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Epistolary Styles of Pseudo-Libanios (PL), a late antique manual on epistolary art, were well
known to the Byzantines. The task of this article is to show that PL and its later versions were
used in Byzantium as school textbooks, and to characterize their function and place in the
curriculum of éykvkAtog matdeia. The research is concentrated on the Late Byzantine period
(13h-15% cc.). The following texts are analyzed: PL in the original version (PL1); Epistolarium
Vaticanum, an anonymous version, known in two manuscripts of the 15% ¢, (EV); Characteres
epistolici XL, a collection of forty model letters, widespread during the Late Byzantine and Ot-
toman period (Ch40). PL1 was used probably within the grammar course or as a transitional
link to the course of rhetoric. This is evidenced by its manuscript tradition. EV was used at
the early stage of ¢ykvkAiog maudeia, making part of the grammar course. This is clear from
its content — model letters are overtly didactic in nature. The use of EV in school is also
evidenced by glosses in the manuscripts. Ch40 was studied at a later stage of the educational
process — as a part of the course of rhetoric. Scholia in manuscripts show that the text was
analyzed with regard to the methods of rhetorical argumentation. The terminology of scholia
originates in the treatise On invention, possibly written by Hermogenes of Tarsus.

Keywords: Epistolography, epistolary theory, rhetorical theory, grammar, educational system,
school manuals, Pseudo-Libanios, Characteres epistolici, manuscript tradition.

Was epistolography a school discipline in Byzantium? This question is not an easy
one. None of the sources, either official or narrative, explicitly states that the skill of writing
letters was in any way trained in school. However, this does not mean a negative answer. In
general, little is known about the program of Byzantine schools. We dispose of many sourc-
es (letters, memoirs, lives of saints and other different texts) in which the school education
of the Byzantines is described in detail, but almost no normative texts have been preserved
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in which the school curriculum would be systematically presented. Therefore, despite the
abundance of research literature on the Byzantine education system, many questions con-
cerning it still remain unanswered.! One of them is the question of epistolography as a
school discipline. However, despite the lack of direct evidence, it can be assumed that writ-
ing letters were taught in school — we can even conjecture what textbooks were used for
this purpose. In the present paper we'll try to demonstrate that primarily Pseudo-Libanios’
Epistolary styles and numerous later versions of this treatise surely served as manuals at
different stages of the school curriculum. It should be noted that by the term “school cur-
riculum” we mean here, first of all, éyk0OxAiog maideia, consisting of three main elements:
grammar, rhetoric and dialectics (as a rule, in this order); the subjects of the quadrivium
were also studied, but the evidence about them in the sources is sporadic. Egkyklios paideia
can be considered as the Byzantine secondary school, attended by children of approximate-
ly 12 to 16 years of age (Koukoules 1948, 119-121).

“Epistolary styles” (¢motoAipaiol xapaktiipeg, or Characteres epistolici) of Pseudo-Li-
banios/Pseudo-Proklos (further abbrev. PL) is a letter-writing manual, written probably
in the 5™ c.2 It includes theoretical introduction and samples of letters related to 41 letter
types. Widespread in Byzantium, the treatise was numerously copied, commented on, new
manuals were created on its base (Chernoglazov 2017). While the treatise itself (in its two
original versions) has been well studied, subsequent versions have not been investigated
at all, some of them remaining unpublished until today. Among other problems concern-
ing these texts, there remains the question of their functions and use in Byzantium. We
will offer an answer to this problem, considering these texts as textbooks for children and
collections of school exercises of different levels of complexity. The main attention will
be paid to the late Byzantine period — most of our conclusions are based on the study of
the manuscript tradition, whereas most of the manuscripts we are interested in are dated
back to the 14 — 16t cc., reflecting the use of the treatise during the Late Byzantine and
Early Ottoman periods. We will concentrate on three versions of PL, the use of which as
educational materials is the most obvious:

1. PL in its original form (further PL1), presented in two main variants — the so
called ‘Libanios” and ‘Proklos’ versions.

2. Anonymous later, presumably Late Byzantine version of PL (Epistolarium
Vaticanum, further AV), where the introduction and definitions of letters partly
go back to PL1, whereas sample letters are entirely independent of it. The text,
preserved in two manuscripts of the 15 c., has not been published, but its general
description is given in Chernoglazov 2017a.

3. Anonymous collection of 40 sample letters (Characteres epistolici XL, further
Ch40), a treatise including examples of 40 types of letters, the list of which almost
completely corresponds to PL1. The letters themselves, though going back to the
PL1-samples, far exceed them in volume. Ch40, written in the 13th ¢ and preserved
in more than 20 manuscripts, has not yet been published in its complete form. Its
critical edition is being prepared by the author of the article.

I See Koukoules 1948, 35-137; Lemerle 1971; Kazhdan 1985; Constantinides 1982; Kaldellis, Sinios-
soglou 2017, 63-78 and review of this survey: Chernoglazov et al. 2018, 4-6.

2 Ed.: Weichert 1910; Foerster, Richtsteig 1927. English transl. with introduction: Malherbe 1988. Lit.:
Sykoutris 1928-1929; Zilliacus 1949, 48-51; Griinbart 2005, 43-46.
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Pseudo-Libanios’ “Epistolary styles” (PL1)

PL1 in both its versions were probably used in the learning process. We are led to this
conclusion by the context in which this treatise appears systematically in manuscripts. It’s
easy to notice that PL1 is often accompanied by treatises that were undoubtedly used as
school textbooks.?

For example, in Laur. Plut. 57. 34 (15 c.) PL1 is followed by a collection of school
manuals on grammar and rhetoric, both ancient and Byzantine: the anonymous treatise
On Syntax, Maximos Planudes’ Dialogue on Grammar, Pseudo-Herodianus’ On Breath-
ings, George Choiroboskos’ On Accents, anonymous treatises on dialects and on rhetorical
figures, a collection of proverbs. In addition to grammatical and rhetorical treatises, the
manuscript contains textbooks on arithmetic, music, geometry and astronomy (Bandini
1961, 387-394). Thus, it is obvious that the manuscript accumulates manuals on almost
all subjects of the school curriculum (only dialectics is missing from the trivium), and the
fact that PL1 is included in this series suggests that letter writing was one of the disciplines
studied.

A similar context can be also found in many other manuscripts. In Palat. gr.
358 (15 c.) PL1 follows a series of grammar manuals, including Manuel Moschopou-
los’ and Thomas Magistros’ Ecloga vocum atticarum, George Lakapenos’ The Grammar,
anonymous treatises on nouns and verbs and on eight parts of speech; immediately after
PL1 an anonymous introduction to Aphthonios’ Progymnasmata is copied (Stevenson
1885, 208-210). Thus, PL is placed as a transitional link between grammatical and rhetor-
ical textbooks. As we are going to see later, it probably corresponds to its position in the
educational process. Berol. gr. 308 (16 c.) is a collection of educational literature. E. g.,
it contains mythographic treatises (Cornutus’ Compendium of Greek Theology and Palai-
phatos’ On Incredible Tales), an anonymous treatise on prosody and George Choiroboskos’
On poetic figures (Studemund, Cohn 1890, 169-170). In Vatop. 527 (15 c.) PL1 precedes
an anonymous treatise on grammar. The manuscript also contains various texts of edu-
cational content, mostly manuals on grammar: Manuel Moschopoulos’ The Grammar,
Pseudo-Herodian’s treatise Ilepi fluaptnuévwv Aéécwv, etc. (Edotpatiadng, Apkddiog 1924,
108). Laur. Conv. Suppr. 20 (a. 1341) contains different school manuals on grammar
and rhetoric: George Choiroboskos’ On poetical figures, Maximos Planoudes’ On Syntax,
Dialogue on Grammar. PL1 adjoins Michael Psellos’ educational poem on the iambic me-
ter (Rostagno, Festa 1893, 138-139). Treatises on grammar and rhetoric can also be found
in Paris. gr. 2562 (14/15 c.): Maximos Planoudes” On transitive and intransitive verbs,
Dialogue on grammar, On syntax, John Glykas’ On syntax of the correct speech, Thomas
Magistros’ Ecloga vocum atticarum. PL1 continues the collection of Planoudes’ manuals
(Omont 1886-1888, 3:6).

A series of similar examples could be easy continued: we also dispose of other man-
uscripts, where PL1 is copied in the context of school manuals, mostly on grammar and
rhetoric: Paris. gr. 2881 (Omont 18861888, 3:54), Ambr. Q5 sup. (Martini, Bassi
1978, 661-662), Darm. 2773 (Voltz, Cronert 1897), Paris. gr. 1630 (Omont 1886-
1888, 2:109-112) etc. But let us turn to another question and analyze how PL1 could be
used in the curriculum. Its samples of various letter types are certainly too brief and sim-
ple to serve as models of real letters, but they could function as a starting point for rhetor-

3 About Byzantine school manuals on grammar and rhetoric see: Hunger 1978, 1: 75-91, 2:10-54.
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ical development. Perhaps this school practice is reflected in a later edition of PL (further
PL2),* which arose, presumably, in the 9th __ 10t ¢.. and contains more extensive samples
to all 41 and some other types. In some cases, which are especially interesting for us now,
PL2 contains two new samples of the same type, a shorter and longer one — these texts
represent different degrees of development of the original. Let us analyze how the sample
of the “letter of complaint” (oxetAtaoTikr) €moToAr)) is reworked in the following model
letters of PL2.

PL1, ep. 20 (Weichert 1910, 27. 13-28. 2):

Ei moppw tuyxdvwv €ym Tob kakodaipovog AtokAéovg Aiav dyBopat, kabd kak®dg oe
navtayod yig SwatiBetal, moAd ye pallov ov TG eig 0¢ Aowdopiag xapv deleg apvvaocdad.
KaAOV yap £0TL Todg movnpovg peilooty dv adikovot meptBAAAev Kakoig Kai TaG TOANAG
¢rotopiCetv Avapiag.

“If even being far from the evil Diocles, I am much grieved to hear the bad rumours he
spreads about you all over the world, how much more would you have to punish [him] for blas-
phemy against you. For it is right to repay bad people more evil for the injustice that they commit,
and to prevent the stupid rumours”

PL2, ep. 65 (Weichert 1910, 43. 7-14):

"Eptdt xpdpevog 6 okwmTIkOG Aiwv Tf) TPocoboT| oot dyxivoig ov mavetat Talg TuxovoaLg
Mowdopialg oe xpaivety- dg muvOavopevog ol pikp®dg omapdttopat émi Tf Tod avfadovg Todpwpévn
Mowdopiq. ovkodv StavdotnOt kai TOV AwPntijpa pellovwg Tod EykAHaTog Qipwooy, 6ws adTog
eV Kal Toi¢ TuXoDoL pdbot Yépag dmovépety, prj OTL ye Toig kpeittoot Kai aideoipwTtépotg, dAlot
8¢ maudevBeiev unde toig xBapalwtépolg avtipépecdar

“Harbouring enmity [towards you] because of your intelligence, the mocking Dion does not
stop insulting you with whatever bad words he finds. When I hear it, I am greatly distressed by
the blasphemy which this insolent dares to utter. Therefore, rise up and muzzle the rascal, repay-
ing him with more [evil] for [his] crime, so that he himself could learn to respect even common
people, not to mention the superior and more venerable, and others could learn not to harm even
the lower ones”

PL2, ep. 108 (Weichert 1910, 63. 8-21):

Tov Bupov kai {fjov 1o Belov Tfj TOV dvBpwnwv £véBnke @vaeL, tva TovToLG olovel pdoTiéL
TASEVTIKATG KAT& Katpov xpital katd T@v d&iwv madeiag kol katadikng. kai b Toivov ovk
Wdpeleg TooodTOV dvaoxéobal Tod oTwpdAoL Aiwvog TAVTH 08 CKOTTOVTOG Kai SlacVpovTog,
dAAd mopwdet (MAw Sikaiwg dpovacBal. €y pévtol kai moppwbev muvBavopevos oeoddpa
omapdtTopatl Kal OSuvdpal ur| @épwy TV €ig o0& <HTO> Tod avBddovg Tolpwuévny Aowopiav.
0vKkoDV StavaotnOt viv kai Tov AwPntipa kai pAvapov duuvat kai Tadoov TAG katnyopiag kal
npépa kabéleobat taidevoov kal Toig kpeitTooy aid® Kal yépag dnovépev Sidagov. kahov yap
TOUG TOLOVTOVG ow@poviCety kai peiloov @v ddtkodot meptBdAiey Tipwpiong, 6mwe kol dAAot
@oPnBeiev T0ig aideotpwtéporg | dvtipépeadar.

“The Divinity put anger and zeal in the human nature, so that it might use them opportune-
ly as a punishing scourge towards those deserving chastisement and condemnation. So, instead
of being so patient when the gossiping Dion mocks and defames you everywhere, you should
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4 Ed. Weichert 1910, 37-66. Lit.: Chernoglazov 2017.
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punish him fairly with ardent zeal. Though hearing of it from afar, I am very distressed and sad,
because I cannot bear the blasphemy which this insolent dares to utter. Therefore rise up now,
punish the scoundrel and slanderer, stop [his] accusations, teach him to behave quietly and to
treat the superior with respect and veneration. For it is right to chasten such people, repaying
them with more evil for the injustices that they commit, so that others might be afraid to harm
even the lower ones”

It is easy to see that ep. 65 is an extended version of ep. 20, and ep. 108 is the result
of the extension of ep. 65. The means of this amplification are not only epithets and peri-
phrastic constructions, but also additional arguments, which here prompt the addressee
to punish his opponent. It can be assumed that precisely in this way PL1 was reworked
at the Byzantine school: the task of the students might have been to expand them, which
meant finding suitable additional arguments that justify the given thesis, and applying
the entire arsenal of rhetorical means. Selected results of this school practice may have
become a part of PL2, and by comparing three similar texts, we can trace the process
of development of the original short sample. Such tasks could be performed at an early
stage of the rhetorical course — perhaps as a prelude to studying more complex rhetorical
progymnasmata, where the students were trained not in the epistolary style, which was
regarded as relatively simple, but in epideictic rhetoric, which required a higher level of
skill and knowledge.

However, the samples were used not only as a starting point for rhetorical exercis-
es, but also as material for purely grammatical analysis. It is evidenced by Paris. gr.
1760 (15 c., Omont 1886 — 1888, 2: 136), where the text of the PL1 samples is pre-
served with mostly grammatical scholia, accompanying some of the samples.’ E.g., the
following comments are given to the “denying letter”:

StaPolr) i) katnyopia, 1. Stafolel, Gvopa dpoevikOv £l SOTIKOV TV EVIKDV.

“Sraolry is katnyopia, 1. Stafolel is a masculine noun in the dative singular”

More detailed scholia are added to the “contemptuous letter” (PL, ep.):

péyag étvpoloyeitar amod tod pn €v yij lotacbal Noda kai dapxw kavovicov. Ew @ TO
VIApYw. Kal TO DTOTAKTIKOV €AV @, £av N)¢. Kal émektdoet Tig Ba cuAAapPic, oba.

“uéyag originates from ur) ¢v yij {otacBat. Conjugate foBa and dndpxw. éw @ 1O aPXW.
The subjunctive is: ¢av @, éav f¢. By lengthening the syllable Oa [we get] fjo0a.”

Here the comments explain the meaning, origin or grammatical characteristics of
some words found in the samples. The same sort of information is given, as a rule, in
Byzantine textbooks on grammar, such as the grammatical erotapokriseis of Manuel Mo-
schopulos, which explain the meaning and etymology nouns and adjectives used as exam-
ples of declension.® However, some of the notes accompanying PL1 are no longer relevant
to the commented text, especially a lot of scattered notes at the end of the treatise, which
occupy a whole page of the manuscript. So the letter writing manual grows into a collec-
tion of notes similar in content to schoolbooks on grammar.

5 Some of these scholia are published in the apparatus of V. Weichert’s edition.
6 E. g. Moschopulus 1540, 24.4-5, 27.3-5, 32.11-14 etc.
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Epistolarium Vaticanum (EV)

This treatise is even more obviously focused on the school course than its original
PL1. This is clearly shown by both the content of the manual and its manuscript tradition.

Firstly, the very beginning of EV provides us with valuable information concerning
its place in the educational process. The first sentence of the treatise runs as follows:

“For someone who got some knowledge of the logoi and learns the rules of the syntax of
the parts of speech, it is proper to exercise also in the movements of his own mind and learn to
compose oral speeches. However, the most desirable, really necessary and respectable matter is
the art of letter writing”

Learning the “syntax of parts of speech” was included in the grammar course, after
which, within the framework of the Byzantine ¢ykvxAiog maudeia, rhetoric was studied,
which implied exactly “exercises of one’s own mind,” that is, composing short educational
speeches, the so called progymnasmata (Hunger 1978, 1:92-120). It can be assumed that
this textbook, as well as its prototype PL1, was studied at the final stage of the grammar
course, as a transitional link to the rhetoric.

Secondly, the samples, being overtly didactic in tone, were obviously addressed to
young people or even schoolchildren. As an example we can cite the model of the “letter
of censure”:

“It seems to me that you are not one of the good children, you, silly boy, but one of the most
unreasonable. You should not have been so curious and try to learn something that is beyond
your capacities. Henceforth do not behave like this and inquire into these things. Otherwise it
would be better for you to perish.”

In other letters the author similarly instructs the addressee in virtue, urging, first
of all, to obedience and diligence in learning: the “advising letter” teaches to be sincere,
modest and “obey the superior [people]”; the “teaching letter” warns against sleeping too
long and eating too much, which “causes a storm in the head”, and prompts to prefer “ver-
bal ambrosia” in order “not to appear barren before the Muses”; the “encouraging letter”
convinces to learn all the more diligently for all the difficulties such study may entail; the
“declaring letter” claims that virtue and education (Adyot) far surpass all other virtues,
such as strength, beauty or wealth.

Thirdly, many words in both manuscripts of EV (especially in the theoretical part) are
provided with synonyms, which are written above them. Let us cite a number of examples
from the first sentence of the treatise. In the following pairs of words, the first is contained
in the text, and the second is placed above as a synonym: pueb¢&et — petoxi; yevopevog —
vmnpéag ovvtd€ewv — ovvBéoewv; pepdv — Tunudtwv; yopvaleoBar — €0ilecBay;
KIVpaTa — OpUAG TTPOPOPLKOV — O0pyavikov; Stdovalr — mapéxetv; idtaitata — idiwg;
gnépaotov — €mBLUNTOV; dvaykaiov — xpnotpov; émidofov — €vdofov; émoToddv —
ypappatwv; xpipa — mpdypa. These comments indicate that the text was also the subject
of some lexical analysis. The search for synonyms was a common school exercise in the
framework of the grammar course (Koukoules 1948, 109).

Fourthly, the use of EV in the school curriculum is also evidenced by its context in
Vat. gr. 1405: EV is included in the vast body of manuals on rhetoric (1-110), including
The art of rhetoric of Dionysius of Halicarnassus and On poetical figures of George Choiro-
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boskos. Also the manuscript contains some grammar manuals, including Theodore Gaz-
es’ Introduction to grammar.”

Characteres epistolici XL (Ch40)

Like the two manuals discussed above, this collection of model letters was proba-
bly used at school. Its functions and place in the educational program are demonstrated,
first of all, by the scholia accompanying the text in most manuscripts: all the letters are
analyzed with the methods of rhetorical argumentation, in each of them various kinds
of epicheiremes, ergasiai and enthymemes are indicated. The terminology of these com-
ments obviously goes back to the treatise On invention, which the Byzantine tradition
ascribed to Hermogenes of Tarsos.

It should be reminded that the treatise On invention, one of the four components of
the Hermogenian Art of rhetoric, discusses in detail the theory of argumentation (Hermog.
Inv. 3), which is significantly different from Aristotle’s and other theories (Kennedy 1983,
86-96). When we introduce a “heading” (xe@dalatov), we should search for epicheiremes
to support it. Epicheiremes are drawn from the circumstances (&no Tfig meploTdoews),
which are divided into “person, act, manner, cause, place and time”. Accordingly, six kinds
of epicheiremes are distinguished: “from person”, “from act”, “from manner” etc. But
epicheireme also needs to be supported, wherefore we use an ergasia (¢pyaocia ‘working
out). Six kinds of ergasiai are distinguished: “from example” (4no mapadeiypatog), “from
comparison” (&mo mapaPoliig), “from the greater” (amo peiCovog), “from the lesser” (&mo
Hikpotépov), “from the equal” (4no ioov) and “from the opposite” (&nd évavtiov). But
the process of argumentation doesn’t end here — we need an enthymeme to support the
ergasia. Enthymeme is formed as a syncrisis (... oxfua ovykpttikov), being drawn from
the same circumstances as an epicheirema, i.e. “from person’, “from act” etc. Enthymeme
can be followed by an additional enthymeme, or epenthymeme (¢mevO0Opunpa).

All the terms mentioned above are presented in Cp40. Manuscripts show the impor-
tance of these remarks: if in some codices they are placed in the margins, in others they are
included in the text or even turn into the subheadings of the letters” separate parts. Speak-
ing about the meaning of these terms, we should note one important point: the authors of
the scholia understand the enthymeme somewhat more broadly than (Pseudo-)Hermo-
genes, but rather in the way this term is interpreted in some late Byzantine textbooks and
treatises — for example, in John Tzetzes’ Chiliads (Leone 1968, 11. 279, 289) and in the
Synopsis of rhetoric, wrongly ascribed to George Gemistos Pletho (Walz 1834, 558. 1-3,
582. 2-4). According to these texts, the enthymeme is not just an additional argument,
reinforcing ergasia and having the form of a syncrisis, but a conclusion (ovpumnépacpa)
summarizing the preceding argument.®

A concrete example, the model of “blaming letter” (pepntikr) émotoAr), will demon-
strate, how every letter is divided into different kinds of epicheiremes, ergasiai and en-
thymemes.

7 The description of this codex is available only in the manuscript catalogue: G. Amati. Inventarium
codicum Vaticanorum Graecorum 993-2160 (Sala Cons. Mss. 323). Vaticano, 1800-1819.

8 This understanding of the enthymeme goes back to the late antique tradition, presented firstly by the
so called Anonymus Seguerianus, see Patillon 2005 (text, translation and introduction).
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“Epicheireme from act. I heard that you repaid badly to those who favored you: instead
of thanking them properly, you not only showed ingratitude, but also repeatedly offended them
and caused them the most bitter grief that was able to reach the heart. When I found out that you
acted in such an inappropriate way, I of course condemned you, I felt loathing for your wicked-
ness and complained that you fell into madness and moved away from the right opinion. Ergasia
from the lesser. And how could I not feel it, when even somebody who offended a common man
is considered worthy of condemnation both by law and by the opinion of good people? How
much more worthy of dishonour is one who dared to offend, or at least upset, his friends and
benefactors! Enthymeme. Know that you have acted wrongly, for you not only brought condem-
nation on yourself, but set an evil example of offending and injuring the benefactors to many
other people who will be born after you. Because of this, the Divinity will also turn against you,
for you chose to be the hateful and loathsome initiator of evil deeds”

So, sample letters are analyzed with regard to the methods of rhetorical argumenta-
tion, and the basis of this analysis is the (Pseudo-)Hermogenian argumentation theory in
a slightly modified form (with respect to the concept of enthymeme) — the same system
that was studied in detail at the Byzantine school. Corpus hermogenianum is well known
as alpha and omega of the Byzantine rhetorical theory and rhetorical education (Hunger
1978, 2:76-88; Romano 2007), and it is tempting to suggest that Ch40 was used as an
appendix to the treatise On invention or to its later synopses, and the sample letters exem-
plified the methods of argumentation presented in them. This hypothesis is confirmed by
the manuscript tradition of Ch40: in two manuscripts’ the manual was copied as a direct
continuation of the Pseudo-Plepho’s Synopsis of rhetoric, immediately after the table of
argumentation methods. In two other codices'® Ch40 is provided with an introduction
which briefly sums up the same theory and explains the terminology. In any case, the
relationship between On invention and Ch40 can be traced quite clearly.

It should also be noted that in other manuscripts the treatise is regularly surrounded
by textbooks on grammar and rhetoric. E.g. Athous Iviron 147 contains the following
textbooks on grammar immediately preceding Ch40: anonymous Questions on syntax,
exegesis on The grammar of Manuel Moschopoulos, ITepi ma@av 1@v Aééewv under the
name of Tryphon, Gregorios Pardos’ On syntax of the speech, and others (Aapmnpog 1900:
33 — 34). In another manuscript, Athous Laurae Q76 (18 c.) PL3 constitutes a part of
a collection, which includes grammatical treatises and other educational texts, e.g.: Max-
imos Planoudes” On verbs, On the syntax of verbs, an alphabetic list of intransitive verbs,
etc (Evotpatiddng 1925, 343 — 344).

Finally, in Petropolitanus RAIK 179 (fol. 86r), the treatise has an introduction
that directly testifies to its educational function:

“Epistolary style is rich and variegated, and therefore who wishes to acquire this commend-
able skill must learn to master this art and experience. So, if you, children, spend efforts on
learning letter writing, you will get this desired grace and will be praised and honoured by all”

In the title, preserved in the published version (partly also contained in Athous
Batopedi 216), it is stated that the manual will be useful “for the training of beginners”
(gig yopvaoty T@v apxapiwv), whatever the term dpydptot means. However, it can be as-

® Marcianus Cl. VIII. 12 (Mioni 1960, 138), Panormitanus 2Qq A 76 (Mioni 1965,273-275).
10 Athous Batopedi 216, fol. 260r (Evotpatiadng, Apkadiog 1924, 47), Petropolitanus RAIK
179, fol. 87r-v (Lebedeva 1973, 135)
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sumed that Ch40 was studied in school at a somewhat later stage than EV or PL1. Firstly,
as an appendix to the treatise On invention it presupposed knowing its terminology, and
therefore the study of these texts on the threshold of the rhetorical course would hardly be
productive. Secondly, unlike EV, the content of Ch40 does not remind of school instruc-
tions, but is as close as possible to “adult” epistolary situations of real life: many of them
belong to the genre of the “petition letter” (8entwkn émotoAn), whose author, stricken by
poverty and pursued by enemies, seeks protection from a powerful nobleman. Ch40 is
not only a collection of abstract rhetorical exercises, but also a well of etiquette motifs and
clichés, useful for writing a real letter (Chernoglazov 2018).

It is well known that in Medieval Western Europe there existed a well-developed epis-
tolary theory, the so-called ars dictaminis. Numerous treatises on this discipline, com-
piled since the 11t till the 14™ c., are certain to have been used as school manuals (Hart-
mann 2013). In Byzantine literature and educational system, it is difficult to find anything
comparable with ars dictaminis in terms of scope and influence. However, as we tried to
show above, the art of writing letters was probably a part of the school curriculum. If ars
dictaminis was a purely medieval discipline invented in the 11" and 12 cc., and its man-
uals were an innovative literary phenomenon, the “conservative” Byzantium preferred
textbooks that went back to antiquity; that's why the Epistolary Styles of Pseudo-Libanius
and their later upgraded versions were regularly studied. These texts were used at different
stages of the éyxvkhiog matdeia — during the process of studying grammar and rheto-
ric. At the same time, samples of letters served as material for grammatical and lexical
analysis (PL1 and EV) and as examples of different methods of rhetorical argumentation
(Ch40). The use of PL in schools was probably the reason for its widespread popularity
and extensive manuscript tradition. Beginning from the 15" c. PL became well known in
Western Europe, where it immediately gained authority — we know its numerous Latin
translations of the 151-17% centuries, both published and unedited.!! The treatise, adopt-
ed from the Byzantines, evidently influenced the Latin epistolary theory, but the scale of
this influence remains a task for a separate study.
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AHTHYHAA SNNCTONAPHAA TEOPYA B BU3AHTUIICKOI IIKOJIe:
y4ue6Huk IlceBpo-/Inb6aHus u ero No3gHel e BepCUU

Omumpuii Anexcanoposuy Yeproznasos

Cankr-IleTep6yprckinit rocyapCTBeHHbIT YHUBEPCUTET,
Poccwmitckas Penepanns, 199034, Cankr-Iletepbypr, YauBepcurerckas Hab., 7-9;
d.chernoglazov@spbu.ru

«dnucronspuble ctun» IlceBpo-/Inbanus (cokp. PL), no3gHeaHTHYHOE TI0COOME TI0 A1N-
CTOJLSIPHOMY MCKYCCTBY, OBUIM XOPOIIIO M3BECTHBI BU3AHTUIII[AM. TeKCT MHOTOKPATHO KOIIM-
poBacsa, KOMMEHTVPOBAJICA ¥ IOTIONHANCSA, Ha €T0 OCHOBE CO3/JaBa/iCh HOBBIE TPAKTATHI.
3ajavya HacToAIIEN CTaTbU — IIO0Ka3aThb, YTO PL 1 ero mosgHesiime Bepcum UCIIONb30BaTNUCh
B BusaHTuu Kak MIKONbHbIE yIeOHMKM, OXapaKTepU30BaTh UX PYHKIVIO U MECTO B y4eOHO
mporpamme £ykVkAlog naudeia. VccmenoBaHye IPOBOANTCS B paMKaX IIO3JHEBI3aHTUIICKOTO
nepuopa (XIII-XV BB.). AHaMM3MPYIOTCA CIeAyoLe TeKCThl: PL B M3HaYa/IbHOI Bepcyum
(PL1), Epistolarium Vaticanum — aHOHMMHas Bepcusi, U3BECTHAs B IBYX pyKomucsx XV B.
(EV), Characteres epistolici XL — cobpanne 13 40 06pa31ioBbIX MUCEM, PACIPOCTPAHEHHOE
B [I03J/He- 1 TOCTBU3aHTMIiicKyIo anoxy (Ch40). PL1 ucnonbsosacs, BUAMMO, B paMKax Kyp-
ca rpaMMaTUKy WIM KaK IIepPeXoffHoe 3BeHO K Kypcy putopuku. O6 3TOM CBUAETENIbCTBYET
€ro PyKOIMCHAs TPajyIyad — TPAKTaT 3a4acTyI0 KOIMMPOBAJICSA BMECTE CO IIKOTbHBIMMU I10-
coOuAMM IO TpaMMarTHKe, PUTOPUKe, a TAKXKe M C ApYroil yuebHoit mreparypoit. Coxpa-
Humach Bepcns PL1 ¢ rpaMMaTn4ecKuMy KOMMEHTapUAMI — CBUJIETETBCTBO TOTO, YTO OH
CITY>KUJI MaTepuaoM JiIs TPaMMaTU4ecKoro aHammsa. EV ncnonb3oBanca Ha paHHeM Tare
¢ykOKALog maudeio, B paMKax Kypca rpaMMaTHKi. OTO SBCTBYET U3 €r0 COfepXKaHus — 06-
pasLoBbIe MIICbMa HOCST CYIy60 AUAAaKTIYeCKIIl XapaKTep 1 afpecoBaHbl feTsaM. Ha 1kosb-
Hoe ynoTpe6enne EV ykaspiBaoT 1 rmoccsl B pykonucsax. Ch40 usydarcs Ha 60oee osgHert
CTafuy y4eOHOro mpolecca — B paMKaX Kypca puTopuky. CXommu B PyKOINUCAX HOKa3bl-
BAIOT, YTO TeKCT AHA/M3VMPOBAJICA C TOUKY 3PEHNA IPNEeMOB PUTOPUUIECKO apIryMeHTaLINN.
TepMuHOMOTMA CXOMMEB BOCXOAUT K TpakTary «O HaXOXK[EeHUW», IPUHAJIeXAIIEeMY, BO3-
MO>XHO, epmoreny Tapcuiickomy. BepositHo, Ch40 cy>xui npuno>keHneM K TpakTary 1 ero
MIO3JHEIINM CYHOIICHCAM.

Kniouesvie cnosa: smucronorpadus, sIUCTO/APHAA TeOPUsA, PUTOPUIECKas TeOpUs, TeOPU
apryMeHTanum, rpaMMaTiKa, CucreMa o6pa3oBaHus, MKoabHbIe yueOuukn, [IceBno-JInba-
nuit, Characteres epistolici, pykommcnas Tpaguuns, £ykOkAiog moudeia.
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