was of no interest (there was no, however,
any ancient vita Luciani, which could have been re-used in the later period).

Similarly, Lucian is absent from most discussions concerned with subtler matters
than pure grammar. The few exceptions include the aformentioned Basilakes, who char-
acterized Lucian as “0 yelotaotrg, O @domaiypwv 0 kwpkds” (De cane 1). Such descrip-
tors mark the Syrian’s role as a provider of entertaining discourse, as discussed by Psellos.
The most avid imitator of Lucian, Prodromos, never commented on his style or rhetorical
prowess, apart from calling him “a sweet Syrian” (6 yA\vkvg Zipog, Against the Man with
a Long Beard, 25). Only once in the entire Prodromic corpus does there appear a remark
that could pass for a theoretical comment. In On Those Who Blaspheme Against Provi-
dence on Account of Poverty, Prodromos refers to Lucian by saying “4AA& tovtwv dpiv
aitia 1} d&yvota” and comments that only this passage, taken from the Slander, was not

26 On Photios’ description of Lucian’s style see Zappala 1990, 25-26.
Pignani (ed) 1969, 6.

28 Marciniak 2019, 43-52

2 He discusses, for instance, the name of the father of Herodotus (Chil. 1.22b.4), referring to Dom
20.6-7 (#j0n 6 xijpvE mpookdiet adtOVHpodotov AvEov AlikapvacoOev); history of Apelles being slandered
(Chil. 197) taken from Cal 5.

30 Lucian is absent from the discussion concerning dialogues but, interestingly, so is Plato. Gregory
lists Plutarch and Basil the Great (Commentary on Pseudo-Hermogenes’ On the Method of Skilfulness 7.2,
p-1347, ed. Walz).

31 Which is sharply contrasted with such an interest when it comes to other ancient writers.

32 Tgetzes, Scholia ad exegesim in Iliadem 61: “Emnel Tiveg Z0pov Sokodvteg elvat TOv pritopa todtov,
evpiokovteg 8¢ £Tépw TovTOL CLYYypappatt Ilatpéa avtov émypagpovta, Svo vouifovot TOV avtdv Kal Eva
Toyxavely Aovkiavoy, dppnoa todTto Tfj Tapolon cagnvicat ypagi). Zopot pév yap oi yoveic ioav tod
PriTopog, paAAov 8¢ kai amddoviot, kabBwg 6 adTOG PriTwp ovVYYEYpage, ept ITatpag 8¢ ék Zvpiag ENOOVTEG
kat@knoav.” For the discussion on the identity of Lukios of Patras see Finkerpearl 2007, 263-276.

S
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a lie (“rodto ye povov ovxi yevoduevos’, PG 133:1293).>* Apparently, Prodromos saw
this work as different from other fictitious Lucianic narratives, perhaps he even viewed it
as Lucian’s own manifesto. It is little wonder that the Byzantine writer, who himself was
slandered® and constantly faced competition from other teachers, interpreted this text in
a personal way.*> However, such theoretical and/or personal remarks are exceptions rather
than the rule.

In the twelfth century, Lucian is imitated*® but not commented upon. Never before,
and rarely after in the Byzantine period,*” were so many works penned which drew on the
Lucianic corpus in vocabulary, style, ideas and content.*® Despite this vogue for Lucian,
there is not a single extant manuscript from this century that contains the rhetor’s works.
This is curious because, as Wilson remarked, the twelfth century “was not an age of de-
clining book production”®® However other ancient writers are also underrepresented?’;
perhaps enough didactic manuscripts from previous centuries still circulated to meet the
needs of students and teachers. The lack of contemporaneous manuscripts could also be
incidental (although this is less probable that all such manuscripts perished). It may also
suggest that heightened twelfth-century interest in ancient works was less about these
texts themselves and more about what the literati could do with them in terms of cre-
ative recycling. Lucianic writings became, as Psellos suggested, a good model for light,
entertaining discourse. Perhaps such discourse was in greater demand in the Komnenian
period than in earlier eras.*!

Lucianic schede of the twelfth-century

Recently schede, or didactic exercises, have attracted increased scholarly attention.*?
Herbert Hunger’s preliminary definition, which describes them as school exercises appro-
priate for teaching children important lessons, such as grammar, is today too general.*

3 Cal 1: “Aewov ye 1y yvota kal TOADV kak@v avBpamoig aitia” (“a terrible thing is ignorance,
which is the source of endless human calamities”).

3 See Prodromos, Carm. hist. 49.

35 A twelfth-century dialogue ascribed to Niketas Eugenianos, Anacharsis or Ananias, offers perhaps
the most extensive description of Lucian’s style: “Who would furnish me with the Syrian’s tongue, honey-
sweet, fond of jeering and more pleasant than honey from the Attic mountain Hymettus. This language,
while refuting some Hellenic nonsense, poured down great sarcasm and showered like hail the storm of
jokes. And through this language I would have put to writing neither myths nor nonsense but true stories”,
see Christidis 1984, 752-756.

36 Marciniak 2016, 217-219.

37 Mazaris’ Journey to Hades, which draws on the idea of the Lucianic katabaseis, mentions Lucius
or the Ass (39.14-15): “The younger Alousianos (straight from the house of Patrokles, who never washed),
belongs to the inner circle, with Loukios “or the ass” (transl. in Mazaris’ Journey to Hades 1975, 39.14-15).

38 Marciniak 2016, 217-2.

% Wilson 2007, 57.

40 There are almost no extant manuscripts containing ancient plays dating to the twelfth century (e. g.
with the exception of Plut. 31.10, which however is dated to the period after the Komnenian revival). I am
indebted to Lorenzo Maria Ciolfi for bringing this phenomenon to my attention.

41 A revival of novels in the Komenian period might be yet another proof of the interest in the
entertaining discourse.

42 Hunger 1978,1125; ODBIII 1849 (“a system of educational exercises introduced probably ca. 1000”);
Browning 1976, 21-34; Gallavotti 1983,12-35; Vassis 1993-94, 1-19; Polemis 1995, 277-302; Polemis 1997,
252-263; Miller 2003, 9-20; Agapitos 2014, 1-22; Agapitos 2015, 11-24.

43 Hunger 1978, II 25: “Seit der mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, und zwar seit dem frithen 11. Jh., verstand
man unter 0xéd06 im technischen Sinne offenbar ein umfangmassig begrenztes Lehrstiick, das in Prosa oder
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While schede were often based on the lexical puzzles dvtiototxa (“sound correspondenc-
es”),* there exist texts which defy easy definitions. Schedography is in fact an open genre,
which can be modified and adapted according to the needs of a given author. Lucianic
schede are a case in point.

The twelfth century brings several Lucianic schede, four of them will be analysed
here.*® Three were handed down in Vat. Pal. gr. 92:4

1) Michael Attikos’ paraphrase of Lucian’s Cataplus [f. 188r, 1. 5] Tod kvpod MuixanA
t00 Attikod BifAog Aovkiavod (A)

2) Anonymous: a paraphrase of a passage from Lucian (AvaPiodvteg fj ahiedg 6)
[fols. 225v-226r] (S)

3) Anonymous: a paraphrase of a passage from Lucian (Avafiodvteg fj aAtedg 4-5)
[fol. 2261-v]. (S5)

The fourth one, of which only fragments remain, was transmitted by Paris gr. 2556.%

4) Anonymous: a paraphrase of Lucian’s Dialogue of the Dead 13 [fol. 79]. (Ss)

Only one schedos is attributable, and we know little about its author. He might have
been the Attikos mentioned by Anna Komnene in a long passage on the art of schedogra-
phy in the Alexiad.*® This schedos, based on chapter 18 of the Voyage to the Lower World, is
a short dialogue between Charon, Mikyllos and Klotho (none of the names is mentioned
in the manuscript, which is common).# The text is changed both on the level of grammar
and vocabulary,® e. g.:

A: o0 yap Sikatdv éoti ENDelv
Cat 18: oV Bépig oVtw oe S1eNBeiv (the word B¢pug from the original is replaced with a less sophis-
ticated Sixaiov).

This is perhaps the most typical example of a schedos, as it contains examples of antis-
toicha such as: T60” &yn =n®¢ &yn; €l vaf, w = iva einw, which makes it more complicated
than the other three. Similarly, antistoicha can be found in the text preserved in Paris gr.
2556, where they are easier to decipher (tnv et=T1wi). Again, the grammatical and lexical
changes are substantial.’! However, since this schedos is preserved only fragmentarily, it is
difficult to say anything decisive about its exact composition.

in Versen — in einer fiir kindliche Gemiiter berechneten Methode verschiedenes Wissenwertes, vor allem
aus der Grammatik, vermitteln sollte”

44 Agapitos 2014: 5: “The pupils had to decode such a puzzle and to rewrite it correctly. The puzzles
were based on avtiototya (“sound correspondences”); these could be similarly sounding verbal or nominal
forms, or they could be wrongly written words or phrases.”

45 There are two more Lucianic schede transmitted in the manuscript Marc. XI. 31: DDeor 3 (incipit:
OV pépopev OV MAeioTwy TAovTWY d&todvta) and DDeor 4 (incipit:’Q KépPepe, 101 pot Aékov). Konstantinos
Manafis has surmised that these schede were penned by Basil Pediadites, see Manafis 1976-1977, 311. See
also Messis (forthcoming). Unfortunately, I was unable to consult this manuscript.

46 Description of the codex in Stevenson 1895: 46. The origins of the manuscript are disputed but most
likely it comes from Southern Italy Armesano 2008: 78. On the schedographic collection and its dating see
Vassis 2002, 39.

47 Polemis 1995, 277-302, esp. 279.

48 Reinsch — Kambyllis (eds) 2001, 485, 15.7.9; Agapitos 2013, 94, no. 25.

4 T have consulted the manuscript in situ.

50" Cat 18: Neletyopar = A: mepiheAeivopad.

5L L : Mn) yeldow ovdv, @ ANéEavdpe, 0p@v kal év GSov &1L oe pwpaivovta = S3: 5 00 yeldow odv @
ANéEavSpe, op@v dTL kai évAdov £t oot pwpiat giot.
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In contrast, schede Sy and S, are less complicated. Antistoichic elements are rare®? and
sometimes introduced in a way that suggests the correct answer. For instance:

S2: kal 6 oty@v 0vToG Kai woel dn@v ITuvBayodpag
Pisc 4: xal 6 owwndv 00tog TTubaydpag kal Aloyévng

The verb owwn@v from the original is replaced by its synonym, oty®@v. However, imme-
diately following is the formulation ®ogl 6n@v, which should be corrected to 6 owwn@v.>
In other words, the solution is suggested in the text itself. Some of the changes in S; and
S, are minor and represent possible grammatical variations (S,: oot Adyovg instead of cov
Aoyouvg) or clarify the meaning of a phrase (S,: pdAAov 8¢ guldattete Ta Papn, the sche-
dographer added ta Bépn). Yet some alterations are surprising, as they transform simple
formulations into complex ones. For instance the simple Lucianic form Anpeig has been
changed to Afpwv &xn (S,), while AaBwv has been replaced with the more complicated
napetAn@we (S;). At times a schedographer has added words, which possibly were meant
to clarify the meaning of the text:

Sy kai 6 IThatwv § yw eiogtt
Pisc 4: kol 0 TINGtwv €yo

The word eioéri is additionally explained by the interlinear note as cOv Tovtoig (“with
them”). This particular passage, where Platon enumerates various philosophers ridiculed
by Lucian/Parrhesiades, is especially interesting because it demonstrates that a schedogra-
pher could alter his source text quite considerably.

Ss: TTuBayopag xnpw oog i eBeyyopevog: kai Atoyévng kal dmavteg 6TOoOVE OKWTITEWY (?), Kai
SaPaAAewy kai Stacvpety fjBeheg £v TOIG AOYOLG HLHODUEVOG.

Pisc 4: 6 owwndv odtog ITuBayopag ITuvbBaydpag kai Aloyévng kal dmavteg 6TOc0VG SIEGLPEG €V
TO1G AOyOLG.

The original phrase “kai dravteg 6mdoovg Siéovpeg €v Toig Adyolg” was replaced with
a much more elaborated “kai dnavteg 6MO00VG oKWMTELY, Kal StaPfdAlewy kal Stacvpely
fj0eeg €v Toig Adyorg ppovpevog” This change seems to be, however, more than a sim-
ple addition of the synonyms (oxwmnrety, StapdAlewv). This passage reinforces the typical
Byzantine image of Lucian as the author whose specialty was mockery. Moreover, the
addition “év toig Aoyolg pupovpevos” (“imitating in the writings”) is a clear expansion
of Lucian’s original thought as it suggests that Lucian not only mocked but also imitated
the philosophical writings. This addition may be read as a clarification of the passage as
students might not be acquainted with the entire dialogue in which Lucian/Parrhesiades
is confronted with philosophers, who, having heard about the Sale of Lives, accuse him of
hatred towards both them and philosophy.>* Yet, it would be tempting to assume that the
schedographer’s intention was also to teach about Lucian and his writings. It is not com-
pletely clear why certain passages were chosen as the schedographic exercises but perhaps

52 S1: gnA® = ¢¢” fAov.

53 The interlinear note, however, seems to refer to the word 6n@v as it adds the word T@v wv@v.

54 Interestingly enough, Lucian’s Sale of Lives was successfully imitated in the twelfth-century by
Theodore Prodromos.
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some were attractive didactically not only because of the grammar and vocabulary but
also in terms of their content.

All schede are accompanied by interlinear notes, which generally define a word by pro-
viding a synonym, e. g. S;: loa explained by émiong memovlwg=mnabdv; Ss: aydyn=eépn.
Sometimes, however, they offer an explanation meant to clarify the meaning of a phrase (e. g.
S1: eloéTt explained by xai obv TovTOlG). Whether or not these notes and explanations come
from a schedographer, from a later reader or from both is unclear; all cases are possible.

The four schede discussed here vary considerably. For example, A and S; are more diffi-
cult to read and understand and require an excellent grasp of the language. The differences
in complexity may suggest that they were meant for students at various linguistic stages. In
case of the more difficult schede, students were supposed to correct mistakes. The situation
might be different with regard to less complex exercises. The antistoicha are simpler and
less advanced students might have been required to explain changes made by a teacher at
grammar and lexical levels (e. g. to parse the more complex words introduced by a teacher).

A sample of four pieces is too small to support a broad conclusion, which would
require a thorough analysis of the entire schedographical corpus. However, unlike schede
based on ancient novels,* these only teach grammar, vocabulary and, perhaps, ways to
manipulate (that is to change) style. Whether this demonstrates that Lucian texts were
primarily used as a form of prose composition manuals remains unclear (although this is
a very tempting conclusion).

Conclusion

The schede analysed in this paper prove that Lucian had his place in the Byzantine
educational system. And yet, perhaps the most intriguing aspect of teaching Lucian in
the Middle Byzantine period is the marked contrast between his absence from rhetori-
cal treatises and his popularity as a literary (or perhaps more precisely: stylistic) model.
He suffered Aristophanes’ fate in reverse. Aristophanes was, in the twelfth-century, com-
mented upon by John Tzetzes; Gregory of Pardos, in Commentary on Pseudo-Hermogenes’
On the Method of Skilfulness, uses examples from his plays to exemplify “comic style”; and
Eustathios’ commentaries contain numerous allusions to his plays. It is also telling that
Prodromos, in the Bion Prasis, makes Aristophanes a model of offensive/satirical speak-
ing.>® Yet no single work exists (or has survived) modelled on Aristophanes” writings to
the same extent as the Prodromic satires were modelled on Lucian’s texts (even though
there are texts, which draw on Aristophanic vocabulary and imagery). Perhaps this can
be explained by the fact that Lucian’s dialogues and orations were more easily imitated
than Aristophanic plays for a society in which drama did not exist. Not to mention that
they might have been also more useful. It is tempting to conclude that, because of his
anti-Christian views, it was safer to use Lucian as a literary and language model than to
analyse him and his writings in the same way as other pagan authors.’” Such a hypothesis
remains, however, difficult to prove.

55 These schede have recently been analysed by Nilsson-Zagklas 2017, 1120-1148.

56 Marciniak 2013, 219-239.

57 1t is noteworthy that one of the very few attempts at a more thorough analysis of the rhetor’s works
was Alexios Makrembolites’ fourteenth-century allegorical interpretation of Lucian’s Lucius or the Ass,
which sought to establish this text’s hidden Christian dimension, see Roilos 2005, 136.
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APPENDIX

Diplomatic transcriptions from: Pal. gr. 92. In the apparatus, except for the additions and corrections,
the possible solutions for the antistoichic riddles were offered. The first version of the transcription
was prepared by Lorenzo Maria Ciolfi.*®

Michael Attikos’ paraphrase of Lucian’s Cataplus 18

[f. 188, 1. 5] Tod kvpod MixanA tod Artikod PifAog Aovkiavod +

[1] [L 6] (Xdpwv)- ¥ Z0 ugv 6 i mpav T@V dpwy 00To¢ gépwvy EEnptnuévny 160’ &yns? oti®’ &p’
G AMav pwpog pot Sokelg: T0 mopOueiov BAov vevekpwpevwv®® d¢ kai oot Silov kai néot y* Eped 1@
kaBopav- mepipetvov adTod [KpOV TL dkaipw omovdi] dnota&dpevog: i’ ¢¢° €w M StamopBpedoopat
TPOONKOVTWG el katalafovtec® thv adprov.

[5] (MikvAAog)-*7 Adikels W Ay vekp@v dmnpypévov @ Xdpwv el vaf, tw, dilov kal TodT0 ¢
TARBeL TOV évtavBol apovt@v® vexdwy- duélel dvepaipwv’® éni Tod PadapdvOvog kai Tibeig émi
peoov 10 Tapdv Eyknua mAelot oo’ StaPaldv edAGYwG: 0’72 dpunbeis”? katd cod- Tovdi Lov &v
pEpeL dkpowpévou Kai 0o AAN” ofpot T@V kak@v’# héovaty oi SI7° uiy dnwbnoavtes’® wg otkev émt
Noyopdv Thv fueTépav mapdkAnoty- kai ot TodT @l povog [10] avtog Aeheiyopat 6tov § évodv
[?], vékug v SAT elg TO éml vijxeoBa”” xat’ avtodg oy aiphoopal xdpty adTov’s: ob yap Sei [ &vi
[2] pot Ti émoxeTikOV TOD TOLOVTOV TOAUUATOG, (] TWG TO TTAELY AMEMOVY Te Yevijoopat Tefvemd Kai
dmomviyfoopal Bupdv TOV oiKelov EKTETVEVKQG TIpd TAHG o1jpepov- AAAWG Te, 0088 T@ SAwv, Exwv’ Mg
dnopog dv Tig ouAoYeP kataPalely, & TopOyeia TOV OPOAGVY-

[15] (KAwBw)-8! Mixvle $peivov pundap@g todto Spdong ob yap Sikauov ot éNBeiv [f. 188v]
¢v0ade oltw og Amp@¢ TOV TAdOV TebetkoTa +

Suprascripts: 5 éwlwv] xBeov@v 6 aveaipwv] kai émaipwv

58 T am very grateful for Mr. Ciolfi’s kind help and effort. All subsequent alterations are my own as
well as all mistakes, which might have resulted from such changes. The following diplomatic transcription is
provided in order to give the reader a better understanding of the material discussed in the paper.

5 — scripsi.

60 «3” placed in ekthesis, executed and decorated in blue ink.

ol obtws.

2 ng dyn;

6 Nevekpwpévov.

z yses (as parenthetical element).

MGG fortasse.

% katahaPovrag fortasse.

7 — scripsi.

8 {va elnow.

¢ Tlapovtwy.

70 dveepwy ante cort. : Avagipwy.

71 Goouun ante corr.

72 g0\Oywg o%.

73 edAOYwG: 00 ante corr.

TV Kak®V!

75 oidi.

76 Hriobnoavtes.

77 gmvrxeoBal.

78 adt@v.

79 1€ 008 TO EAoV Exwv.

80" guAoyi.

8L scripsi.

82 cod. MrkvAAe
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)

ANONYMOUS, Paraphrase from Lucian’s Avafio0vtes j &Aieds ($§ 6)

[f. 225v,1. 19]

[1] [TT]oo’ ¢y® Opag | mote BPpwa- 6 @rlocogiav Bavudlwy Statetéhex’ del kol DPAG adTOLG
brepenauv@v kai adtov eidet Tdv Adywv dv kataleloinat’ épnAdvs® adtd yodv o enut tadTa; tobev
dANoBev i map’ VU@V Tape\neg Kai dravBioduevog ob petd vwbpeiag ioa pelioon wg cogdg [f.
226r] ¢mdeikvopal Toig AvBpwnolg: oi 8¢, Enavodot kal yvwpilovorv ékdoTov

[5] T0 &vBog 80ev avareldpevog kal apd tod 1@ Ait* ¢vwpailopar kol dvalefdpevov pév (nhodowy
¢UE TQ TOLOVTY AOYW- TO § dAN0Eg DUAG Kai TOV Aetp@va TOV DUETEPOV

ol toladta ¢EnvOika® v alola kai T4 Pagag molveldii 0@Odpa- Eoty 00V O tabta MenovOwg nap’
VUOV KakdG dv émxetpron évimv- kai Aowdopiav mpooeveykeiv eveyEtag avpaotv- &vd dv So6&av
Edwkev elval T1¢ oTiger &vOpwTwV- EKTOG €l ui| katd Odpvpy €l fj Ebputov popov® Bpotov [10]
Y VoLV OG Taic Movoaig avtddety map’” @v eidigel v @Ov- 1§ T@ Ao wvt épidaivery évavtia
BaAAwv Tij To&wV, kol Tadta Sotiip’ vl TaoeL TG Toikig: +

SuprAsCIPTS: 1 [T]oo’] kai oD OBpikal kai BBpioa 2 €idel] Tf Oewpia pnA@v] xai mpod kapedv? 3 loa]
éniong 5 mapd] tivog T@] kai &v TovTw 6 VUAG] {nAodawy 7 oi] oitveg aiola] kai mowkila memovOwg] kai
nab@v 8 evimnv] kai [ExmAny 9 86€av] xai vonow otiget] kai @ wAnOet 11 épidaiverv] kai rloveikelv

(S2)

ANONYMOUS, Paraphrase from Lucian’s Avafiotvteg fj ahiedg (§ 4-5)

[f. 226r, 1. 13]

[1] [A]twva pév fudg eipyacat Setvd GeavTOV €pWTA O KAKLOTE: Kai TOVG KAAOLG €keivovg cot AGyovg
v oig ol kol &g @thocogiav & avtnv fuds OPpilec: €9’ oig dyavakthoavteg odv Spopw, TPOG o0&
aveAn\vBeipev, ouyxwpnBévteg mpog ONiyov Tt 0&el, Aidwvel - Xpvoumnog ovtoot kal Enikovpog: kai
O TThatwv § ym eioétt kal AploToTéAng €keivog- Kai O otydv o0Tog kol woel Ond@v ITuBaydpag xrpw
{oog pn @Beyyopevoe: kai Aloyévng kai dmavteg 6mdoovg okdtnv®, kai Stafdiew kai Staovpey
fj0eheg év Tolg AOYOLG pipodpevog.

-8 Avémvevoa- 00 yap pe el yvan 6 fpetépog oVANOYog Omoiog Tepl DUAG Eyevouny Kavel iTapdg:
hote anoppiyate Tov AMbBwv [f. 226v] padlov 8¢ guldttete Ta Pdpn:- xprioacde yap avToig katd TOV
&iov.

[10] -*° Afpwv Exn oe 8¢ xpry onuepov dmodwAévar kai idn ye Mdivov €00 xiT@va kak@v Evey’ Soa
£opyag.

=91 Kad pnv @ dptotot 6v éxpiv ¢ andvtwy aivwv fyeioBou &€lov oikelov te DUIv dvta kal ebvy elvat
Bélovta kai edyvwpovodvTa, ioov; €0 {oTe dmoktevodvTeg fjv éue dmokteivte TooadTa DITEP DUV
01KOTa, OpATE YOOV LUF) AXAPLOTOL PALVOEVOL KATA TOVG VOV PLAOGOQOVG adTO

[15] otfjte Kai &yvwHoves, uivL, Te gilot Tpog dvdpa evepyétny +

8 ¢’ filwv.

84 Al

8 gEnvonxka.

8 uwpov.

87 Or mpookap@v?

88 Fxwmnrewv. Yet, according to the interlinear note, the anonymous reader/author seemed not to
understand the word as the infinitive form of the verb. Both words sound the same, however, only the
infinitive is grammatically correct. The interlinear explanation might suggest that whoever added it, did
not pay much attention to the entire text but rather was preoccupied with explaining particular words and

phrases.
89

90
91

— scripsi.
— scripsi.
— Scripsi.
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Suprascripts: 1 elpyaca] eipydow 2 ai] @ed 3 0et] kai Tayel Aidwvei] kai Adn

Xpoournog] drapxov obToot] ki 00Tog eioéTl] Kol oLV TOvTOLG Kat] Ko 4 OMAOV] Kl TOV PWVAY
xnpw] xai éotepnuévw 5 1oog] dpotog 5 oxwntnv] kai AoiSopov ei] éav yvan] vorjon kavel] kai kOyet
7 itap®g] mdg 10 Anpwv] kai hvapldv og] kai dmtn (2) Adivov] xai AiBvov €oco] xai év8éBvoo
gvex] kai xdpwv 8oa] kai omodoa 11 €opyag] kai Enpalag 12 6v] kai dvriva expiv] xai Empenev ebvo]
kol gpovipw 13 toov] xai dpotov fote] kai yviwokete fv] kai €av 14 iSikoTta] kekomakota (?) 15 uivi]
Kol T} 0pYQ
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