THE LITERARY CRITICISM OF PHOTIUS

A CHRISTIAN DEFINITION OF STYLE*

The Bibliotheca of Photius contains reviews of two hundred
and seventy nine Greek authors ranging from the fifth pre-Chri-
stian century to his own day. It is inevitable, given the unbroken
tradtion of Byzantine letters from antiquity, that his desire to
appraise the works included in the Ribliotheca should be satisfied
by the use ot terms derived from the rhetorical scholarship of the
past. As with other Byzantine critics, the terminology of Her-
mogenes and, to a lesser extent, Dionysius of Halicarnassus and
Demetrius, is evident in his pages. However, although some of
the formulas are identical, the inspiration has certainly changed.
It is refreshing to notice that Photius has recaptured in his cri-
tical analyses that aesthetic appreciation of literature which had
been stifled by the dry air of rhetorical excesses and is little in
evidence directly after the last of the great critics of antiquity,
Cassius Longinus, only to re-emerge now in the ninth century
in the works of the patriarch of Constantinople. The forle of the
3rd century Neo-Platonist was, as Clirist-Schmid-Stihlin sug-
gests!, to have combined philosophy, philology, and rhetoric in
support of a literary criticism which, though hardly of the calibre of

* The works of Photius are cited from the following editions: Am-
philochta, Migne, Patrologia Graeca 101, cols. 1 - 1189, 1277 - 1296; Bibliotheca,
ed. I. Bekker, 2 vols. in 1, Berlin 1824 - 25 (by page number, column a
or b on the page, and line number); Epistolae, Migne, Patrologia Graeca
102, cols. 585 - 1024; Lexicon, ed. S.A. Naber, 2 vols., Leiden 1864; Homilies
from Pwtlov ‘Opiiiar, ed. B. Laourdas, Thessalonica 195Y; the Photian
catenae from the edition of K. Staab, Paulus Kommentare aus der grie-
chischen Kirche, Miinster 1933, pp. 470-652. Some additional letters not
included in Migne have been edited by A. Papadopoulos- Kerameus,
Epistolae, St. Petersburg 1896. For the remaining works specific reference
to the edition used is given in the notes.

1 Geschichte der griechischen Literatur vol. VIL 2.2, Miinchen
1924, p. 891.
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the treatise On the Sublime wrongly but suggestively ! assigned to
him, and despite the all too frequent evidence of rhetorical pedantry
and blind allegiance to the grammatical rule-book ?, manages to
reveal a fine sense ot literary appreciation and feeling for style
which is not met again until the time of Photius, It is, moreover,
appropriate that Longinus should be not simply a rhetorician
but a man of general learning and a member of the last great
intellectual movement of pagan antiquity, Neo-Platonism; so too
Photius, recognized for his universal knowledge and known to
the literary historian specifically for the large expression he gives
to his rhetorical interests, is part, if not the embodiment, of
another intellectual movenient, the first extended revival of letters
in the Eastern Empire, proceeding now under Chiristian auspices
and supported by Christian thought and a Christian outlook.
When we consider also that the history of rhetoric reaches a mile-
stone in the works of the 2nd century rhetorician from Tarsus,
Hermogenes, whose concepts were henceforth to exercise an over-
whelming influence upon literary criticism, and who epitomizes
the victory of ““external®” over “‘internal® criticismi and the total
emphasis on formal virtuosity over disciplined inspiration, Lon-
ginus takes on an added significance both in being eclectic as
regards the standards which he would have applied to literature?,
borrowing from Caecilius, Dionysius, and Hermogenes, and in
standing as a corrective to the over-specialization of professional
interests by coming to literary studies from a wider vantage point
of general learning and not from within the closed circle of ex-
clusively rhetorical training *, The phenomenon of Longinus left
no seed. T'he reason may lie partly in the spread of Christianity
to its commanding position in the fourth century and its assign-

1 Op. cit., p. 890.

2 See G. Kaibel, Cassius Longinus und die Schrift Hep! °Ydoug,
Hermes 34 (1899) 107 - 132; especially 107-111.

8 See Christ - Schmid - Stdhlin, op. cit,, p. 891,

4 That Aristotle’s theory in the Rhetoric and the Poetics borrows
from his ethical philosophy is well known. Similarly, the spiritual basis
of the doctrines in the treatise On the Sublime has been pointed out by,
among others, F.R.B. Godolphin, Basic Critical Doctrine of Longinus,
Transactions of the American Philological Association 68 (1937) 172 -183.
It would be interesting to determine what, if anything, Cassius Longi-
nus’ rhetorical animadversions owe to his Neo-Platonic direction.
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ment of many of the best scholars of the age to working out its
theological problems, leaving them little time and less interest to
attend to the particularized disciplines of antiquity. Concern was
centered now on the creation of a new culture rather than on the
definition of the established glory of the past, Only when the new
Christian culture had been formed in all its particulars—and the
consciousness of this completeness appears in the ninth century
—in other words, not before the Christian Fathers had themselves
come to be regarded as classics (Photius, for example, is the first
to attempt a philological criticism upon the works of John Chry-
sostom in an effort to establish a chronology of his works and
to distinguish the genuine from the spurious)’; only then could
a Christian scholarship come into being 2. It isa scholarship which
necessarily borrows many of its methods and much of its termi-
nology from the tradition of Greek letters, but which at the same
time subordinates them to the changed outlook and cultural
disciplines of a new society. Photius® remarks on style can there-
fore be studied from two points of view by way of defining his
attitude and fixing its historical position: first the stylistic
theory, or the underlying presuppositions conditioning his general
approach to stylistic questions, and second, the individual tools
of stylistic definition inherited from Hellenistic times. We shall
try to see which the patriarch uses, which he casts aside as
unsuitable to his new purposes, and which he adjusts to his changed
requirements. In both instances Photius displays a vigorous orig-
inality and injects into the ossified rhetorical tradition a welcome

v See J. C. Baur, S. Jean Chrysostome et ses Oeuvres dans 1’His-
toire Litteraire, Louvain 1907, p 24. See p. 167 infra.

2 Photius does not and can not write a Jspi "Prrogixfjs, as Antis-
thenes in the fourth century does a flepi Aé&sws 7] nsgi yapaxtigwy, because
he does not allow himself, or rather the intellectual climate of the age
does not allow him, the distance which such an operation requires. What
he does rather in the Bibliotheca and elsewhere is to present not a de-
finition of style but an attitude toward style arrived at as part of a larger
premise and integrated into a broader cultural pattern. Indeed, the cen-
tury of Photius, with its truly great creations in art and theology, bears
more resemblance to the vigorous ferment of the fifth than to the more
quiet and reflective mood of the fourth century B.C. At the same time,
Photius is unlike the fifth through being part of a revival of learning
and necessarily inheriting the media of presenting and judging it which
had accrued through the centuries.
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freshness distilled from the new spirit of ninth century Byzantine
Christianity.

In a now famous article Wilhelm Schmid had occasion in
1894 to review the history of rhetoric up to late antiquity. He
distinguished therein two streams of thought running through
the whole and emerging now one, now the other, as each was
called for by the circumstances of a particular age'. Both develop
in the fourth century B. C.?, with certain traces in the fifth in
the person of Gorgias. One issues from Isocrates and his school
and is featured by the absolutistic approach to literature, which
admits only one ideal of literary style, essentially the kind of prose
Isocrates himself writes and the individual characteristics of which
within his work, that is to say, the /déa¢, &'dy, or rgénot, form the
object of study for his students and followers. It is this conception
of exclusiveness, of a single goal or standard, which eventually
gives rise to the so-called Atticistic movement, interpreted by
Schmid as basically an attempt at the establishment of an ideal
of rhetorical virtuosity. The question, to whom of the classical
writers of Attic prose to assign the palm of Atticism (Grrexiouds),
was finally resolved in favor not of Isocrates but, for reasons
whichh do not concern us here, of Demosthenes®. Hence the im-
portance of Hermogenes, the famous rhetorician from Tarsus of
the time of Hadrian, who gives a clear and final* definition of
the {déae of prose literature explaining them out of Demosthenes,
the prose writer par excellence, and whose definitions and cate-
gories, commented upon by so many alter him, were intimately
known and widely used by a good number, among them Photius,
of Byzantine men of letters.

The other approach to literary criticism was relative. While
not, of course, dispensing with a regard for the universally appli-
cable rules of writing or of writing well, the opponents of the
Isocratic school laid stress on the principle of what we might call

! Zur antiken Stillehre aus Anlass von Proklos’ Chrestomathie,
Rheinisches Museum 49 (1894) 131 - 161; see especially pp. 152 ff.

2 Ibid., p. I55.

8 Ibid., p. 157.

4 Only Lachares, of the end of the fifth century, who commented
upon Dionysius of Halicarnassus, and perhaps ILachares’ students, are
said not to have been influenced by his theories. See Christ - Schmid -
Stéhlin, op. cit., pp. 1101,2.
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quot homines, tot genera dicendi, and considered more closely the
influence of personality upon style. Thus the yardstick in their
case was not /déa but, appropriately, yagaxifjo . However, under
such a wild variety, as Schmid points out?, no single stylistic
theory could be formed. This became possible only when the
innumerable varieties of human personality were reduced, appar-
ently first by Antisthenes in his [legi Aéfews 7) gl yapaxtiowy,
to a limited number of simple psychological types. Henceforth,
one of these two attitudes, idéa or yagaxrijg, predominates: the
excessive particularization of style is corrected by recalling the
Isocratic principle and vice versa® until the emergence of the
Atticistic and Second Sophistic movement ends the fluctuation
and decides out of inner necessity for Isocrates, whose doctrine is
henceforth to prevail, supported by the pontifical dogmatism of
Hermogenes and challenged but once, and then with only mod-
erate success, by the eclecticism of Cassius Longinus.

If now we turn to Photius, we become aware of a further
development in the history of stylistic theory, signalized by the
use of both yagaxtjo and of the Hermogenic {déa*. This co-ex-
istence of principles which late antiquity had with such finality
dissociated is a distinguishing feature of Photius’ work. But

1 If 184a = *“*quality” of style, gapaxsio may perhaps be best rendered
as*type”. See [Cicero] Ad Herennium, tr. A. Caplan, Loeb Classical Libra-
ry, Cambridge, Massachusetts 1954, p. 252, note b.

3 Op. cit, p. 1566.

8 TIbid.,, p. 158. )

4 The word gagaxzfe in Photius in the meaning of **style” has many
equivalents. I reproduce here the list given by R. Henry, Proclus et le
Vocabulaire technique de Photius, Revue Belge de Philologie et d’His-
toire 13 (1934} 620, n. 1, rearranging it to indicate the order of frequency,
omitting the wrongly inserted ovvéasia, and adding énayysdia and i8éa:
podots, Aé&is, gapaxtip, idéa, tonos, founvsia, Adyos, dmayysdia, dmayysiia.

anayyslia is rare: 333a2b5 and PG 101, 597D, but not 492b6 where, the
discussion of the Attic orators, codices 259 - 268, owing much to another
source, either Pseudo-Plutarch’s Blot 1@v 3éxa pyiépmy or Caecilius of Cale
Acte (see K. Ziegler, RE-PW, vol. 20. 1, col. T16, s. v. Photius, for discus-
sion and bibliography), the word means *recitation”, possibly through
the influence of Photius’ source or in recognition of the oral quality of
the work involved.

§ounvsia is common in Demetrius, though not as a synonym to zaga-
xo : cf. Eloc. 30 Roberts: nmepl t@v xapaxiiewy i feunveiag as “types
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of style”. Note the phrase, 116b9: 14 tfig dpnnvelag sllog.

énayysila only once in Photius, 162a16: Eys: 3¢ xatd tiv émayysAilav
0 oapdg.

idyo¢ in this meaning 12a24, 20b8 and 78bil.

ovvénsia should be struck from Henry’s list for it means not “style”
but “connection of words” (cf. PG 101, 69C: od y&p dv &Ahw¢ &roipsrepov 4
@y prpdtwv cuvénsta 8AsvBepodoav HméABoe Pfigov Tod prZév pdyecBar, el pA..),
which is also its meaning in Dionysius of Halicarnassus De Comp. Verb.
28 (179) Usener - Radermacher. Indeed, the only other passage which con-
tains the word is in cod. 83 on Dionysius, 15al7, 16 xopdév t6d Adyov— v
dnl 16 tpayltspov pénovoay Bspanelst cuvénsiav, where, since dyos—=""speech®,
ovvéneca must be subordinate to it in the meaning of “word connection™.
1n this codex Photius uses Dionysius’ own vocabulary—exingds, for exam-
ple, is rare in Photius, occuring only here, 656al4, and PG 101, 5884, but
is peculiar to Dionysius {see J. C. T. Ernesti, Lexicon Technologiae Grae-
corum Rlietoricae, Leipzig 1795, s. v.) — under a principle which we see
operating also in the Proclus cod. 239 (see R. Henry, op. cit., pp. 622 ff.
and p. 168 note 4 infra) of using to a certain extent the terminology of
the author under review. The word ovvéasia in the Dionysius codex must
therefore be inspired by the passage in De Comp. Verb. 23 (179). The
reading there of ovvéasia against the ovvéysia of some MSS is thus confirmed.

idéa occurs often in Photius, usually in the plural, to signify the
Hermogenic categories of style. It is not less frequent, however, in the
singular use as synonymous with zopaxtje and the terms just treated,
in the general meaning of “style” (121b19, 164al5, et al), for which there
is ample precedent (see Liddell & Scott, 9th ed., s.v., Sect. 4).

Although gedoic and 2é&i¢ are the far more common terms in Pho-
tius, T have chosen jyagaxije as representative because it best fits the
historical circumstances and signifies most clearly what Photius under-
stands by style. The bewildering variety of phrases containing combi-
nations of these terms in diverse relationships attests to the fact that
Photius does not carefully distinguish the words, but uses them in a
multitude of affinities in which now one now another predominates, and
which seemiugly betray a more general and essential synonymity, the
transgressions being usually in deference to the concepts of Hermoge-
nes, as for example in the Damascius codex (see 126a41 quoted infra),
which contains Photius’ most complete stylistic analysis. I append a few
examnples: 3ba6: xdypntat ppdost cagel— aAri 1@ péop T@v Adywv Xapaxtijpt
Xelpwv; 66ad: xéyprtar— td ocuvifst tod Adyou yapaxtipt; 99al6: tolg tov
xapaxtijpa pstaysipifopdvors tiig totading Bdag; 166h33: napaiiayy 2éxg nal
Xapaxtijpog lopa; 12a21: guiditer 3¢ xiv tobtoig tdv olxe!wv Adywmv Tdv
xepontiipa wal 16 13lopa—4 3¢ Adyog adtd nsnovnpdvog nal sig i3rdfovony i28ay
éubebraopdvog; 116b9 Eote 3¢ 1o tfig épnnveiag adtd sldog xatd v (Bdlovaay
adtol tdv Adywv 13éav; 117a37: ) 3¢ t@v Adywv adtod 138a— 7| e y&p cuvlfiun—
nal 7 AdEig—nal & vodg 3¢ tdv ypagopdvwy; 119b40: 4 8¢ gpdoig—1fig dpsiodg
gotly 138ug, o002 tf AdEst mpdg Ty iBéav GAAotprovpdvy — xal o) xaf’ Bv eldog
oiyusitat & Adyog; 126a4l (on Damascius): tiv péviot @gdotv 8 avip xatd ye
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whereas he applies the Hermogenic definitions' and uses them
as a practical means of arriving at his general characterizations,
the whole approach to his authors is based not on Hermogenes
but on the system of emphasis on personality seen in the use of
the word yagaxiijg. The yagaxtijo concept is once more applied so

14 mAetotov adtod tdv Adfswv—Exet 38 T xal t®vV EAdwv iZedv, Scat yapanty-
pilovtat Aéfeci—ual al tpomixal 37 Stapoppodol adtod todg Adyoug—aAAd oot
@v t® mreloty pépst tdv Aéfswyv, alxdte xal tf Ay Tob Adyov oixovapiq toredrog
wafsotnxev—yxplatg dv &AAwg & Adyog slvat Suvapevog—iBv tetvévimyv Ty gpad-
awv xal Broyxobvimy Adfedv te xal tdvV &AAwv pep®dv t¥jg totabryg loylog — thyv
towabtny idotpomiav—tadta piv xplotg ¢ slnsiv &nAdg ye Adyov, tod 3¢ flov
yYpdgoviog taXa dv sl xal &tepa mAslova.

I have not seen a work which, from its title, would seem useful to
the present discussion: G. Bdhlig, Untersuchungen zum rhetorischen
Sprachgebrauch der Byzantinen, Berlin 1956.

1 The seven idéa: are all found, with varying frequency : sagpvyveta,
aElwpa Adyou xal péyslog, émipéheta xal xdArag, Yopydtng, Mbog, aAv@eta, and
Zewvétng. “Aiqdsia in the Hermogenic sense occurs only in cod. 159 on
Isocrates (102b11) and cod. 160 on Choricius (102b26). Its virtual exclu-
sion is no doubt due to the fact that Photius time and again uses the
word to define religious truth. His Christian feeling may have been
offended to see the great principle of religious significance reduced to
the status of a rhetorical tool (so too B. Wyss, Photios iiber den Stil
des Paulus, Museum Helveticum 21 [1952], 224). The two passages where
it appears were probably written at the same time and are heavily Her-
mogenic. On dsivdrns see B, Wyss, op. cit., p. 224.

There are, however, many other terms of style which serve Pho-
tius’ descriptive needs, many of them original with him (see G. Hartmann,
Photios® Literardsthetik, Diss. Leipzig 1929, pp. 29 ff; E. Orih, Die Stil-
kritik des Photios, Leipzig 1929, p. 56). More exclusive allegiance to the
terminology of Hermogenes is evident in the use of the speech divisions
which underlie the creation of the idéa: (Bvvora, AdErg, oxfjpa, pédodog, cuv-
64y, dvinavsig) (see Hermogenes Depl ’I3e@v 222.19 ff Rabe), and which
appear as standards of measurement even where the i{déa: themselves are
little in evidence. Attention is given also to the division between moAi-
tindg and mavyyvpindg Adyog, according to which Hermogenes groups cer-
tain classical authors: 98b11 (on St. Basil): Aéfet moAtnixf xal mavnyvpixd
Bewvdg — eig TO MOALTInGY T wal mavnyLpurdv pMTope yevéoBar ; 154a4, 116a39
(both on Basil); 165b36 (on Dio Chrysostom); 102b12 (on Isocrates): pé-
ysbog 3¢ ad1f Boov elg 16v moArtixdy Bvappdlst Adyov; 490a21 mpdrog ‘loatog
oxnpatifsy fpEato—anl 10 moAtTixdv THv Bidvotay S—nal AnpocBévng—Epipn-
cato (Demosthenes being Hermogenes® prime example of the Adyog moAi-
wndg as of every other virtue of speech); PG 102, 861B: ol tod HNAidtwvog
Adyor 100 moAiTinod Abyov msgvxact yvhpoveg; PG 101, 257D : mavnyvpixég (of
Gregory of Nazianzus).
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as to make the number of possibilities of stylistic expression equal
to the number of practitioners of the art of writing, as we shall
presently see. If one inquires into the reasons for this new develop-
ment, one has first to take into account the more material con-
sideration that Photius is gifted with a large literary appetite
developed, of course, by his teachers, by the milieu of the revival
of letters in which he lives, and not least through his own capa-
cities, The effort to satisfy such a craving leads inevitably to a
broadening of one’s mental horizon directly proportionate to the
volume of knowledge acquired. This enlargement of experience
by assiduous study and learned intercourse explains in part why
lie rejects the narrow absolutism and enervating peremptoriness
in literary criticism associated with both the Hermogenic outlook
and its opposite as it had come to be defined “‘typologically” in
time, and the assumption of new values based on an apprehension
of individual personality. If such be the more external aspect of
the case, the underlying cause of this new literary orientation
must be sought from a deeper source.

There can be no doubt that, as in all areas of intellectual
expression, so too stylistic definition stands affected in its larger
meaning by the one force which, absent to the pagan commen-
tators, forms the basis of mediaeval culture and impresses itself
upon the whole life and thought of the Middle Ages. It is a
truism that the new religion of Jesus, supported by its Hebraic
connections, refined the idea of personality and came to stress
the distinctive qualities of each particular individual in reference
to the Deity. Such being the case, it is understandable that a
theory of style in a Christian setting, while necessarily following
the general patterns of approach suggested by ancient practice,
should, in its Cristian definition, take the form which appears
in Photius and look upon each author, indeed, each work of an
author® as a self-contained psychological unit.

t Photius correctly points out, in trying to establish the genui-
neness of certain Demosthenic speeches, a principle of criticism which
the generally reproachful and insistent tone of his remarks suggests was
often overlooked. Observing that works of different authors show the
same style and works of the same author different styles, he says (491a12-13):
gydm 32 eldd¢ moAddxuig xal Adyoug Brapdpwv yvevvntépwy moAddv Exoviag ThY
épotdtnta xal Sudgopov dpyasiav Adymv tov adtéy Eyvexdtmv yevwitopa (ob yap
del nxféotnuev &tpentog xal dvadlelwtag vatdk mavia, darsp 0d3e &v tolg &Ahovg,
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The area in which the new interpretation of style, considering
its religious base, first finds ground to operate is properly reli-
gious literature. The natural starting point for this new ideology
lies in the Gospel. We may take note of Photius’ remarks on the
style of St. Paul, on whose works the patriarch expended a great
amount of study and who, through the weight of his authority,
colors not only Photius’ theology but affects also his attitude
toward the secular province of literary excellence. After analysing
in detail various examples of particular stylistic virtues in the
Pauline Epistles on the general basis of the Hermogenic catego-
ries, Photius concludes by stressing tlie fundamental, underlying
cause of Paul’s greatness®. Of such parts, he says, is the character
(yapaxtne) of the Epistles formed. Paul does not write ““with
studied art™ (téyvy xal peréry) but rather through an “ingrained
intellectual strength and an energy active in all things” (dppdte
xpdter Savolag xal @ wepl mdvta Jpactnpie), with “a wealth of

obtwg 0908 xatd TOOG Adyovg V) avBpwmivy Jdvapig), EAAwg = 3E 053¢ v Toig
xotptwtdtory TV Bropdtov 10l pritopog, &AAE wal tadtyy &n’ dAlyov Spdv Ty
Brapopay, odx Exw Oappelv dnogrivacBar slts "Hynainmov ndvog & mepl ‘Adov- '
viigoun Abyog slte tfig AmpocBavixfc érditwpo xaBdatnxe gdoswg. That these
remarks are Photius’ own and not those of his source, considering that
the passage in question occurs within codd. 259 - 268, which, as indicated
p. 138, note 1 supra, derive much material from another source, is
indicated by the contrast between #y and the gaos: shortly before, 491ab.
Note a similar contrast in the Isocrates cod. 260, on which see 4. Vonach,
Die Berichte des Photios fiber die fiinf dlteren attischen Redner. Com-
mentationes Aenipontanae V, Innsbruck 1910, pp. 67, 70. As @ao: in the
Isocrates summary, 487al4, is not Photius’ own statement but a verbatin
quotation from Pseudo-Plutarch (Vonach, p. 66), so too the Demosthenic
reference is in,all probability a quotation from elsewhere.

The parenthetical passage in the Demostenic quotation (o) yap Asi—
avBpwnivy Sdvaptg) reads not so much like a principle of literary criticism
as like an ethical observation. In fact, the word drpgsmroc seems.to have
passed into considerations of style not before Photius. It may be con-
nected with the large controversy of the sixth century revolving about
the use of the word in Christological definition. See M. V. Anastos, The
Immutability of Christ and Justinian’s Condemnation of Theodore of
Mopsuestia, Dumbarton Oaks Papers, Number Six, Cambridge, Massachu-
setts 1951, p. 127, n. 9. Photius’ remark is significant because it establishes
in so many words the relation between style and character by couching
the thought in ethical terms and expressing its ethical origin through
the clear parallelism of tre domsp— —obrws.

1 PG 101, 6014, B; see also 589C-592B.
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inborn knowledge and of superhuman sagacity and judgment”
(tdv mhobtov adtd tijc Eppltou yvooews xal ific Omip 18 dvBphmivoy
Gyyivolag xal ppoviioewg), all vouchsafed to him by divine grace
(xopyyoioa ¥ dvwlev ydpic)'. Not only do Paul’s thoughts exhibit
an inborn (Epputov) intelligence instilled in him as a gift of the
divine, his style likewise is characterized by an “‘inborn beauty
of speech™ (Epputov xdddo; 100 Aéyou)?. This gift also proceeds
from God, Who, just as He is the creator of the universe, so is
He too the craftsman of languages®. Hence its inherent beauty,
which Paul has preserved in his writings and used as the proper
vehicle for the communication of his inspired teaching. This, in
turn, operating through the medium of the “‘inborn persuasi-
veness™ (§pputog wetbd) ¢ that lingers on the lips of Paul, draws
both the technicians of the rhetorical art as well as the unlet-
tered crowd to his Gospel.

These two things, then, the use of ingrained beauty of speech
plus the divinely suggested thoughts which it clothes, combine
to produce the practical expression of Paul’s genius. It is through
these that lhis ultimate purpose is achieved, through these that
he hopes to assist the salvation of human souls® and guide them
to the light of truth® How is this union effected in reality?
Photius’ 92nd and 93rd Amphilochian Questions, from which we
have taken the passages quoted above, discuss the Pauline Adyog
in detail.

1 PG 101, 601A; also H80C, 584B. For similar sentiments see also
the explanation of I. Cor. I, 6, T in Photius’ commentary on Paul, p. 515,
11. 1-10 Staab, and of I[ Gor. 7, 7-9, p. 593, 11. 27 - 35 Staab; also p. 78
L.aourdas. Photius’ remarks on the style of Paul have recently been
extensively analyzed in a valuable article by B. Wyss, Photios fiber dcn
Stil des Paulus, Museum Helveticum 21 (1952) 236-251. Wyss does
particular service by citing many parallels to earlier literature. His re-
marks on Photian ideas of style are more strictly philological and, of
coutse, limited to Paul and are not meant to pose the larger question
with which we are concerned, of explaining Photius’ views on style in
the context of his time.

? PG 101, 584C; see also 576B and, on St. Peter, 557C.

8 PG 101,577C: & t¥¢ piosag nrdotrg, adtog xal tdy yAwaody & texvitne.

+ PG 101, 3814, B.

8 PG 101, 585A : apgizen xal wooplag xal Frwpsdode tod Adyou coplag;
also 583D, 601B. So too St. Peter’s literary effort is determined by one
main consideration, the cwtnplav uydv, PG 101, 557C.

& PG 101, 580D-581A.
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The analysis, as we have just remarked, follows largely the
pattern of Hermogenes. [solated units of Paul’s speech are selected
and defined as examples of the various categories of literary ex-
cellence laid down by tite rhetorician from Tarsus. In seeking to
define the overall compositional quality of Paul’s style Photius
asserts that the Apostle “‘presents his thought in a lucid und firm
style (edafjpy wal otabepd Affet) and provides to all the common
benefit”!. The word slonuoc as a term of style seems proper to
Photius alone, despite, or rather, because of its probable associa-
tion with the edonuoc Aéyoc of I Cor. 14, 9% 'The adjective ora-
Pepde carries the meaning of ““firm” and “‘steady,” with the ethical
implication of constanucy and stability, even perhaps of a certain
uprightness and nobility, of phrase®. The third term with which
we have to deal is dyxivora, by which Photius defines Paul’s
mental capacity (see above p. 141),

Let us pass from the Scriptural realm to the testimony which
Photius gives on the style of a book by Eusebius of Caesarea
entitled Refutation and Defense. The style, he says, has “‘neither
charm nor distinct brilliance™ and the author is a man “‘of great
learning, although wanting in the shrewdness and firmness of
character so necessary to the precise discussion of questions of
dogma® (ohte %83¢ obte Aapmpdryre yalpwyv. modupalifc 8€ oty &
Gvhp, el xal thy dyyivotay xal @ stabnpdv sl fjbovg, B¢ mapk Y
dxpiBetav iy &v Bdypaoty EvBeéostepog)t. Observe how the deside-

L PG 101, 585C,D: edofuy pév xal otabepd Adfec té vénpa nmaptotdv,
xotvév 32 mHor 10 Bpsiog mpotibelg.

2 See 4. Robertson and 4. Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the First Epistle of St. Paul to the Corinthians ?, Edin-
burgh 1914, p. 309, Sect. 9.

8 This notwithstanding the fact that Phrynichus (Sect. 189 Ruther-
ford) would proscribe the personal use of the word, a use which, howe-
ver, is clearly seen in Philo (of doyssudc IV, 40, 1 Cohn and Wendland;
of fdos 111, 20, 10), and is very common in this meaning among Byzan-
tine writers (see the entries in Stephanus’® Thesaurus; also The New
Phrynichus ed. W. G. Rutherford, Loudon 1881, loc. cit). Photius® three
entries for the word in his Lexicon should be ignored, since they equate
the word with wud»:uoy, orzdoiuov, 850, and loyvedy in a material and not
an ethical sense, the entries being derived from Platonic scholia and
referring to Phaedrus 242A where the usonufoia is characterized as oza-
dspd and $epu].

+ 4bl-5.
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rata of style and thought in the case of Eusebius and St. Paul
overlap. Indeed, Photius sees these virtues originally in the Gospel
of L,uke, for whom he claims a certain influence on Paul®. The
standard, as it 1nust, comes first from the word of God and then
applies to the words of men. Further, the common assignment
of the word oraddepds?, in the Eusebius passage to ##oc and in the
Pauline passage to 28&is, suggests a natural association between
style and character in Photius® mind ®. Similarly, after he has
given examples of several Pauline beauties of style, by remarking *
that they are not the result of an elaborate technique but rather
from Paul’s “‘inborn sagacity and judgment™ (Epgutov &yyivetav
xal ppbynoty), he clearly establishes the reliance of a good style
in the sphere of theological discussion upon intellectual and moral
virtues. Conversely, the absence of these, one feels, explains the
lack of charm and brilliance in the style of Eusebius?®.

' Luke is likewise credited with edguta % nepl tiv ayyxivotav dvlew-
povpévy, and Photius notes that Paul benefited not a little from the evan-
gelist. The text, presumably forming part of Photius’ catena on the Lucan
Gospel (for further fragments see PG 101, 1213B - 1229D) has crept into
the manuscript of one of Photius’ homilies (see Aristarches’ edition, vol.
I1, p. 247) and is printed in note 13, starting p. 258 in the second volume
of Aristarches (S. Aristarches, Tod év &yloig natpog Hudv Qwtion Matprdpyon
Kwvotaviivos Mérewg Adyor nal Spiklat dydovnovia tpelg, 2 vols., Coustanti-
nople 1900).

3 oradnedr is the late Greek forni. See Liddell and Seoft, 9th ed.,
s.v. It is a moot point whether either reading shounld be standardized.
The lack of manuscript variants in both cases, Eusebius and Paul, may
indicate that the patriarch was not consistent to select the one form over
the other.

8 See also PG 101, 249B: Be6xlwoig yap xal stalnpsing yvopng todg
te mpog pdbnoly Spdvrag mpoosysotdpoug motel xal tdv Envpsaléviwy ém;’z{zarﬁt-
Cewv ol®e 16 xaxodpyov xal énipoxlov; PG 102, 796A : 16§ edotafst 1iig yvodurg
6 dyxlvovy sopmpoBaAdépevov, The term sdoradsis also operates in both ca-
tegories; see PG 101, 585 : & 1¥j¢ oxpxdg mtota éAmlopata xal edotadi] xata-
ovipata and H88B: olog év T yvwporoyelv xal edataddg dmopalivecur. Other
Passages with oradsgéc 166b2 (of Dio Chrysostom); p. 34, 1.24 Papado-
poulos-Kerameus.

¢ PG 101, 601A.

® For the same charge against this author, this time & propos his
Vita Constantini, see 95b11 ff. Cf. also the remarks on the style of Justin
Martyr, 94b32 ff: gnropixails téyvaig odx Eoyxe omowdNy énmiyp@oat té Epguiov
a)tod g pthocoplag xdANog.... gnrogixds and its by-forms are not always,
however, terms of opprobrinm suggesting overattention to the artific-
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Just as there is detectable in Photius a certain common
meeting ground for the concepts of ethics and of literary criticism,
characterized by the transference of terminology hierarchically,
as it were, within the Christian writings from Scripture to theo-
logical literature in general, so too, over the whole of his literary
effort it is possible to uncover the existence of a common voca-
bulary for the expression of the ideals of both literature and
the human personality. This suggests a spiritual basis for the
patriarch’s criteria of literary judgment. The additional fact that
these ethical designations occur in his works almost invariably
in contexts treating of Christian personages, whether the Virgin
Mary or some Church Father, indicates how the idea of perso-
nality, developed along the lines of Christian religious thought,
becomes for Photius so strongly felt as to guide not only his
terminology of style but also his whole outlook toward the subject
of literary criticism and the standards which he would require
of a well-written piece of literature.

Now, Photius’ terminology of literary criticism, as we have
noted !, borrows much from Hermogenes. Hence it is significant
that the patriarch culls from the Hermogenic list and stresses

ialities of speech to the detriment of content. The more proper definition
appears when Photius praises the work of Dionysius the Areopagite by
referring to him as § pYjtwp piv todg Adyoug, piadsopog 3¢ t& vorpata, pEAAoy
2¢ xal & 100 vod xal tfjg yAdaong tiv &vwlev drootdfmwy ydptv, PG 101, 697D.
St. Paul is the gfjtwp duxinolag, PG 101, 332C, or aindetag PG 101, 689A,
701B. After him in line as pftwp éxxAnolag comes Gregory of Nazianzus,
PG 101, 700B. For the contrast gtAocopia (drarextixy) — pnropela (Ypappo-
wxy) — note the further breakdown, PG 101, 748C: zdyog Ziavolag »al 6
2v gpovfjpatt ouvetdy xal 1dv lepdv Oswpnudtwv & nmAobtog xal pftwp TéXVY.
which arises from the ancient distinction in the terms of the scholastic
curricula (cf. Photius’ note on Chrysostom, 79a7-9: wa pdv ypappatind xal
pntopixa mapk AiBdviov portdv enaudsbeto, mapk "Avdpaydbiov E& td gtAdooga;
also on Pamphila, 119b36, 37), see, in a pejorative sense, similar to the
Justin Martyr passage, 173a41 - 173b2 (of Hierocles): ppdoig—onondy @tio-
obpp mpémouvox, 0 prMv Yz tolg xexaiAiwmiopdvorg xail mepittols EEwpaifopdvy
xpodpaot te xal mowmiipaot ti¢ prnopeiag; in a good sense, implying the
proper crasis of the two, as in the case of Dionysius the Areopagite, PG
101, 48D, 49A. Hence Paul is properly a nveupatogdpog pvmwp, PG 102,
164A, who, like the other Apostles, displays in his Aéye¢ in happy com-
bination and order of rank Osla xdpig—vodg—rypdupata, PG 101, 945C.

! See p. 138, n. | supra. It may help to reproduce here the table of
the Hermogenic i3éar Adyou :

\
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only those literary qualities which enjoy a common denominator
with his conception of Christian ethical conduct and philosophy.
We shall see in the following pages what these are. Along with
this selection he avails himself of a general Hermogenic prin-
ciple that the ideal for a work of literature should be attained
through the proper mixture, or crasis, of the seven categories
of style laid down by Hermogenes. This ideal, to be sure, Her-
mogenes defined as ““forcefulness’, dewvdrge. For him, its prime
exponent was the Attic orator, Demosthenes. Photius, on the
other hand, could not accept the absolutistic principle which
detvdtns implied, but he could and does have in common with
Hermogenes the ancient theory that the key to literary success
lies in crasis, the harmonious blending of certain clearly defined
modes of expression!. He maintains the same principle in his
definition of human characteristics, insisting on a mixture of two
or more elements as a basis for proper behavior in thought and
action. Tt is of course true that in the history of criticism, by the
nature of the case, most of the terminology of style should be
identical with that used to define human character. Personality
is, so to speak, the “‘style’” of a man. We are not here concerned
with this problem, but rather with the fact, granted the common
psychological background, of coincidence in the ideals of 1) style,
2) human behavior, and 3) in religious values. All three are guided
by a Christian impetus and subject all to the influence of Christian
thought.

Let us examine the admonitions which Photius addresses
to the Bulgarian prince, Boris- Michael®. The patriarch at Mi-

1. cagpYvsta.
a. xaBapdtng. b. eduplvata.
2. aflopa Aéyou wal péyebog.
a. oepvémg. b, Tpaxdtye. c. opedpding. d. Aapmpbing. e. aupd.
f. nepiBorh xal pestduyg.
3. émupédeta xal udidog.
4. Yopysivg.
5. %Bog.
a. apéisia. b, yAuxdung. c. dpipduvg wal SE0Tmg. d. dmisinsia.
6. aivfeia.
a. Bapdyg.
7. dsivétng.
1 See p. 143, note 5.
? Letter 8, PG 102, 628A - 696D.

10
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chael’s request informs him of his newly acquired obligations as
a Christian prince. The letter falls into two parts. In the first,
Photius inculcates Michael with the basic tenets of the Christian
Faith by giving him the text of the Creed and reviewing for
him the work of the Oecumenical Councils. The second section
contains advice regarding the performance of his princely role.
The incorporation into the same letter of the definition of the
Faith and of strictures for princely behavior inderlines the religious
origin of the latter and shows how centrally interconnected in
Photius® mind are orthodoxy in religion and orthodoxy of con-
duct. Photius’letter is provoked by Michael’s conversion to the
religion of the Christians; he is writing to Michael under exclusi-
vely Christian circumstances.

‘The letter opens by stressing the purity of the Christian Faith.
The Christian religion is ““pure and unblemished” (xa8xzpd xai
apopntog) !; it is ““undefiled and pure® (dypavrog xal xabapd)?; it
purges mankind and draws it from error by the beauty of its
worship ®. While the faith of other peoples is confused and has
attained no purity or precision ¢, the Faith of the Christians, as
a result of a process of refinement owing to the victory over
diabolical attacks in the past, has become most pure, most holy,
and very exact?® through being sincere and correct and unexcep-
tionable and unalloyed (efhixptvig xal edBé¢, Eqpnpévov xal dxy-
pxtov)®, so that the slightest attempt at deviation or novelty
immediately uncovers and condemns its own falsity and perversity
by juxtaposition to truth and correctness. ““For’®, Photius says,
““just as in the case of bodies outstanding for their beauty even a
small blemish which comes upon them is quickly seen and noted
by juxtaposition to the grace of the rest of the body:; while in
bodies ugly to the sight the marks of disfigurement, through
being together with others, would not easily be recognized—they
escape notice because of their kinship and similarity with unsight-

PG 102, 628B, 656B.
PG 102, 629A.
PG 102, 628B: 1@ xdilst tiig Aatpsiag xabapdc dvateviley napéystat.
PG 102, 657B, C: adudxpita x*al ovyxeyupéva — xal o038y xabapdv
603’ slg axpiBetav Bsdoxipnagpévov.

5 PG 102, 637C: naBapwtdty xal dytotdty xal modd o axpiéég éxoday
nioTst.

s PG 102, 657C.

w0 e
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liness ; just so in the case of the truly most lovely and most bril-
liant religion and faith of the Christians, if someone deviates
from it in the slightest degree, he effects a great ugliness, while
the other beliefs of nations, being full of much chaos and ugliness,
do not grant to their own believers any consciousness of the
deformity which is upon them™,

The same, he continues, holds true in all the crafts and pro-
fessions, for “in the most precise even the smallest of errors is
very easily detected, while among the lowly many things are
overlooked and not even judged as errors. And, if you will, also
among rulers who are above others in authority, the more so the
more people they comtrol, even a slight transgression is taken up
and enlarged and bruited about by all; but among those who are
subjects and more humble many similar sins are not even per-
ceived to have been done, but are hidden and escape notice,
extinguished together with the smallness and meanness of the
sinner. Thus™’, he concludes, “to the degree to which the Christ-
ian Faith and religion transcends and rises above the fancies
of the pagans in magnitude and might and beauty and precision
and purity and every other perfection, to such a degree—are the
sins of foolish and evil men detected forthwith®".

Finally, turning directly to Michael, he advises, ‘““You, then,
build up good actions and sobriety of life on your Orthodox
Faith, not wood and grass, not stubble, the combustible matter
of sin, good only for fuel and serving no other purpose, but gold
and silver, the precious prizes of your achievements (the passage
is adapted from [ Cor. 8, 10- 16); for these things, glorified even
through trials, stand forth more pure and more precious” .

The passage has bken gquoted in full order to convey the
sequence of argument and to indicate the occurrence throughout
of largely aesthetic terminology to describe Christianity. Prima-
rily significant here is the easy transference of the concepts of
purity (xadagdrns) and beauty (xdlddos) from the religious to the
personal level. Just as Christianity through being pure and precise
attains its “‘proper beauty™ (olxefov xdddog) and even ““brilliance™

! PG 102, 658C - 660D : dneddv tig xal pixpbv Tt Siastpogiis § Xxtve-
Toplag mapstosveyrslv dmixeipyoy, adtixa w6 Bisstpappdvoy xal xiB3MAov tf mapa-
Odoer t7)c dAnBeiag xal tob SpBod Adyou xatapalvetal ts xal Bedéyystat— Haonap
Yip énl t@v ndddst Jagspdviwy cwpdtmy xal pixpd tig Emiyevoudvyn xMAlg 8%t Toy
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(Aaumedrnc) !, so Michael’s duty as a Christian prince must be
guided by the same considerations: he will build a Christian
character upon the foundations of his orthodoxy, and, just as
Christianity has after a period of trials come forth more pure, so
too will his achievements after similar tribulation be proclaimed
more pure and precise.

suvop@tat xal nepdpatar tf napabéoet g Acindg dv 1H odpatt dpxidrytog,
tolg 3 aloypols thy 5dtv odx &v dEsheyxBely pgdlog ta THig aoxMpoolvns mddy
dntguveiatdpeve (dmoAavBdver yap tfig dpopplag 1@ ovyyevel xal tf dpoidtntt),
0Bt xal énl tig 1dv Xplotiavdy dpatotdtng ®O¢ xA708d¢ nal drspAdpmpoyv Bpy-
axsiag ual miotswg, »dv 10 Bpaydratdy tg adtdig napatpédy, peydiny doxmpo-
abvnyv épydietat. t& &' &AAa tdv E0vdv Adypartax, mMoAATig axooplag xal acympo-
abvng tépovia, oddesplav Eysiv toig oixsiorg gpaotaig ouvalchnoiy Bidwar tij¢ émt-
yiyvopévyg aloyxpdtmrtog. ol pévov Bé, &AAd xal &nl t@®v &AAwv mxodv Texvdy
xol SmioTNp@®y 16 adtd nxatidelv dotiv. év pdv yap tals axprbeatdtarg xal 16 Bpa-
Xotatov T®v &papinpdtov picota xathpwpov yivetat, v 3¢ talg tuyoloatg ToOAAL
nopopirot kol 03° elg &pdpiypa xplvetar. sl Bodise &€, xai év pdv tolg &pYoude,
xxl t@v &GAAwv tf 2foudlq mpoéyouat, pdAtgta 3 olg xatd mAsiéveoy 10 xpdTog,
xal T6 pixpéy 1®y nratopdtov slg péyslog alpstar xal n&ot yivetal nepiédntoy,
gv 32 tolg apyopsdvorg xal tansivotéporg noAda t@v napanAnolmg dapaprniévioy
03%* 8t Enpdy0n cuveyvoBnoav, GAA’ Enavexpibn nal EAabs, T opixpdTnTL %ol
edtedsiq ouvamodBecfévia 0B &paptNgavrog. Scov odv peyéfer xal xpdist xal
wdAket xal dxpiBele xal xafapdimte xal tf &AXY mday teAstdrnit tdv év TOlg
EBveor BofaopdTmy % tdv Xprottavdv miotig nal Aatpela brepavéotnxus xal &5%-
pNTaL To00htov—1d 8F appdvey nal kaxobodAmv av3pdy dpaptipata éx tob edbiog
xatagpaivetal—ad tolvuv—énotxedduer 14 8p0Y dov mlotst mpaferg ayabig ual flov
gepvétna, pui) EdAa xal Ydptov pndé xoaddpny ebypAextov tijg Gpoptliag BAnv xal
mpog xaboly pdvyy, npdg obdév 3¢ yprmoipedoucav Etspov, AAAL Xpuadv xal &pyu-
pov, t@v xatopluopdtov t& tipta (the passage beginning from émoixodépst is
adapted from I Cor. 8, 10-16). tadta y&p wal nepl (perhaps mapi should
be read) nepaon@dv Bofaldpeva xxbopwtépa xal Tpiwtépe Stadsixkvoral.

For similar language see PG 102, 696A : tiveg 1= 1@v mpdfemv GvOsiv
v 8v i doxf mapaoxrsvdlovay dpadtye, wal tiveg adtiy, domep onliog xul
putideg, sl aloxpav &Pty xal doxifpova petackevdiousitv. See also, in another
sphere of thought, the words of the homily delivered on the occasion
of the Russian defeat before the gates of Constantinople, in which Pho-
tius exhorts the congregation to make the city invincible and at the
same time provide for their own salvation through an increase in their
spiritual strength, p. 47, 11. 7-12 Laourdas: tadtag xpynidag tfj¢ Emsita
roAttelag mnfdpevol, pi) EVAa, pnde xdptov, u¥ xaidpny, bAny sdprsxtov 1 Gpap-
tlag, xol cvvdanav@®aay Todg TepopTionévong EMLOWpedowuey, RAAE Y puodv nal &p-
yupov, thg sidxpivelg nal xabapwrdtag tdv mpafswv, alg id¢ nmovnplag odx évi-
onaptal, Enotxodopricwiey..,

L Bneprdpnpon Opnoxelag, PG 102, 657D.
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Thus, in the beginning of the letter !, Photius sets the key-
note: he will define the Christian religion and the Clhiristian man.
“Virtues”, he says, ““must be affixed to faith, and the good man
must be formed through both. For correctness of dogma produces
seemliness in way of life, and purity of deeds proclaims divinity
of faith, either one of which without the other is very easily wont
to slip .and be carried off, not bearing alone to inhabit the souls
of men>?,

Photius then proceeds to point up the connection by review-
ing the elements of the Faith as enunciated in the Creed and in
the decisions of the Oecumenical Councils. When this is done,
he reverts, as he had promised?®, hiaving treated of faith (niotc),
to discuss the virtues (doeraf) related to it. ‘This takes up the
larger part of the letter aud is introduced by establishing more
fully the relation between the purity of faith and the purity of
personal action that we have seen described in the passages
just quoted 4.

A similar association of ideas is presented in a letter addres-
sed to Paul, archbishop of Thessalonica. Paul had asked for
advice on the treatment of recent converts to the Faith. The
patriarch’s first reaction is to be severe toward people who have
so long resisted the recognition of the one and only Faith and
have only now, when the Church has attained its final earthly
perfection, sued for entry into its lists. However, he quickly
rejects this notion. He would forgive these late comers and even
rejoice all the more in their conversion, considering them as pro-
digal sons. The Church, he remarks, presents the **beauty of
truth”® undefiled by ‘‘fraudulent embellishments>® and the
““might of the Church through profound peace and general con-

1 PG 102, 628B, 629B.

2 PG 102, 629B: 2ei 8¢ tag dpetdg v nlatel napanenyyévar, xal 81 dppoly
tév anovdaiov wwtaptifecbat. wnal yap Doypdrtwv pdv edbitng moAiteiug mpobdA-
Astac xoopidtyia, mpdfewv 88 xabapdtng tfg mlioteswg amayyéidsr Osiéivia. Hv
éxatepov Ywple 1od dtdpov pfov slwbey Droppeiv xal napaadpsabat, pn dveydpsvov
notapdvag Puyxals dvlponmy éyxatoixileofdaxl.

3 PG 102, 629B: aAX& nepl pév todtwv nal baotspov.

PG 102, 658C - 660D (p. 147, note 1).

5 P. 20, 1.1, Papadopoulos - Kerameus: 16 tfjg dAnBslag xdAlog.

¢ P. 20, 1.1, Papadopoulos - Kerameus: roppatixfig yopls nspivolag.
So too Paul does not have, PG 101, 584C, cogpiav Adywv xal xpdtog Aéysty
xal dovaply, v weplspyov tadtny xal gofaloav, nal xoppmiikols pauppdnotg wal
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cord has confirmed and made possible the viewing of its so bril-
liant and marvellous loveliness® '. In similar fashion, the converts
prove themselves worthy of their new faith by the purity and
intensily of conviction by which they espouse their new religion ?,
while their act of conversion, just as the act of acceptance on the
part of those who receive them into the pale of the Church, is
characterized by Aapnpétng®.

The same figures appear also in the Photian Homilies: The
patriarch exhorts the congregation to address the Mother of the
Word “‘with rectitude of mind and purity of soul® (yvaurg £365-
)t xal Quydic xabapdtnte) 4, or complains ““has not our purity .
been tainted, our brightness darkened ?”” {&pa—tdx dppunivOnpey
™y waBapdinta, odx Hpavpdoapey v Aapnpéinta)s. Consider also
his encomium of Constantinople, incorporated into a homily de-
livered on the occasion of a Russian attack upon the capital in
A.D. 860. The city on the Bosporus is the center of the Byzantine
oecumene, the mother city of the Christian world of the East, and
the capital not only physically, but spiritually, of the Christian
kingdom; it is the metropolis not, like Jerusalem, of one nation
alone, but of the whole oecumene;® and just as the Faith is
outstanding “‘in magnitude and might and beauty and precision
and purity and every other perfection™ (peyéfet xai wpatet xal
wxdAdet xxt dxpibefo xat xabapdryte xal tf) ARy mday tedetdtyrr) ',
so too the city which guards and nurtures this oecumene made

&v0sor 16 Eppuioy xdAAog tod Aéyou voBsdousav, wal tolg &minmAdotolg Yp@padt
16 petpaxt®Bsg xal ExAvov npég Suutdv émiotpiépovoay.

1 P. 20, 11. 3-5, Papadopoulos: Kerameus: 6 tfig éxxAnolag xpdtog
3¢ elphvng 18 Pabstag xal xoivdig dpovolug éotspdwod te xal obtw Aapnphv adtfig
xal Oreppuf) napéoysy Spiobal v dpxtdinra.

* See p. 25, 1. 30 : Papadopoulos - Kerameus: 1§ tévyp tfjg npobuplag
nal 1§ nofapwtdty g EMOTPOPTE.

3 See p. 29, 11. 2 ff. Papadopoulos - Kerameus : dog pgstov % npéfeg,
Soy Bstov, Sag owifpiov, Sop Aupmpdv—1l 88 Aapnpdiepov todg Jeomotixodg tolg
BovAotg ointippodg éné natafrobofat toig Spodadraig énapxely nal mpog 16 T Bstag
npovolag affwpa édpavtév dpdv avaipéyovia, Yslpe pdv dpéyovia 1@ xeipévy,
ouviat@via 3¢ xal dvyxatoplodvia tiv petdvolay; see also p. 24, 1.26 Papa-
dopoulos - Kerameus : 16 Aapnpdy tijg duxdnolag Sinalopo xal 1d Aapnpdy adt@y
<fig xatayvacemg xal &puniov altiov,

4 p. 52 Laourdas.

5 p. 2 Laourdas.

§ p. 35 Laourdas.

T PG 102, 660B.
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brilliant by the Christian bond excels in beauty and greatness
and brilliance *. Finally, we may note the qualities used to de-
scribe the character of the Virgin Mary:® her life is righteous,
her behavior dignified, her mode of life pure (t)v édxptBetav 150
Biov, tfig dvaatpopdc Thv oepvdtyta, & xabapdy i Staitne), and she
issues “‘from brilliant stock™ (té &x Aapmpod vévoug mpoekfelv).
Enough passages have, I think, been cited to iundicate Pho-
tius’ underlying unity of approach in the description of the Chris-
tian society in which he lives and the ideal of individual Chris-
tian character comprising its membership. The phraseology can,
to be sure, be produced elsewhere: the emphasis, for example,
on cleanliness of heart can be reproduced ad infinitum from pas-
sages throughout the whole of Christian literature, and =adagdinc
is in reality a stock religious admonition. But the appearance of
the term in the historical context of the ninth century and its
express association in Photius’ letter to the Bulgarian prince and
elsewhere with the definition of the Church, which has reached
a zenith of perfection and purity following the great upheavals
of the heresy of iconoclasm, give to the word an added significance
and compel us to interpret it non within the limiting circle of
ethical prescription alone but as part of a broader historical and
philosophical picture. Much the same applies to the other phrases
we have met inthe passages quoted above: their prosaism disap-
pears when they are viewed properly, from the standpoint of the
Byzantine intellectual atmosphere in which they were written.
If we summarize Photius’ discussion of these precepts, we
distill the following list:
16 slhtuptvdg, edBég,
gxplBeia 8Eypnpnévoy, nal axfpatov
xdAdog (Dpaxtdtng, xooptbdtng—anroopla, doympoadvy, aioxpdtng)
Aapnpdtng
néyelog
npdtog
aepvéTrg
TEAELOTNE

xabapding z acquired by

A e

Turning now directly to Photius’ stylistic criticism, we be-
come aware of the operation of fundamentally the same set of

1 p. 35, 1. 6-9 Laourdas: olxoupdvng bndomv xpLottav@®y Aapmpbvet
Beapdg—udirst xnal peyédsr xal Aapmpdtnit Beondélovoav.
¢+ PG 101, 164D.
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values. Tlie association of style and character comes forth most
clearly in an area of literature which traditionally by its very
nature serves to reveal the personality of its author. Epistolo-
graphy occupies a large amount of Photius’ literary effort. Not
only are we in possession of a large body of his correspondence,
but both in his own letters and when he speaks of the corres-
pondence of others we find a liberal sprinkling of remarks on the
nature of the genre, from which it is possible to extract a definite
theory of epistolography *. As Harmann points out? what deter-
mines the choice of epistolographical models and the judgment
upon them is not so much the style as style, but the personality
of the author, and particularly the religious content. In a letter
taken up with the discussion of various letter-writers of the past,
Photius condemns Plato, Aristotle, and Demosthenes, gives light
approval to the Hellenistic examples, the famous letters of
Phalaris, those of the Roman Brutus, and the correspondence of
Libanius, and then continues, ““But if you want, along with the
style, to acquire the usefulness also of- many other important
things, the pleasant Basil will suffice for you and the unrivalled
craftsman of beauty, Gregory, and Isidore, the varied Christian
Muse, who is worthy of being considered the canon of priestly
and ascetic conduct as he is of speech, and anyone else with the
same conviction who has managed to fit their style to his own
letters”’ ®,

We may note that by an easy shift the quality of the utter-
ance is transferred to the author. It is not the style of Basil
which is pleasant, but Basil himself; nor Isidore’s style, but Isi-
dore himself, the Christian Muse, who is ““varied’’. Further, the
discussion of the style naturally and almost, as it were, uncons-

! This has been done by B. Laourdas, Napatypijoetg dnl 10b yapa-
xtijpog T@v éniatoA@v tol Pwtiou, *Exet. ‘Etatp. Buf. Erovddv 21 (1951) 74 - 109.

? G. Hartmann, Photios’ Literardsthetik, Diss. Leipzig 1929, p. 50.

3 PG 102, 861D : et 22 BodAst odv 1§ yapaxtipt xal moAAdv &AAwy xal
peydiev cuAiéfar deéietay, dpxnost sor BaslAatag & YAuudg xal & wdAlovg sl teg
&rAog épyding Lomydpiog nal ) motxidn xal tfjg fpetépag adrfig podoa (to dist-
inguish him from the pagan Neo-Platonist, Isidore. See 1. 4. Fabricius,
Bibliotheca Graeca, Hamburg 1790, vol. 1, p. 702) *lot3wpog, 8¢ donep Adywy
obtew 3¢ xal lspatixnij xal doxntixfe noditslag xavdy datt Ypnpatifev aEidxpeng,
ol el tig Etepog petd tiig Spolug mpoxipdoswg Ti)v xelvov 13&ay talg 18latg émi-
otoAnlg éveduvapdBy poppdonabot.
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ciously brings to Photius’ mind (note the doneg - oftw) the way
of life of the Christian authors hé recommends. The importance
of the passage lies more in this tacit association than in any
attempt, at best awkward, to relate pleasantness, beauty, and
variety (yAvxdins, xdhlos, noixidia) to exclusive and definite Chris-
tian virtues.

Photius® pattern of thought is indicated also in his short state-
ment regarding some letters of St. Basil which he had read. Not
only do they show the admirable nature of the man’s character;
they can serve also as a model of letterwriting !. Here againt the
same concomiitance of personal and literary efhos is apparent.

This agreement, seen so clearly in epistolography, manifests
itself more widely to embrace Photius’ attitude toward literature
as a whole, as is suggested by the existence of a common voca-
bulary shared by Christian ethics and literary aesthetics. One
should, however, beware of establishing any hard and fast equat-
ions. Photius’ terminology, granted the originality of much of
his expression, can not be expected to exist in a self-created vacuum,
The meeting of two separate streams of thought, each with its
own set of expressions, produces not so much a complete coin-
cidence as a similarity of outlook reflected, now in identical
terms, now in synonymity of vocabulary. For example, gagis
can properly be pronounced in Photius only over style: its equi-
valent, ethically speaking, is most closely xaftapds, which can
serve both for style and for character. In effect, we are dealing
with a common ideological background, and the employment in
both spheres of thought of similar, though not always identical,
terms, albeit drawn from different sources, one from the heritage
of Christian religious expression, the other from the storerooms
of Hellenistic literary discussion, provides but the means of de-
tecting the ideological areas in which the two sets of values
overlap and should not be taken to imply a single instrument
made to do service for both.

Looked at from a negative point of view, the catalogue of
Hermogenic® terms of literary criticism given above,® as it ap-

1 See 98b30-33: 2§ dv t6 15 Bog Bote tod Avdpdg, Smolov Av afidya-
ymotov, yapuxntyploat, xal ravéva Aabelv—Eémotoiipalon yapantipog.

2 For a list of rhetorical terms in common between Photius and
Dionysius of Halicarnassus see G.Hartmann, Photios’ Literaristhetik, p. 32.

3 See p. 138, note 1.
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pears in Pliotius, is conspicuous by the virtual elimination of
those qualities of style which, while they form part of the system
of Hermogenes, yet find little or no place in Photius® pages,
probably through being alien to his ethical ideal. *Axu#, which
signifies a certain deliberate aggressiveness of speech? and ogo-
dodrne, “*briskness™ or *‘robustness’, are absent. Bapdtys, “stern-
ness™, a subdivision of d1#deaa, which is eliminated for other
reasons?® is omitted. Toaydryne, “harshness”, occurs, but, except
in the special case of the codex on Damascius, 181, where Pho-
tius follows closely in the footsteps of Hermogenes, it meets with
disapproval ®. *O&dryc is absent and its synonym, dowdne, refers
not, as in Hermogenes, to sharpness of style but to cogency of
argument*, *Enweixera, “mildness’ does not appear.

St. Paul on occasion has usordrne, “fullness”, and nreocfols,
““expansiveness’ ®; dniuéleta is used in a non-Hermogenic sense

1t See J.C.T. Ernesti, Lexicon Technologiae Graecorum Rhetoricae,
s. v. However, Photius appears to insist on é&xpy in speaking of the need to
keep always in mind “with vigor” (x® paxpd ai®v. odv axpf napanspndpeva)
the Iconoclastic evil. See €. Mango, The Homilies of Photius, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, 1958 p. 287, n. 8.

1 See p. 138, note 1.

8 Damascius: 12602, but see 55a22, 65a19, 156b30. Note also PG
102, 744A : ob yv&p al Aéfsig Papdvovor tig dvvolag, thg 38 AéEsig tpayels xal
Buopdpovg 16 mixpdy g Bravolag plAlov épydietat. 8te 28 nal Adfig talg dia-
volatg Sporoys? wal t6 Bapd tiig dvvelag t§ tpaxel ouvipdyst tfjg Asfswg...

¢+ 1 e, éngapnuao:, See H2b5, 88b2, 98a34, 1564a1l, 166b13. How far
Photius is, if not from the terminology, yet surely frotu the outlook of
Hermogenes may be clearly seen iu his indiscriminate use of the rheto-
rician’s vocabulary of style for also the other categories of narrative,
whether content in general or specific units of thought or expression.
The desiderata are the same through being controlled by the same mental
vision. Thus, see 164a16 : 16 t®v vonpdtwy &riodsrspov ; PG 101, 604A : <fj¢
anoplag &mAfjv mal odviopov tiv Adowv; PG 102, 913B: ola Adyopsy ani& xal
aapd) cuventoxdnet ; HOBLS : Aapmpdtspov iy 1BV vovpdtwy taxdv; 95b1H: g
xatd thv fppyveiav NBovijg xral ydpitog; 66al9: té N30 gépovsar al mActorat
neplodor 109a10: talg 32 Biavolatg nielstov Exet 100 H2dog; PG 102, 696B : #3ig
év Adyouig, todg tpbmovg ABOtepog; 19b20: ) natd dudvorav YAuxdtng; 94b34:
Epgputov adted tfig pricsoplag xdAkog; 164at0: Buixe t6 Bpipd petd tod mibBavod
noAAaxod tdv {nimpdtwy taly Adgest; 16Db13: Bpipdg tolg EvBupdpaar, et al.
See G. Hartmann, Photios’ Literariisthetik, p. 34, for further discussion.

5 See PG 101, 572D : moAdi#h ti¢ td peydie Nadde W yxefiog tdv mspr-
GoAdv; 102b23 (on Choricius); et al. Also, on I Cor. 7, 7-9 Staab p. 593,5
{usoronowsiv), and on Eph. 2, 1, Staab p. 614, 22 (usoroiv).
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to mean over-elaboration in contrast to the Photian ideal of
““naturalnes™, (adrooyédior)?; while dewvéine ““forcefulness™, is
usually reserved not for Hermogenes’ pinnacle of style, but used
in the more ordinary sense of ““good at” something ?.

What then remains of Hermogenes® list after the expulsion of
these concepts is as follows: sagivewu, xadapdine, edxpivera, déiwpa
Abyov xai péyedos, sepvéine, lapmpdins, »dilos, yogydins, Hdos, dpé-
Aeta, and pluxdige ®. If, now, one reads the description of the
style of St. Paul in Photius’ Amphilochia*, one will find there
mentioned and examples given of each of these
qualities® Additional designations throughout the description
are: edonuos, xdoutos, 80*ds, pardods, doaloc, ovvrouos®. Paul’s
style has 1) clarity, 2) elevation, 3) dignity, 4) brilliance, 5) beauty,
6) vigor, 7) character, and 8) pleasantness ail duly compounded
and so properly mixed ? as to produce the inimitable ideal of the
Epistles.

The concepts here approved for good style apply not only
to Scripture, but, with minor variations to accoinmodate the
needs of each genre, to the whole of literature. Laourdas has
extracted the conditions for good epistolography from Photius’

1 See 93087-9: prdév dmipeidg dndaxvipevog, AR’ ¢ 8 adtooyediou.

2 See 11a2b, 98b12, 488b19. 3etvétng and xdido¢ are what guide the
selection of excerpts from the Panathenaicus of Aristides (see 400b8 - 10).
Selections from Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius are also made on the basis
of xdAdog (see 331a38).

8 Clarity, purity, limpidity, nobility and magnitude, dignity, bril-
liance, beauty, vigor, character, artlessness and pleasantness.

4+ PG 101, 576B - 602B.

5 Except osuvdrne, deélsia and ylvxvine. It is, however, possible to
suppose that they are assumed under their larger headings, osuvdrns under
uéysdos, and d@élsia and ylvxdrns under fdos. Too, a@éleca may be involved
in the adrooyédiovy, fuguror, or xowdy so often predicated of Paul throughout.
yAuxvine may be paralleled in 7dovsj : Paul is #dovfig owinplov Bpbdonsa myyy),
PG 101, 589D; see also PG 102, 760A. In the only other stylistic description
of Scripture, Luke in credited with 6 Xapnpdv 1fg ovvBdoswg, p. 2568, n. 13,
vol. Il Aristarches. See p. 143, note 1.

8 See PG 102, 592D : danep y&p 16 AentoAoyelv 1§ dvobswprity mpooap-
péletar, obtow 16 cxagpig dv pR Bt& tod ‘ouvidpouv mpdsior, tod pavldvoviog 7 Tod
S3cdonovidg ve mavimg slg xatnyoplay mepiictatat. Hence, often, cagpig te »al
obvtopog, 3b9, 84b36, 164a40, et al.

! Note the stress on ouyysvig, PG 101, 585A; obppetpov, dvappdvioy,
PG 101, 585D; xénpaiar, PG 101, 588C; xepavvipevov, PG 101, 589A.
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remarks as foayvine, (“‘conciseness’), ocagireia, ydows (“‘charm”’),
and anddrye !, and a glance at the useful table given by Hartmann
for the historians?® indicates that the patriarch’s historiographical
ideal is again: ocapdreia®, xadagdys, laungdbine, »dllos, péyedoct,
and ydgiws or 10 7095,

' Dapatnphiostg eml tob yapaxtipog t®v éntotoddv 10l Pwilov, 'Ener.
‘Et. Bu. Zmouddv 21 (1951) 81. daddene is a virtue peculiar to exegesis :
95222 (Clement): &ndob¢ 22 natk tiv gpdotv xal caphg €ott xal &yydg tod
gxxAnoractinod nal anspiépyon yapaxtipog; 154a20 (St. Basil): Sifxst w6 &niod-
otepoy xzl xaBwpidnpévov tdy ts Aéfewv xal g cuvBNxng npdg THY BV MOAADY
axofy Stxtumodpevéy te ual tansivodpevov, xal pévng g @y dnpoatdv cwiy-
plag natastoxaldpevov ; 95a4l (Polycarp): yépovox moiAfic voulsolag petd oa-
prvelag nal dnridtvtog xatk tdv dxxAvoiactndy g dppyvelag tonov; et al. An
excess of dzldips, however, reduces into meanness and vulgarity : 78b28
(George of Alexandria): &niobg xal slg moArf)v YvdatdTnta natevyvsypévog;
see also cod. 203 ou Theodoret.

2 G. Hartmann, Photios® Literaristhetik, pp. 29, 30.

8 For a full definition of sagriraia, with special reference to histo-
riography, see the Arrian cod. 92, 73a3- 18: naivonpenijg 8¢ ouvlrixy Adyov
pdAdoy ) Aéfst, xal obtwg dots piy dv &AAwg piite capéotepov prjte dvapydatepov
6 Buynpa SNAwbfvar. edafipy 3¢ wal sdfiye xal T thv Aéfewv anoncypnpévog
atpoyyVAg, wal t6 Aslov Exet T peydBar cuynipvapevov. xal %) nawvédtyng Tdv Aé-
§ewv odxl & 10 moppw vewreplletar, 4AX’ Byyiotd te xal elf 16 Eppatindiatov,
®¢ oympatiopoy slvar AdEswg aAX’ odyt dvadiayy)v guviloug dvépatog, 3td wal o
cagpég ouvspéiuetar oix v Toltm pévov, aAAL wav tf Braoxsvi xal tdfst nal
natxotdost pdiwgta tod Sinyhpatog, Snsp dotl xal tfg caprvelag o %vtexvov.
% yap tot ypfjoig 1) nata thg edfslag Tdv MeptdBdwy xal tolg idubratg mpdoeott
poAitota, nal eig brtidtnra nal Tanswvétyta Alav xatabibalst tov Adyoy, Inpatog
pdAtota yivopévn, &mep odbtog, el nal 1ol capodg slvat Bomel, od mpooinate.

¢ The absence of uéysdos in the epistolographical requirements
indicates perhaps that letter-writing is lower on the literary scale than
historical composition, which through the importance of its subject matter
demands a stylistic loftiness and stature dispensable to the other literary
genre. xasvongénsia can contribute toward uéysdos or 16 usyalsiov : 54b39 (of
the historian, Malchus): xal 098¢ al xatvonpenelg adtd (sC. AéEerg), Saar 16
dppatindv nal sbyyov xal psyairstov Exovor, napabiémovrar.

5 QOne meets %30, 5dov#, or yluxv often in Photius’ reviews in com-
bination with éniyagis, pde:s, pagisic : see Tad4, 9b22, 11a25, 95b15, 97b36,
et al. Thence the phraseology does other service too: PG 101, 921A:
*lovdaloig N30 te nal dnixapt xarslv tov Bsdv Sautdy natépa ; and, significantly,
note the use of these and other phrases in the description of paradise,
PG 101, 136A: puid®v pév yhp &vOy xal xdAAy), notapol t8 xal vapata 6 Xwplov
nepippbovia, xapn®v 18 dpalwv moutntila xal Botavdv guicstg H2Y ts nal émiyapt
nvdovouat, xal 3tk Tdviwy 10 npdownov ¢ Yijg noopolpevédy te xal dpaildpsvov,
wal adpog wpliorg slg xabapdtyia nal Jiabdysiav avnrAopdvy xal tég TpdTag
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It seems unnecessary to try to establish an equation between
ethical and literary qualities in each of these concepts. Clearly,
the inspiration in both cases is the same. Indeed, the lack of a
tight, complete correspondence between them reveals the spon-
taneity of their association in Pliotius’ mind. Style and ethics
have much in common not so much because Photius would
deliberately have it so, but because the wellspring of thought
is the same and they are governed both by the same, fundamen-
tally religious, outlook. .

In order to establish this relationship we have limited our-
selves to observing the fortunes only of the Hermogenic literary
measurements. The reasons for this restriction are twofold : first,
because the clearly defined and systematized structure of Hermo-
genes makes it easier to trace the subsequent fortunes of his
system (its great attraction for the Byzantines may lie, in fact, in
this very simplicity : it possessed eminently both the virtues and
the vices of a good text-book, at once clear and arbitrary or
inadequate), and second, because in very fact the Ilepi *Idedv is
the main source for Photius’ critical vocabulary. Photius’ voca-
bulary of style, when it is not of his own creation, is inherited from
the fields of Hellenistic criticism, the richest tenant of which was
probably Dionysius of Halicarnassus. Some idea of his contribu-
tions may be gained from the notes to the preceding pages. His
terminology, at least from a numerical point of view, is more in
evidence in Photius than that of Hermogenes. However, Dionysius
remains more in the background because he did not create a ready
system of criticism. The terms which Photius takes from him
are not central to Photius® approach as a whole to the definition
of style, but rather confirm and support the patriarch’s outlook.
They cousist largely, as a glance at Hartmann’s list will show,
of synonyms or subdivisions of the basic Hermogenic formulae.
The same explanation applies to Photius’ debt to Demetrius’
lspi “Egunreiag, which is less in evidence in his pages than either
Hermogenes or Dionysius?.

axvivag dnodsyopévy; tod WAlou, ndg oyl & ywplov Shov motedobor tepmvdiy-
¢ te xal HBoviig, Son yoymredst tdk¢ alaBfoetg, RdAviwv pdpeily 16 AxpdTaTOY;

! G. Hartmann, Photios’Literaristhetik, p. 32.

? The exact contribution of these and other minor figures has been
indexed by E. Orth, Die Stilkritik des Photios, Leipzig 1929, pp. 1- 56,
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As a Christian attains his characteristic perfection by the
proper alliance of his words with his thoughts and these in turn
with his deeds, guided all by the principles of Christian action
and of right belief, so too written expression, if it is to display
any literary excellence, must contain within itself a happy com-
bination of those elements of style and content which have in the
course of the history of Greek literature been marked out as
forming the ingredients of properly compounded written discourse *.
T'he 16yos must strike a balance, must not only avoid the lapse
into one extreme or the other — this is the negative aspect, — but
also, positively speaking, endeavor to blend the parts into a right

and may perhaps be treated in a work unfortunately inaccessible to me
by R. Henry, Essai sur le vocabulaire techmique de la rhétorique du
patriarche Photius, Diss. Liége 1931.

f 1t seems superfluous to list all the innumerable instances which
bear out this assumption. An indication of their extent may easily be
gathered by consulting Orth’s index (see previous note), especially
pp. 59- 133, under the terms compounded with ov»-, such as odyxetpat,
sdyxpatog, adppetpog, oippwveg, ocuvdiankéxm, cuvepéixrm, o¥vlsoig, cuveifrpe;
also plyvopt, xataplyvopt, the frequent use of wsid with the genitive, xepdv-
vopt, odv with the dative, and the like. See, for example, on the works of
a certain monk from Rome, Cassianus, 161a20: Zot. 3¢ adtd olxsia tolg
Ziavofpact xal T pHpatw, 1o te capég ansotiibovia xal té Hgdlwg taly Juxal
xal avenayddg éyyapdoossfat thv Ydpiv xAnpwodpeva, dpa xzl tob ovpmsiBery
xal EAnswy adtég mpdg To onovdaldpsvov, xal obtw navia copldg ts xal 3sEidg
xéxpatatl xal diapepippwral, Hote, 3b32 (on a treatise of Gregory of Nyssa):
10 32 xdAAog ol Adyou xal f odyxpatog Aapmpdtyg yYAuxdtrut xéviadba Dianps-
ndg émtdalxvotac, Consider also the interest shown in an otherwise unknown
treatise, lJspi [lokivixis, cod. 37, cast in the form of a dialogue, of which
Photius notes, 8a8-12, “They (i. e., the interlocutors) hold that the cons-
titution which they propose should be a combination of the three forms
of government, monarchy, aristocracy, democracy. Kach of these is to
contribute what is genuine and sincere to the formation of the ideal cons-
titution”. The excellence of a narrative is, of course, not limited to its
style but extends also to content, to the importance and wealth of infor-
mation and discussion which it provides. See p. 154, note 4. For
Photius this category is covergd by the term molvuddsia : see 90240 90bl:
T BiBRog t te Aapnpd xal tf ospvétyte nal Bt td xabopd xal ouvidve wal
T &AMy Gpstd tod Aéyov xal modvpalelg. “Polymathy” must not exist divorced
from the other components of narrative, but must fit the general require-
ments of a particular work; hence 89b6 ff: 4 ppdoig avlnpa xal slg Syxov
Tipudvyy obppstpoy peti tod f)ddog, xal §) noduvpdlsia unpénovoa.
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and harmonious whole!, It must, if one may be permitted the
term, be orthodox, admitting no heretical deviation in either
direction, but following the middle path?. At the same time, to
define such a desideratum in unequivocal terms would be to assign
a rigid and absolute creed of style against which every piece of
literature would be measured and its shortcomings noted. Nothing
is further from Photius® purpose. While recognizing a general
area of good style, affected by the general considerations of oa-
phveea, xadaodine, and the rest, he is even more careful to acknow-
ledge the individual circumstances which affect each composition
and to appraise each work as a distinctive unit. Hence it is im-
possible to draw up a system such as appears in the rhetorical
handbooks of Greek literature, where not only is each quality
of style laid down ex cathedra, but also the grammatical phrases
and figures of speech are strictly set. In Photius we must think
rather of balance, of a certain fluid composure rather than a rigid
canalization such as the stylistic philosophy of Hermogenes?®
demands.

t The two elements appear neatly juxtaposed, 126b24 : tfic cuppsé-
Tpou xpdoswg xal 16 npdnov éxodong.

? This mean of style appears in Photius’ frequent use of such
phrases as nidov tod mpoofixoviog, nAéov 10D Bedviog, &g 1o MOPHwL, Alayv, kAT
%n6pov, et al. Its religious overtones appear clearly in an important pas-
sage in one of the homilies p. 136, 1. 8-9 Laourdas, where Photius,
remarking that “moderation is the best of all things”, glories that *‘it
has prevailed in the thoughts of some who are alien to our religion™
(sétpov yap mdvimv &piotov—~Oupaudobol ol 1By fipetépwy dpyiwy sig AoyLopode
€Afelv &fevixnosv). The context makes it clear that he is speaking of
heretics and not of the conversion of the barbarian peoples. There may
also be a veiled reference to the party of Theodore the Studite who,
though an iconodule, held an extremist position in theology and in ec-
clesiastical politics (see E. J. Martin, A History of the Iconoclastic Con-
troversy, London, SPCK, 1930, pp. 150-211 passim). Photius’ complete
silence about this other major figure of the day may indicate opposition
to the methods and presuppositions of one who, like himself, was techn-
ically an image-worshipper.

8 It is for this reason that Photius, as a general proposition, rejects
the use of the excursus, whether in exegetical or historiographical liter-
ature: it is dxatgos and makes the narrative unclear, drawing the mind
from the course of the argument or discussion: see 164a27 ff. (Theodoret),
123a30 ff. (Theodore of Antioch), 164b31 ff. (Procopius), 121a85 ff. (Theo-
pomipus), 73al ff. (Arrian); also, on Libanius, 67b17 ff., and a good state-
ment of his position in the Galen cod. 164, 107b4-16: &ox ys &nl 15 AdEet



160 George L. Kustas

Along with the principle of relative judgment before the
characteristic circumstances of each case we become aware of
another device which marks Photius’ desire to refrain from any
arbitrary pronouncement on an ideal style. Such is the psycho-
logy, I submit, behind his propensity for couching his comments
in negative terms, for using words—there are a good many—
compounded with alpha privative', and for his frequent re-
course to litotes: not a mark of Nachlidssigkeif, as Hartmann
comwplains ?, but of reticence born of the realization of the nature
of style. Moreover, the general virtues of speech such as laungéd-
s, sagnvea, and the rest, are credited to an author not on the
basis of the empldyment of this or that grammatical or rheto-
rical device; they are truly general and posited of thie whole of
tlie narrative. Conversely, the failure to achieve stylistic excel-
lence depends not on the failure to use these devices, but on the
inteniperate use of the necessary ingredients of narrative as a
whole. Hence the sense of wholeness and individuality, coupled
with the feeling for the ““mean’’ of style, is the distinguishing
feature of the Photian view. It is also revealing that nowhere in
his words will one find any suggestion for the improvement of
an author’s style. Such suggestions are of course implicit in the
very criticism, but the fact that they are apparent only negati-
vely, so to speak, is perhaps again a mark of his reticence and
his readiness to work with what he has before him and not try
to refer his material to some pre-established absolute criterion .

xal ouvtdEer naBapdv—xal ednpivdg—el nul dv moAdolg adtod Tdv suyypappditwy
axatporoylatg xal maperiponrals nal @ Tdv mepddwv oxovotevel ppoviilwv t&
BuBAlo cuyyel xal onctol t@dv yeypappéviv tov vodv tiv 18 odpppacty alovel Jra-
xéntwy, xal slg dxndlav &ywv Si& ol paxpod Avpov tdv daxpoativ. dv Téwg 10
napov BiBrlov anfiraxtat. However, Photius is not prevented from ap-
proving the use of the excursus in the case of the historical efforts of
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, remarking that the considerable number of
digressions relieves and refreshes the reader and prevents him from
becoming tired of history. The charm of Dionysius® style with the mixture
of detail and digression corrects a tendency toward roughness: see 656215
ff. For another explanation see G. Hartmann, Photios’ Literardsthetik,
p. 23, who thinks that Dionysius is here seen not as a historian but as
a rhetorician.

1 See the list in Hartmann, op. cit., p. 42.

1 Loc. cit.

3 Thus, Photius does not set up any canons of authors such as
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A typical comment, which neatly expresses this attitude, is given
on Germanus, 8th century patriarch of Constantinople, and on his

were established in the Hellenistic age and helped to exclude or caused
the neglect of other representatives of the same genre. The only canonical
set in the Bibliotheca is that of the Attic orators; which is not Photius’ own
creation, but incorporated from older sources. Photius often speaks of
an author as a xavéy (Herodotus, 19b17: xaviv ‘Iovixfig Staréxton — bg
*Attixi)g Qounviidyg; also 45a17-19; Aeschines, 20b25: x. pstd ye todg npd-
toug "Attixod Adyou ; Dio Cassius, 35b33 : Bovxudidng €otiy adth & x. Malchus,
54bd1: x. lotopixob Adyov; Libanius, 67b19: x. xal otdfpn Adyov *Aztinod ;
St. Basil, 98b29 : éntotoral—4E dv &at: xavéva AaBslv éniotoAipaion xopantii
pog; Germanus, 292a32: sdoafdv Boypdiwy % anupdyxiitog; St. Paul, PG
101, 589B: d¢g adté todto x. xal tdmov wudAdoug aAndivod tolg cuvopdor mpo-
netobat ; St. Paul, PG 101, 592A: x. edbylwitiag. See also, on St. Basil,
116239 : v Bhov Adyov moArtined Adyov aluéva motodpevag). In the Phrynichus
cod. 158, Pliotius refers to Phrynichus’ notice that Marcianus, the critic,
despised the letters of Plato and Demosthenes and considered the letters
of Brutus xxvéva g dv Adyy apetdi¢, 101a18, while later on, 101b4, he notes
that Phrynichus considered the best xavévag xal otdfpag xal mapddeiypa
of slAuxpivodg xal xxBapob xal *Attixod Adyov to be Plato, Demosthenes, the
nine Attic orators, Thucydides, Xenophon, Aeschines the Socratic, Critias,
and Antisthenes; of the comedians, Aristophanes and his group when
they use Attic; and of the tragedians, Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euri-
pides; and that Phrynichus thought that of all these, Plato, Demosthenes,
and Aeschines in his seven Dialogues were the best. In all instances,
except perhaps in the special case sf St. Paul, who stands in the final
analysis inimitable as a Scriptural author, Photius means by xavdy a
good representative or a good model for imitation of a particular kind
of Adyos. The author in question is sometimes coupled with other writers
in an exaggerated term of approbation: thus Malchus, 54bdl, is xavov
lotopixod Adyou, but at the same time Arrian, 72b40, is 092evég 1®v &piata
ouvtafapévwy [otoplag 2sbtspog, and Herodian, 86al, talg xata tihv lotoplay
apstale od moAA®v satl dsdtspog, while Agatharchides, 171b9, is {niwtyg Bov-
x0A!dou—1H peyarely 9& pi devtepedwy ol Adyov @ dapel mapsiadver tdy &vipa.

On the other hand, the age of Photius and the in many ways
similar scholarly and encyclopaedic efforts of the Emperor Constantine
Porphyrogennitus mark the first extended attempt toward a Christian
scholarship. We have noted that Photius is the first to practice textual
criticism upon the work of St. John Chrysostom (see pp. 134, 167). Further,
the concern for epistolography evinced in such passages as 101al8 in
the Phrynichus codex just discussed and in one of the patriarch’s letters
in which he criticizes the letters of Demosthenes and Plato while prefer-
ring those of Phalaris and Brutus, but admires above all the efforts of
the Christian writers, Basil, Gregory, and Isidore (PG 102, 861B- D;
see pp. 135, 1566 and B. Laourdas, Napatnpvostg énl tod yapaxtfjpog Tdy dmt-
sToA@v 100 Pwtlov, *Enet. ‘Et. Buf. Smouddv 21 (1951) 74-109 passim for
other epistolographical references) helps establish a sort of new canon

II
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polemic against certain Origenistic views': ‘“‘In the present
work the author is pure and lucid; he makes effective use of
figures of speech and his phrasing has charm but does not ge-
nerate into empty glitter; he is excellent at grasping the elements
of a proposition as well as developing his points; in building up
his case or in his use of teclinical or rhetorical arguments he does
not include anything beyond what is necessary or omit anything
which should be mentioned™,

Consider also the criticism of the historian, Herodian:?
“*His style is clear, brilliant, and charming; his diction avoids
extremes, being neither too much given to Atticism, which vio-
lates the natural grace of ordinary language, nor so careless as
to degenerate into meanness to the sacrifice of all the rules of
art. He does not take a pride in what is superfluous, nor does
he omit anything that is necessary”. Further, Nicephorus is
““clear and free from redundancies, his choice of words excellent,
and the composition neither too loose nor too compressed™?®,
while Phlegon of Tralles ““though not too mean or ordinary, does
not always preserve the Attic character™ *.

of epistolography. We can see the suggestion of such a canon in Codex
Ambrosianus Graecus 81, which contains the treatises of Proclus and
Demetrius on epistolography and collections of letters mainly from the
Second Sophistic period, and includes 110 letters of Photius himself, who
thus is obviously regarded so soon after his death (the codex is 10th
century) by the compiler of the manuscript as on a par with the leading
letter-writers of the past (see B. Laourdas, The Codex Ambrosianus
Graecus 811 and Photius, Byz. Zeitschr. 44 [1951] 320 -372).

1 292a23-31: Egte pdv odv & avilp év 1§ mapdvit Adyp xaBaupdg te xal
Bretdig nal thg &v ovépaot tpomdg sdotédywg OmoBaAidpevog xal THv pév Qpdoty
H30vwv, odx bepsAxndpevog 3¢ mpdg duypdtnta, yevvaiog pév tod dmbaielv tf mpo-
Béoet, Spotog 8¢ 2ieAbeiv 1& ayoviopata, xal 100 pdv dvavxalov pyndév Efwlev
TapaAnAénwy, 0038y 3¢ tdv dgetAdviwy pNEfvar moapopdv, obte talg natacxevalg,
obte tolg dmiystpfpacty, obte tolg évluprpactv.

2 85h37-42: Eott 8¢ tiv gpdotv cagng nal Aapmpog nal H38g, wal Aéfet
Xpdpevog otdppove, piite drepattintfodoy xal tiv Epgputov 8Eubpilodoy xdptv Tob
ouvijfovg, pYjTe Mpodg To Tamevov dxAeAuvpévy nal v Eviexvov Onepopdoy yvdoty,
obte 32 meprttodoylatg 20Tt ospvuvépsvog ofte Tt TAY Avayral®y TEPAALPTAVOY.

3 33b19-22: tiv ppdotv dndprTidg e wal oapyg, #xAAtAsElg T8 xal ouv-
97juy Adyou oBte AsAupédvy olite ad mdAtv oupmemieopévy mepiépywg nexpnpévoge

+ B84a35-7: thv gpdowv obte Alav yapainstic oBte tov "Attindv é¢ 16
anpibig Btacdfwv Yapaxifipa. See also 98a36 ff., cod. 191 passim, 156b28
ff., 166b25 ff., et. al. Most of these references are taken from G. Hartmann,
Photios® Literardsthetik, p. 42.
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We are now in a position to sum up the argument of the
preceding pages. The conflation of political and ethical values
seen both implicitly and explicitly established in Photius® admo-
nitions to the new Christian prince, Boris-Michael, and elsewhere
in his works, finds an echo in the criteria for good style that can
be gleaned from the remarks in the Bibliotheca and in those
Awmphilochia which discuss the language of St. Paul. The picture
of Photius’ aesthetic outlook thus produced has a make-up half
religious, half historical: religious, in the sense that the indivi-
dual features of this composition are characteristically Christian
principles, for which the interest in St. Paul, and, in some measure,
in Luke, helps solicit a more explicit and subtle definition; histo-
rical, in the sense that they are pointedly peculiar to the culture
of the ninth century. Indeed, in an article which undertakes to
define the “‘representation of the intelligible’® in Byzantine art,
Grabar has called attention to a correspondence between certain
ideas expressed in the literature and the characteristics of ninth
century art'. Grabar speaks of the eurhythmic compositions, simple
and limpid, the purity of silhouette, the sense of balance, the respect
for the human figure coupled with its integration into an ensemble;
in short, of the remarkable unity of the image as a
whole? One need not belabor the obvious connection with the
principles of literary style just derived from Photius’ criticism.

Behind the stylistic equations that are suggested by com-
paring the ideals of art and literature in the ninth century lies
the basic outlook, prompted by the historical situation of the
period of Photius, which directs the hand of the artist as well as
the pen of the literary critic. ‘The Bibliotheca by its very compo-
sition is in the same spirit. It contains reviews of a large number
of books, each treated as a unique phenomenon of time and
authorship in the literary past, each regarded with the dignity
proper to it as a self - contained literary expression and its author
as a distinct literary personality, each judged in its own setting,
yet all contributing to and all forming part of a composition in
time as mnembers of a large canvas which contains the record of
the literary and historical events of the past. Photius does not

1 A.Grabar, La Représentation de I'Intelligible dans I’Art byzantin
du moyen 4ge, Actes du VIe Congrés Intern. d’Etudes Byzantines, Paris
1951, vol. 2, pp. 127 - 43.

* Ibid., p. 141,
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write a Summa Theologiae, nor can he produce a treatise such
as that of his great theological predecessor of the eighth century,
John of Damascus, with the grandiose title, Fount of Knowledge
(IIny?h Dvéoczw;)t. St. John’s work can be considered a kind of
handbook or guide to orthodoxy for believers who, distressed and
confused before the storm over the worship of images, might
dismiss their feeling of instability and {ind some reassurance and
support in a summary definition of the Faith. But in the middle
of the ninth century, despite some vestiges of iconoclasm, the
Church had no longer need of such theological medicine. It had
emerged triumphant over its enemies, proud and confident of the
stability and harmony of its existence under God. Photius comes
upon the scene as the first encyclopaedist of Byzantium, not a
dry pedant, but one who has absorbed well the lessons of the
past and can set the events of history in their proper perspective
without the need of apologia for his theological convictions.
One final point may be considered: where, in view of the
principles of good style by which Photius measures the works he
discusses and which he recommends to his readers, does he stand
in the history of criticism? Just as in the history of art the
recourse, during the Macedonian revival, to classical models
served only as a method for realizing the style of this middle
period of Byzantium under Christian inspiration?, so too in phi-
lological analysis most of the principles Photius uses are taken
from within the Atticistic movement, whicli in turn had derived
its standards from the works of classical antiquity. We have seen
how Photius avails himself of the terminology of Hermogenes
while rejecting such a conception as &Afzia as a division of style
because, with its deeply religiotts overtones, its use in stylistic
definition is offensive to his Christian taste® Such a procedure
is indicative of his whole attitude toward the classics. Guided by
his interest in what is ““useful” (yo#joiuor), he culls from them
facts and terminology, while his language is full of classical turns
of phrase. Photius is steeped in the classics and uses them for his

' The title, Bibliotheca, which carries its own presumption, is not
Photius’ own but was assigned to his work in the Renaissance. See E.
Martini, Textgeschichte den Bibliotheke des patriarchen Photios von
Konstantinopel, Leipzig 1911, pp. 39, 47.

2 A. Grabar, op. cit,, p. 142.

8 See p. 138, note 1.
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own purposes, One detects no longer that apologetic or polemic
tone of the earlier Fathers. The classics have by now been woven
into the educational pattern, and the new feeling results not from
a belated recognition of their serviceability, but from a confidence
born of the realization that Christianity had come of age. Con-
scious of its maturity and superiority, the finally defined and
established religion of Jesus accepted their utility and, as it were,
cited them not to argue with them but, half deferentially, to
show them wherein they erred. While making full use of the
externalities of classical learning, Photius shuns completely, when
he does not correct, the philosophical presuppositions. That is to
say, he shows no interest in Herodotus’ conception of history: he
could learn nothing from it, for he had his owi, to him superior,
Christian views on the subject. So too in the realm of style, the
need felt during the Atticistic movement for the definition of a
classic leads ultimately to the easy system of Hermogenes and
to his exaltation of Demosthenes as the classical author par ex-
cellence, against whose standard the history of literature was
measured and in relation to whom the work of an author stood
or fell to the degree to which it approached or receded from the
artificially created absolute of the Greek orator. With Photius all
this changed. Fach author, each work of an author, is judged
pow only in relation to his historical setting: the majestic censure
which is essentially an adjunct of the Hermogenic method retires
before a more unassuming and more profound attempt at a cri-
tical understanding of literature. Under the spur of the Christian
conceptions of individual dignity and historical process there is
forged a wholly new and original Christian theory of style paced by
a delicate sense of balance and proportion. The pyramidal structure
of Hermogenes is levelled and replaced by a historical relativism
the ideal of which consists in an avoidance of excess and an appro-
ximation to a golden mean. Once again the tools of stylistic ana-
lysis have been retained, but this time to serve a different master.

The structure which Photius erects in the ninth century,
however, does not last for long. I hope at some later time formally
to prove what I can now only categorically assert, but what
will be apparent to anyone reading in Photius® works. Photius
has tried himself to apply the rules of good writing that he seeks
in others. Que of these requirements is ““clarity” (cagsreia), which
is supported in his pages by the fact that so much of the pa-
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triarch’s effort is pedagogic and expository in nature. The dif-
ficulties one meets in reading him come not from any intrinsic
obscurity of expression but partly from the difficulty besetting
the modern reader in trying to make his way through the still
largely uncharted waters of ninth century Byzantine Greek, partly
from the fact that our own techniques of writing are so different.
If one turns to the production of his two most famous though,
at least in this respect, hardly successful pupils, Photius stands
forth as a model of clarity. The works of Leo the Wise, parti-
cularly his sermons, with their almost deliberate torturing of the
language for the sake of rhetorical effect, stand at the other
pole!. In the case of Arethas, archbishop of Caesarea, things
had gone so far that, having actually been accused of ““obscurity®”
(dodpera), and presenting his defense in an extant treatise entitled,
“In Answer to Those Who Have Accused Us of Impiety, Con-
taining also a Discussion of our Style of Writing™ (llpég todg el¢
dodapetay Mpds Entoxwdavtag, dv § xal ti¢ ¥ (Béa ob péripey Adyou)?,

t Text in PG 107 and Aéavtog tob Zogod Havoympixol (sic) Adyor, ed.
Acacius, Athens 1868.

3 Text edited by J. Compernass in Didaskaleion 2 (1931) 183-88;
also by S. Kougeas, ‘0O Katoapelog *Apélag xal 10 Epyov adtob, Athens 1931,
pp. 139 - 143. See the judicious remarks of Compernass, who in the
Prolegomena, p. 181, rightly expresses surprise and indignation “wie ein
Gelehrter wie Arethas, der den besten Teil seines Lebens auf das Studium
der attischien Prosaisten verwendet und die Vorschriften der Redelehrer
nicht bloss kennen gelernt, sondern nach Ausweis der besten Hss. auch
durch scin beliebtes dpaior zur Nachahmung empfohlen hat, in diesen
schlimmsten Fehler verfallen konnte. Wer von der Lektiire des Photios
kommt, solite es nicht fiir méglich halten, dass Arethas, der doch eine der
anhdnglichsten Schiiler des grossen Meisters reiner und geschmackvoller
Diktion war, in einem vélligen Gegensatz zu seinem Lehrer steht” We
are in the case of Arethas before the paradox of a person ridiculing the
classical texts out of misdirected Christian convictions, yet spending
his life transcribing, studying, and commenting upon them. The rather
stuffy cleric from Caesarea, however, who in the famous extant Lucianic
scholia (ed. H. Rabe, Berlin 1906} vents his illiberal spleen against the
“pagan stupidities and wickednesses” (see a list of his castigations col-
lected by Rabe, p. 336) of Lucian, seems to have cast aside the lesson
of his master, by whom Lucian is judged in his context (though Photius
too derives an understandable pleasure in condemning Lucian’s attacks
on pagan religion and philosophy) as an excellent satirist and a fine
stylist, and who by and large forbears from any criticism except that
Lucian’s style does not fit his subject matter (codd. 128, 129).
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he treats us to the grotesque spectacle of answering his detractors
in a style which does nothing less than prove their accusation.

As the Photian fundamentals of good style fell on barren
ground, so too there disappeared the principle of personal and
historical “‘propriety’ {(olzeidiyge) which guides the patriarch’s
critical analyses. Literary criticism comes once more under the
shadow of the absolutistic method, but this time the idealized
author is Christian, We are, in other wotds, by the eleventh cen-
tury before a kind of Christian classicism, at a time when the
great Fathers of the Church have taken on the aura of a classic.
If the application of scholarly analysis is one of the marks of
this development, as it was in the Hellenistic age, we can see
the movement initiated already by Photius, who, as already
noted !, is the first to study the text of St. John Chrysostom as
a philological document. On the other hand, although Photius is
ungeserved in his praise of such figures as S8S. Chrysostom, the
two Gregories, Basil, and other leading authors of the Church, he
never sets them off against others, nor does he use them as an
ideal measuring-stick for literature. Rather, he admires them in
their own right. Tf the Photian analysis of the style of the Apostle
Paul suggests the opposite, we must bear in mind that to a truly
Chiristian critic Paul must stand apart, for he commands reverence
as a Scriptural author. In any case, he does not, as Demosthenes,
offer himself for comparison or imitation, but exists on a higher
plane, sacred, and, in the final analysis, inimitable. By the time
of Michael Psellos, however, the careful balance and historical
vision which are the hallmark of Photius’ literary criticism, as
indeed of his whole outlook toward life, give way before the con-
ceptions of the learned philologist, who raises, not Demosthenes,
but Gregory of Nazianzus as the pacemaker of literary style, in
relation to whom all authors are to be judged. We have, edited
by A. Mayer, the monograph of Psellos on Gregory to make this
plain®. On almost every page of the text Psellos attempts to
support his thesis by drawing comparisons supposedly fatal to
almost every classical author imaginable. In his zeal for his dar-

! See p. 134.

? Edited with introduction and commentary by 4. Mayer : Psellos’
Rede iiber den rhetorischen Character des Gregorios von Nazianz, Byz.
Zeitsch. 20 (1911) 27-100 (text pp. 48 - 60).
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ling he is led to impossible judgments against, among others,
Plato and Thucydides.

In such a situation one comes quickly to realize how inti-
mately the history of Byzantine life and letters is connected with
the attitude toward the classics. Psellos’ purpose is to mark off
Gregory as the apex of a literary development built up from the
beginnings of Greek literature: hence the comparison of Gregory
even with poets such as Sappho, Archilochus, Anacreon, and
others, with whom the “‘theological style’” ($eoloyixds yaga=tijg)*,
of the Church Fathers had nothing in common. To achieve this
goal Psellos uses, as did Dionysius of Halicarnassus, the mono-
graph form and employs largely Dionysian vocabulary, not
realizing, as Mayer points out ?, that the technical terms do not
suit something with a quite different literary development. This
is the fault inherent in the “‘comparative” (odyxptoig) method of
literary criticisin which Photius, the only other Byzantine author
before Psellos® to write a monograph, however small, on a
single author—for such, of course, are the individual codices of
the Bibliotheca,—properly uses only in the case of objects legiti-
mately matched. Though Photius also makes use of the Hel-
lenistic terms of literary criticism indiscriminately over the whole
range of Greek literature, yet his feeling for genre, his selection
of terms proper to an author in the discussion of that author’s
style¢, prevents him from falling into the excesses of Psellos.

1 See the title of the work: Tod dasowiuov Wellot Adyoc oysdiaodeis
noos Ilddov feordoynv &Eicboavsa adidov yodpar msoi tol Peoloyixol yapaxifigos.

* Op. cit., pp. 61, 63.

8 Mr. Ihor Sevéenko has kindly informed me of a 14th century
tract by Theodore Metochites, entitled, *Extoracia xai xpfoic tijc T@y ddo
gnopwy sddoxiurioswe, o0 158 Anuoodévove xai *Agiorsidov (Vind. Phil. Gr. 95,
fols. 356 - 364), mentioned in another connection by Sev¥enko, A New
Fragment of Sappho?, Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and
Sciences in the United States 1 [1951] 152), which again, as against Psellos,
uses the correlative system of criticism.

4 Photius uses oxinods 6bal4, not part of his stylistic vocabulary,
in speaking of Dionysius of Halicarnassus, because the term is common
to Dionysius; likewise ddods, loyvds, uéoos, mddoua, et al., in speaking of
Proclus, cod. 239 (see R. Henry, Proclus et le Vocabulaire technique de
Photius, Revue Belge de Philologie et d’Histoire 13 [1934] 622 ff.). Too,
the Damascius cod. 181, is written along Hermogenic lines, probably in
deference to the Neo-Platonic regard for the rhetorician of Tarsus (see
Christ-Schmid-Sidhlin, Geschichte der griechischen Litteraturé, vol. VII.
2.2, p. 934). See p. 136, note 4.
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Christianity and classical culture: these are the two points
between which wavered the intellectual scale of Byzantium. The
uneasy union resulting from the syncretistic efforts of the fourth
century leads during the first golden age of Byzantium to the .
representative confusion of Procopius. The historian of the period
of Justinian, as Downey points out !, displays an attitude which,
far from being a categorical expression of either pagan or Chris-
tian belief, is, rather, typical of a time when paganism was far
from dead, yet still existed. in a society whose members, including
Procopius, were for the most part Christian. There follows the
iconoclastic controversy in centuries relatively dark to us through
the absence of texts and artistic monuments, and immediately
afterwards the Christian-classical revival paced by Photius, which
in the domain of letters extends into the tenth century with the
transcriptive and text-critical efforts of Arethas and the further
encyclopaedic compilations promoted by the Emperor Constantine
Porphyrogennitus. By the eleventh century the classics, as seen
in the case of Psellos, have gained the upper hand; for, although
the learned Byzantine sets up a Christtan author as the perfect
literary model, he sees him as the end of a development in clas-
sical literature and judges him in classical terms. Indeed, Psellos
himself is known to us primarily as a classical philologist®.

Finally in the fourteenth century the great Hesychast
movement may be viewed as in part a struggle between those
Byzantines who had by this time almost entirely lost interest in
Christian questions, who concerned themselves only with classical
subjects and were appropriately stigmatized as *““Greeks™, such
as Georgius Pletho Gemistus, and their vigorous adversaries, the
monks of Athos, who believed, with some right, that they were
engaged in a belated struggle with paganism. Yet for a brief
moment in the ninth century Photius, while naturally preferring
his Christian convictions, is able to establish a fine balance between
the two great contenders, and under the aegis of a relative prag-
matism peculiar to the spirit of Eastern Christianity of his time, to
call the classics into useful service within a Christian society.

University of Buffalo, U.S.A. GEORGE L. KUSTAS

! @G. Downey, Paganism and Christianity in Procopius, Church
History 18 (1949) 89 - 102, especially p. 99.

? On Psellos see K. Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen
Litteratur?, Miinchen 1897, pp. 433 - 444,
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