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I. INTRODUCTION

A. THE EARLY BYZANTINE LETTER AND PHILOLOGY

< ent philological inertia in regard to the literary history of the letter.
. For this genre in Greek antiquity we have, it is true, no systematic
investigation to place with Peter’s Der Brief in der romischen Literatur
(Leipzig, 1910) and for the Byzantine period there has been a similar lack
of interest. For the early Byzantine centuries, which are here our concern,
only a few special studies — a slender volume on the letters of Synesius of
Syrene, another on the correspondence of St. Gregory Nazianzen, and a
third on the letters of St. Basil of Caesarea ' — have as a central interest the
analysis of epistolary types and structures. The most elaborate recent appeal
for more serious efforts in this direction is the address of Sykutris, “Probleme
der byzantinischen Epistolographie,” published in the Acts of the Third In-
ternational Congress of Byzantine Studies held in Athens in 1932. At first
glance it would seem only proper to urge that the resources of the literary
historian be enriched by a monograph on the letter to accompany, for ex-
ample, the definitive studies of Misch on autobiography * and Hirzel on the
dialogue.® Yet a closer scrutiny of the matter suggests that this lacuna in our
philological apparatus may be caused, at least in part, by a certain confusion
as to what a letter in the generic sense really is.

To fix with precision the point at which a written communication be-
comes or ceases to be a letter properly so called is a subtle task. As witnesses
to the elusiveness of the problem in the realm of theory there are, for ex-
ample, the following opposed views. Deissmann, in the prolegomena to his
study of the New Testament letters,* makes a careful distinction between
what he depreciatingly terms “literary letters” ( Epistel, in a technical sense)

lﬁROM time to time there appear signs of dissatisfaction with the pres-

*P. Xaver (Hermann) Simeon, Untersuchungen zu den Briefen des Bishofs Synesios von
Kyrene, Rhetorische Studien, 18, Paderborn, 1933; M. Guignet, Les Procédés Epistolaires de
Saint Grégoire de Nazianze, Paris, 1911; V. Martin, Essai sur les Lettres de S. Basile le Grand,
Paris, 1865 (I am only indirectly acquainted with this work which was not available to me).
Przychocki (G. Przychocki, De Gregorii Nazianzeni Epistulis Quaestiones Selectae, Disserta-
tionum philologicae Classis Academiae Litterarum Cracoviensis, 50 (1912), 248-394) devotes
some pages (248-268, 359-382) to matters of epistolary theory and practice, but his main
interest lies clearly in questions of language and style. The best general introduction to the
subject of epistolography is the elaborate article of Sykutris (“Epistolographie,” RE, Supplbd,
V, 185-220).

* G. Misch, Geschichte der Autobiographie, vol. I, 2nd ed., Berlin, 1931.

*R. Hirzel, Der Dialog, ein literarhistorischer Versuch, Leipzig, 1895.

* A. Deissmann, Bibelstudien, Marburg, 1895, pp. 189-252.
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written with a view to publication by “epistolographers” ( Epistolographen)
and “true letters” (wirkliche Briefe) written by “letter writers” (Brief-
schreiber). The distinguishing feature, according to Deissmann, cannot be
anything merely formal (in the superficial sense of the word) but has to do
with the inner special purpose of the writer, i.e., whether he has in view only
his correspondent (or correspondents) or anticipates that the missive will
be read by others.” Artlessness and unpremeditated and confidential per-
sonal address are, in Deissmann’s opinion, among the essential marks of the
true letter, setting it off from the literary letter or epistle.® Roller, on the
other hand, in an introductory chapter to his study of the formal structure of
the letters of St. Paul, holds that Deissmann’s distinction represents only a
partial view of letter essence. Any written communication which serves as
a substitute for a meaningful oral message, which is presented in the form
conventionally accepted for such documents, and which is addressed to a
particular person or group is, Roller maintains, a letter, be its content of pri-
vate or public interest, its style formless or mannered, its recipient a single
individual or a circle widely extended in space or time.” The term “epistle”
Roller reserves for a purely literary production which possesses the exterior
marks of a letter but does not perform the function of a message,® i.e., in
being sent to a definite recipient (s). Both Roller and Deissmann agree,
however, that there is a middle form between letter-as-such and epistle-as-
such — letters which possess certain features of the epistle and epistles which
adopt certain characteristics proper to the letter; but, true to their respective
views, Deissmann rejects the letter influenced by the epistle (“literary let-
ter”) as a species of literature coquetry while Roller receives both this hybrid
form and its corollary into the domain of true letter, provided the function of
“message” is fulfilled and epistolary conventions are observed.

It is not my intention here to determine the precise delimitation of letter
essence but to bring forward one feature involved in the controversy which
is of fundamental importance to this study. If, as Deissmann asserts, naiveté
and confidential address be among the essential marks of the true letter as
opposed to the epistle (in Deissmann’s acceptation of the term), obviously,

° Ibid., pp. 206-207, 217. The objection of Sykutris (art., “Epistolographie,” RE, Supplbd.
V, 187) that Deissmann’s restriction of the term “literary” to letters primarily destined for
publication by their authors is too narrow a conception and that it should be extended to true
letters later given to the world, is captiously taken. Deissmann himself allows for this latter
eventuality but he very properly denies that we have thereby a new species (Deissmann,
Bibelstudien, p. 206).

® Vide Deissmann, pp. 191-192, 250.
* O. Roller, Die Formular der Paulinischen Briefe, Berlin, 1933, pp. 23 ff. Cf. also, his “An-

merkungen,” 145-147.
¢ Cf. “Anmerkungen,” 145, p. 347.
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the former is not a proper subject for searching literary analysis. One might
as inappropriately (if such ephemerals were preserved in writing) expend
critical labors on the daily conversations of the ancient Greek or Roman in
the family circle or with his intimate friends. Further, the literary historian
who then turns to letters written in such a fashion as to arouse suspicions of
literary pretensions, is likely to feel — we are assuming, of course, that his
main interest is the letter in its authentic form — that he is devoting valu-
able time to parasitic materials, so to speak, which by virtue of their ap-
parent purpose cannot be regarded as genuine forms of the true letter but
only manufactured and unnatural imitations of it.

When such reasoning is applied to the study of the Byzantine letter,
however, one is easily betrayed into a form of anachronistic thinking. In the
approach to this section of letter history particularly, the importance of a
proper orientation to a special cultural milieu is appropriately emphasized.
As a precautionary reminder to this end Sykutris rightly applies to the letter
the axiomatic principle of the historical sciences: that the intellectual prod-
ucts of antiquity must be judged according to their contemporary standards
and their authors’ intentions. Today, he points out," we regard letters, on
the one hand, as sources for cultural history and, on the other, as biographi-
cal evidence for the history of a personality. Their charm and value in-
creases in proportion to their naiveté and to the completeness with which
they reveal the unadorned human qualities of their author. Antiquity, on
the contrary, viewed the matter differently. The letter as well as the pane-
gyric and the suasoria was included under the progymnasma of mpoo-wmomoiia
by the rhetoricians, Theon ' and Nicolaus.'* Perhaps letters of the artless
sort were written by educated persons ** but it is surely more plausible to
suppose that men trained in the strong rhetorical traditions of antiquity
would write with the ease of custom the polished and mannered phrase of
the schools which through long familiarity would flow effortlessly from their
pens.”* The reader need scarcely be reminded that in Theodoret’s day East
and West shared a common legacy of the rhetorical disciplines of antiquity.
The Greek philosophy of rhetoric as represented by Aristotle, particularly,
had been given practical application by Cicero in the great period of Rome

* ]. Sykutris, Probleme der byzantinischen Epistolographie, Athens, 1932, p- 297.

* Ibid., p. 298 f.

™ Rhetores Graeci 11, ed. L. Spengel, Leipzig, 1854, p. 115, 1. 22.

* Ibid., vol. III, Leipzig, 1856, p. 491, 1. 1.

* Vide the ingenuous missive of Epicurus to his son (ed. R. Hercher, Epistolographi Graeci,
Paris, 1873, “Addenda” p. Ixxxvi); but this illustration loses force when we recall that scorn
of rhetorical convention was an Epicurean affectation.

* Cf. E. Norden, Die Antike Kunstprosa, 2 vols. 4th imp., Leipzig, 1923, “Einleitung,”

pp. 1 ff.
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and later on both theory and practice were systematized for the schoolroom
by Quintilian.

It is pertinent to observe here that, despite the insistence of Deissmann
that the true letter is an unpremeditated and naive transcript of life,* his
remarks on the text of his transcribed facsimiles of papyrus letters contain
such revealing comments as: “epistolary imperfect,” ** “a frequent epistolary
formula in papyrus letters,” *" “the assurance of prayers for the recipient of
the letter placed at the beginning is a pious custom of the ancient letter,” **
“this sentence occurring in countless papyrus letters is a stereotyped form
promising reciprocal prayers.” ' It seems, after all, a reasonable inference
that the act itself of expressing thought through a written medium would
have almost inevitably involved a conscious regard for convention in so far
as its forms were known even — or perhaps one might better say, espe-
cially, — in the case of uneducated persons,® particularly in an age when
rule and precept everywhere held sway over the written word.*

Further reason for a prepared approach to the Byzantine letter is im-
plied in the very temper of the Byzantine age. Even had letters of the
wholly artless sort been commonly written, the rhetorical taste of the day
would not have considered them worth the effort of preservation. A kind of
idealism which sought to transcend the things of every day and to glorify
ordinary reality by a splendor of pomp and solemnity was an important
feature not only of Byzantine aesthetic productions but also of the Byzan-
tine mentality which conceived them. A feeling for the dignified and the
ceremonious led to the desire of appearing always to the best advantage.”
In the words of Sykutris, the Byzantine letter writer wished “nicht ofos éor
zeigen, sondern ofov 8¢l byz. olos Bovherar €ivar vor der Welt demonstrie-
ren.” # It is, moreover, a well-known fact that to the Oriental mind (and,

 A. Deissmann, Licht vom Osten, 4th ed., Tiibingen, 1923, p. 118.

* Ibid., p. 138, n. 2; 143, n. 3.

" Ibid., p. 147, n. 2.

* Ibid., p. 150, n. 4.

* Ibid., p. 154, n. 3; cf. Deissmann’s comment ‘on the papyrus letter of consolation from
an Egyptian, Irene, to the bereaved family (second century a.p.): “Dass diese Stimmung eine
weitverbreitete gewesen ist, und dass sie dhnliche Gedanken auch in einem anderen Trost-
briefformular hervorgebracht hat, spricht nicht gegen unsere Beurteilung” (i.e., that this letter
should be regarded as a non-conventional, naive production), (ibid., p. 145).

» Cf. B. Olsson, Papyrusbriefe aus der friihesten Romerzeit, Upsala, 1925, p. 8: “Dass
Uebereinstimmung  zwischen den Musterbriefen und den gefundenen Papyrus-briefen

bestehen, ist seit lange beobachtet worden, doch sind si vielleicht noch grésser und zahlreichen
als man zu glauben geneigt war” and even to the extent of verbal correspondence (cf. ibid.,
p-9).

' Cf. Norden, p. 48: “. . . ein drexvov giebt es in der antiken Litteratur nicht.”

* Cf. Sykutris, Probleme der byzantinischen Epistolographie, p. 298.

= Ibid., p. 300.
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obviously, its Oriental surroundings affected all forms of culture stemming
from Byzantium) as well as in the view of Greek antiquity, the type was,
generally speaking, of greater interest than the individual and to this bent
the absolutistic temper of Byzantine life gave considerable impetus.** It is
reasonable to expect, then, that the typical and the conventional may play
a prominent role in Byzantine epistolography.”” Nor, as Sykutris warns us,
are we to set off convention from subjectivity in an attempt to understand
the Byzantine letter; for the subjective value lay, according to Byzantine
conceptions, not so much in a departure from convention as in its structure
and treatment.*®

It is with all the above considerations in mind that, in the writer’s opin-
ion, one should undertake a study of the Byzantine letter. The task portends
long and difficult labor not only because of certain unedited or poorly edited
texts " and the large quantity of the materials but also because of the con-
stant need of an intellectual rapport with a remote and alien Zeitgeist. It is,
however, a task worth the undertaking. The letter represents a very prolific
branch of Byzantine literature and its study through an analysis of types
and structures should be eminently appropriate for an age wherein form
was a prime consideration in all phases of civilized living.

To this larger project (it is, perhaps, through a number of special studies
that the general problem may be approached most effectively) the present
study of the correspondence of Theodoretus of Cyrus proposes to be a small
contribution. Among the extant correspondences of the early Byzantine pe-
riod none presents wider variety than that of Theodoret, as would be ex-
pected from his colorful career as one of the most learned of the adversaries
of Cyril of Alexandria.

Theodoret was born at Antioch in about a.p. 393 and in the monastic
schools of that city he received his early education under St. John Chrys-
ostom and Theodore of Mopsuestia. Upon the death of his parents, who
appear to have held a high position at Antioch, he distributed his inheritance
to the poor and entered a monastery at Nicerte near Apamea. After some
seven years he was drawn from this retreat to assume the cares of the epis-
copate of Cyrus, a Syrian town, the capital of the district of Cyrestica.
This see enjoyed Theodoret’s unremitting and affectionate solicitude not

* Cf. ibid., p. 301; cf. also, K. Krumbacher, Die Griechische Literatur des Mittelalters, in
Die Griechische und Lateinische Literatur und Sprache, Berlin, 1907, p. 260.

* The words epistolography — epistolographer are not used in this study in Deissmann’s
disparaging sense.

* Sykutris, Probleme, p. 301.

7 E.g., the letters of Arethas are still in manuscript, and the correspondence of Nilus the
Ascete is in a somewhat chaotic state.
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only in rooting out its fertile growth of heresies but in caring for its material
prosperity by his erection of public buildings — aqueducts, porticoes, and
baths — at his own expense. During the last quarter of his life Theodoret
became involved in the bitter Christological controversies of the Antiochene
and Alexandrian schools and it is as a suspected partisan of Nestorius in the
polemics of these theological factions that Theodoret is best known to us.
Deposed by the notorious Robber-Synod of Ephesus and forced into exile,
he was recalled by the emperor Marcian the following year. Subsequently,
despite Monophysite opposition, he was active in the Council of Chalcedon
in 451 where he finally concurred in the anathema of Nestorius and was
fully reinstated in the ranks of the orthodox. For the few years that re-
mained to him (his death occurred about 457) Theodoret lived in peace,
occupied with the business of his diocese and his literary labors.

As to quality, the letters of Theodoret receive the following comment
from Nicephorus Callistus: kai émorolas 8¢ Todrov vmép mevrakoaias évérvxov
aplorws kal kara Néyov “EN\nra ovykepévais.”® Of the more than five hundred
letters known to Nicephorus ** in the fourteenth century, we have today
about half that number.** One hundred seventy-nine letters are reprinted
by Migne * and of these seventeen are under other names or under a collec-
tive name but are attributed to Theodoret by Garnier.*> Forty-seven addi-
tional letters from a Patmos manuscript were edited and published by
Sakkelion in 1885.%" Sixteen of the letters in the Migne reprint are in Latin
translation only (Epp. 173-178, fragmentary) but the Greek text of four of

* Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopulus, Eccles. hist. XIV, 54; cf. for the clarity and simplicity
of Theodoret’s style in general, Photius, Bibliotheca, codd. xxxi, xlvi, lvi, cciii-ccv.

® Garnier (col. 253D), believes that Nicephorus meant to indicate an approximate num-
ber; but Giinther (Theodoret von Cyrus und die Kampfe in der orientalischen Kirche vom
Tode Cyrills bis zur Einberufung des sogen. Rduber-Konzils, Programm des K. Hum. Gym-
nasiums Aschaffenburg, Aschaffenburg, 1913, p. 4, n. 1) rightly points out that such interpre-
tation makes the phrase m¢p mevraxooias a meaningless one.

® The Latin excerpts given by Marius Mercator are wrongly regarded as additional by
Glubokowski (Blazhennyi Teodorit episkop Kirrskii, Moscow, 1890, p. 478). These frag-
ments are covered by Epp. 173-178 in the Migne corpus.

 The number usually given is one hundred eighty-one but two letters in the Migne corpus
are certainly by other authors — Ep. 148 (a dmoprmoriéy) under the name of Cyril of Alex-
andria, the full text of which is given among the letters of St. Cyril (PG. 77, col. 85) and Ep.
179 also ascribed to Cyril and written to John of Antiech against Theodoret; cf. Garnier, col.
324. One hundred forty seven of the letters in the Migne collection are from the four volume
edition of Pére Sirmond, S.]., as revised in five volumes by J. L. Schulze —J. A. Nosselt and
the remaining thirty-two (of which Ep. 171 is incomplete) are reprinted from the Auctarium
of Pere Garnier, S.J.

® Cols. 314-321.

1. Sakkelion, rot pakapiordrov @codwpitov émoxsmov Kipov émorolal Svoiv Seovoaw
wevrikovra ék Ilarpakod xepoypdpov redyovs, Athens, 1885; Ep. XVI in Sakkelion’s edition
duplicates Ep. 58 in the Migne corpus.
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these has been published by Schwartz.** Thirty letters in Latin are included
in the Synodicon adversus tragoediam Irenaei,” but of these twenty-three
only are additional. The letters preserved incompletely * or in Latin trans-
lation only are not formally included in this study. In any event, however
we may interpret the figure given by Nicephorus, it is certain that some of
Theodoret’s letters have perished. This is indicated, e.g., by Theodoret’s
mention of an unanswered letter in Ep. 1 addressed to an anonymous re-
cipient, his reference to a previous missive in Ep. 8 to Eugraphia and to
four either unreceived or unheeded letters in Ep. 48 addressed to Eustathius.

B. THE CORRESPONDENTS OF THEODORET

While the extant letters of Theodoret are distributed among a large num-
ber of recipients, their range, social and geographical, is limited. With the
exception of Ep. 113 sent to Pope Leo the Great, the accompanying missives
(Epp. 116, 117, 118), addressed to other Western ecclesiastics who might
influence the Roman Pontiff in Theodoret’s favor, and two letters to Dioscorus
of Alexandria, the extant circle of Theodoret’s correspondents (in so far as
these are localized by the inscriptions *) is bounded by the Near East.
They are, moreover, for the most part, members of the upper stratum of
secular or ecclesiastical officialdom. Some letters are inscribed to certain
otherwise undistinguished presbyters, deacons, and monks, but, on the
whole, few “little people” appear in the collection.

The greater number of those whose letters from Theodoret have survived
are addressed only once, or at any rate, only one of Theodoret’s letters to
most of them has been preserved. It is an interesting fact that with the
exception of Anatolius,*® Theodoret’s good friend and patron at the imperial
court, to whom are inscribed seven letters, two sophists, Isocacius and
Aerius (the latter a Christian and, apparently, a citizen of Cyrus) are most
frequently addressed, five letters to the former and six to the latter being
extant. The general character of these missives — appeals for aid for un-

“Epp. 163, 164, 165, 169 in Neue Aktenstiicke zum ephesinischen Konzil von 431,
Abhandlungen der bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, XXX (1920), pp- 20, 24 ff.
Cf. infra, p. 177.

*® PG 84, cols. 551 ff.

* Ep. 171 and Epp. XXVIII and XXIX.

7 Ep. 181 to Abundius, bishop of Como in Italy, was sent by Theodoret to Constantinople
where Abundius in 450 was acting as legate to Pope Leo I (cf. Garnier, col. 330A-B).

* Consul, a.p. 440, patrician and magister militum praesentalis, A.n. 446 (cf. O. Seeck, art.
“Anatolius (9),” RE 1, 2072).
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fortunate persons,” recommendations of prospective students,*” or notes

written to accompany acts of friendliness ** — points to cordial and familiar
relations between Theodoret and the recipients.

That influential names should predominate on the register of Theodoret’s
correspondents is, to some extent, caused by the fact that several sections
of his epistolary collection consist of series of letters written in response to
concrete situations which demanded recourse to high places. For example,
in the fervor of his sympathy with the unhappy senator of Carthage, Celes-
tiacus, driven from his home by the invading hordes of Genseric, Theodoret
dispatched eight letters (Epp. 29-36) on his behalf to his old friends: the
sophist, Aerius, the bishops, Domnus of Antioch,* Theoctistus of Beroea,
Irenaeus of Tyre,” and also to Pompeianus, bishop of Emesa, a certain
Apellion,* and Stasimus and Patricius, counts of the empire. Another series
of twelve letters (Epp. 92-96, 99-101, 103, 104, 106, 109)* was prompted
by the departure of the episcopal commission journeying to Constantinople
in 448 *° to defend the Antiochene Christology. These letters recommend-
ing the bearers, saluting his friends, and begging their aid against his ene-
mies were conveyed for Theodoret by the episcopal envoys to the faithful
and influential Anatolius, the powerful patricians, Flavius Senator and
Nomus ** (also a friend of the eunuch, Chrysaphius, all-powerful minister
of Theodosius II), the prefects, Protogenes ** and Antiochus (praefectus

* Epp. XXII, 30 to Aerius; Epp. XL, XLVIII to Isocacius.

* Epp. XXIII, XXIV to Isocacius.

“Vide Ep. VII concerning a gift of wine sent to Aerius; also Ep. XXXIV introducing a
wood-carver, Gerontius, despatched by Theodoret to the aid of Isocacius.

*“ Theodoret exercised strong influence upon Domnus (to whom are also addressed Epp.
110, 112, 180) as well as upon John, the uncle of Domnus and his predecessor in the see of
Antioch.

“ Irenaeus, to whom are sent also Epp. 3, 12, XIV (the last, addressed to Count Irenaeus),
and 16, was count of the empire and later (at the latest A.p. 446, according to A. Jilicher
(art., “Eirenaios (9),” RE V, 2127) bishop of Tyre. His Tragoedia Irenaei written during
his exile in Petra whither he was banished by Theodosius II, contained invectives against
Theodoret, Ibas of Edessa, and all who had adopted a moderate position toward the deposi-
tion of Nestorius whose personal friend he was.

“ Probably a secular person of high rank; cf. Ep. 29, 1208B: “. . . % iperépa peyalompémeia
and Sister Lucilla Dinneen, Titles of Address in Christian Greek Epistolography, Washing-
ton, D. C., 1929, p. 45; cf. also Garnier, col. 267C.

© Garnier (col. 283C) would include also Epp. 88-91 in this series but these letters con-
tain no mention of the bearers as do the others; although Tillemont (Memoires pour servir d
Uhistoire ecclésiastique des six premiers siécles, XV, Paris, 1711, 286) attributes Epp. 88-91
to the same time, i.e., A.n. 448 (cf. Giinther, p. 45).

* Cf. Ginther, loc. cit., n. 2.

“ Count and magister officiorum, A.p. 443, consul, a.p. 445, patrician, A.D. 448 (cf. E.
Ensslin, art. “Nomus (1),” RE XVII, 845-846).

# Consul with Asturius in 449 (cf. Giinther, loc. cit.).
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praetorio in 448 *°), the pious and orthodox Count Sporacius,” and Clau-
dianus, an antigrapher.”® In the same packet were letters addressed to the
deaconesses, Celerina and Alexandra,”® to an old but somewhat faint-
hearted ** friend, Basil, bishop of Seleucia in Isauria, and to Eusebius,
bishop of Ancyra.®* A third group of six letters (Epp. 42-47), written in
the year 447,” was inspired by Theodoret’s solicitude for his diocese. Pul-
cheria, daughter of Arcadius and sister of Theodosius II, a prefect, Con-
stantius, a lawyer, Peter, Proclus, bishop of Constantinople, and again
Anatolius and Senator are each implored to aid in thwarting the machina-
tions of a certain excommunicated bishop * to increase the tax assessment
for the district of Cyrestica. Other areas in Theodoret’s published corre-
spondence are covered by letters of an official hierarchical nature and their
recipients are, therefore, again persons of consequence in Church or state.
A stream of letters goes out to fellow-bishops, to influential patricians, and
imperial officials in protest against the arbitrary nature of his enforced de-
tention in his episcopal city by an imperial order issued early in the year
448 °" and in defensive exposition of his orthodoxy under the bitter attacks
suffered by him as a suspected disciple of Nestorius.

II. THE EARLY BYZANTINE CONCEPT OF THE LETTER

The foregoing pages impose the preliminary task of overtaking in so far
as we can the early Byzantine conception of the private letter. This will
best be done by a consideration of what representative letters of this period
themselves have to say on this subject. Theodoret’s own correspondence

* Cf. O. Seeck, art. “Antiochos (55),” RE 1, 2492.

* At the request of Sporacius, Theodoret wrote his Haereticarum fabularum compendium
and this work he also dedicated to Sporacius in a eulogistic preface.

* According to Bury (The Imperial Administrative System in the Ninth Century with a
Revised Text of the Kletorologion of Philotheos, The British Academy Supplemental Papers 1,
London, 1911, pp. 75-76) the dvriypageis are the old magistri scriniorum. In the fifth century
they were four in number (memoriae, epistularum, libellorum, graecarum) and all four had
the right of direct access to the emperor; cf. Garnier’s curious comment (col. 285D): “Fuit
vero dvriypageds apud graecos quem Galli vocant Contréleur général des finances.” The same
Claudianus is probably the recipient also of Ep. 59 since here as well as in Ep. 99 Theodoret
reminds Claudianus of a promise (that he would embrace Christianity? cf. Ep. 99, 1293B).

” Presumably the wealthy widow addressed in Ep. 14, now according to custom (cf.
Garnier, col. 285D) become a deaconness.

* Cf. Ep. 102, 1296B; Epp. I, XLV, and 85 are also addressed to him.

* Also the recipient of Epp. II and 82.

*® Cf. Giinther, p. 18.

*To be identified with Athanasius of Perrha according to Tillemont (XV, 260) and
Giinther (p. 12).

* Cf. Giinther, p. 32.
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and that of writers roughly contemporary with him — if not chronologically
in every case, yet certainly with respect to literary tradition — Libanius, Basil
of Caesarea, Gregory Nazianzen, Gregory of Nyssa, Synesius of Cyrene,
Firmus of Caesarea, John Chrysostom, have been examined for such ma-
terial and even when allowance is made for rhetorical affectation and hyper-
bole, these correspondences are richly suggestive as to the place of the
private letter in the fourth and fifth centuries A.p.!

That the notion of €i8os was applied within the bounds of the epistolary
genre itself is clear not only from the manuals of Demetrius and Pseudo-
Libanius * giving model letters for practical use but also in the theoretical
implications found in the letters of the above-named writers. Synesius in
Ep. 23 reproaches Diogenes for failing to send an epistolary greeting “espe-
cially since nature had endowed him with the ability to dictate letters not
only for purposes of necessity but also for display and emulation.”® In a
letter to his brother he writes that he (Synesius) favors him with a letter
more in accordance with the duty of salutation than through necessity.*
Basil of Caesarea says more indirectly: “Not only is it worth while in itself
to get a friendly letter but if that which is written also accomplishes the
necessary result in very important matters, it is obviously worth far more.” ®
Theodoret may allude to the same idea when he justifies a letter to a patri-
cian, Taurus, on the ground of necessity: Tpddw ydp, odx adfadeia xpduevos,
@A\ o Tijs xpeias whovpevos.® In other words, Taurus might regard a letter

* Throughout this study references to the letters of Theodoret included in the Migne corpus
(PG 83, 1171-1494) are made to the Arabic number of the letter alone if it is short or if the
passage involved is adequately indicated in the reference. Otherwise the number of the letter
and the column and column section are given. The same procedure is followed for letters from
other authors which are quoted from the text in Migne. The letters of St. Basil of Caesarea
are quoted from Deferrari’s text (LCL, 4 vols., New York, 1926-1934), those of Libanius
from the edition of Foerster (Libanii Opera, X-XI, Leipzig, 1921-1922), and those of
Isocrates from Hercher’s collection (Epistolographi Graeci, Paris, 1873). The letters of Theod-
oret edited by Sakkelion are referred to by Roman numbers and also by line(s) where neces-
sary. Garnier’s commentary on Theodoret’s letters reprinted by Migne (Dissertatio 11, de libris
Theodoreti Cyrensis Episcopi, PG 84, 197-394) is referred to by column and column section.

® Demetrii et Libanii qui feruntur rimo. émorohol et émorolypaior xapakrijpes ed. V.
Weichert, Leipzig, 1910.

* Synesius, Ep. 23 (PG 66): Myw yap ovroai wéumros, dp’ ob ypdppacw fuds odk fomdow, Kat
rabra Solams ool Tis Ppioews od pdvov wpos xpelav, GANL kal mpods Evdeéw kal PrhoTipiay vrayopedew
émorolds. Cf. Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 66 (PG 37).

*Ep. 53: “Qore my émoToMy 79 vopow Tod Tposemely ae wAéov 3 T Xpelg xaptlopar. Cf. John
Chrysostom, Ep. 117 (PG 52, 672): Tas pév odv dAAas émoTolds mpbopnow éxovaas émépumopev,
ratiTyy 8¢ kal xdpiros altyoy.

"Ep. 324: &ore piv ofv kai adrd omovdis déwov, 76 vTuxeiv ypdppaot prhkois: v 8¢ kal Ty éml
Tois peylorois xpelav dviy 70 ypapdueva, moAAd ThAelovos dfia yiverar Sylovore. Cf. ibid., Ep. 84
(11, 104).

°*Ep. 88, 1281D.
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of the purely friendly sort as an act of impertinence.” The important im-
plication in these excerpts is that the letter was thought of in connection
with “subject” or “type” — sufficient indication of its association with literary
form.* But this concept does not imply that the essential idea of the letter,
i.e., as differing basically from the formal speech, was lost sight of.

It is agreed by all theorists, ancient ° and modern, that in the notion of
“halved-dialogue” or “written conversation with the absent” is to be found
an essential mark of the true letter. Basil of Caesarea finds the letter a
suitable channel for daily nugae in which only friends might be expected to
be interested. He says in Ep. 231: . . . émel 00dév éxdlvev, oiovel épnuepida
100 éuod Biov 7a ypdupara €var 7o kal ékdory Huépav cvpminTovra SuayyéNhew
oov 17 dydmy.® It is, furthermore, in the letters of greeting to their friends
that Theodoret and his contemporaries declare their views on the letter as
such. That the idea of friendship was closely bound up in antiquity with
letter writing may probably be traced — apart from its intimate connection
with the entire concept of the letter — to Peripatetic connections. Artemon
(of Cassandreia?)* in his prolegomena to the letters of Aristotle presented
the earliest known discussion of epistolary style.”* His doctrine we learn
through the excursus of Demetrius ** who defines the letter as “the heart’s

" This form of obsequiousness appears to conform with a polite convention; cf. Theodoret,
Epp. V, 42, 43, 44, 89, 96; also, Basil, Epp. 262, 280, 327.

® Further, that the letter should form an artistic unit of only one theme appears to have
been a rule; cf. Apollonaris Sidonius, VII, 18: “Singulae causae singulis ferme epistulis
finiantur”; cf. also O. Seeck, “Der antike Briefe,” Deutsche Rundschau XXXIV (1907), 66.
In Epp. XVII and XXXIX are the most striking instances of Theodoret’s violation of this
canon. His awkwardness in each case in making the transition reveals a want of practice in
such procedures.

* Cf. Demetrius, wepl épppuelas, 223: *Aprépwv pév olv 6 tas *Apiaroréovs dvaypdyas émi-
oTolds ¢now 6T 8l év TH adTd Tpdmy Sidhoydy Te ypddew kal émoTolds' elvar yap TV émoToly
olov 70 &repov pépos Tod Siakdyov. Pseudo-Libanius, émorolaior xapaxripes, p. 14. *Emarody
pév olv éorw Suihia Tis éyypdpparos dmovros mpos drdvTa ywopévy Kai xpewsdy aromov ékmAnpoioa.
Cf. also Cicero, ad. fam. ii.4: “Epistularum genera multa esse non ignoras, sed unum illud
certissimum, cuius causa inventa res ipsa est, ut certiores faceremus absentes, si quid esset,
quod €os scire aut nostra aut ipsorum interesset.”

* Cf. Jerome, Ep. 29 (ed. Hilberg I, 232): “Epistolare officium est de re familiari aut de
quotidiana conversatione aliquid scribere et quodammodo absentes inter se praesentes fieri,
dum mutuo quid aut velint, aut gestum sit, nuntiant, licet interdum confabulationis tale con-
vivium doctrinae quoque sale condiatur. verum tute in tractatibus occuparis, nihil mihi scribis,
nisi quod me torqueat, et scripturas legere conpellat.”

* A pupil of Aristotle according to Mayer ( Theophrasti wepi Aééews libri fragmenta, Leipzig,
1910, p. 211); cf. Sykutris, art. “Epistolographie,” p. 189. Sykutris (ibid.) regards as un-
founded Mayer’s supposition that Theophrastus had included a treatment of the letter in his
treatise on style.

* Cf. U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Aristotoles und Athen, Berlin, 1893, III (Beilagen),
393: “der erste kiinstler des dchten briefstils aber ist bekanntlich Aristotles geworden.”

® rept éppnuelas, 223-285; Roberts (Introd., p. 272) is inclined to believe that this treatise
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good wishes in concise form and the exposition of a simple subject in simple
terms.” ** Portions of Aristotle’s theory of friendship itself form a very likely
matrix for this association of friendship with letter writing.”” In speaking of
friendship as a fixed disposition, Aristotle remarks that separation does not
destroy friendship absolutely although it prevents its active exercise; but if
the absence be an extended one, it seems to cause forgetfulness of the
friendly feeling.’* This doctrine of physical presence as a vital factor in
friendship has a basic connection with the comments of Theodoret and his
contemporaries relative to the letter. They regard this form of communica-
tion as a means of removing distance as an obstacle to the union of friends.
In Ep. 59, Theodoret says: Tas eilkpiveis pihias ovre Tomiky) Sudoracis Sialvew
loxde, ovre xpdvos éfurnlovs épydlerar. . . . Awd 7o TobTO Kd7y® mONNois
orabpols Tis ofjs peyalompemeias dpeaTKdS, THY TPOTPYTIKYY TAVTYY émaTONY
ypddw, Tots s duhias dnhovdr vurtduevos kévrpors.”” The union is sometimes
pictured in terms of a more spiritual, but not exclusively Christian,** ideal —
the letter is a true representation of the writer’s heart and soul.” From the
idea of the letter as an unsatisfactory but acceptable substitute for a per-
sonal meeting * derive a series of amiable fictions designed to preserve the
illusion of an actual union: a letter is a symbol of the voice,* a conversa-

on style should be ascribed to Demetrius of Tarsus, the friend of Plutarch, and that it was
written in the latter half of the first century A.D.

“repl éppnelas, 231 puhoppdrmors ydp Tis Bovherar elvar i) émoToly ovvropos, kal mepl
dmAod mpdyparos ékfeats kal év ovopaow drAois.

* Cf. Simeon, pp. 7-9.

* Cf. Nichomachean Ethics, viii.5. 1: of yip témor ob Swadbovor ™y dpihlav dwAds dAAG Ty
évepyelav. éw 8¢ xpovios 7 dmovata yivyraL kal Tis Ppihias Sokel Arjbny oy . . .

7 Cf. Ep. 76, 1244D; also, e.g., John Chrysostom, Epp. 28, 42, 73; Basil, Epp. 162, 185;
Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 128; Firmus of Caesarea, Ep. 21. This convention is sometimes given
greater vividness by the imagery of “chains” as a representation of the obstacles preventing a
personal meeting; cf. Theodoret, Epp. 14, 69; Firmus, Ep. 7.

® Gorce (Les Voyages, L’Hospitalité, et le Port des Lettres dans le Monde chrétien des IV®
et Ve Siécles, Paris, 1925, p. 199) appears to regard this as an exclusively Christian feature;
yet cf. Libanius, Ep. 1059: BAémo ydp obk €is 78 ovdpata s émoTodis, GAN eis T Yuxy Tod
ypdl//avrog ... cf. also lbld, EP 578 and Demetrius, 1repi ép/.l,'qvelfag, 227: 0'X€8(\)V y&p €ZK6V¢1
IkaoTos Tis éavrod Yuxis ypdde Ty émoTolidy.

* Vide Theodoret, Ep. 50; Basil, Epp. 134, 163; Gregory of Nyssa, Ep. 18.

* Vide, e.g., Basil, Ep. 162: Grav udv yap mpos 70 tis émdnulas s épavrod dmidw xpéos kal 70
s owrvylas troloyicwpar Spelos, mdvy pou Tdy émoToAdv Umepopdv Emeow os ovde okids Adyov
ekmAnpody Swapévov mpos Ty dAnpfelay Srav 8¢ wdlw Xoylowpat, 61v pévy mapapvbia éori Tév
peylorov kal mpdrwy SapaprTévra mposemev dvdpa TooolTov, kal ikereboar ouwjfos doTe pi
e avbdveofar Hudv ém Tév mpooeuxdy, ob mkpoy T po kpivew 10 TéY émoToNdY Ereiat. Cf. The-
odoret, Ep. VI; Synesius, Epp. 109, 123; Gregory Nazianzen, Epp. 68, 93, 195; John Chrysos-
tom, Ep. 200; cf. also John Chrysostom, Ep. 27, for the letter as “the next best way”
(6 8eirepos whods) possibly in imitation of Libanius (cf. Epp. 83, 95, 823) or Plato, who uses
this metaphor in Phaedo, 99D.

% Basil, Ep. 183: ris #8lorns fpiv povis buby évapyi odpBora & Tdv ypappdrov
Swamepmdpevor. CE. ibid., Ep. 217.
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tion,?® an embrace,” a bond of union.?* It is also a token of remembrance,*
a consolation,” a pledge of friendship.”” This value of the letter as a sign or
token (i.e., in the nature of a friendly salute) appears more forcefully in
references to the “debt” or “custom” of salutation *® — and, indeed, some
letters are written exclusively to observe this polite obligation.” In certain
letters the convention of such friendly salutes becomes Christianized, con-
sciously or unconsciously, in the form “obligation” (law) of love (dydmn —
a specifically Christian term)* and occasionally with more pronounced
coloring as in Ep. 87 of Theodoret: ‘O pév rijs pihadelias dmyjrew vépos * or
in Ep. 154 of Basil: Kalds émoinaas, kal kard Tov 71)S mvevpatikis dydmms
véuov kardpfas tédv mwpds Huéds ypauudrov. . . Here should be mentioned
also the comparatively numerous festival letters in the correspondence of
Theodoret.** In accordance with this apparently local custom ** Theodoret
sends Paschal greetings to his friends wishing them the spiritual joy of the
feast.”* A strictly Christian turn was also sometimes given to the conven-

* Theodoret, Ep. 143: 8§ ypappdrov émrypros . . . Cf. Basil, Ep. 185: ofros ydp éorwv 6
Tpdmos Tis dmMlas Tols Toootrov dielevyuévois T4 gdpars, 6 8 émaroddv . . . Cf. also Firmus,
Ep. 20.

* Theodoret, Ep. 60: fappé & ypappdrov v iepdv gov kal ®ehp ¢idpy weprrifacia
keparfy . . . Cf. Firmus, Ep. 38; Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 164.

* Theodoret, Ep. 122: “Or. pév ovvelelxOypev év Tois ypdupaow of 14 dabéce auveevypévor
Aav joOnppev.

* Basil, Ep. 73: odpBolov 8¢ uvijpms ypdppara - -

* Very frequent, especially in the correspondence of St. John Chrysostom who from exile
pleads in almost every letter for the consolation of a reply; cf. Theodoret, Ep. 82; Firmus,
Epp. 11, 18, 20; Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 133. Related figures describe a letter as “drink to
the thirsting” (Firmus, Ep. 28; Libanius, Ep. 481) or as “a health-giving remedy” (Theod-
oret, Ep. 58; Gregory of Nyssa, Ep. 14; Firmus, Ep. 7; Libanius, Ep. 581).

* Firmus, Ep. 9: &5 dv éxouey ddohov dulias évéyvpa Tas émoTolds. Cf. ibid., Ep. 34;
Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 67; John Chrysostom, Ep. 190.

* Theodoret, Ep. 37: kai 16 Tijs mpooprioews éxrivoper xpéos . . . Cf. ibid., Ep. 103; John
Chrysostom, Epp. 31, 130, 156.

* Synesius, Epp. 53, 71; Theodoret, Ep. 62; Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 242. Ziemann (De
Epistularum Graecarum Formulis Sollemnibus Quaestiones Selectae, Halle, 1910, p. 326)
observes that the custom of doraouol, at first conveyed not by letters but by envoys and mes-
sengers, was taken over by writers of letters so that the letter itself became, as it were, a greet-
ing with its explicit expression in the exordium. Ziemann cites instances of this type of
exordium from the papyri and from the letters of Gregory Nazianzen, to which I would add
from the letters of Theodoret, Epp. 93, 103, 106, 142.

* Theodoret, Ep. 26: . . . wpoogfeyydpedd gov T edbAdBeiav. Tobro yap & Tiis éopriis kal &
s d‘ydm;s ﬂ'apaxe)\ﬁfe‘mt vo’;tos- Cf. ibid., Ep. 56: . . . kal ™s dyafm]s éxrive o xpc-'os- Cf. also
ibid., Ep. 141; John Chrysostom, Epp. 189, 239.

* Cf. ibid., Ep. 130.

*Epp. 4, 5, 6, 25, 26, 38, 39, 40, 41, 54, 55, 56, 63, 64, 72.

* Cf. Theodoret, Ep. 72: Tobrov &) xdpw kal 8 ypappdrov dAMjlovs of yerovedoyres
mpoapleyydpela ™y ék Tis éoprijs éyywopévmy Gupndiav onpaivovres.

* This note of spiritual joy in the liturgical feast was particularly stressed in festal homilies,
according to Probst (Katechese und Predigt vom Anfang des vierten bis zum Ende des
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tional request for an answering missive. Letters and prayers are asked for
in some instances (a religious person in all cases the recipient)® or prayers
are requested in preference to letters.*® Appropriately for the conception of
the letter as a “duty,” remiss correspondents are conventionally reproached
for “indolence” (pgorévn/pebupia)® —and in the sophistic manner, the
charge is couched in juridical terms as if a crime had been committed.* In
at least one instance, a kind of Christian sophistry makes this tardiness a sin
against charity.*

More than any other single factor, perhaps, the evidences of a lively and
explicit appreciation of artistic literary form so often met with in fourth and
fifth century correspondences serve to deepen the general impression they
leave of artificiality.” In Demetrius, however, we find a theoretic link which
helps us to understand properly a practice which we should hesitate to
associate with the letter as we conceive of it today. He says in his remarks
on epistolary style: 8¢t yap vmokareoreacfai mws pakov tod Sakdyov v
émaTojy 6 e yap ppeitar adrooxedidlovra, 1 8¢ ypdderar kal ddpov méume-

sechsten Jahrhunderts, Breslau, 1884, p. 202). In over half of his festal letters of greeting
(Epp. 38, 39, 40, 41, 54, 55, 56, 63) Theodoret declares himself unable to take joy in the
feast because of the anxieties weighing upon him.

* Theodoret, Ep. 132: . . . kal mapaka)é Tais mpooevxais fuds vrepeidew kal ornpilew Tois
ypdppaow. Cf. ibid., Ep. 60; John Chrysostom, Epp. 70, 78, 93; a similar sentiment occurs in
Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 66: Kal ypdpov kai pepvpuévos ebdpaiveis Huds kal, o toirov peilov,
edhoydv év Tols ypdupaow.

* Theodoret, Ep. 141: . . . rapakadolper mpdrov piv fuis dvéxew Tais mpocevyais éreira 8
kal ypdppaow edppaivew. Cf. ibid., Ep. 143; John Chrysostom, Ep. 36.

3 On the slowness and awkwardness of writing on papyrus, vide, O. Roller, p. 7, and
“Anmerkungen,” 51-55.

* Theodoret, Ep. 48: “AéSeypar Ty karyyopiav dopévos kalrol Swahicar padivs Svvipevos Tiv
ypagajy,” and ff. Cf. Synesius, Ep. 10; Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 150; Basil, Epp. 21, 209; John
Chrysostom, Ep. 186; Libanius, Ep. 509.

*John Chrysostom, Ep. 202: . . . g0 & ouyds xpdvov olre pakpdv, kai vopiles 10 TuxOV
NpapTKéval ApdpTpe oUTwS GYvOpwY Tepl HUAS YeYEVULEVOS.

“ Extant rhetorical rules on epistolary style concur in prescribing that letters should be
written with art but they also decree (chiefly by negative rules) that moderation must be
observed. Labored writing in a letter is absurd and against the laws of friendship (Demetrius,
mepl éppmuelas, 229), magniloquence and hyper-Atticism are alien to the epistolary form
(Pseudo-Libanius, émarodip. xapakt., p. 19); cf. Philostratus (Hercher, Epistol. Gr., p. 115),
ornament should be applied as judiciously as purple to a garment (Gregory Nazianzen, Ep.
51, 108A; cf. Isidore of Pelusium, V, Ep. 133). In this age also, it was a sophistic practice to
exhibit letters as triumphs of epistolary art, passing them from hand to hand or reading them
aloud for the admiration of an audience; cf., e.g., Libanius, Epp. 476, 477, 547, 773. In
Christian circles also letters were doubtless written to be heard as well as seen. It must be
remembered that even in the age of Theodoret silent reading was not common (cf. Norden,
I, 6, and Nachtrige, pp. 1-3). It is worth mentioning, however, that our Christian bishops
affect a self-conscious depreciation of their epistolary style only in letters addressed to sophists;
cf., e.g., Firmus, Ep. 2 (addressed to the sophist, Cyterius); Synesius, Ep. 101 (to Pylae-
menes); Basil, Ep. 339 (to Libanius).
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rau Tpémov 7wd.* This view of the letter as a gift is seen again (in Christian
guise) in Ep. 4 of Gregory of Nyssa:

Eéviov 8¢ Huérepov 10 did Tob ypdpupards gou mpocaydpevov, adro 10 ypdppa éoTiv, év & Adyos pév Tis
mepupfiouévos Tals kaAlpavos Te kal ebovvbérois TV Aééedv éorw oddels, s 8ua TobTo ddpov T
émorolMy Tois pthoAdyois vopileaai, GAN 6 pvoTikds xpvads, 6 1§ miore Tév XpioTiaviv oidy Tw
dmodéopw évednuuévos, yévorro dv aou ddpov, eéamhobels, os olov Te, i TGV ypappdrov kal T
Kkekpuppévny Aapmndova wpooScf$a9.42

and it is reflected in the image of the letter as a “feast” ** or as compared
with “honey.” ** Marked attention to style in a letter was an indication of
greater care on the part of the writer and therefore a matter for graceful
compliment. Theodoret has an interesting passage in this connection in a
letter to Proclus, bishop of Constantinople:

. kdv Tis ypappdrov mpds Twa Senby odde drAds oltws bs év SxAw mpayudrov Svtes, émoTéAhew

dréxeale, ob yymoins pév, ob yhapupds 8¢ odde dkpiBds, dAAL wdvra 6pod ouvTpéxer Tois ypdupact,
Kkal kdAAos SvopdTov kal wAfjfos vonudrov, kal Tdfews dppovia, kai Ty Tpépovaa Tods dexouévovs
T8 ypdppara, kel Tév dyabdv drdvrov 16 kdAMwoTov, 7 émavfodoa Tols Adyois Tod Ppoviparos
perpioTys.
It is worthy of remark that thought as well as diction is commended in this
letter as also in Ep. 9 of Synesius addressed to the archbishop, Theophilus,
praising the latter’s annual Paschal letter: § ye rfjres karameudfels Ayos kai
No€ TAS TONELS kal Gvmae, TO uev 76 peyéldel TGV vomudrev, 0 0¢ TGV dvoudrwv
j xdpure. This deepening of value may perhaps be regarded as a Christian
extension. Libanius’ frequent and lavish compliments to his correspondents
on the beauty of their letters extols form and not content.** Further evi-
dence of Christian gravity appears in the desire expressed by Gregory
Nazianzen that his letters may serve a useful purpose.*’

Of considerable importance for a correct understanding of the Byzantine
letter is the proper interpretation of the rhetorical dicta in the matter of
length. Both Gregory Nazianzen’s theory on the letter as it is presented in

“ 7r€p;. e'pp,'qvefag, 224; Cf. Libanius, Epp 684, 734, 1130.

“ Cf. Greg. Nyss., Ep. 14.

* Theodoret, Ep. 60: . . . rois 8 ypdupast Ty wvevparuyy wavdasiav dbeivar, kal mewdow
ékméupar Ty aédyaorov Tév Aywy elwxiav. Cf. Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 115; this metaphor may
be a Christian transfer from the figure as used by Libanius (Ep. 258): *A\\’ aird ye éopry &
g4 ypdppata -

*John Chrysostom, Ep. 58: IoAoi 7o péhiros my émorolyy dvéxpwoas, paddov 8¢ kai
péhiros adry H8lw merolnkas. Cf. Libanius, Ep. 30.

* Ep. XV; cf. ibid., Ep. 123; Firmus, Ep. 30.

“E.g., Epp. 132, 287, 310, 528, 548; cf. Firmus, Ep. 2 (addressed to the sophist,
Cyterius), and Synesius, Ep. 101 (addressed to Pylaemenes).

“Ep. 52: “Opws 8¢ (od yap Edpvofedy Twa robrov 40Mov émrdrres Huiv, ovde ‘HpdxAewov,
dAANL kal pdda 780y Te Kkal Tpepov, TéV éudy émoToAGV gou cuvayayelv Goas oldv Te), av Toivuy
TobTov ipdvra Tals oals éykardfov BiBMots, obk épwTikdy, dAAL Aoyikdy, oddt émdekTikov pdAdov 3
Xpriatpov kal Tiis fuetépas adMis.
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Ep. 51 to Nicobolus and the similar passage in the exordium to the pseudo-
Libanian émorolyator xapakrijpes ** have been misunderstood as regulating
length in a purely quantitative sense.*” An examination of the context in
each case, however, shows that the point at issue is the application of the
rhetorical term owvrouia to the letter. Swwropia/odvropos in the technical
sense means terseness of composition (yet covering the subject adequately ),
the opposite of diffuseness or amplitude and the avoidance of circuitous
diction; that is, one must come to grips at once with the essentials of the
thought and express it literally and clearly.”® The distinction between
ovvropos and brevity in the non-technical sense is shown by Quintilian:

Ideoque Graecorum aliqui aliud circumcisam expositionem, id est ovvropor, aliud

brevem putaverunt, quod illa supervacuis careret, haec possit aliquid ex necessariis
desiderare.?!

Pseudo-Libanius speaks of avrrouia (which quality might better be trans-
lated “concision” than “brevity”) in conjunction with the stylistic virtue
of cadijveia: xpy pévrow prire ovvropia cadvear Suapleipew wijre cadnreias
¢povrilovra Mnpelv duérpws. . . .»* and earlier: koouelv 8¢ 8t ™y émoroliy
cagnreia 7€ paAloTa kal TVVTORIG pERET PNy Kat apXaiopnd Aéfewr.” That is,
terseness of expression must not reach the point of obscurity nor must efforts

“Pp. 80-81; Przychocki (p. 255) following Rabe (“Aus Rhetorenhandschriften,”
Rheinisches Museum XIV (1909), 294-295) places this treatise in the sixth century a.p. and
regards it as dependent on Gregory in this passage or on a common source, against Weichert
(p. xxiii) who dates the work not long after 400 a.p. (p. xxv). Christ-Stéhlin also holds for
the earlier date (p. 996). Sykutris (“Proklos Ilept émoroApaiov xapax'rﬁpos,” Byzantinische-
Neugriechsiche Jahrbiicher VII (1930), 108-118) considers the text as we have it a Byzantine
recension made not before the ninth century a.p. of a work on epistolary style published in
the period between the fourth and sixth centuries by “a Christian sophist, named Proclus”
who does not use Gregory as a source.

© Cf. Przychocki, pp. 259, 877; Simeon, pp. 34-35; Sykutris, art. “Epistolographie,”
col. 193.

®Vide Aristides, ed. Walz, Rhetores Graeci, 1X, 394, 1-13: Bpayirps 8 kal ovvropla
yéverar katd yvopny, katd AEEw. katd pév yvopmy olrws, étav Tols dvaykaiots edfls ovpmAéknTar
TéV mpaypdTwv, kal Otav Tis py) maow Gs mpoyyoupévols XpiTal, GAAG Tols mév ds mpomyouuévors,
rols 8¢ py ovtw. Kara Aééw 8¢ yiverar Bpaxirns kai cvvropia, Stav Tis uy) Tais wapappacrikais TéV
Mékewv, dAAG Tais ebbelus xpirac - . . Cf. Rufus, ed. Spengel-Hammer, Rhetores Graeci, 402,

7 \ o 3\ ’ \ s -~ ’ ’ ’ 3 ’ ’ 3 N ’
18-20: Svyropla 8¢ drav adra pova Ta dvaykaia Siefiwper wijre moppw dpxopevor mire érl pakporata

i aUO’/.LEVOL-
% Institutiones Oratoriae iv.2.42; cf. Demetrius, wepl épunreias, 231: pihodpdvmois ydp Tis
BovAerar elvas 7 émaroly) otvropos . . . Cf. also for later theory on this point, C. Julius Victor,

cap. XXVII (Rhetores Latini Minores, ed. C. Halm, Leipzig, 1863, p. 448): “In familiaribus
litteris primo brevitas observanda: ipsarum quoque sententiarum ne diu circumferatur, quod
Cato ait, ambitio, sed ita recidantur, ut numquam verbi aliquid deesse videatur . . .” Victor’s
definition of “brevitas” is given in cap. XIV, ibid., p. 419: “Brevitas est, cum nisi necessarium
nullum assumitur verbum: quae idcirco est utilis, quod rebus ipsis et partibus causae, non
verbis neque extraneis ornamentis animus auditoris tenendus est.”

=P, 20.

*1bid., pp. 19-20.
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toward clarity end in loose chatter. His immediately subsequent remarks:
0 pév ody uéyebos Tijs émorrolijs ds mpods Ta wpdypara kal o wdvTws 70 Ajfos
kafdmep kaxiav arydlew kakdv, dANG 8€l kai Twas émiorolds dmopmkivew €v
kawpd mpds Ty Gmarrovoav Xpelav. . . . should then be taken to mean that
the size (uéyefos)® of a letter depends on the matter ** treated and fullness
of treatment (wAjfos)*® must not be considered a fault — the criterion of
prolixity being the requirements of the given case. Similarly, Gregory
Nazianzen’s exposition of ovwropia ° will bear the interpretation: as need
requires, the letter is written in a copious manner ** (if the subject be com-
plex) or concisely (if the subject be simpler). If we examine the apologies
made in certain of the longer letters * by their authors, it becomes clear that
basically the standard of length is that of not encroaching upon the fuller
developments proper to other literary forms. As early as Isocrates it was felt

* Yet, perhaps, “degree of expansive or pretentious expression”; uéyefos is described by
Hermogenes (Walz, I, 218, 1): . . . 76 ebreAés, 6 8y kal évavriov éori 7 peyéfe.

® 74 mpdypara as used here and also by Gregory Nazianzen (vide infra) is probably to be
understood in a collective sense: “matters bearing on the single theme of the letter” (cf. supra,
n. 8).

* wA7fos as a rhetorical term is defined by Hermogenes (Spengel, II, 429, 11-12): #)Ajfos
8¢ éoti mowilwv dvopdrev igoripwv émiyvaws . . . Cf. Basil, Ep. 116: . . . odx dv wA7fos
ypoppdrov érelyrotuer, GAN é&jpre fHuiv TooobTor 6 Seiva T¢ Seiv Vywaivew fpds Lo, kar Eppwoo.

" Ep. 51, 105A-B: Téy ypapdvrov émaTolds - - . of uév pakpdrepa ypdpovow fmep €ikds, ol
8¢ xal Mav &vdeéorepa kal dpuddrepor Tod perplov Siapaprdvovol, domep TdV okomdy of Toledovres,
dv Te elow wéumwow, dv Te Vmepmépmwor TO yip dwoTvyxdvew loov, kdv dmd Tév évavriwv yivyraL
YEori 8¢ pérpov émoroddv 7 xpa'a‘ kal obre pakporepa ypamwréov, ob pi) wOANL T4 wpdypata odTe
/uxpo)wyn'réov, &la woAAd. . . . Aéov dppoTépwy dpedyovra Ty dperplav Tob perpiov kaTaTuyxdvew-
HCPL I.LCV 87’ O'UVTO’LLGS ‘rav‘ra YLVUJO'K(D .o .

® For pakpds s1gn1fymg COPIOUS, mde the scholia on the progymnasmata of Theon ( Walz,
I, 261, 11-16): nepi ouvroplas . . - o yop Plvapelv Tov Aepoafévyy épolper &v 76 Tepl TOD
orepdvov Tooadra TihévTa, obde Tis kaTd TV GuvTopiav dperfis ékmeoely pakpdv yap ody dmwAds TO
pakpdy, AN Soov éw Tis xpelas. The amplitude of Demosthenes and not the length of his
oration on the crown is meant here.

®In the case of the very long letters (or better, epistles, because of their semi-public
character) on moral or doctrinal subjects, such apologies do not appear. It is interesting that
at the end of the long (about 10 Migne columns) Ep. 8 of Basil and immediately following
the final doxology formula common in treatises, he says: wépas émbduer 6 ypdupars, éwady
wéy pérpov dptorov, ds 7 mapopia ¢noly — no mention here of the uérpov émororss. Such letters
are more closely related to the negotiales epistulae which Julius Victor (cap. XXVII, Halm,
p- 447) distinguishes from the familiares epistulae. Moreover, they deal with materials which
are not émorolkd from the standpoint of the private letter; cf. Demetrius, repl épunvelas, 231:
Ei ydp 7is & émoTodjj copilopara ypdpor kal puoiodoylas, ypdde pév, ob uyw &morodijy ypdder.
Cf. also Quintilian, ix.4.19: “Est igitur ante omnia oratio alia vincta atque contexta, soluta
alia, qualis in sermone et epistolis, nisi cum aliquid supra naturam suam tractant, ut de
philosophia, de re publica, similibus.”

These letters have pagan precedent in, e.g., the public letters ascribed to Demosthenes
(vide esp. Ep. 8 (6 columns), Hercher, p. 225 ff.) or the longer letters attributed to Plato;
cf. also the long philosophical Ep. 17 under the name of Hippocrates in Hercher, pp. 298 f.
But undoubtedly more important for the long moral and dogmatic epistle is the Christian
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that the letter should not achieve the dimensions of an oration.*® Firmus of
Caesarea declares his inability to write an encomium rara réxvny within the
compass of a letter.”” Gregory of Nyssa explains in the introductory section
of his Vita of St. Macrina that, although the inscription of the work desig-
nated it a letter, yet its copious treatment (76 . . . mAjfos) reaches the
scope of a book.”” Gregory Nazianzen excuses a concise account sent in a
letter to Basil of Caesarea on the plea that greater fullness would end in a
long narration proper to history.” Theodoret in Ep. 21 seems to imply an
apology for trespassing upon the scope of the treatise * and in Ep. 65, a
letter of condolence addressed to Zeno, magister militum, he appears to ex-
cuse his terseness on the ground that the full development of the consolatio
was not permitted in a letter.*”

The inference from the above observations is not unimportant for the
literary criticism of the private letter in its earlier history. It is one thing to
regard the length of the letter as based ultimately upon rules for compact
and restrained treatment of a given subject — rules which would seem to
rest finally upon an instinctive feeling for the uniqueness of the letter as
against the greater formality and elaborateness of other literary genres —
and not quite the same thing to assume that epistolary brevity is solely a
matter of quantitative extension. It is true, of course, that the effect of such
rhetorical decrees is also, in many cases, brevity in the physical sense but
this result is of a secondary order, the effect of the application of ovvropia.
On the basis of this view, the Christian letters whose authors beg for longer
missives as a sign of brotherly affection * do not represent a reaction against

tradition in, e.g., the letters of St. Paul or of Clement of Rome and the encyclical and circular
letters of pontiffs and other bishops.

*® Isocrates, Ep. 2, 13: aAAd 70 gupfeByros éuapriper Tovs Adyovs dpbids éxew Tovs vm’ éuod
mept adrv eipypévovs. Cf. ibid., Ep. 3, 1; in Ep. 4, 13, Isocrates adverts to the rule of con-
cision: kal p3 Gavpdons pijre € pakporépav yéypapa Ty émoToliy, pijTe € Ti TEpLepyOTEPOV Kal
mpeauTikiTepoy eiprikapey év atTy .

* Firmus, Ep. 83, 1505A.

** Gregory of Nyssa, Vita S. Macrinae Virginis, col. 960A.

* Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 50, 101B; cf. ibid., Ep. 4: Tabra pakporepa pév lows i) kar’
émoroljy, éNdTTo 8¢ kopwdias.

* Theodoret, Ep. 21: *AAAG yap tmepBaiver pérpov émorodijs 6 mepl Tijs wiorews Adyos. Cf.
ibid., Ep. 130, 1347B; also, Demetrius, mepl éppnvelas, 228.

% Theodoret, Ep. 65: Taira os év émoTolils péTpy yéypada .

® Cf. ibid., Ep. 123: Kai pakpd % émaTol, kal xapieaoa, kal 70 Tis dydmys Oepudv Te Kal
yvijowov vmoaivovaa. Cf. also John Chrysostom, Epp. 27, 67, 96, 107; Basil, Epp. 57, 116;
Synesius in Ep. 4 alleges pleasure in speaking to his brother as the reason for prolonging his
letter. In Ep. 73 to Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory Nazianzen apologizes for the shortness of his
letter and Basil in Ep. 19 rallies him on his brief missives: rdyrws 8¢ od8els mévos Aaxwvikijs
émoTolijs dmolal elow ai mapd cod ékdoToTe Tos fuds dpikvolpevar. Cf. Basil, Ep. 323: roAAds
ye ody méume as émaToNds, kal pakpls Gs én pdlora ob yip 8 dper) émaTolis i) BpaxvTys, ob
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earlier precepts " but an extended application of the Christian véuos dydmys,
i.e., ardent affection has need of greater copiousness in order to give satis-
factory expression (by the law of ocvwrouia) to the theme of brotherly love.

Moreover, other considerations also apply in explaining the predomi-
nance of the short letter in both pagan and Christian correspondences. In
the case of letters of recommendation, for example, quantitative brevity was
a mark of courtesy to the bearer who would be in all probability the person
most nearly concerned and could, therefore, state his own case. Synesius
says in Ep. 53 (a letter of recommendation) that a lengthy letter is witness
to the bearer’s unfriendliness (dvoweidryra).”® In conveying other types of
letters also, a bearer was often sought for who was capable of supplement-
ing the written information ® and of being, as it were, a “living letter.” ™
Letters carried by mutual friends or by chance travelers would likewise tend
to be curtailed in length because of the haste incident to departures.”™ Fur-
thermore, it appears that polite usage demanded restraint or at least an
affectation of it in formal letters to persons of consequence. It was proper
to express a polite fear of being guilty of an imposition.” And finally, the
pointed style affected by the New Sophistic  imparted to some letters an
elegant succinctness which Libanius praises in writing to Anatolius: mpérov
pév odv mepl Tob pérpov TGV ypaupdrev ékelvo Méyw, 8L oV pév TGV éudv T

Bpaximyra Svoxepaivers, éya 8¢ Tdv adv TO pikos. 70 uév odv éuov 7 Swdpry

paAdov ye 3 avbpdmrov. The view of Libanius in Ep. 432 contrasts with this: domep ydp, & *yabé,
pikos émoTolijs ob Pihias épyov, olrws obde Bpaxirys onueiov éxbpas. But cf. the apology of
Libanius in Ep. 38: rjs 8¢ émoro)is % Bpaxirys obk ék pafupias, GAN’ éfemirndes avvéoreldov
€idds, 61 gov TV épfarpdy Seirar T4 mpdypara.

" Cf. Sykutris, art. “Epistolographie,” col. 193.

* Cf. Libanius, Ep. 561: 7dre odv ouvéoreAAé pou miy émaroliy & pépov Ty émarolyy éxor
dyyeidal oou & Huérepa drptPBis €l 8¢ éyw dupyoduny, Bpilero dv & Ppépwv.

®Cf. Basil, Ep. 245: Ildat Sefdpevos 7o wapd tis ofis dydmys ypdupara, dvépevov dua
yvnoiov mpogdmov dvtemoTeilal, iva kal Sga Ty émoToly Sadlyy 6 Sudkovos TV Ypappdtwy
dvarAnpaoy- Cf. ibid., Ep. 200.

“ Ibid., EP 205: . . . a7 émoTolis c"u,l//ﬁxov e

™ Cf. Gorce, pp. 226 f.

™ Cf. Theodoret, Ep. 42 to the prefect Constantius: "Eyo 8¢ ovyyvéuny aité wheloow xpnoduevos
Xdyois . . . Cf. also the proemion of the letter of Menas to two comites (P. Oxy. XVI, 1841):
“Iva py) woAAL ypdfw kal dwd Almys edpeld Tis Vpdv ddedpuks peyalompereias . . . Basil in
Ep. 156 to the presbyter Evagrius, appears to waive an apology made by the latter for the
length of his letter: Tooodrov dméoxov Tod Suaxepivar mpds 76 piros Ypappdrey, doTe kal pkpd
pou é8ofev elvar 7 émaToly bmd Tis Katd dvdyvwow 6vps. Libanius has a pertinent passage in
Ep. 369 to Julianus: airé yap 7090’ 6 0¥ ¢fjs, ds ai 7@v orparyyéy émorolal Bpaxeiar S 7o
mpdTTew, émeldé pe kal adTov ovoTéANew T4 ypdupara €ldéta ds Soris br’ doxollas odk Exer HaKpd
émoTélew, kv vm’ d\ov paxpd ypdpovros évoxAnbeln. viv oty émedy pe mapaxaleis eis H7KOS,
vmakovoopar. (This letter has 52 Teubner lines.)

* Cf. Norden, I, 283-285.
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wapopvleital kal oV mpooelpnkas Aakwyikny ™y émoTohjy, s 8¢ ojs Ppvapias
elmé Tovs yepdvas;™ and which Gregory Nazianzen defines in a letter to
Nicobolus: To Aakwvilew o Todro éorw, Smep oler, SAiyas ovAaBas ypddew,
dA\a mepl mheloTwy SNiyas.™

Finally, then, from the hints to be found in the early Byzantine writers
whose letters have been brought to witness and in their predecessors of the
classical and post-classical periods, certain facts emerge as to a common
viewpoint with regard to the letter. These may be summarized as follows:
Theodoret and his contemporaries agreed as fully as we in our day that the
letter is half of a written conversation between persons, particularly friends,
separated by distance. The fact that they rang the changes of a sometimes
fulsome hyperbole upon this basic note by means of fictions invented to
preserve the illusion of an actual meeting does not weaken its validity in
their regard. Nor are their epistolary colloquies less truly named because
they often possessed a kind of pompousness peculiar to a rhetorical age or
because sometimes, like a formal bow, they merely complied with the de-
crees of a courtly etiquette. The extravagant and ceremonious phrase was
the mode among the learned of the day and an artless and naive epistolary
style, a later touchstone, might, from their pens, have even seemed an affec-
tation. These early Byzantine letters are, on the whole, a valid reflection of
the milieu from which they sprang, compounded as it was of the traditions
of ancient and contemporary rhetoric but also of a Christian sobriety which
esteemed content as well as form and practical usefulness above display.
Moreover, the letters of the fourth and fifth centuries could be viewed, as
we have seen, as a kind of favor or gift to the recipient and, therefore, like
a proffered nosegay, it was pleasingly adorned. Taste in stylistic ornament
(moderation in this respect being unanimously prescribed) was a compli-
ment in proof of the greater pains taken by the writer. We have certainly
no grounds for supposing that a lively appreciation of artistic form in any
degree affected the genuineness of their letters in the view of those who
composed them. No more would the contemporaries of Madame de Sévigné,
for example, in that other great age of the artistic letter agree that her
charming missives were any the less “true letters” because she frequently
praised in them the epistolary style of her correspondents and belittled her
own and, furthermore, clearly showed that she was aware her letters were
to be seen by other eyes than those only of the recipient.

“ Ep. 81; cf. ibid., Ep. 580.
* Ep. 54.
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III. FORM IN THE LETTERS OF THEODORET

A. THE PROEMION

Cultivated writers living as did Theodoret and his contemporaries in an
age when the art of rhetoric was a dominant force in the schools would
almost inevitably attach special importance to form in all their written pro-
ductions and not least in their letters. Whether considerations of réyvm
involved, on the part of these school-trained authors of the early Byzantine
letter, a conscious attention to structural division in the letter proper is not
certain — at least from explicit comment." Frequent references to the in-
troductory section or proemion, however, show clearly a voluntary cog-
nizance of at least this element in general structural design. The pointed
allusions of St. Gregory of Nyssa to his epistolary proemia become almost a
commonplace.” St. Gregory Nazianzen,’ Libanius,* and Theodoret * imply
a similar awareness. And for 7pépuuor of the schools this concern is entirely
suitable. Minute precept dominated the proemion as it did other parts of
the speech. Rhetorical theory compared it with the prologue in poetry and
the prelude in flute-playing, preparing the auditors for what is to follow by
arousing or removing prejudice or by magnifying or minimizing the impor-
tance of the subject.” That this psychological propaedeutic was commonly

* Despite Przychocki (p. 376, n. 1) whose interpretation of the following passage in Ep.
50 of St. Gregory Nazianzen: *Epot 8¢ 70 pév mdvra éxdupyeiobar 784 tév émoxérav, kal 74 TS
émoTolis, ép’ ) oV dvoxepalves, 6fev e fpldpeba, kal Smov mpoéfBnpev kai eis 6 karenéaper,
pakpotepov 7 kat’ émaToAyy elvar paiverar . . . as constituting an allusion to three principal
sections of his letter, is not inevitable. The passage 6fev . . . karejéapev may apply quite
as plausibly not to the letter itself but to the matter under consideration therein — the agres-
sions of Anthimus in the affair of Gregory’s occupation of the See of Sasima.

*Vide Ep. 7: Tabra mpooyudfopar 8 iy Svorvxf rpayediav . . . and Ep. 11: Airéy =

mpPoapueEs kal oikelov TH ypdppar Sodvar wpooipioy 4o pev Tdv éuol oumifwv . . . Cf. also Epp. 9,
12, 14, 19.

*Vide Ep. 8: *Erawé gov 1ijs ématoijs 76 mpooipov, and Ep. 168: Ildvra Soa xes éud éort
(®eod yap poviy moujoopar 76 mpoolpov) . . . Cf. also Epp. 120, 178, 230.

“Vide Ep. 101: 7{ oly airobpev; GAN’ mos paj pov péuym 7o mpooimioy s pakpov Vmep pukpdY

. and Ep. 295: “Er oov map’ fpiv 8vros éAafdv twas émorodds. Texpalpov 8 7$ mpoopiw,
méoas eikds éoeabar Tas dwdaas.

*Vide Ep. 123: . . . 81 &) érépav éxew érdmaca Sudvowav 76 Tis mporépas [i.e., émoTolis]
mpooiov. Theodoret, however, unlike Gregory of Nyssa, for example, who sometimes very
bluntly indicates the end of his proemion, passes from the proemion to the main content of
the letter merely by the use of a particle: éGAha (Ep. 105), ydp (Ep. 147), roiyapoiv (Ep. 30),
or a phrase: Aw rou rofro (Ep. 86), roiro capds émarduevos (Ep. 85).

® Aristotle, Rhet. iii.14. 1, 7, 12: cf. Anonym., Walz, VII, 1, 52, 16-20; Quintilian, iv.1.5;
Auct. ad Herenn. i.4.5; contrast Cicero’s precept for the forensic speech, De Oratore, ii.80.325:
“Connexum autem ita sit principium consequenti orationi ut non tamquam citharoedi pro-
oemium affictum aliquid sed cohaerens cum omni corpore membrum esse videatur.” Aristotle
makes a similar distinction for forensic as against epideictic exordia (Rhet. iii.14.4-6).
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valued for letters as well is indicated in a papyrus letter of the early sixth
century A.D.:

Y N , . .
Obdeis Gérov éykarfjoar ) pépact(al) Twev év mpovplows tis émarodis ypdde iva pi) & dvaywéakoy

Ay s Ny C .o
g kai py dvayréol Ty émoToly, tpls 8¢ Tdéw Sadalias T0 Tpovpiov éypaverar.”

Libanius excuses himself from this preliminary appeasement on the plea

that it is unnecessary in making a request of a friend: “008é&v oluar 8eiv

/C 9 4 3 ~ \ /A 3 ~ )0 4 a 8 ~ ~ 3 A P8
mpooyudleatar xapw airobvra wapa ¢ilov. ovkovv evlfis, 6 del ae woely, épd.

Furthermore, rhetorical doctrine drew a distinction as to general types
of introductions: 70 mpooiuor and 7 épodos.” The difference between them
is most satisfactorily explained by the Auctor ad Herennium:

Inter insinuationem [i.e., épodos] et principium [i.e., mpooimuor] hoc interest. Principium
eiusmodi debet esse, ut statim aperte eis rationibus, quibus perscripsimus, aut benivo-
lum aut attentum aut docilem faciamus auditorem: at insinuatio huiusmodi debet esse,
ut occulte per dissimulationem eadem illa omnia conficiamus, ut ad eandem com-
moditatem in dicendi opere venire possimus.°

Both these types of introduction are to be found in the letters of Theodoret.
In the proemia (principia) of certain of his letters of recommendation or
petition, Theodoret takes direct measures to produce in his correspondent
the desired benevolence and docility. Varied methods are employed. One
device which stresses the suitableness of the action recommended (for
which we may, perhaps, see a rhetorical precedent in the doctrine of Apsines
on the proemion é dxoAéflov or persuasion on the basis of consistency with
previous conduct)" is represented in a brief letter of appeal to Eulogius,
Oeconomus:

From many I have heard of the contests sustained by your Piety on behalf of true
religion. It is right, then, that you should come eagerly to the aid of one who is suffer-
ing calumny in the same cause and expose the mendacity of those reviling me.

and again in a letter to Proclus, bishop of Constantinople, on behalf of the
Prefect, Philip, Theodoret begins by urging Proclus to prevent a bishop

"P. Oxy. XVI, 1837.

*Ep. 705; cf. Ep. 361.

°Vide Aphthonius, Spengel, 1I, 50, 1-3: Swupeirar Toivvv 4 Géors mpdrov pév T4 Kaloupévy
épsdw, iy avrl mpooyslwy épeis . . . Cf. Auct. ad Herenn. i4. 25 ff.: “Exordiorum duo sunt
genera: principium, quod Graece mpooiuov appellatur, et insinuatio, quae épodos nominatur.”

©i7.10 ff. The phrase “occulte per dissimulationem” may be expanded by comparing
Cicero, De inventione i.17: “Sin res dabit, non inutile est, ab aliqua re nova aut ridicula
incipere [i.e., the exorduim] aut ex tempore quae nata sit; quod genus, strepitum, acclama-
tionem: aut iam parata, quae vel apologum vel fabulam vel aliquam contineat irrisionem; aut,
si rei dignitas adimet iocandi facultatem, aliquid triste, novum, horribile, statim non incom-
modum est inicere.”

" Apsines, Spengel-Hammer, 219-220, 21 f.

?Ep. 105: Tols pev tmép tijs eboeBelas dydvas Tijs ofjs pihofelas maps moAdv pepabirapiey-
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hostile to Philip from rendering futile the good offices of Proclus in Philip’s
behalf during the preceding year.” Apsines also recommends a proemion
mepl évfupmudrov whereby the speaker achieves amplification by force of
contrast with a lesser instance.”* Such appears to be the intention of The-
odoret in the introductory antithesis ** of Ep. 120 addressed to Lupicius
(Lupicinus? cf. Garnier, col. 295A):

I think that even the enemies of truth are distressed at the unjust and lawless acts of
violence inflicted upon me. But far more and rightly so does this strange and incongru-
ous tragedy grieve the nurselings of piety among whom your Magnificence holds first
place.'®

In Ep. 36, written to Pompeianus, bishop of Emesa, on behalf of Celestiacus
(Celestianus? cf. PG 83, 1207, n. 21), a former senator of Carthage whom
the Vandal invasion under Genseric had reduced to exile and beggary,
Theodoret introduces his appeal by a form of mpé\nyus, anticipating the
objections of his correspondent: “I know both well — scarcity of money and
magnanimity of mind and how generosity prevails over indigence. There-
fore, I recommend . . .”*" This device recalls Apsines’ doctrine on the
proemion mept dvrumarrévrerv.’® In Ep. 29 and Ep. 33, however, where the
same unfortunate Celestiacus is recommended to Appelion * and to Stasi-
mus, count and prefect, Theodoret inspires pity by the use of a#énos in the
proemion.”” Ep. 29 begins: Ta Kapyndoviwv wdfn s Aloxvlov kai Sodo-
k\éovs Tpaywdias édeito, lows 8 Av kal v éxelvwy éviknoe yAdrrav 10 péyefos

mév kakdv and Ep. 33: Tpaywijs édeiro yAdrms 1o peyalompemeordrov kal

Aikatov 8¢ kal 1§ 8i6 TatTyy GukopavTovpévy mpolfipws Guryyopely, kai Stexéyxew Tév Aowdopovuévey
70 Yeddos.

P Ep. 47: Iépvor pev 7 dyw6rys dudv o xaderod kAidwvos HAevbépwae Tov mepiBAerrov
Pi\rmov 1oV Tijs Nperépas mpurelovta moAews . . - TAAN ékelvyy dmacgav Ty owovdiy & edhaBéo-
Tatos 6 delva dxpnoTov drodivar wepdrar - . . *AAND oov Séopar Tis lepis kepakfs wadoar pév THY
ékelvov 1//ev80)\oy£av ... Cf. Epp 30, 35, XXXV; cf. also Ep 10.

** Apsines, Spengel-Hammer, 285, 15 ff.; cf. ibid., p. 290, 16-18, where an example is taken
from the proemion of the De falsa legatione of Demosthenes.

* Cf. Anaximenes, Spengel-Hammer, 29, 12: rpiros 8¢ mpods 1O VWO cavrod Aeydpevoy
dvrurapafdAdew TodAdyioTov TéY Ymo THY adTiy déav mumrTévTOY . . .

* Ep. 120: Olpac kai Tovs tijs dAnfeias oxerAdlew éxfpods ém rais ddukols Hudv kal Tapavépots
opayals. IoAN$ 8¢ wAéov, ws eixds, dnid Tovs Tpodipovs Tijs eboefelas 1) kawy aliry kai wapdSofos
Tpaywdia dv 7 Yperépa mporede peyalompérea.

"Ep. 36: *Apddrepa olda capds kal Tdv xpmpdrev Ty omdvw, kal Ty peyaloyuyiav Tis
yvoums, kai os Ty évdeaav i) prhomiuia kG, Awd Tou Tobro guvioTnme -

** Apsines, p. 225, 3-5: & yop ToVTOls €l ge TV Tapd TAV AkovdyTwY Eévvolay AvrurimTovoay
del SrotkeioBau év mpoowpios - .

* Cf. supra, p. 128, n. 44.

* Cf. Menander, Spengel, III, 369, 7-12: Srav ad&joecos &vexa maparapBdvyrar, AMfjer [8¢]
Sevrépov mpoopiwv éwvolas 3) amd “Opipov Tijs peyahopuvias, 1¢ ratrys powys eiro % tmébeas, 3
amo "Oppéws Tod KaAldmys 3 dmwo tév Movodv abriv, 61 pdhis dv kal avrar mpos alav tis vmo-
Oéoews eimely édvvpfnoar . -
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évdofordrov Keheoriakod ta mdfy.” Another stock dgopun avéroews, a syn-
krisis, comparing the same Carthaginian disaster to the tragic expedition of
the Greeks to Sicily in B.c. 415, introduces the recommendation of a refugee,
Maximianus, to the charity of the sophist, Aerius, in Ep. XXII. Another
form of ai#énois more aptly termed rameivwors and also intended to win favor
is employed by Theodoret in the introduction of some of his letters of peti-
tion to persons of high secular rank. He apologizes for his presumption in
addressing so exalted a personage and alleges the pressing nature of the
subject of the letter as justification. Ep. 89, addressed to the patrician,
Florentius,* offers one of a number of instances:** Mei{ovt uév % kar’ éuavrov
éyxewpd mpdyuate 7§ vuerépp ueyéfe méumwv émarohds. AN ob Opacvrns
aitia TS TONums, AN o Tals kaf Yudv Nodopiars xpnoduevor. The proemia
of still another group of Theodoret’s letters have in common an element
consisting of a request or exhortation based upon praise of his correspond-
ent’s reputation or achievements as, e.g., in the appeal addressed to An-
tiochus in Ep. 95 which begins:

You have laid aside the cares of the highest magistracy (i.e., praefectura praetorio) but
your fame abounds with all men. Those who have enjoyed your favors continually
celebrate these benefactions . . . I, therefore, urge you to greater and more perfect
achievements.?*

? Cf. the similar introduction to Ep. 70 addressed to Bishop Eustathius on behalf of a
noblewoman, Maria, another Carthaginian refugee; cf. also Ep. 86 to Flavianus, bishop of
Constantinople, on Theodoret’s own behalf. Ep. 31 which recommends Celestiacus to Dom-
nus, bishop of Antioch, begins abruptly with the account itself of his sad case presented as
in other instances in a vivid and lively fashion but without the introductory auxesis. Less
formal motivation may have been required in this case since Domnus was a friend of Theod-
oret and a comparatively frequent correspondent. Epp. 110, 112, 180 are addressed to him;
of. p. 128. Contrast with the letters written for Celestiacus the matter-of-fact approach in
the recommendation of Gerontius, a wood-carver (Ep. XXXIV) and of Peter, a presbyter
and physician (Epp. 114, 115) — there being no need in these instances of an emotional
response. Similarly direct are Epp. 19 and XXXVII (short notes in polite approval of persons
recommended to him) and also Epp. XLVI and XLVII (both refusals of aid to the individuals
recommended to Theodoret).

* Perhaps the same Florentius as the hipparch addressed in Ep. V (cf. Sakkelion, p. 4,
n. 3) which begins in the same obsequious manner but as a prelude to granting, not request-
ing, a favor.

= Cf. Epp. 42, 43, 44, 88, 89, 113 (This last letter addressed to Pope St. Leo I has the
most elaborate exordium (1312D-1316A) in the entire collection. After a simile in which
Theodoret describes his appeal to the Apostolic See as a humble imitation of St. Paul’s re-
course to St. Peter, he has a long laudatory passage on the prerogatives of the Roman See
followed by a skilfull transition to what might be termed a second proemion praising Pope Leo
himself and his works. Theodoret concludes this long introduction elaborately: . . . xai
Tapaxalodpuer kai GvryBododper kal Sedpefa, Kai ikerebopév oov Ty dytootvny . . )

*Ep. 95: Tijs peylomys dpxiis Tas pév dppovridas dméfealle, 0 8¢ kAéos bpdv mapd miow dvlei.
Of y&p ras tperépas ebepyeaias Tpuyroarres gdovor TavTas évdehexds - - - OO 8% xdpw émi td pellw
Kkal TelewTepa THY Tperépav peya)w(l)vt’av TAPAKAAD -« - - Cf. Epp 45, 53, 79, 94, 107, 116,
117, 118.
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Apsines again provides a possible rhetorical link in his definition of the
Bedpnua dmd émaivov as employed in the proemion: *Emawecdpebo. 8¢ kal rére
TodS axovovras, Srav memomkdres uév dov mpa€ly Twa kaliy, ypdpwuer 8¢ kal
d\\nv adr) mpoofeivar . .

In Theodoret’s letters occur also introductions by épodos (insinuatio), i.e.,
a proemion not obviously germane to the subject. This device was recom-
mended by the rhetors for offsetting the prejudice of the auditors against
one’s person or one’s theme or to bring them to attention when they had
grown languid;*® but Theodoret’s use of insinuatio is not satisfactorily ex-
plained by this purpose. His aim seems rather that of winning the admira-
tion and approval of his correspondent than of dismissing his prejudices.

One of the most characteristic expressions of the Sophistic was the in-
formal, conversational treatment of epideictic themes called the Aakiud. This
free and easy style (rather than form®) abounded in proverbs, narratives,
quotations, and every variety of ingenious turn.*® Rhetorical showpieces of
this kind, in a highly personal relation, might serve as prologues delivered
by the rhetor before a formal discourse for the purpose of ingratiating him-
self with his audience. A number of these mpohahiai* or brief * prefaces
have been preserved as independent compositions. Two examples extant
in the works of Lucian are of particular interest here, the Scytha and the
Harmonidas, since both are regarded by Stock as letters.* Lucian’s method
in a third composition also, his short letter to Nigrinus, is compared by Stock
to his procedure in the prolalia which serves as Lucian’s introduction to his
work on the proper way to write history.”* With this as a starting-point it
will be of some interest to bring forward several associative links in termi-
nology between the lalia of the rhetors and letter theory. Gregory Nazianzen
in a letter to Nicobolus on this latter subject writes: . . . wepl 8¢ cadnpeias
éxelvo yvdpuyrov, 81L Xp7) pevyovra 10 Aoyoedes Soov évdéxerat, uallov eis 10 Aa-
Aoy dmorhivew ** and Demetrius in condemning the ornate style of Aris-
totle’s letter to Antipater says: 6 ydp oVrws Suaheydpevos émiSeikvuuévy Eoukev

* Apsines, p. 219, 7-9.

® Cf. Auct. ad Herenn. i.6.9 fL.; cf. also ibid., iii.4.21 ff. (where this device is mentioned
with reference to demonstrative and deliberative oratory).

" Menander’s precepts for the lalia emphasize its amorphous nature; vide Spengel, III,
391, 19-24.

* Cf. ibid., pp. 892, 30-393, 1 ff.

* Stock (De Prolaliarum Usu Rhetorico, Konigsberg, 1911, p. 8) traces the invention of
this term (derived from AaAd) to the later Byzantine age.

* Stock (ibid., p. 28) places the limits of length between 25 and 250 lines.

® Cf. ibid., pp. 29, 31.

® Cf. ibid., p. 32, n. 2.

* Ep. 51, 105B.
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paAov, o Aalodvr.** The notion of “dialogue,” so basic in letter theory, is
implicit also in the term 8id\efis (Suahéyeafar) which had a special associa-
tion with the prolalia, apart from its connections with formal discourse.*
Common to both forms, likewise, are the terms mpdapnos (mpdppmos)® and
mpocayopia.” Moreover, it should be recalled that the ancient letter and the
speech were not regarded as differing in the sense that the former was
meant for readers and the latter for auditors *® and that, as a matter of fact,
even in the time of Theodoret silent reading was relatively rare.*” And when
we consider further that in the fourth century revival of the sophist’s art, two
Greek representatives of the class, Himerius and Themistius (the former, a
teacher of Basil of Caesarea and Gregory Nazianzen) both taught (at least
in the case of Himerius) and practised the art of the lalia and prolalia,” the
antecedent probability becomes the stronger that this “most useful form to a
sophist” ** would be a highly suggestive one to a school-trained writer of
letters with ad captandum intentions.

In his “letters,” Scytha and Harmonidas, Lucian observes the tripartite
(or bipartite )** structure characteristic of the prolalia: two ** closely related
narrationes ** with an ecphrasis followed by a personal application.*” In the

" repl éppnrelas, 225.

® Vide Stock, pp. 5-6; also, E. Rohde, Der griechische Roman und seine Vorldufer, Leipzig,
1900, p. 346, n. 1; cf. Foerster (“Der Praxiteles des Chorizius,” Jahrbuch des kaiserlichen
deutschen archaeologischen Instituts, IX (1894), 167, n. 3) who defines SidAeéis in its refer-
ence to the prolalia: “. . . Unterredung mit den Hérern, Vor-oder Zwischenrede.” Cf. also
Theodoret’s Ep. XVII to Dionysius, Count of Anatolia, wherein he checks suddenly his praises
of Dionysius with the remark: *AA\ mepl pév TovTou pakporépas por Sl Sadéfews. Niv 8¢ gov
TAPAKAAD - - -

* Cf. Stock, p. 6 and Theodoret, Ep. XXI, p. 19, 5-6: . . . kal mijs ofis [oeulvérnros
wpoapﬁaetc <. . Kal c';./.w, mepTew c’1r€t'yo,u.aL, and Ep. 59: . .. 'r?yv -n'poapqnx%lv Taérnv (’mo‘ro)\hv
ypidgw . . . cf. also John Chrysostom, Epp. 158, 175, 188.

" Cf. Stock, p. 9 and Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 134; John Chrysostom, Ep. 164.

* Cf. Theon, Spengel, II, 115, 20-22: . . . kal 76 Tév mavpyvpwkdy ASywv €idos kal TO TdV
TPOTPETTIKBY Kal TO THV emaTONKDY. Cf. Apollonius of Tyana, Ep. 19 (Hercher, pp. 113-1 14);
also, Wilamowitz, Aristoteles und Athen, 111, 392; H. Peter, Der Brief in der rémischen Lit-
eratur, Leipzig, 1901, p. 15.

* Cf. supra, p. 134, n. 40.

“ Cf. Stock, pp. 8, 96-97.

“ Cf. Menander, p. 388, 16.

 Schissel von Fleschenberg, in a review of Stock’s dissertation referred to above
(Deutsche Literaturzeitung XXIII, 1 (1912), 1439) objects to the term “tripartite” as used
by Stock with reference to the two narrationes considered separately, each as with inde-
pendent value, and the subsequent personal application. Schissel would take the narrationes
together as one element and would apply the term “tripartite” only to a prolalia which begins
with a personal or thematic introduction besides.

“ There may, however, be only one as in the Heracles of Lucian.

“In the Scytha both have Toxaris as a theme and in the Harmonidas, a speech by Har-
monidas provides one and the response by his teacher, Timotheus, the other.

“ Stock’s investigation shows that Lucian’s prolaliae are only superficially of a free and easy
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above-mentioned letter to Nigrinus, however, Lucian has, instead of the
narrationes, a proverb and a quotation from Thucydides, each followed by
its application to himself.

In the light of all this, an examination of one section of Theodoret’s
correspondence discloses certain interesting and suggestive parallels. In
Ep. 1, a letter of playful flattery covering a mild rebuke addressed to an
anonymous recipient,*® Theodoret begins with a paraphrase of Isai. 3:2: T$
favpactd ovuBovhe TOv cuverdv dkpoariy, 6 mpodmTikds ovvélevé Agyos fol-
lowed by a personal application: ‘Eye 8 oov rfi 60udmre odx s dkpoari)
ovwverd AN os kpurf) Todd e kai dAnbel Ty eis Tov Oelov "Amdorohov auyypa-
Petodv pow dédwka BiBlov; then a mapaBoli: Kai kalfdmep oi xpvoixdor 1
Baodve mpoadépovar Tov xpvady, idelv é@élovres el axiBOmAds Te kai dmedlos
with a second application: o¥rws éyod 4 ofi feoaeBeiq 0 ovyypappa mpooevij-
voxa . . . . The exegesis is then further developed by a conversational
interplay which constitutes also the characteristic tone of the application of
the theme to speaker or auditors in the lalia structure. Ep. 1 continues:
"AMG Kal dvayvovs kal mépyas, o0dev uiv, & Pikn kedpali), Tév elpnuévov mepl TovToV dedjAwkas.
‘H 8¢ ouyy) pe mapaokevdler Towdlew, ds Tdvavria mepi TavTys Yympiodpevos 6 kpirijs, ovk HPeAnae
8w Tod pyprioar Avrijoar.

The letter then concludes with a request (exhortation) which contains the
essential message: Adoov Tolvvy Ty Vmoiav, kal Ty wepl 7o ovyypduuaros
yidov Sn\éaal pov karafiwoov. The final portion of the prolalia might also
take this form.* A second letter (Ep. 2) to the same correspondent ac-
knowledging the receipt of the criticism asked for in Ep. 1 is similarly con-
structed. In this case, however, there is a thematic introduction:*® Odx oluat
Tovs fepuds dyamdvras Tals v dyamwuévoy odiat kpivew dplds kK\émrew yap
6 w6fos 6 Sikawov. Then, the following extracts from popular wisdom:*’ Kai

nature and that their structure corresponds to definite compositional norms. Stock notes
(p- 114) that the prolaliae of Dio Chrysostom best illustrate the amorphous procedures de-
scribed by Menander.
* Probably a bishop; cf. Ep. 1; . . . gov 7§ 60dryre . . . and Dinneen, p. 10. Garnier
suggests Eutherius of Tyana (col. 255B).
“Cf. Lucian, Dionysius, 8; Himerius, Or. X, 6; XV, 6; XXII, 9. Ep. 62 of Theodoret fol-
lows a pattern similar to Ep. 1:
(Proverb): To Adfe Buaas, elpyre uéy is Tév wddar kadovpévoy copiv.
(Application) : *Eyo 8¢ miy yvouny érawéoas, éBovhitny épye BeBaidoar Tov Adyov . . .
(wapaBor]): Kal yip tas pelirras pacilv, odk dmd édwdiuwy pévov, dANL kal dmd Tév mKPDY
Boravév . . . 1a kypla GUAAEyew . .
(Application) : IToAA 8¢ Sijmovbey SikaiéTepov, Tods 1@ Adyw Teriunuévovs mwdvrofev kapmoiola
™Y OPéleay.
There follows in conversational style the main content (but here not so aptly related to the
introductory portion as in Ep. 1) and a final exhortation.
* As also in the proemion (a prolalia; cf. Schissel von Fleschenberg, p. 1439) to Lucian’s
essay on slander and Himerius, Or. XI, 1.
* Cf. a corresponding sentiment and its similar use in Ep. 1 of Synesius.
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Yap oi warépes Gpg Ndumew Ta Svoedn madia vouilovar kal maides doadrws T
6y marépwy €ibexdés ovk Opdow: oUTw kai adeldos ddehpov Bhéme, ovy s 1)
$vos, AN s 7 Sudfeois Seikvuow. The application is made: Ovrw ™y oy
feisTnra kpivas Tols éuols dmeiknda Néyois with its development: Tairys [i.e.,
™s dyamns| éxwv Tov mhobTOov, & PiNn Kepakt, evpmulals Tovs Nuerépovs érat-
viaoas Méyovs and a final request for prayers ® (or, perhaps, an indirect
mapdkAnois P°) : éyw 8¢ oov My feoaéBeiav dmayyéw 1ov dyalov drriBofoar
Aeamémy, BeBaidoar Tols Néyows v eddmuiav. . . .7°

Ep. 49, addressed to Damianus, bishop of Sidon, begins with two de-
tached similes:*® “Mirrors reflect the countenances of those who gaze into
them; therefore, they who look therein behold themselves. The pupils of the
eyes illustrate the same phenomenon but they reflect the forms of others.” **
In this case, however, the application is made not to Theodoret himself but
to Damianus:™ Towdrd 7t kal 1 o mémovfer 6oiérns with its development:
Ov yap 70 Nuérepov édpakev eidexdés, AN TV oikelav Gpav €idev, kai Telavuakey.
"Euol yap ovdév ékelvwv dv elpnkas mpéoearw. The conclusion is again a re-
quest for prayers. This general pattern occurs in an entire group of The-
odoret’s letters with, however, variations in the form of the introductory
element; e.g., Ep. IV to Agathon begins like Ep. 49 above but with only one
simile preceding the application to Agathon. Ep. 78 is introduced by two
paradigms, Ep. 50 by a gnomic generalization,” and Ep. 108 with the quota-
tion of Ps. 36:5.

Another group of letters following otherwise the same general scheme as
those discussed above applies the introductory element to a third person.
Variations in the form of introduction again occur. As representative exam-

* Cf. infra, p. 152.

* For the wapdkAnais in the prolalia cf. Schissel von Fleschenberg (p. 1437), who cites
the proemion to the Ilowwerixd of Longus: sjuiv 8 6 feds mapdoxor cwdpovodor 16 tdv dAAwy
ypdpew; cf. also Lucian, Zeuxis, 12; Himerius, Or. VIIL, 7 (a lalia).

® Epp. XLI and 137 further illustrate in general the structure analyzed in the examples
above.

*Vide Polybius Sardianus, Spengel, III, 107, 7-8: dwdlvro. 8¢ eiow ai [i.e., mapaBoral]
dixa dvramoddoews Aeydpevar . - .

*Ep. 49: T& kdrowtpa Tdv eigopivrov Tas SYes ékpdrrecbar wéukev. O Tolywv eis Tadra
BAémovres Tis oikelas Gpdar poppds. Tabro 8¢ Toiro kal ai kSpar wolodor Tév éfaipdy: Tovs yap
dAorplovs xapaktijpas év' éavrais éxrvrodor. Cf. Or. IX, 1 of Himerius (a lalia) which also be-
gins with two similes followed by a personal application: *Ayolye wor¢ kal éarpa puvis xeAdév

-~ /’ \ / 4 4 \ 4 e ~
perd xepdva kai kplos . . . dSovow év dpdpois kal Tériyyes, 6tav o piv mapadpdpy 6 TOD
~ \ \ ~
BAaordvew dvrimalos . . . Obkoly odk dwewkos kal fuds - - «

% Cf. Himerius, Or. XIII, 7 (a prolalia; vide Stock, p. 98); Ta 8¢ oa viv 8éov kal adrd 79
povanyéry eikdleolar . . -

* Cf. Epp. 20, 46; in Ep. 37, a complimentary greeting to the prefect Salustius, the open-
ing generalization on the nature of a just rule is given some development; cf. also the similar
theme in the proemion of Epp. XI and XIX.



THE LETTERS OF THEODORET 149

ples, Ep. 51 begins with an aphoristic generalization: "Ayiudyaora pév adrd
ka@ adro. s dperijs Ta karopfdpara: dylayaoTérepa 8¢ daiverar yharms éme-
ruxévra Supyeiafar Napmpds abra Svwapévns. Bishop Thomas is then cited as
an illustration: Tovrwv odderépov dujpaprer 6 Beodiléoraros émiokomos 6 KUpLos
@6uas and the application is completed: dA\\a Tods pév dmép ris edoefeias
avTos eloevivoye movovs: €oxe 8¢ kal YAdTTav émawoboar afiws Tovs wovovs TS
ofjs duhobeias.”” This letter, however, has no formal conclusion. Ep. XLVIII
is introduced by a quotation from Sophocles with a brief expansion and
Ep. XXI treats the theme: Misfortune in this world is the consequence of sin.
The application is made first to Carthage and then to its inhabitants, spe-
cifically Florentius who is being recommended to the charity of Eusebius,
bishop of Nicaea (?).”

A few of Theodoret’s longer letters have unusually extended proemia
possessing elements sufficiently similar to those analyzed above to urge their
mention here. In Ep. 3, for example, Theodoret, prior to an elaborate dis-
cussion of an ethical question * proposed to him by his friend, Irenaeus,
bishop of Tyre, diffidently prepares its favorable reception by first quoting
St. Paul’s warning against anticipating the divine judgments together with
a brief personally-directed explanation; then, setting against this warning
the Apostle’s desire of being all things to all men, he concludes the introduc-
tion with an application to his own case.” The proemion to Ep. 78, an
exhortation to greater pastoral zeal, addressed to Eusebius, bishop (or pres-
byter, as seems more likely from the tone of the proemion; cf. col. 1252,
n. 60) has all the elements necessary for an independent unit. It begins
with a series of detached similes illustrating the point that underlings must
in cases of necessity take command. The application is then made to Eu-
sebius and the proemion closes with scriptural quotations of a hortatory
nature.*

This pattern recurring in so frequent and regular a manner surely points
to the deliberate adaptation by Theodoret * of a specific literary tradition.

" Cf. Epp. 22, XXXVL

* For similar theme and treatment, cf. Epp. 23, 32, 52; cf. also for type of introduction
Ep. IL.

* Which of two “athletes of the faith” acted rightly upon being presented with a choice
between sacrificing to idols or leaping into the sea — he who took the latter course or he who
waited for force to be applied? Tillemont (XV, 265 ff.) thinks Irenaeus refers here to an
actual case. Garnier (col. 256B) and Giinther (p. 31) believe that the question cloaks a
deeper problem: Shall Irenaeus give up his diocese voluntarily or wait to be forced out?

“ Cf. Ep. 83, 1266C-D for another proemion written in self-recommendation.

® Cf. the proemion of Ep. 130 with its marine imagery; cf. also Ep. 144 wherein the
introductory expansion of the theme: “All men have the same nature but follow different
pursuits” is given a third personal application.

“In the correspondence of Firmus of Caesarea there can be found further examples of
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Of its precise nature, certain elements of the lalia-style, especially the pro-
lalia, appear to be a highly suggestive source. This is indicated not only by
the several points of contact already noted between the lalia (prolalia) and
letter theory and by certain parallel procedures, but also by the ad captan-
dum purpose of the letters discussed above. They are in most cases of a
flattering nature or written to secure the favor of patronage for the unfor-
tunate or in grateful acknowledgment of benefits.

Sometimes, however, Theodoret uses neither ingratiatory devices nor
other formal propaedeutic. His letters of an informal friendly sort written
in compliance with 6 véuos ¢ihias rather than % xpeia begin in the direct and
unceremonious fashion illustrated by Ep. 75, a friendly greeting to the
clerics of Beroea:*” "Eyvwv ds eikéros mepi my duerépav Sudkeypar feooéBeiav
or Ep. 143 to Andrew, a monk of Constantinople, to whom Theodoret is
writing for the first time in the hope of opening a correspondence with him:
Otre feacduevos mémore v ony edoéBeav, ovre dua ypopudrov SwAnkds,
épacrijs avri)s éyevouny feppéraros ** or Ep. I in which Theodoret mildly re-
bukes Basil of Seleucia for not answering his letters: IloA\as i i feooeBeia
méumwv émorohas dNlyas koutlopar ™ alriav 8¢ dyvod: okvd yap éykaléoar
peorédvmp.” Letters written in sterner rebuke also begin abruptly.” Like-
wise, when Theodoret is writing to his friends on the subject of his sufferings
as a prisoner in Cyrus by imperial decree and as a target in the Christo-
logical controversies of his day, he begins directly ** or, at most, with a brief
and simple personal message from which he passes immediately to the
anxieties which weigh upon him.*

this schema; vide, e.g., Epp. 2, 8, 28, 38; cf. also among the letters of Gregory of Nyssa espe-
cially Epp. 8, 9, 13, 19 (the last, with an ecphrasis).

*® Sent (according to Garnier, col. 274C) to Theoctistus, bishop of Beroea.

“Cf., e.g., Epp. XXV, 58, 87, and several of the brief letters of salutation carried by the
bishops en route to Constantinople as envoys of Domnus of Antioch to defend the cause of
Theodoret and other Eastern bishops; e.g., Epp. 92, 100. Ep. 59, a letter of salutation to
Claudianus, is exceptional in having a formal proemion on the power of friendship; cf. also
Ep. 76, a friendly letter to Uranius, prefect of Cyprus, which has the same theme in the
proemion.

® Cf. Epp. X, 96; cf. also Ep. XXX. For other examples of informal introductions in
familiar letters, vide Epp. 48 and 61 (in which Theodoret defends himself against the charge
of remissness in correspondence) and also Epp. 24, XXVII, 97, 122, 123 (written as friendly
replies to letters received).

*Cf. Epp. VIII, 80, 102, 126; an exception is the very formal rebuke addressed to
Theoctistus, bishop of Beroea, whom Theodoret accuses of faithlessness (Ep. 134). This
letter is extremely impersonal in tone — almost a short disquisition on the two Great Com-
mandments quoted in the proemion — without a single direct reference to Theoctistus himself.

“ E.g., Epp. 98, 101, 109, 124, 138, 140, 150.

* Epp. 81, 82, 91, 104, 111, 119, 133, 147; cf. Epp. 16, 21, and 121 (all of which have
brief thematic introductions).
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A summary of Theodoret’s method with respect to epistolary proemia
may, perhaps, be advantageously linked with what has been said earlier on
the subject of the letter and rhetorical €idos, i.e., the early Byzantine recog-
nition of epistolary categories: the letter written for display, as a kind of
gift, as motivated by xpeia or as obeying the vduos ¢inias.” Theodoret’s
letters cannot, of course, according to their proemia be rigidly classified
under the control of literary €i8os. Overlappings are easy to find; e.g., his
letters of recommendation show various types of proemia or none at all. But
along broad lines, at least, there seems to be a tendency to relate letter types
to certain methods of approach. Letters in which ypeia is the basic note tend
to begin with a propaedeutic device for which the oratorical art was an
obvious and fruitful source. A popular invention of sophistic elegance pro-
vided a suggestive model for the entire letter where special adornment was
sought for in the interests of flattery or self-recommendation. But in letters
written primarily as friend to friend, in greeting or rebuke or under pressure
of personal misfortune, these introductory devices calculated to appease or
delight are, as one would expect, given far less consideration.

B. THE CONCLUSION

The concluding formula, preceding the clausula, is a well-known feature
of the ancient private letter.” It took the form of a greeting with dordleofac,
mpocayopedw (mpoodbéyyouar)™ or of a wish for the health of the recipient
or both combined. While the letters of Theodoret do not observe this some-

* Cf. supra, p. 130 f.

* Detailed treatment may be found in F. Ziemann, De Epistularum Graecarum Formulis
Sollemnibus Quaestiones Selectae, Halle, 1910, pp. 326-333, and in F. X. J. Exler, A Study in
Greek Epistolography, Washington, D. C., 1923, pp. 113-124. The frequent omission of the
prescript and clausula formulae in the published so-called literary letters is ascribed by
Ziemann to the carelessness of copyists and editors by whom this portion of the letters was,
for the most part, dispensed with as self-evident (pp. 288, 356). Schubart, on the other hand,
notes the gradual disappearance of such epistolary formulae in the papyrus letters of the
fourth and fifth centuries A.n. (Einfiihrung in die Papyruskunde, Berlin, 1918, p. 212); cf.
Roller, p. 421. Only a few of the more formal letters of Theodoret have preserved the pre-
script or clausula. Ep. 170 (ascribed to Theodoret by Garnier, col. 320A) has the prescript:
T§ feopiheordTe kal dowwrdre cvAAeTovpyd Polde, Twdvys, Inépios, Peoddpiros, kal of kabelis,
é& Kuplo (after the second century A.p. this order (+§ Seivt & Seiva yaiperv) was used in letters
to superiors, then, occasionally, in letters between equals, and in the fourth century was ex-
tended (especially by the Church Fathers) to letters addressed to inferiors; cf. Ziemann,
pp- 268-276). Ep. 170 has also a clausula: Ilgoav iy oty oo 48ehdpdryra mpocayopedouer (a
formula whose origin Ziemann traces to the apostolic letters (cf. ibid., p. 331); cf. Ep. 83
(with letter conclusion asking for prayers and a reply; cf. infra, p. 152, n. 77) Iacar ™Y oy
Oecooefeia év Xpiord ddeAdpdTyTa, éyd Te Kal of olv éuol mpocayopeloper, but the prescript of this
letter is not preserved; cf. also Epp. 165, 181 (in Latin translation with both prescript and
clausula).

* Cf. supra, p. 133, n. 29.
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what rigid protocol, they show unmistakably that the consideration of con-
ventional conclusion formulae motivated Theodoret’s procedures however
he may have embellished or varied them.

The last of three injunctions concluding Theodoret’s letter to a presbyter,
Archibius: . . . kal wémpov Muiv émorohiy, Ty o vyelav uyrovoar ™ oc-
curs again in a letter of salutation addressed to Claudianus: Mmdoar rotvvw
Nuv . . . my dédyacTor muiv Tod peyéfovs vryelav kai 70 Tpuwéfyrov Tis
tmooyéoews mépas.” Although this particular form of the familiar epistolary
health-formula, as it was employed in final phrases, is noted neither by Zie-
mann nor Exler, a papyrus parallel from the second century a.p. is cited by
Bell: kakés w[o]ufous ypdpas pou mept s o[wr]npias duév.” An expanded
version of the dondlecfar-type of conclusion ™ can be found in Theodoret’s
Ep. XLV:™ Kal mpoodféyyopar rotvvy 8 adrod v oy dyiéryra kal Tijs 7dv
" In some instances, a request for
prayers is given the principal place as occasionally also in the papyri,”™ alone
as in Ep. 113 to Pope Leo I:™ 7po 8¢ wdvrww,” ikerebw iy iepav dudv kal v

Y ) ’ E) ~ ~ 7
€UV €mikovplas ATONADOAL TOAPAKANGD.

Bed Pilny kedpalijy, mapaoxeiv pol Tév mpoaevxdy Ty Borifewar,” or amplified
by a specific inducement as in Ep. 128:% Kai rjueis 8¢ Swadepdvrws tijs tév
vuerépov mpooevxdv deduela Bonbelas kal 76y vouobéviev cvvaywvieTdv
avrayonfopévar, or by explicit mention of the issue desired. In this connec-
tion there is an interesting similarity in the conclusions of Epp. 86 and 104

“ Ep. 61.

” Eg 59; this concluding formula (in an expanded form) is a very frequent feature in the
letters of St. John Chrysostom; vide, e.g., Epp. 18, 23, 29, 30, 31, 32, 37.

“H. I Bell, “Some Private Letters of the Roman Period,” Revue Egyptologique, N.S. 1
(1919), 205; for the same formula in an epistolary proemion, cf. A. Erman, Literatur der
Aegypter, Leipzig, 19283, p. 256.

® Cf. for papyri instances, Ziemann, pp. 327-332 and Exler, pp. 114-116.

™ Cf. Epp. XXI, XXXVII, 62 (the last, with added request for letters), 127.

™ A request for prayers was frequently joined in Christian letters with the ¢ppéofai- wish
of the clausula; cf. Ziemann, pp. 349-350. Related to the dowd{ecfac formula is the conclud-
ing sentiment of Ep. 60: . . . fappd 8ux ypappdrov T iepdv oov kai Oed pilyy mepirrifaco
kegpakiy . . . Cf. also Ep. 11.

™ Cf. Ziemann, p. 349.

™ Cf. Ep. 109: Kai adrovs Tolvvy épodidoar Tais mpooevyais kal uds TavTaus épeigat mapaxAijbyri,
8éomora (a title of address is frequently added to the clausula of Byzantine letters; cf. Zie-
mann, p. 341).

® This phrase (in the form, mpd pév mdvrwv) is a very common introductory element in
both the opening and closing formulae of papyri letters; cf. Exler, p. 110; Ziemann, p. 333.

# There follows a kind of postscript naming and recommending to Pope Leo the three
letter carriers: Hypatius and Abramius, presbyters, and a monk, Alypius. In Epp. 23, 60, 77,
also, a certain Dionysius, and the presbyters, Eusebius and Stephen, are mentioned respec-
tively as carriers after the concluding formula of the letter proper; on the postscript in general,
cf. Roller, pp. 489-493 and “Anmerkungen,” 333-334. On the other hand, in Epp. 11, 59,
132, the bearers are mentioned within the letter context.

= Cf. Ep. 84.
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both addressed to Flavianus, bishop of Constantinople. The imagery of
Ep. 104:

-~ - 4 ~ 4
Iapacxeiv 8¢ fpiv kal Tds dylas oov wpooevxds, 8éomora, kataliwoov, iva Tijs Oelas drolavovres
Y A~ -~
edpevelas, 70 kwdlvov peorov Swmepa[d]owper wédayos, kal els Tods dmyrépovs Tob Swrijpos
peboppadiper Apévas.

is repeated less elaborately in Ep. 86:

-~ ’ \ 13 ’ \ / L4 ~ 3 - \ \ 4 ~ 4
Ilapakadéd 8¢ oov Ty dybTyre Kkai pruovelew fudv év tais mpods 7ov Kipiov mpocevyais, iva
dvrioxeiv Swvpfdpey mpos 18 Sudpopa kipara.s?

Again, in the conclusions of Epp. 2, 20, and 49, all letters acknowledging a
compliment but addressed to different persons, Theodoret repeats in a varied
way the same pattern of thought: that good report of him may be confirmed
by fact.* In certain letters of a complimentary or merely friendly nature,
Theodoret himself prays divine favors for his correspondent —an embel-
lished version, perhaps, of the efxouai-wish which expanded the conven-
tional éppdobar-clausula at about the end of the first century A.0.* Ep. 57,%
a letter of congratulation to the prefect Eutrechius, ends: ‘Qs épaoral 8¢
TowbroL Tov TGV dyaldy ikerelopev Xopnydv, Tals mavrodamais alrot dwpeals
mepukhvlew vpas del. The somewhat awkward little summary radra . . .
ypddw which introduces the concluding portion of some of Theodoret’s
letters has also a history in the papyri in letters of petition or at least of a
partially official nature.*” Theodoret, however, uses the formula quite freely;

* Cf. Ep. 130 to Timothy, bishop of Doliche, for the same imagery in the conclusion and
for the pattern of the formula, cf. Epp. 50, 137 (in which his correspondent is asked to join
in prayer with him), 143 (to which a final persuasion is added: *Exwv yap i é ijs kafapas
Brotiis mappyolay piora weloes Tov edepyereiv émerydpevov.

“Ep. 2: ... éyo 8 oov Ty OeooéBerav dmayyéAw tov dyabov dvmifBolfoar Aeomdrqy
BeBadoar Tois Adyos Ty ebpnuiav, kal Seifar Tov émavoipevov, bmoiov Tdv érawoivrwr {wypapoiow
oi Adyo.

Ep. 20: Edédobo Tolvvv %) b018tys aov tiy mepl fpdv S6éav éumedwbivar T dAnbely: Iva py pdvoy
Aéyyral T wepl pdv dbémawoy, dANG kal papTupijrar Tols épyols.

Ep. 49: . . . drrBoré 8¢ kal Ty oy phofelav émapkéoar Tols mpooevyals, (va pi) xwAeloow
ai ebpypiar s dAnfeias yeyvpvopévar.

* Vide Ziemann, p. 335. Ziemann also observes that a prayer beseeching divine protection
for the correspondent was often added to the éppéofai-clausula of Christian letters (p. 347).

& Cf. Epp 1V, 87, 71, 125; cf. also Ep. 124: Tys ¢ {J’LCTEIPO,Q ea,vlzaa'w'fr)fog 81:)]1/5;(&}9
pinpovedopey kal TOv kowdv Aeomdrny dvriolodper iy Dperépav oikiav edloylas éumAjoar and
Ziemann, p. 348: “Ille typus principalis amplificatur eo modo, ut participio valendi adiungatur
vocabulum . . . recordandi (pvyuovedw, péurmpar) . . .7 In Ep. II, Theodoret adds the fol-
lowing to his prayer for the recipient: *Epol 8¢ péyiorov dyafov 7o Tis felas ém Tois énraiopévors
¢havlpomias Tuxelr (fs dmodaioay pgdiov €l mpooedfaro, Séamora). The portion of the above
enclosed in parentheses is possibly an echo of an ancient final formula, one of whose forms
was: olda yip 61 cov Bovdopévov éoru Muiv wdvra (P.S.I., V, 502, 5 (third century B.C.).

“Vide P. Oxy., VIII, 1164 (sixth or seventh century A.p.): rafra ypdpw wAeloTa mpoakuvdy
kal domwaldpevos Ty perépayv warpucy peyakompéreay. Cf. ibid., No. 1165. Both these papyri
examples are private letters in reference to a dispute over the possession of some camels.
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e.g., in a letter exhorting Olympius Germanicus to Christianity,* in a saluta-
tion to Alexandra carried by the bishops, envoys of Domnus, where it in-
troduces a recommendation of them to her care,® in a letter of advice to
Domnus of Antioch where it is joined with a closing prayer.”

In closing his letters of recommendation, Theodoret again lends variety
to a familiar basic schema. The letters of recommendation set as models by
Demetrius ** and Pseudo-Libanius ** ask the favor of patronage for the sake
of the writer, the individual concerned, and the receiver. To the last named,
Theodoret, with Christian appropriateness, promises a spiritual reward,” as
in Ep. 83:™ . . . lva kdkeivois mpd€evos yévy Tod képdovs, kai peilovs mapa rod
P avfpaimov Beov kouioy tas dvrdéoes. Likewise, in some of his letters of
petition *° and exhortation * Theodoret employs a final spiritual inducement.
His closing incentive may, however, be drawn from the practical implica-
tions of the subject matter, or it may offer purely mundane inducements.
An illustration of the former device is the concluding plea in Theodoret’s
letter to the quaestor Domitian requesting the reinstatement of Neon, a
deposed governor of Cyrestica: 7{ otv av wdfower o Towvrns orepybfévres
kndepovias Eéeorw ék Tovrwy (ie., from his praise of Neon’s competence)
pabety Ty Sperépav peyalompémewar.” An example of the latter is found in
Ep. XXIV * to Isocacius, the sophist, to whom Theodoret recommends a

Similar formulae (as final phrases in letters of petition) are listed by Exler (pp. 120-122) as
occurring usually with “a request that something be done so that the petitioner may obtain
justice” (ibid., p. 122). But Theodoret sometimes uses it alone (cf. infra) or in combination
with other forms of conclusion as in Epp. 99 and 108 (with final salutation) or in Ep. 3
(with closing summary).

* Ep. XIII: Taira kpdduevos ypddo kal Ty oy, & $piky por kepari, Supdv Teredryra.

* Ep. 100: Taira 8w 7év feopiheatdTov émokdmwv ypdpw, mapakakdv Tijs bperépas adrovs
droaboar kndepovias - . -

“Ep. 112: Taire éyo kai moppwlfey &v . . . ypdw xal Tov kowov Aeomérny dvriBodd T0
orvyvov Todro Swahicar vépos . . . In Ep. 119 to Anatolius asking his intercession with the
emperor, Theodoret appends to the final greeting and prayer (cf. supra) a variant formula
which also has many parallels in papyri letters of petition: Taira 8¢ ypdyar viv jvaykdotyy
pabov &s Twes kal ™ évtedfer pou kaTTloVGL pETdTTACW. Cf. Ep. 96 and for parallels, P. Oxy.,
I, 69 (a.p. 190), VIII, 1121 (a.n. 295), XVII, 2133 (late third century); cf. also Exler,
pp- 120-122.

! rémrol émoTolwkol, Pp- 3-4.

* emorolpaior xapakTipes, p- 22.

“ Among the models in the Pseudo-Libanius collection one letter of recommendation
(which appears in certain codices only; vide Weichert, p. 58) also offers spiritual benefits to
the recipient.

* Cf. Epp. 30, 31, 35, 52, 70, 92; cf. also Epp. 32, 34, 36 (in all of which the power of
good example is urged as an inducement).

*“ Epp. 23 (with postscript mentioning the bearer; cf. supra, n. 81), 45, 98, 139.

* Epp. XXXII, 120.

" Ep. XXXVI; cf. Epp. XXII, XXXV, XLVIIL

» Cf. Epp. XXIII, XXXIII (the last, a letter to the governor, Neon, thanking him for an
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student for special attention with the closing words: Totro yap 7 o mowioa
peyalompémea Ty marpikny adfis Seifel pihooropyiav. Here again it is instruc-
tive to observe that Ep. XL also addressed to the sophist Isocacius on behalf
of his protégé, Philip, closes with precisely the same words.

With respect to one section of Theodoret’s correspondence, it is more
appropriate to speak in terms of the traditional epilogue of the speech than
of epistolary formulae. These letters (all of petition) conclude with the
appeal dmd émaivov or é drxohéfov mentioned above in connection with the
proemion.” In illustration of the first, Ep. 95 (to the prefect Antiochus
requesting his patronage for the episcopal envoys of Domnus) has at its
close: TIpémer yop vuiv Tols dA\\ois karopfdpact kai 768 mpoofetvar 7o khéos.'*
Again, there is an interesting similarity in Ep. 118, an appeal addressed to
the archdeacon of Rome: TIpéme. ydp oov ™) 6auérri Tols dANots adrijs karop-
Odpact kai Tobrov mpoobeivar Tov {Alov.'” Ep. 88 (a petition addressed to
the patrician, Taurus) on the other hand, bases its final persuasion on the
suitability of compliance:'** Tivt 8¢ odrw mpooijker 7év ddikovuévwy dmeppayeiv
s YUy, @ GhSxpioTot, ols kal 7o yévovs 1) mepipdvea kal TGV afiwpdTwv TO
nos, kal pévrol kai 10 TGV voulpwy mpwredew wapéxel Ty mappyoiav. In several
letters, Theodoret’s concluding words perform another function of the epi-
logue ** in restating succinctly the essential content. This is done sometimes
in the form of a request as in Ep. 48:* "Exov rotvwy ijs méxvys, kal un mavoy
ypadduevos kai Ty évrebfev Nuiv mparyparevduevos Hdoviiy, or merely by general
summary as in Ep. XLI:'® Tabra ds vios d\ydv, rov mdvrev elvexa oeBaoiuc-
Tarév pou matépa kal Seamdrny édidafa, kai dmoloyovuevos vmép TS dyvoias kai
a\y@v 8ud T dyvowav, or more concisely as in Ep. 21:'°° "Apkel 8¢ kai 76, Aiya

radTa pyudrio Setéar TOV TS amooToMkiS TioTEWS XapakThpa.

indulgence in the matter of the tax. Theodoret concludes by exhorting Neon to continue so
ruling for thus he will serve God, preserve the cities entrusted to him by the emperor, and win
good repute from all). Cf. also Ep. 22 (exhortation) and Ep. 42 (petition with postscript
adding the supplication of others to his own).

* Vide p. 142 ff.; the rhetors established a close relation between the proemion and the epi-
logue of the speech; cf. Anonym. [Koprovros, Graeveni], Spengel-Hammer, p. 352, 14-15:
YEvior pév tév Texvoypddwv éx Ta@v abrév dppdocfar TO mpooimov kal Tov émihoydv ¢acw . . .
Cf. Longinus, ibid., p. 183, 1-2. On the epilogue as a device of appeal, cf. Rufus, ibid., p. 407,
13-15; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Rhet. x. 18.

** Cf. the proemion of this letter, supra, p. 144.

* Cf. Epp. 43, 44, 85.

* Cf. Epp. 117, 138.

** For the epilogue as a recapitulation, vide Rufus, loc. cit.; cf. Apsines, p. 296 f.

™ Cf. e.g., Epp. 1, VIIL, IX, XI, XXVII, XXXIV, 76, 116 (with postscript introducing the
letter-carriers), 135.

* Cf. Ep. XXX.

® Cf. Epp. III, XIX, XXV.
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Sometimes, neither epistolary formulae nor rhetorical epilogue is em-
ployed. A very brief birthday letter (apparently), addressed to the pres-
byter and monk, Jacob, consists merely of a graceful compliment without
formal conclusion.””™ A short letter to Magnus Antoninus, presbyter and
archimandrite, exhorting him to constancy in his struggles on behalf of true
religion closes with scriptural quotations of a hortatory nature,'”® and in
acknowledging a gift of wine sent by Cyrus ' Theodoret again concludes
abruptly (but elegantly): "Anéareihd gov ) edyeveia orapviov péhiros olov ai
Kivhiooar pelrrovpyodor uéhurrar, Tob oripakos mepiovhdoar 7o dvfn.'’ In
some of his letters written during the tempestuous period when he was un-
der attack as a heresiarch, Theodoret is fond of ending on a note of pious
resignation and confidence in God or with a brief reflection on his hope for
the just judgment from God which had been refused him by men. In this
spirit he concludes a letter of salutation to Domnus, bishop of Apamea,’** a
letter of gentle reproof for his lukewarm support addressed to Basil, bishop
of Seleucia,"* an exhortation to continued efforts against the foes of apos-
tolic doctrine written to Theodotus, a presbyter,** and a letter of appeal to
Lupicinus, magister officiorum."™

If one dominant impression emerges from the complexity presented
above, it is certainly that of broad liberty in procedure. Two influences
seem to have commingled in Theodoret’s epistolary methods: the tradition of
the stereotyped formulae long sacred to written communication, and the
rhetorical tradition of the speech. The first, under Theodoret’s pen, are com-
bined, extended, embellished, or transposed from their regular use in the
clausula to the body of the letter, while the second provides the rhetorical
epilogue as a substitute for epistolary conventions. F urthermore, as we have
seen, Theodoret may occasionally decline to employ either usage (although
it must be kept in mind that the clausula as well as the prescript may have
originally appeared in any number or in all of Theodoret’s letters) or he may
give formulaic value to context conclusions of his own composition. Yet, in
general, it is within the traditions of established epistolary usage and rhe-
torical precept that Theodoret moves at will with the ease of a cultivated

" Ep. 28; cf. Epp. XXVI (a complimentary salutation to Archelaus, bishop of Seleucia)
and 51 (in praise of the bearer, Agapius).

% Ep, 129; cf. Ep. 144.

 The same Cyrus as the recipient of Ep. 1367 or the bishop of Marcopolis? Vide Garnier,
col. 262C.

* Ep. 13.

W Ep. 87; cf. Epp. 91, 97, 103, 126.

 Ep, 102.

w Ep. 107,

™ Ep. 90; cf. Epp. 16, 79.
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and practiced writer in an age when the letter and the speech might here
and there readily overstep each other’s boundaries.

C. CERTAIN TYPES OF LETTERS BY THEODORET

1. LETTERS OF CONSOLATION

One has only to read the letters of Plutarch and Seneca to those be-
reaved by the death of relatives or friends to observe the easy transfer of the
themes of ancient funeral speech to the ancient letter of condolence, and
the consolation letters of Theodoret likewise require interpretation in the
light of established tradition in this respect. The funeral speech is a fre-
quently worked vein in the study of literary types and the pagan clichés and
their Christian adaptations in epitaphios, monody, and consolatio are too
well-known to need systematic presentation here. Moreover, one sees at a
glance that the consolatory letters of Theodoret — for the most part, quite
brief — do not aspire to proportions or sequence xara. 7éxpmr. Perhaps a hint
of a conscious rejection for epistolary purposes of a developed technique
may be inferred from Theodoret’s half-apologetic conclusion of Ep. 65, a
letter of consolation addressed to Zeno, magister militum: Tabra os év émo-
ToMjs pérpw yéypada . . . The content of this letter, however, offers familiar
consolatory topoi'*® and the other messages of consolation in the corre-.
spondence of Theodoret similarly repeat among them the conventional
gamut of paramythetic generalities: the mutability of all things earthly,
mortality the lot of all, death a better fate than life, the will of God our
greatest good, lamentation useless to the dead, the resurrection our hope,
death only a long journey (or a protracted sleep), etc."® Yet, Theodoret
does not reiterate these consolatory themes in the mechanical spirit of one
fulfilling a perfunctory task. The varied application or degree of importance
given to one or the other topos indicate both a sympathy genuine and sen-
sitive in proffering a solace most appropriate to the person addressed and
also the new Christian approach to sorrow."”

The proemion of Ep. 12 written to console his friend, Irenaeus, bishop
of Tyre, upon the death of his son-in-law cites the example of Job; but Job’s

5 In Zeno’s case alone there is no mention of the resurrection as a source of consolation.
This may be due to the fact that Zeno was a pagan and even an enemy of Christianity (cf.
Tillemont, XV, 274).

¢ Cf. Menander, p. 414, 2-5.

" In three letters whose recipients appear to have suffered other misfortune than bereave-
ment by death, Theodoret also accommodates his words to the person addressed. In Ep. XII
he suggests to the philosopher, Palladius (with, however, some disapproval of their pagan
source; cf. p. 171) consoling precepts from Demosthenes (De corona, 97) and Thucydides
(ii. 64). In Ep. 132, addressed to Ibas, bishop of Edessa, who is suffering under the evil report
of certain priests, the Scriptures are recommended as a source of comfort although, Theodoret



158 SISTER M. MONICA WAGNER

fortitude rather than his patience '** is stressed and with Pauline imagery,
Irenaeus is exhorted so to contend as to be rewarded with the victor’s crown
and by his struggles to provide a useful example to others."® This virile
tone pervades the entire letter and there is only a casual mention of other
familiar themes: the wise providence of God, the security and peace of the
departed; and Theodoret even offers an apology for presuming to exhort so
hardy a spirit: "AA\a ydp 0ida mepirrov moidv, Tov yevvaiov s dperis dywvio-
™y, kal 7V dAwv d0AnTéY mawdorpifiny €is kaprepiav dleldpwr.’*® In the same
way, after a merely suggestive listing of stock themes, he apologizes for his
consolatory message sent to Casiana, a deaconess, on the death of her son:
Iepurrov 8¢ olpar ovA\éyew tadra [ie., consoling pasages from Scripture]
kal T of) mpoadépew feooefeiq dvwlev Tots Qeomvedorows évrelBpauuérn Ndyous,
kal mpos éketva. Tov oiketov pubuidoy Bilov kal ddaokalias érépas un deopévy.'™
Then he urges her as he had Irenaeus to teach others by the example of her
courage. In Ep. XLIV, consoling the deacon Axias for the death of one
Susannah, he dismisses consolatory topoi somewhat impatiently in the proe-
mion: kat 70 Gvrov 1is Pioews Tis avbpomivys éricracal kal TS dvaoTdoEws
ras é\widas dedidafar. ‘Ikave. O¢ Ta dupdrepa v émi Tols Tehevrdow dbvuiav
dufBA\ivar éav O¢ kal evk\eds Tis vmeléNly Tov Biov, mavTeNds mpoojker kaTao-
Beabijvar iy Mmqp.'** The remainder of the letter eulogizes Susannah.'*
On the other hand, the considerably longer letter to Alexandra *** on the
death of her husband develops at some length (col. 1188B-D) the themes

asserts, Ibas, who knows the Scriptures so well, needs not his (Theodoret’s) teaching. The
presbyter, Euthalius, who appears to have suffered the loss of certain valuable possessions, is
likewise urged in Ep. XXXVIII to be his own consoler as one learned in the words of the Holy
Spirit and trained from childhood in philosophy.

"8 The patience of Job is a common hortatory example among Christian consolers; cf.
C. Favez, La Consolation Latine Chrétienne, Paris, 1937, p. 104.

 For this sentiment in a pagan letter, cf. Seneca, ad Polybium, V. 4 ff.

* 1186B.

“ Ep. 17, 1196B; cf. the similar apology in the brief consolatory Ep. 7 written to Theonilla,
apparently a woman of some philosophical training, and also in Ep. 69 (1237D) addressed to
the widow, Eugraphia; but Ep. 8, sent also to Eugraphia and later than Ep. 69 as the
proemion of Ep. 8 seems to imply, develops at some length the single topic of death as a
foreseen and inevitable destroyer of the marriage bond. Further, the opening sentence of
Ep. 8 betrays a hint of self-consciousness — perhaps something of the rhetor’s fondness for
novelty: Ilepirrov pév olpar 70 mdhw émdis T4 Ay mpoopépew mvevpatixds.

2 Cf. the highly spiritual theme (the Fatherhood of God) in the very brief Ep. 27 written
in consolation to Aquilinus, deacon and archimandrite, upon the death of his father (in
Christ?).

5 In this respect, Ep. XLIV is more closely related to the epitaphios in which eulogy is a
prominent element. Short passages of eulogy occur in other letters of consolation also (cf.
Ep. 14, 1188D; Ep. 65, 1236C) but as new points of departure for consolatory precepts

rather than as independent elements.
* Ep. 14; according to Garnier (col. 9263A) Alexandra was a citizen of Antioch, the wife

of a consul who later became a Prefect of the East.
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of the instability of human affairs and the dogma of the resurrection with its
allied topic, death only a protracted separation (col. 1189A-C). The letter
ends with an extended exhortation to resignation and here are revealed
both the tender sympathy of Theodoret and the unique solace of Christian
faith in the consoling words: Ei 8¢ kai émldfoiro yvvm tod Tabra morfjoar [i.e.,
é\efjoar Ta Exyova Tis kohlas avrijs] dAN éy® ok émhfooual, elmer 6 “Ayios.
Olkedrepos yap nuiv éori kal warpds kai unrpds. . . In the brief letter sent to
the widowed Silvanus and Neoptolemus,'*> however, the same general argu-
ments are outlined in a kind of suggestive summary. Again, in contrast to
these, Theodoret’s letter consoling the Christian tribune, Eurycianus, for the
death of his daughter is the longest of all his letters of condolence (143 lines;
Ep. XLIII, pp. 34-39). After a hurried and impatient summary (as in
Ep. XLIV mentioned above) of stock themes: the magnitude of the sorrow,
the mutability of earthly things, the imperishable beauty of virtue,** The-
odoret devotes sixty-three lines to the dogma of the resurrection, a considera-
tion of which he urges as proper to believers in divine doctrine in contrast
to “Greeks, Jew, and heretics.” **" This entire passage is thickly strewn with
Biblical texts pertinent to the theme — except for the ineptly applied quota-
tion of John 12:32 — and concludes on an essentially Christian note: Bap-
tism, a type of the resurrection. In the exhortation to docile acceptance of
the divine will which follows and which is illustrated by the familiar ex-
amples of Job and Abraham, Theodoret is guilty of a tasteless and lurid
ecphrasis on the sight which greeted Job upon finding the bodies of his ten
children buried beneath the ruins of his home. Even Theodoret’s well-
meaning intention, seemingly that of distracting his friend by recalling to
his mind another’s greater sorrow, does not justify this ill-advised exhibition.

The prominence of the element of exhortation in Theodoret’s letters of
consolation and the infrequent appearance of lamentation *** and eulogy,'*®
which by Menander’s rules *** should occur in the first part of the funeral
speech, are suggestive evidence of the Christian mentality, emancipated by
the Cross from dolorous mourning unto living hope."” Another Christian

* Epp. 15, 18; cf. Ep. 65 to Zeno, magister militum and Ep. 136 to Cyrus, agens in rebus.

* Ep. XLIII: Kai rob xewpdvos olda m0 oxvfpwmdy, kal Tob kAiSwvos ériorapar 76 apodpov, kal
povipov 0d8ey 098¢ Srapkes 6 mapov Exer [Bilost pdvys 8¢ s dperis T0 kdANos dudpavrov. Kai radra
pev Téws os wpds dvbpomovs kowds Swukéyopar . . .

¥ Cf. Ep. 14, 1189B: Tév 8 Mav drorwrdrov Tods ém Towairys oxovpévous émidos yelpous
edpedijvar TéV olk éxdvrov éAmida.

** Threnetic elements sometimes occur, however, as in Epp. 15, 1192A and 136, 1356C.

= Cf. supra, n. 123.

* Vide p. 413, 15 f.
) * Cf. Theodoret, Ep. 64, 1236A: Swyuuévy yap #% dvdoracis dmofdAe tod Bavdrov Tov

anov « s e
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characteristic * and additional testimony to Theodoret’s own tender sensi-
bilities are his affectionate assurances of his personal share in the sorrow of
his friends.'**

Yet the tyranny of rhetorical tradition — the same tyranny which in some
instances appears to have forced Theodoret at least to mention stock gen-
eralities, however casually — betrayed him into certain inconsistencies. Re-
flections upon the nature of mortal life and the advantages gained in death
incorporated by Menander, though somewhat inappropriately,” into his
doctrine on the technique of the consolatio were philosophical borrowings
from Cynic and Stoic thought. One feels distinctly the presence of an alien
note amid all of Theodoret’s eager emphasis of the Christian viewpoint in
his insistence upon philosophical reasoning *** as a corrective of sorrow in
bereavement — and this even in Ep. 12 to Bishop Irenaeus.’®® Surprisingly,
the reading of the Scriptures is explicitly urged in only two letters and even
there as a source of consolation auxiliary to philosophy.**” Furthermore, on
the question of the proper moment at which to administer consoling words
to the bereaved, Theodoret, in self-contradictory fashion, follows both
schools of thought current among the disciples of Zeno: one favoring re-
straint until time had eased the sorrow;'® the other advising consoling
remedies as soon as possible lest a prolonged wait cruelly reopen an old
wound.” In Ep. 7 he apologizes for delay: Ild\a: &v éyeypddew e mdlar
éyvadkew Ty TeENevTY TOD peyalompemeaTdTov TS oS oeuvompeneias 6uoliyov.
In Ep. 17 he excuses his promptness: Ei uév eis udvmp dpedpwv mp rob mdfovs
vmrepBoliiy, dveBaléuny dv Téws Ta ypdupara, iva AdBw Tov xpdvov T1s epameias
érikovpov. Ep. 15 has a combination: first, the apology for tardiness and then
its excuse — his desire to allow the violence of grief to subside: O%8a ueév
vorephoas kal wept Tovs mapapvinrikods uelNijoas Aéyovs: dAN ovxi dixa Noyi-

~ ~ 4 140
ouod Tovro 8é8para: évdodvar yap 76 mdlfer aodpd SvrL mpolpyov vevéuika.

#* Cf. Favez, pp. 130-139.

* Vide Epp. 12, 1185B; 14, 1186A; 69, 1237D.

“ An inconsistency was thus created between the first part of the funeral speech which
sought to heighten the grief and the second part which endeavored to allay it; cf. J. Bauer,
Die Trostreden des Gregorius von Nyssa in ihren Verhiltnisse zur antiken Rhetorik, Marburg,
1892, pp. 25-26.

5 Cf. the consolatory Ep. 65, 1236B: Ty 8¢ ¢ihocopiar katackevdle 70 v ijuiv Aoywdy - .

s Cf. also Epp. 7, 15, 65, 69.

“ Epp. 14, 17 (where it is emphasized).

8 Cf. Chrysippus (Cicero, Tusc., iv.31.63) and Plutarch, ad Apollonium, 102A.

1 Cf. Seneca, ad Marciam, i. 8.

0 Cf. also Ep. 69 to Eugraphia; but here the apology is for the impossibility of his being
personally present to console Eugraphia. This apology appears again in Ep. 14, 1189D, Ep.
XXXVIII (beginning) and Ep. XLIII (end). The sentence immediately following these lines
quoted from Ep. 15 bears an interesting resemblance to a passage in Plutarch:
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2. LETTERS OF PRAISE

Theodoret’s letters of praise, like those written in consolation, do not
follow in structure the rules of rhetorical art. Their brevity alone would
relate them to émawos rather than éyxduwor,™*" if a distinction between these
forms of praise was ever observed in practice.’** But if Theodoret did not
employ the full technique of the encomium in his letters, he borrowed freely
from stock encomiastic devices, particularly those of amplification, as the
comparison in various forms: ovykpios,'*® dvrirapaBolsy wpds 7o évavriov '
and atiénos ék kploews.'*® It is interesting to observe Theodoret’s fondness
for amplification **¢ in the light of his letter written to the monk Hagianus
instructing him (by way of reproof for having offended in the matter) in the
proper way to bestow praise. The first rule (illustrated by introductory
quotations from pagan sources) is to observe moderation both in lauding
others and in demeaning self in obedience to the law commanding love of
one’s neighbor.*" Further, he who praises must esteem truth above friend-
ship, but he must conceal the faults of his friend since “charity covereth a
multitude of sins.” *** In this juxtaposition of precepts one observes a cer-
tain added concreteness in the sharper thrust of the new and Christian idea
which at various other points we have seen-invading the firm traditions of
pagan rhetoric. However, Theodoret’s ready and simultaneous use of both
pagan and Christian borrowings implies a still spontaneous and, in part,
instinctive allegiance to the age-old teaching of the schools.

In the brief Ep. 71, written in congratulation to Zeno, magister militum,
upon his being raised to the consulship, we find the Socratic virtues: arpeia,

ad Apoll., 102A Ep. 15, 1189D-1192A
- o08¢ yap ol BéArworor Tdv laTpdv mpds OV8E yap Tdv laTpdv of gopiTaror v Th

tas dfpoas Tév pevpdrov émpopas €bfds mpoo- TéY muperdv drpfi 1o dMefikaka mpoodépovor
Pépovar Tas Sia Tév papudkdy Bonbeias, AN  pdppakas AN els Kkapdy THY dmd Tis Téxvys
éboe 10 Lapivov Tis preypovis dixa is Tdv  Lorfeav cweaodépovot.
éolev mepixpioTov émbécews adro 8 avrod
AafBelv wéyw.

* Cf., e.g., Aphthonius, p. 35, 39: «kai 7§ tév pév érawov & Bpaxei yiveohar 7o 8 éykopov
xkard Téxvny ékpépecbar and Pseudo-Libanius, p. 17, 15 f.

** Cf. Alexander, Spengel, II1, 2, 9: Tuwés pév odv olovrar adidpopov elvar Emawov 4 éyrdpuov
eimeiv . . . and T. C. Burgess, Epideictic Literature, Chicago, 1902, p. 114, n. 8.

“*Cf. Ep. 73, 1241C-D; Ep. 11, 1184B, 1-11; cf. also Aristotle, Rhet. i.9.39, and for
synkrisis in the proemion, vide Rufus, p. 401, 13.

* Cf. Ep. 11, 1184C, 17-20; cf. also Anaximenes, p- 29, 12.

** Cf. Ep. 60, 1232B, 1-6; Ep. 71, 1240C-D, 1-4; cf. Longinus, Sp.-H., 215, 3 f.

* Photius (Bibliotheca, cod. cclxxiii) says that the third book of Theodoret’s eulogy of
John Chrysostom exceeds the bounds of the encomium.

' Vide Ep. XXXIX, 1I. 1-13.

* Vide ibid., 11. 13-17; cf., e.g., Hermogenes, Sp. II, 12, 5.
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$pdvmats, cwdpooivy and dwaiosdvy traditional in the encomium as points
of departure for the praise of mpdfes kare. Yvxv.**® Theodoret, however,
merely mentions them: dvdpeia (tempered by nuepérns and mpasdrys) as
proper to an admirable magister militum and the others as adorning the
good general *** and forming the foundation for Christian virtue — in a com-
posite of praise and exhortation.”®* This letter ends with a prayer that Zeno
may long enjoy his honors and assume the divine vesture (Christianity?)
together with the consular palm.”** Conversely, letters primarily of exhorta-
tion often contain, usually at or near the beginning, a note of commendation
as if the person addressed had already or very nearly achieved the desired
dispositions."™ This element of praise appears in an indirect form in the
assurance found in almost all of Theodoret’s letters of exhortation that his
words are meant as a reminder and he does not presume to instruct the
person addressed.”™ A parallel device is to be found in the ancient speech
of exhortation, the mapaxnrikds Néyos, the proemion of which regularly
contained an apology for addressing words of exhortation to hearers already
spurred to their task.'”

Of all epistolary types other than that properly termed “encomiastic,”

“ Cf. Menander, Sp., III, 378, 7 {.

* Cf. the proemion of Ep. XVII for these same virtues prescribed for the ideal ruler. In
Ep. 37, however, the virtues of giveois and ¢ukavfponia are ascribed to the ruler.

¥ Vide Aristotle, Rhet. 1.9. 35: “Eye. 8¢ xowov €ldos 6 érawos xal ai ovpBovhal & yap é&v 76
oupfBoviedew bribowo dv, Tabra perabévra Th Aéfe éykdma ylyverai; cf. Ep. 60 addressed to
Dioscorus, bishop of Alexandria. In this letter Dioscorus is praised for the Christian virtues
of humility and modesty. Here assuredly Theodoret follows his rule of covering defects with
the mantle of charity (vide supra). One does not like to suspect him of a piece of shameless
eulogy de convenance (in the hope, perhaps, of inaugurating more favorable relations with
Dioscorus than he had enjoyed with his immediate predecessor on the episcopal throne of
Alexandria) but the record of Bishop Dioscorus would not suggest modesty and humility as
his most conspicuous virtues.

**Vide Menander, p. 377, 28: éxl roirois ebxyv épeis airdv mapd Oeod eis prjxiaTov xpovoy
mpoeXdeiv Ty Baothelav - . . CEf. Aphthonius, p. 36, 19; cf. also Ep. XV (with postscript prais-
ing Naucratianus, the letter carrier of Proclus, bishop of Constantinople, to whom this letter
is addressed). Ep. 57 also ends with a prayer but the theme is slightly different — that greater
gifts may be bestowed upon the persons addressed.

* Vide, Epp. III (but here at the end), XIII, 76, 77, 125.

* Epp. XXXIX, 1. 16 £.; 77, 1252A; 78, 1253D (Epp. 77 and 78 addressed respectively to
Eulalius and Eusebius, both bishops of Persian Armenia (the latter apparently acting in some
vicarious capacity, or perhaps really a presbyter; cf. p. 149), suffering under Persian persecu-
tion, are comparatively long and formal and resemble each other closely in content — with
some verbal similarities in their conclusions. Tillemont suggests (XV, p. 245) that the more
forceful presentation in Ep. 77 may indicate that it was meant ultimately for the bishops
of the country in general); cf. also Epp. 125, 1337C; 132, 1349C. This convention occurs
also in other letters containing hortatory or suasory passages, as in letters of consolation (cf.
p. 158); cf. also Epp. 96, 1289D; 102, 1296C; 109, 1304B; 146, 1397B.

= Cf. J. Albertus, Die rapaxAyrwcoi in der griechischen und romischen Literatur, Disserta-
tiones Philologicae Argentoratenses Selectae, XIII (1908), 46-49.
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letters of recommendation would seem most naturally receptive of the praise
technique.”™ A letter of Firmus, fifth century bishop of Caesarea, outlines
at least a theoretical procedure for such letters quite in the tradition of the
encomium: Ei dyvéra 1 favpacidryri cov ovviordvar éueNhov, éder o mpoot-
plov, kai s mepi adrod dupyfoews, tis kai méfev kai modamwds kal Soov TG
YdM\\ew 7&v Te viv kal mporépwv kexpdrnker.”” Synesius of Cyrene *** and
Gregory of Nazianzus ' do not follow this schema in their letters of recom-
mendation, although the structure of these letters bears the stamp of the
rhetor, particularly in the consciously varied form of the proemion.’* Nor
does Theodoret have a stereotyped method of performing this service. The
element of praise in his letters of recommendation is sometimes directed
toward the person addressed *** and even when it concerns the individual
commended it does not illustrate encomiastic rules. Certain encomiastic
connections may be noted, however, in the case of several letters written on
behalf of the Carthaginian exiles, the senator Celestiacus,’ and the noble
lady, Maria.'® Here Theodoret again shows his fondness for amplification
by repeatedly describing their fate in terms of a tragic argument — a com-
parison doubtless suggested by the element of peripateia in the cases in-
volved. The account following the introductory auxesis *** in these letters
regularly mentions the high rank and noble antecedents of the unfortunate
exiles.'®®

3. LONGER APOLOGETIC AND DOCTRINAL LETTERS

The longer and more formal letters of Theodoret, written in an official
capacity, have, except in the proemia where rhetorical effort is evident,'® a
certain severity of composition. Their content is stiffly framed in formal
sections without apparent attempt to avoid monotony in transitional devices.

** Cf. Demetrius, émou émarolikol, P. 3: ‘O 8 cvarards, dv tmep dAov mpos dANov ypdpouey
érawov ovykatawAékovres . . .

*"Ep. 39, PG 77, 1508C; in Ep. 13, however, recommending the orator, Olympius, Firmus
develops only the last of these encomiastic topoi. Pliny, in Epp. ii. 13 and iv. 15, illustrates
more fully the kepdAara of the encomium adapted to letters of recommendation.

** Cf. Simeon, pp. 25-26.

* Cf. Przychocki, pp. 372-375.

“ Cf, ibid., p. 373.

* E.g., Epp. 80, 35, XXXV.

** Epp. 29, 31 (without introductory auxesis), 33.

* Ep. 70.

* Cf. supra, p. 143.

** The specific terms of recommendation vary; e.g., to Apellion (Ep. 29) Theodoret praises
the philosophical resignation of Celestiacus; to Domnus, bishop of Antioch (Ep. 31), his
spiritual progress under misfortune; in the letter to Count Stasimus (Ep. 33) he emphasizes
the instability of human fortunes.

* Cf. supra, p. 149.
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In Ep. 83, a defence of his orthodoxy sent to Dioscorus, bishop of Alexan-
dria, Theodoret passes somewhat abruptly from the proemion to a brief
résumé of the charges laid by Dioscorus and his own defensive arguments
by means of the formula:*" Tatra 8¢ ypdpar viv jraykdobny . . . The sec-
tion immediately following begins similarly: Tadra Myw ob ceuvvvéuevos,
dA\" dmohoyeigfar Bualduevos. . . . Further want of variety appears in the
introductory phrases of later sections in this letter which add the testimonia
of the Scriptures and the Fathers to Theodoret’s own confession:

(1272A) Ofrw kai & feios edayyehoris Bod . ..
Kat 6 Tovron 8¢ dpdvvpos éBda Aéyov .
(1272B) Obre kai 6 rpiopaxdpios Owpds . . .
(1278A) YOru 8¢ kai 6 Tijs paxaplas pijpns Kipihdos . . .
(1273B) YOri 8¢ kal Tois mepi Nearopiov tmayopevfeior Tépois . . .

Ep. 113 in which Theodoret appeals to Pope Leo I against his deposition by
the Latrocinium shows an even greater rigidity in the introductions to the
sections following the long and elaborate proemion:**

(1316C) “Eyw 8¢ 68Upopar piv mijs *Exxnoias ov kAbSwva . . .

(1316D) *Eya 8¢ rob dwoarolkod tpdv Bpdvov meppéve T yndov . .
(1317B) Tipo 8¢ mdvrov, pabeiv dvriBord map tpav .

(1317C) Mpo 8¢ mdvrow, ikerebw T iepdy bpdv kal 7§ Oep Pidqy kepakijy .

In the same formal and hierarchical tone, Theodoret, after a somewhat
pretentious proemion, marshals the testimonia of the Scriptures and the
Fathers (to whom he in this letter adds Pope Leo I as further witness) in
answering the “soldiers” ** by whom, it appears, he had been requested to
advise proper arguments on the subject of the Divine Omnipotence.

Where consideration of doctrinal subjects is involved in letters of a more
personal nature, Theodoret’s manner is more relaxed. In Ep. 130," a reply
to Timothy, bishop of Doliche, who had inquired of Theodoret the correct
doctrine on the passibility of the God-Man, Theodoret begins with an en-
comiastic proemion praising Timothy as his partisan in zeal for the faith and

" Cf. supra, n. 90.

" Cf. p. 144, n. 23. Cf. also the formal structure of Epp. 145 and 146, tracts in letter form
(cf. Garnier, cols. 304D, 305B) on the Incarnation and the long treatise-like Ep. 151 (although
there is personal address in epistolary style near the close (1432B): Aw v bperépav dywadvyy
mapakald ékbipws Tov phdvBpwmov fudy ikereboar Aeomdryy kal mwpds adrov Poficar . . . Tabra
xkal $oa Towadra mapakald T vperépav OeocéBeav Boav wpos Tov Tév SAwv @edv. According to
Garnier (col. 313D) Ep. 151, addressed to a group of Eastern monasteries (cf. ibid.) in con-
demnation of the anathematisms of Cyril of Alexandria, is an encyclical letter.

 Ep. 144; Garnier (col. 304A) identifies the soldiers as a detachment of Stablesiani (“de
numero tertio Stabilisianorum”). Who they were or what their name signifies is uncertain
(vide Notitia Dignitatum, 1, ed. E. Boecking, Bonn, 1839-1853, 209, n. 9; cf. W. Ruge, RE,
2d. ser., III A, 1925-1926).

™ Cf. Ep. 3.
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closes on an informal, personal note. In introducing the main content — the
reply to the query of Bishop Timothy — Theodoret promises to adduce his
arguments from both the Scriptures and the Fathers."™ In the course of his
discussion, however, he finds that a summary presentation of Biblical testi-
mony alone has expanded his letter beyond due limits '™ and he, therefore,
promises to send to Timothy his work in dialogue form *** which should
supplement the present arguments by citations from the Fathers.'™

Traces of self-conscious control and formality appear again in letters
which seem to be meant only indirectly — to some extent, at least — for the
persons to whom they are addressed.”™ Evidence of this is seen most clearly
when such letters are viewed beside others containing similar content but
clearly written in private and personal communication. A comparison be-
tween Ep. 79 and Ep. 80 is illustrative. Ep. 79 is addressed to Anatolius,
Theodoret’s friend and patron, requesting him to establish the authenticity
of the imperial rescript by which Theodoret was forbidden to leave his
episcopal city. Perhaps, the expectation that the letter would be shown to
Theodosius II " or would at least be used as a directive in Anatolius’ repre-
sentation to the emperor is responsible for its moderate tone. At any rate,
Ep. 80 sent at about the same time *™* and on the same theme to the prefect,

™ Vide col. 1344A: *Eyo 8¢ mpy alrpow domaords édeldpny kal & mapd tijs Oelas e8i8dxfyv
Tpagis, kal mapd Tév Tabryy éppnyevkétov Matépwv mpofipws épd . .

2 Vide col. 1348B: Taitra év kedpalalw viv imyydpevaa kal Tijs émoTolijs vmepéfny 10 pérpov.

¥ His Eranistes? cf. Garnier, col. 298A.

™Vide col. 1348C: Ei 8 elpoyu kahiypdpov mépufo ocov 1 6016yl Kai & Sahoyikds
ouvéypaya . . - Kal TOv Adyov edpivas kai Sxvpdoas 7o Huérepa Tais Tév Iarépov Sdackaliars.

* One group of Theodoret’s letters falls midway between the treatise in epistolary form,
the synodal and encyclical letter, and the private letter. They are personal communications
whose main content, however, is explicitly intended to be shared by others; vide Ep. 21,
1201B: “Iva 8¢ kat 88dézs, Bavpagiirare, Tods dyvoolvras Srws ppovodpey, iob TAoTedew fpds « . -
Cf. Ep. 82, 1265B: Taira rolvvv pabfloioa map’ Huév % dywdrys oov 8daédrew Tods dyvooivras -
Cf. also Ep. 150 (vide infra).

® This possibility is suggested by the query obliquely directed to the emperor (1256D):
Ilére yap 7ueis Ty adrod yaAqoTyra wepl mpdypatos jrwxAijoapey i) Tods peydAovs dpxovras i)
Tois évraifa kexTypévors moddois obow kal Aaumpois Bapeis éyevdueda; and by the passage follow-
ing in which Theodoret summarizes his benefactions to the town of Cyrus although these are,
as he says, known to Anatolius; cf. also the flattery of the emperor and empress in Ep. 138
(1360D, 1361B), likewise addressed to Anatolius as an intercessor. Ep. 119, again to Ana-
tolius and again requesting his good offices with Theodosius II, has, on the other hand, a
diffuse and somewhat querulous tone (vide esp. 1328C-1329A) as against the compressed
and objective exposition of the same theme — the injustice of his condemnation without trial
—in Ep. 118, 1316B-C to Pope Leo I. Moreover, that Theodoret did not write Ep. 119 for
the emperor’s eye is further suggested by the bargaining tone in 1330C: Tovrwv (i.e., his
alternatives — that either he be permitted trial before a Western Synod or be allowed to retire
to his monastery; ie., near Apamea) €l pév 8vatov, 10 mpdrepor €l 8¢ i, 16 yoiv Selirepov
mapaoyefijval por dia T0d Yperépov peyéfovs Tapakald.

 Cf. Giinther, pp. 32-33.
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Eutrechius, also a friend of Theodoret is decidedly less guarded. One ob-
serves, for instance, the careful phrasing of Ep. 79 with respect to his intern-
ment: é 7y Kipe Sudyew (1256A) . . . ds 7¢ Baoiikd mealbels ypdupar
mjv Kvpov karéhaBov (1256B) and the stronger tone in Ep. 80: Kai yap sjuels
ets Ty Kipov mepuwpiofnuer (1258C) as well as the contrast between the im-
petuous outburst in Ep. 80 (1260A): Kav yap pvpidkis Svoxepaivovow §r
Opmréd Tis Dowikns Tas oupdopds, ob Tavoopar TodTo TOLdY Ews &v Tavras Spd
and the temperateness of the similar passage in Ep. 79 (1256D-1257A):
Ei 8¢ 8ia 10076 Twes Svoxepatvovow, 8 Tév Tijs Powikns "Bxk\nody Jpyroduer
™v katd\vow, Temeiolnw Yudv 76 péyelos ws oy oldy Te Muds p Alyelv. . .
Again, the quality of the censure of Dioscorus, bishop of Alexandria, in
Ep. 86 ' is considerably more restrained '™ than the lively vituperation of
those responsible for the decrees of the Latrocinium in Ep. 147 addressed
to John, bishop of Germanicia:*** “Or yap m wpakruy dpemjy Tols ‘Apao-
Biots padXov 7 adrois vouolerelafar wapa T0b Swripos vméhaBov avra Pod Ta
mpdypara (1409C);"" and later in the same letter (1412C): Iotot moAvmodes
olUtws wpods Tas mérpas Ty oiketav évalldrovor xpdav 7 Xauathéovres wpos Ta
¢VA\a 70 Xpdua s obToL THY yrduny TPds Tovs katpovs meraBdANovow;
With the spontaneous nature of this somewhat homely abuse, it is in-
teresting to compare further the tone of premeditated bitterness against
Cyril of Alexandria in Theodoret’s letter to John, bishop of Antioch (Ep.
150). This letter was sent as a kind of foreword to the appended *** copy of

" According to Giinther (p. 39, n. 4 and ff.), Ep. 86 is a synodal letter written by The-
odoret but sent under the name of Domnus to Flavian of Constantinople; cf. supra, p. 152 {.
™ Vide col. 1280C: ‘O 8¢ [i.e., Dioscorus| rovros éupévew Tois Spois od BovAerat, dAX’ dve
Kkal kdtw Tod pakapiov Mdpkov Tov Opdvov mpofBdllerar; 1281A: Tobrov peuvnuévos kal karpov
etpa, ds vmédafe, Ty Suopéveay Edafev.
 Two letters to him (Ep. 133 and Ep. 147) are extant in the correspondence of Theod-
oret and a fuller correspondence is mentioned in Ep. 147, 1409A.
 Cf. also the vivacity of his account in this letter of the enthusiastic reception of his dis-
courses delivered at Antioch with the sober description in Ep. 83:
Ep. 83, 1268C Ep. 147, 1412A-B
.. . Todyvou Tob émokdmov, ds Tooolroy éydy- ‘Empvow 4 wap’ éuod & ‘Avrioxela Aeydpeva
yro Sadeyopévor fudv, ds dudo Té xeipe kweiv, kal ddedpol dvtes Kkal dvayvdorar yevipevor Kai
kot Stavioracbor modrdkis - - . Suikovor xewporovnlévtes kal mpeafitepor kal
émokomol: kal perd 10 Télos Ths SraAéfews
mepurTUoOVTO Kal KaTepilovv kal kepalyy kal
omify kal xelpas- Tives 8¢ adrdv kal yovdTwv
jmrovro v 8Sagkallay Gpév dmooToAuyy
ovopdfovres - - .
Another illustration of Theodoret’s relaxed manner in a private and personal communication
is the lively report of his altercation with the emperor in Ep. 169 addressed to his metro-
politan, Alexander of Hierapolis, whose deputy Theodoret was in presenting to the emperor
the case of the Oriental bishops at Chalcedon in 431 after the lamentable proceedings at the
Council of Ephesus.
' Vide Ep. 150, 1416A: “Ynérafa 8¢ kol tas yeyevnuévas avripprjoes T8¢ pov 14 émworodf - - .
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Cyril’s anathematisms together with the refutations of each by Theodoret:
"H\ynoa 8¢ 8 dvmp mopalvew Naxov kal motpymy rocavry memaTevpévos kal
fepametew 0. dofevi) TGv mpoPdrwy wpooTerayuévos vooel uév avrds, kai Niov
ohpodpds, dvamum\ay € meparar Tis véoov kai Ta Opéupata kal TGV dyplwv
Onpiwv yalerdrepa ta moypawdueva kabiornow (1413B).

The man, Theodoret, then, is not vainly to be sought in his letters, par-
ticularly in those in which we see him revealed as a storm-center in the
Christological controversies which so darkened and embittered his episco-
pate. In the more objective role of consoler or eulogist, his sympathy is
extended and his praise is bestowed, it is true, by means of thought-patterns
and devices imposed by long rhetorical tradition; but these were the senti-
ments which his fifth-century correspondents expected to hear from him
and he faithfully reflects, although with a changeful pen and in what we
cannot doubt was a genuine, personal message, the conventional themes
and devices of praise and condolence which were current in his day.

IV. SOME STYLISTIC FEATURES

A. CHARACTERISTICS OF HIS STYLE

The Bibliotheca of Photius declares that Theodoret’s style is clear, ele-
vated, without redundancy, and not devoid of sweetness." These qualities
are admirably suited to good epistolary style.® Stylistically, the letter should
be, according to Demetrius, a blend of xdpis and ioxvérns * — that is, of the
graceful and the plain. Ornament in the form of allusions, figures, stories,
etc., is desired but as a judiciously applied enhancement of clear expression.
Among the rhetorical devices which one would not expect, therefore, to
appear prominently in good letter style are surely the figures of redundancy
and repetition, and these do not, as a matter of fact, have a significant repre-
sentation in the letters of Theodoret, with the exception of periphrasis, often
in the form of antinomasia.* The scattered occurrences of pleonasm * and
epanaphora ° do not constitute a stylistic mannerism. More characteristic is

* Cf. supra, p. 126, n. 28.

* Cf. supra, p. 134, n. 40.

s Cf. wepl éppreias, 235.

*I.e., in the constant use of titles of address habitual in the later Greek rhetoric and in
periphrastic titles for the Deity (although ®eds alone is occasionally found as in Ep. 22,
1204B, Ep. 31, 1209C.) An interesting adaptation of a profane concept is Theodoret’s use of
the title Xopyyds for the Deity; cf. Epp. 24, 1205A; 57, 1229C; 73, 1244A.

*E.g., in Epp. 14, 1188C; 21, 1201B; 122, 1333A.

®Some striking examples are found, however, as in Epp. 14, 1188B; 77, 1245C; 142,
1368B; cf. the elaborate epanaphora (and general ornateness) in the fragments of Theodoret’s
eulogy for John Chrysostom given in the Bibliotheca of Photius (cod. celxxiii).
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a certain elegant fullness of language,” which has not yet become the verbal
turgescence of a later time as, for example, in the letters of Theophylactos
Simokatta. It was, doubtless, his refined circumlocutions which elicited
Photius’ admiring comment on the tone of elevation in Theodoret’s style.®
The letters also show, on the whole, a restrained use of figures of sound
and of rhetorical devices for enlivening style. Paranomasia, however, is a
relatively frequent sound device. Of the instances which appear to be inten-
tional, the most striking occur at the letter’s close, rounding it off,® so to
speak. Ep. X concludes: Ei 8¢ ouvyds mpos pévovs Muds, eime kal tis avyfds mp
airiav, (v’ é\éywpev ob Sikaiws ovydvra and Ep. 13: "Anéoreld oov rf ebyeveia
orapviov péhros olov ai Kvhioaar pelhirrovpyobor uéhirrar o0 oripakos mepi-
ov\éoae 76 dvfn."" The ornamental conclusion might be also an apparently
deliberate instance of parachesis as in Ep. XXX: . . . dromov yap rov uév
dypov 1 ofi oikrioer padpiverbar, ™y 8¢ w6 w T oh dmodnuia oukpiverar
or of polyptoton, as in Ep. XLI (with alliteration): . . . kai dmoloyodpevos
émep This dyvolas, kal dAydv Sua Ty dyvowav. Other seemingly deliberate in-
stances of these figures as well as cases of alliteration ** are few and scat-
tered. Among devices for added vividness Theodoret favors most the
expansive movement produced by polysyndeton. Asyndeton, on the other
hand, is rare.*® But even in multiplying connectives, Theodoret does not
incline toward elaborateness, using most often the two, three, and fourfold

"Vide e.g., Ep. XXXV: Kal yip weipav abdrod eidjpaper whelova émedy kal Tijs ijperépas
marpldos kwelv ToVs olakas elAnxe kal mapd wdvra TOV Tiis dpxiis xpovov é& odpiwv ¢épeclar TO
oxdgos copds kuPBepviv rapeoketaoer. Cf. Epp. 30, 1208D; XXXIII, p. 27, 1-5.

*Cf. p. 1; an elevated tone is achieved also by frequent hyperbaton, a characteristic
of the high style but a standard device in Theodoret’s day (cf. J. M. Campbell, The Influence
of the Second Sophistic on the Style of the Sermons of St. Basil the Great, Washington, 1922,
p. 66). Further impressiveness is added by the use of dueis and #ueis for éyé and v. However,
there seems to be no conscious effort toward impressive effect in these cases. éyo and sjueis
were readily interchanged in late Greek (cf. Sister Agnes Clare Way, The Language and
Style of the Letters of St. Basil, Washington, 1927, p. 2) and, like St. Basil, Theodoret fre-
quently “changes from singular to plural or vice versa in the same letter or even in the same
sentence” (ibid.).

® The addition of such finishing touches is criticized unfavorably by Dionysius of Halicar-
nassus (Rhet. x. 18) who calls these devices the “dessert at the end of a feast” and, in the
phrase of Aristophanes, émpvAridas kal oropilpara.

© Cf. the conclusions of Epp. I, XXX, XXXV, 78, 74, 107, 128; cf. also the close of
Ep. XLIV. Sakkelion reads: xai meicat ocavrijv, os eis paxporépay éedipooe [ie., the deceased
Susannah] yiv {éoa 7§ ©j . . . Perhaps in view of Theodoret’s penchant for paranomasia
at the end of his letters (as well as in consideration of the sense) {wify for ysy would be a
more likely reading.

“ Cf. Ep. 39; a final rounding is occasionally effected also by a superfluous generalization
as, e.g., in Ep. XXII: Xalera yap kai 14 Tijs fwelpov vavdyia; cf. also Epp. 135, 136, 141.

* Cf. Epp. 28, 1204C; 134, 1352D; 135, 1353C.

3 There are, however, elaborate examples in Ep. 116, 1324C, 1325A; cf. also Ep. 21,
1200C, 1201D.
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varieties of polysyndeton.* Examples of parenthesis and irony are suffi-
ciently frequent for remark; yet one hesitates to ascribe rhetorical purpose
to Theodoret’s use of the former device, since most of the instances appear
to be merely an afterthought or an additional detail hastily inserted.”® There
is a clear use of rhetorical irony, however, in Theodoret’s reference to the
judges who condemned him at the Latrocinium in Ep. 139 (1361D): my
Sucatordmy Tév iepdv Sikaarév édefduefa Yidov and in other letters.’® The
enlivening device of the interrogation also appears with some prominence,
often with exclamatory effect.”” Rhetorical design is indicated most strik-
ingly when the questions occur in cumulative form, but even in this case
Theodoret uses the figure with heightened rhetorical effectiveness in his
more formal moods by combining it with epanaphora. For example, the
rapid fire of successive questions in the informal Ep. 147 to John of Ger-
manicia * produces an impression of great liveliness but also one of greater
spontaneity than the mannered sequence of three interrogations all begin-
ning with ris in the more impersonal Ep. 140 to the magister officiorum,
Vincomalus.” The so-called Gorgianic figures: parison, paromoion, and
antithesis are not admissible in good epistolary style, according to Gregory
Nazianzen,” and in the letters of Theodoret relatively few instances of
parallelism occur.” Theodoret’s conservatism in matters of style is further
illustrated by the fact that his clausulae preferences in a little less than nine-
tenths of the cases in a thousand final clausulae follow the generally pre-
ferred forms ** of the Greek accentual curses: = --=(2), +-——-=(4).
Some reflection, perhaps, of the metrical clausula tradition might be in-
ferred from Theodoret’s fondness for a final choriamb, and more impor-

* More ambitious examples of this figure occur in Theodoret’s more elaborate composi-
tions as in his Graecarum Affectionum Curatio where he uses sevenfold (VI, ed. I. Raeder,
Leipzig, 1904, p. 151, 13-15; VIII, p. 197, 14-15) and even fourteenfold polysyndeton (IX,
p- 236, 22-25).

*E.g., in Epp. 15, 1189B; 23, 1204C; 60, 1232B.

* Cf. Epp. 118, 13284; 119, 1328C; cf. also Epp. 46, 1224C; 47, 1225A; 132, 1349B.

" E.g., in Epp. 42, 1217D; 85, 1276D; 88, 1284A.

* Cf. col. 1410B and supra, p. 166; cf. also Ep. 126, 1340A-B.

* Cf. col. 1364C. This more formal manner of Theodoret in the use of successive inter-
rogations with epanaphora is illustrated also in his Historia Ecclesiastica, V, 1232D, and in the
portion of one of his homilies published by Schwartz (Neue Aktenstiicke zum ephesinischen
Konzil von 431, Abhandlungen der bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, XXX (1920),
20, 16-17) and in his Graecarum Affectionum Curatio (V, p. 142, 11-19).

* Ep. 51, 108A.

*Cf. e.g. Ep. 44 (with epanaphora): kai fepareioar pév Tov T6v SAov ®ed, Oepamedoar 8¢
700 yvijowov adrod Soddov . . . Ep. 10 (with chiasmus): xai BdA)e 7§ 7éxvy Tods dSwcotvras Kal
7ois I’ éxelvov Baldopévors émdpvve . . . Cf. also Ep. 1 (conclusion).

* Cf. A. W. De Groot, La Prose Métrique des Anciens, Collection dEtudes Latines, Les
Belles Lettres, Paris, 1926, p. 38.
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tantly, a final cretic (dactyl) which is represented in approximately one-fifth
of the total number of cases examined; yet in only about one-eighth of
these does he employ the popular pattern, - oo - o u.*® The important form
¥ V¥ 2 * however, occurs relatively often (in something more than a hun-
dred cases). On the other hand, about one-sixth of the clausula metrically
tested show the generally avoided forms, v o _vor - - _ .

In his note on the style of Theodoret’s Historia Ecclesiastica, Photius re-
marks the occasional boldness of his metaphors.*® This criticism we should
not extend to his letters. Here, metaphors and comparisons are based largely
on such staples of the sophistic (and Christian®") repertoire as the athletic
games and the life of the sea; and both types of imagery appear sometimes
in the same letter. Bishop Flavianus is praised in Ep. 11 as “a harbor fire
illumining the port of the apostolic faith” and “liberating the ignorant from
the reefs.” In the sentence immediately following, Flavianus is called “the
noble champion who willingly enters the apostolic combat.” In Ep. 12, a
letter of consolation to Bishop Irenaeus, Theodoret again turns suddenly
from the metaphors of the athlete and the contest to marine imagery and
then reverts briefly to the former. It would seem from this that these figures
so universal and of such long standing in Greek literature had lost all specific
image value.”® Unrest in the Church is regularly referred to by Theodoret
as “surf,” “a tempest,” or “a dark cloud”;* her tranquillity as “a calm,” her
bishops as “pilots,” and the office of governing her as “holding a rudder.” Of
poetic origin like imagery drawn from the life of the sea, the figure of bees
is a familiar one in the letters. Theodoret is particularly fond of the picture
of bees drawing sweetness even from bitter plants.*® In Ep. 62, he uses this
comparison to justify a quotation from a pagan source. In Ep. IV it is re-
peated in turning away a compliment to himself as a writer and in Ep. XIX,
the bee rejecting all which is of no value to him, serves as a counterpart to
those who use discrimination in the pursuit of knowledge. Bee imagery is
developed metaphorically in Ep. XXIII to represent students whom The-

* Cf. ibid., Table at p. 32.

* Ibid.

* Ibid.

* Bibliotheca, cod. xxxi: . . . &iore Tals petapopais mapaBorws . . . éxpioaro.

* Cf. Campbell, p. 98. The specifically Christian comparison of the work of the fisherman
with the sacred ministry is developed by Theodoret in Ep. 76, 1246B.

# Cf. Guignet (Saint Grégoire de Nazianze et la Rhétorique, Paris, 1911, pp. 141-143) on
the metaphor af\jrys and dywvioris.

*In Ep. 92, 1288A, the three are combined: . . . kal SiaAdoer 70 védos 76 UKvgpw‘n'OV .
Ei 8¢ kal cvyxwprjool Tov xepdva vikjoar . . . fueis 8 Tov kAUdwva orépfoper . . Cf. Ep. 94
1288C.

® This image occurs also in Theodoret’s Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 1, p. 34, 25 ff.
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odoret sends to the “attic meadows” of the sophist, Isocacius. Another re-
current simile compares persons of vacillating mind with chameleons.”
Other images are similarly unambitious;* e.g., he sends his commentary on
St. Paul for the criticism of the unknown recipient of Ep. 1 as refiners test
gold by fire. In Ep. 10, the advocate, Elias, is urged to protect the victims
of the wicked Abrames by laws as with shields. Andrew, bishop of Samo-
sata, is praised in Ep. 24 for having like a wise and solicitous physician
tendered his aid unasked. In Ep. 45, Anatolius is assured that all the Ori-
entals are disposed toward him as children toward a father. With more
sophistic exertion, the pupils of the eyes are described in Ep. 49 as mirrors
which, however, reflect not the image of their possessor but that of others
and in Ep. X, Theodoret begs the sophist, Aerius, for letters on the plea that
sweeter and purer streams flow from cisterns which are often drained. It is
to be noted further that, in general, Theodoret’s metaphors and comparisons
in his letters are quite casual. With few exceptions ** he does not follow the
sophistic practice of establishing a meticulous correspondence between the
objects of the comparison or prolonging the development of the figure.**

Yet, however casually and spontaneously Theodoret drew upon a tradi-
tional repertoire in metaphor and simile, he is sometimes careful to segregate
citations borrowed from a pagan source. In Ep. 21 to a lawyer, Eusebius,
before and after his quotation of pagan utterances — by Socrates, Demos-
thenes, Thucydides,” Homer — on the subject of a philosophical acceptance
of the sorrows of life, he underlines the superiority of Christian pronounce-
ments on this theme: Aloydvouar ydp, 6poloyd, kai rovs radra [i.e., the words
of St. Paul and the example of patriarchs, prophets, martyrs, etc.] uév frkiora
pepabnkdras omd 8¢ udvms modyynbévras tiis Pvoews kai év Tois dydar Tis dperns
dwampéfpavras (1200C). . . . Kai d\\a 8¢ Tovrois mpoaduota. kai wapd. momrdy
Kkal pyrépwy kal ¢phooddwr padins dv tis TuNéfeier: dAN Muiv of Oetow Ndyor
mpds mdoav dpéheav dpkotow (1201A). In Ep. 62, the opening proverb,
Adfe Buboas * is justified by an apology: 0d8¢v yap dmewds @ifgy moweiv kai

® Cf. Epp. 137, 1357D; 147, 1412B; 172, 1485D (in Latin translation).

= (lllf. supra, chap. I for Theodoret’s use of conventional imagery with regard to the letter
® sgcVi:de Epp. XIV; 76, 1245B; 123, 1334C-D.

* Cf. Campbell, p. 97.

® The reference to Thucydides (ii. 64) and to Demosthenes (De Corona, 97) are used
again and in the same defensive vein in Ep. XII which encourages the philosopher, Palladius,
to bear his misfortunes in a philosophic spirit; cf. Ep. XIII in which Theodoret reproves
Olympius Germanicus for mentioning Hermes and the Muses in his letter: 03 yap mpére
yAoooais eboeBeiv 8edibaypévars Sarudvwy mpodépew AaomAdvwy dvdpara.

* From Democritus, according to Macarius, V, 47 (Corpus Paroemigraphorum, 11, ed.

E. L. Leutsch, Gottingen, 1841). Theodoret, however, seems to know it merely as a popular
saying: 76 Adfe Buwoas, elpnxe pév mis Tdv wddar kalovpévoy oopdv (Ep. 62, beginning).
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mape. Tév dAwr ov\éywr 76 xprijowor and, as further defence, by a briefly
developed comparison between his drawing from an alien source and the
action of bees who find honey even in bitter herbs. However, in Ep. XXXIII
a quotation from Euripides *" and in Ep. XLVIII one from Sophocles ** and
from a comic poet * are given without defence or apology. Moreover, in
Ep. 96 to Nomus (whom Theodoret addresses as a man educated 8w s
0vpabdey maideias . . . xal 7a fela) a scriptural * and a pagan** quotation
are combined in the same sentence. Again, at the close of Ep. 30, Aerius,
the recipient, is urged to persuade his friends to emulate the hospitality of
Alcinous although the tone of the conclusion is otherwise exclusively Chris-
tian and its final sentiment is an adaptation (complimentary to Aerius’ pro-
fession as a sophist) of I Cor. 2:9: kai ¢pavfpormia xpopévoss dmoyxveitar
ddoew & uire Néyos eimetv, e vobs loxver Noyiocaofar.*?

Quotations from popular wisdom are rare in Theodoret’s letters, which
is surprising because the proverb was a stock device for epistolary embel-
lishment.*® Citations of proverbs which do occur are generally * labeled as
such by the phrases: 7o 87 Aeyduevov ** or @s émos eimeiv.*® In some instances,
Theodoret’s own turns of expression suggest the homely style of the popular
47 or

> ’ / ’ 3\ ~ ’ \ 4 3 (4 \ S ’ S LK \ 4
Exrivw Toivvy 168€ émi 700 mapdvros 70 Xpéos, ovx tva w1 dPeilw, AAN Tva T0 Xpéos

saying; e.g., 000 i iodpfpa Tév uerépwy TPixGY oxoiuey oTopRATA . . .

* From the lost Antiope (vide Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, ed. A. Nauck, Leipzig,
1889, p. 419).

* A paraphrase of Sophocles’ Trachiniae, 1. 123-124. In Ep. X to Aerius the phrase xai
Adyou xeypdppov Sikny echoes Iliad, T.222; cf. also the allusion to the tale of Ulysses and the
Sirens in Ep. XXVII, 10, the reference to the story of the apple of discord in Ep. 150, 1414C,
and the quotation from Iliad 7.484 in Ep. 24, 1206A.

* Sakkelion (p. 42, n. 2) ascribes this reference: ¢éper 8¢ olros od pvppivas xal dvfy karda
TOV Kkopkoy ékeivov dypov to a lost work of Aristophanes.

“ Eph. 4:26.

“ Iliad, 1. 256.

“ Cf. Ep. 29 in which Apellion after being regaled by Theodoret with a theatrical presenta-
tion of the fate of Celestiacus as a tragedy worthy of Aeschylus or Sophocles, is urged to
extend to Celestiacus and his household the benevolence of Abraham. Theodoret’s taste
for theatrical imagery (vide p. 163) is a well-known sophistic trait; cf. Ep. XLVIII: Acira:
Tolywy 8 Hpav Tijs perépas peyadompemelas, doTe pel Dperépoy émdnpioar ypappdrev kakds avrod
™y weviay kol codloTkds TpaywdovyTwy and also Guignet (Saint Grégoire de Nazianze et la
Rhétorique, p. 148); cf. also for the close juncture of pagan and Christian allusions, Ep. XLVI:

. mapl T0d god pdvlave Ihdrwvos Tivos déwos obros. Ei 8¢ Aéyes py rods ékelvov vépovs émt Tod
TapdvTos kpaTely, dKovaov TOD SeaméTov TV Awv vopolderodvros.

“ Vide Ps.-Liban., p. 21, 3; Demetr., wept éppreias, 232; Greg. Naz., Ep. 51, 105C.

“ The popular phrase dvo kdrw (cf. Salzmann, Sprichworter und sprichwortliche Redens-
arten bei Libanius, Tubingen, 1910, p. 92) is used without introduction in Epp. 86, 1280C,
164 (Schwartz, p. 21, 1. 5).

“Vide Epp. X, 1; 16, 1192D; 44, 1221B.

“Vide Ep. 8, 1181B.

“Ep. 87; cf. Ep. 135, 1356A: ‘Hueis 8¢ olre tais Opuflv isapifpwv dpiv yevopévoy

oTopdTOV - . -
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avéfow.*® This somewhat sophistic notion is found also in the letters of St.
John Chrysostom.*

In his references for illustrative purposes to Biblical personages and in-
cidents, Theodoret draws chiefly from the Old Testament and in the matter
of quotation the Scriptures far outweigh other sources. This is particularly
true, of course, in the case of letters of a didactic or hortatory nature where
(as in the sermon *) testimonia in the form of serried Biblical quotations
occur in quantity. An examination of Theodoret’s accuracy in making these
quotations shows in most cases the admirable precision which one would
expect from an ecclesiastical writer whose knowledge of the Scriptures was
both deep and broad.” Minor divergences by small alterations in some
cases ®® and a comparatively few important departures from the scriptural
source * lead, however, to the supposition that Theodoret quoted the Scrip-
tures in his letters without the text of his passage before him.* Sometimes,
it is instructive to note, Theodoret’s applications of scriptural testimony
seem to miss their mark. There is, for example, the somewhat absurd con-
junction in the proemion of Ep. V of a quotation apparently compounded
of Isai. 65:25 (or 11:6) and Prov. 22:24, dpvews avv 7& Movr ovvavhilecfar
with the theme of his own unworthiness to address the hipparch, Florentius,
to whom the letter is sent. Again in Ep. XXXIX, a quite superficial use is
made of I Peter 4:8: wpd wdvrwv iy eis éavrovs dydamy ékrevij Exovres §ru drydmy
ka\dmrer TAffos auapridv to illustrate the rhetorical rule for the encomium;
i.e., that flaws in the character of the person being praised should not be
mentioned by his eulogist. In Ep. XLIII, John 12:32: kdyo ® av 2w éx
Ti)s yis mdvras é\kbow mpos éuavréy is ineptly applied in a context which
treats of the dogma of the resurrection. Similar lack of precision in the use
of illustrative materials can be seen also in the analogy drawn in Ep. 16.%
Theodoret means to support his complaint that the Nestorian controversy

“Ep. 61; cf. also Ep. 103: . . . kal 7is ¢pthias ékrivo 70 xpéos: ol iva 16 Tpurédyrov SpAnua
Sadiow dAN’ iva mAéov épydowpar. Ta yap tis pihias SpAjpara 8 Tijs &krioews adéerar.

“ Ep. 22, col. 624.

* Cf. Probst, pp. 168-169.

* Cf. Tillemont, XV, 215.

“Ep. 77, 1245D: Ei yap wdoxe. . - . and I Cor. 12:26: kat eire wdoxe -

Ep. 83, 1269A: ”A¢pwv éyevduny and II Cor. 12:11: Déyova deppav . . .

Ep. 87, 1281A: k\alew perd khawdvrov, kal xalpew perd xaipdyroy and Rom. 12:15: Xaipew
JeTd XaLpdvTwy, KAalew perd kAadyroy.

* Cf., e.g., the loose citation of Ezech. 34:2-4 in Ep. II, 1l. 12-14, of Luke 19:23 in Ep. 78,
1253A, and of Acts 25:16 in Ep. 81, 1260C.

*]. Schulte (Theodoret von Cyrus als Apologet, Theologische Studien der Leo-Gesell-
schaft, X, Vienna, 1904, 193) finds similar precision with relatively few exceptions in Theod-
oret’s quotations from the Scriptures in his apologetical works.

* Theodoret has Y07’ dv tywbé (p. 35, 1. 17).

®Vide 1192D-1193C.
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had become a fruitless battle over terminology. Whether one spoke of the
Virgin as avfpwmordékos or as @eordkos, maintains Theodoret, the ultimate
meaning, that she was the Mother of Christ as Man and His handmaiden as
God, was the same. He offers as analogies David, who slew Goliath even
though he was not clad in full armor, and Samson, who with only the jaw-
bone of an ass overcame a thousand at once. Neither of these men, Theod-
oret goes on to say, was reprehended after the victory because he won with-
out the full panoply of war. This development of his parallel further con-
fuses the connection, at no time clearly apposite, with Theodoret’s point:
that terminology, like weapons used in warfare, is not an essential factor in
a controversy and does not of necessity affect the issue. All this might be
partially excused by supposing that Theodoret chose his examples with
more dispatch and less forethought in writing letters than in composing
tractates or other more formal expositions, but we find Photius noting a
similar flaw in Theodoret’s Historia Ecclesiastica: . . . éviore tals werago-
pals . . . domep amewpokdlws éxproaro.”

Further, the letters of Theodoret receive a characteristic stamp from a
certain element of repetitiousness, a tendency toward using again and again
the same turns of expression or pattern of thought. One suspects that these
may reflect some of his own habitual speech mannerisms. Theodoret may
have belonged to that class of persons whose favorite clichés in speech
identify them as surely as the most intimate facets of their personality. One
manifestation of this bent in the order of thought patterns is his preference
for a climactic or cumulative arrangement of ideas; e.g., at the beginning of
Ep. 51: "Aéidyaora pév adra ka) adra tis dperqs 76 karopfipara: dfwyadd-
Tepa 8¢ Palverar yAdrrs émrvxdvra, dupyeichar Naumpds adra Svvauévys > or
of climactic expression as, e.g., in Ep. 119 (1328D): Kai rodro 8is yivera:
kal Tpis, €0 8¢ 8re kai Terpdus or in Ep. XIII: "ANN dxfopar kai Mav dxfopar

. or Ep. III: #s moA\jy éxw 7ov ¢povrida kal odédpa moA\siv. Theodoret
shows a particular fondness also for certain words such as moAvfpiAAyros *
and the poetic compounds with 7p.- common in late prose: rév 7piopaxa-
plov mpodmraw,” Ty rpumrdfnrov . . . éwida,’ Tév Tpioab\iwy molirevopévav;®

and for certain turns of phrase: 0d8év dmewds *® or ovkopavriav Vaivew.*

¥ Bibliotheca, cod. xxxi.

% Cf. for similar effect Epp. 19, 1197B; 37, 1213C-D; 121, 1332B; 141, 1365A.
* Vide, e.g., Epp. 9, 1181C; 29, 1208A; 31, 1209A; 53, 1228C; 65, 1236C.

* Vide Ep. 17, 1196B.

* Vide Ep. 18, 1197A.

*Vide Ep. 42, 1217D.

*Vide Epp. 3, 1176C; 42, 1217D; 62, 1233A; 73, 1241D; 102, 1296A.

*Vide Epp. 83, 1268B; 86, 1280A; 91, 1285B; 137, 1357C; 143, 1369A.
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Among Theodoret’s favorite themes is that of the destructive effect of time
on created things.”” In Ep. 13, he acknowledges a gift of Lesbian wine from
one Cyrus.” The tone of the entire letter is strangely forced and the usually
tactful * Theodoret, writing, perhaps, in a mood of deep dejection,® is so
ungracious as to suggest the likelihood that his friend’s gift would turn sour
with the passage of time. He continues dolefully: AwBara: [i.e., time] yap
Kai olvols Gomep ad kal copact, kal ¢urols kal oikodopals kai Tots GANots xeLpo-
moujrois. In the preface to his Historia Ecclesiastica he expresses himself
similarly: ¢ yap xpdvos NwBarar 7év {wypddwy Ty Téxymy and also in Ep. 59:
Tots uev yap odpact \vpaiveras [i.e., time] kai 70 pev dvfos dmoavhd 7o 8¢ ynpas
éndye.. . . In Ep. VII, however, which accompanied his own gift of wine
to the sophist, Aerius, he takes a more optimistic view: . . . xpdvos 8¢ xai
yipas molel TyUATATOY TE KAl 1jOLOTOV, TPOa YY) TE Kal TPAov, Kal Tals TV mwdy-
Tov kedpakals ov paxduevov. . . In Epp. 43, 44, and 47 ® there is a striking
similarity in the treatment of one passage particularly:™

Ep. 43 (1220D): . . . 7ov émoxdmov pév Svopa mepipépoovra, AGANGTpLA

8¢ kal avdpamdduv edTpdrwv émrndedovra.
Ep. 44 (1221C): . . . dwip 7is, émoxdmov pév dvopa Tepupipwy, AANGTpLa
8¢ kal Tév ém Tis okqris émrpdeloy . .
Ep. 47 (1224D): . . . 6 edhaBéoraros 6 deiva . . . karyyoplav dvadefduevos

EANDY -~ > /’ -~ 3 ’ < ’
ol8¢ Tols émewkéat TGV dvdpamrodwy dppoTTOVCAY.

B. ATTRIBUTIONS ON THE BASIS OF STYLE

This tendency toward repetitiousness on the part of Theodoret is a valu-
able aid in determining whether the letters included in his correspondence
under another name ™ or under a collective name ™ were in reality written

* This idea is also developed by John Chrysostom in Ep. 63 (proemion).

* Cf. supra, p. 156, n. 109.

“ On the other hand, Theodoret shows extraordinary tact in his handling of the delicate
situation involved in Ep. XXXII addressed to the prefect, Theodotus. After a proemion de-
signed to assure Theodotus that his exalted position is regarded with the proper degree of awe
by those in whose name he is being invited to the dedication of the Church of the Apostles
and Prophets, Theodoret gracefully contrasts with this show of respect the confidence in-
spired by Theodotus’ personal qualities of mildness and gentleness — all preparatory to the
suggestion that perhaps Theodotus would find it more convenient not to accept the invitation
literally but to celebrate the occasion even at a distance by a spiritual participation. (The
underlying implication in all this may be that the citizens of Cyrus would find the reception
and entertainment of this dignitary an embarrassing financial strain).

® Cf. Garnier, col. 262C.

® Cf. Epp. 83 and 109 for similarity in proemia.

" Epp. 43, 44, and 47 are addressed respectively to Pulcheria Augusta, to a patrician,
Senator, and to Proclus of Constantinople on the subject of the hostile actions of a certain
bishop (Athanasius of Perrha? cf. Giinther, p. 12) who was plotting, according to Theodoret,
to raise the amount of the state imposts in the district of Cyrestica.

™ Epp. 149, 155, 161.

" Epp. 152-154, 156-160, 170.
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by him. For demonstration, I have selected the following parallels as a
sampling. Marked similarity can be observed, for example, between the
introduction of Ep. 112 and Ep. 158 ("Avadopa t@v ‘Avarohudv mpos tov
eboeBéoraror Bacinéa . . . .)." The proemion of Ep. 156, a letter to the
people of Constantinople ascribed to John of Antioch and his associates, is
to be compared with a similar passage in Ep. 78 (1252C-D). Gen. 31:39
quoted in the introduction of both letters conforms in neither precisely to
the scriptural source but some of the variations in Ep. 78 occur again in the
quotation as it appears in Ep. 156. Again, Ep. 154 (’Emoro\y 7dv adrév
[ie., 76v *Avarohukédv| mpds my év Kwvoravrwovrdhew obyrhnrov) has a con-
clusion which in both thought and language recalls the conclusion of Ep.
156. On the other hand, Ep. 149 addressed to Nestorius, which appears as
Ep. 1 in the correspondence of John of Antioch ™ and which Garnier ™ sup-
poses to have been really composed by Theodoret should not be ascribed to

™ Ep. 112 begins: *"HAxloapey meraiobar ra oxvfpord . . . Ta 8¢ viv mapa Tis ofis 6016T)TOS
vpadévra opddpa Huds jriacev.
Ep. 158: ‘HMrloaper Mow éoedfar Tob ’Avyvrriakod xAidwvos . . . 7& 7Hs edoefelas Tis
Yperépas Sexopevor ypdppara dpedalnper 8¢ ris émridos. Cf. Ep. 170, 1477C: Taira éBovAevadpeda
. é\mwridos.
* Cf. also the following comparisons:
Ep. 154, 1445C: . . . kal 7ijs dylas evryrootijs « - . dwokAeloavres - . .
Ep. 152 (CAvapopd 7év ~Avatohiv mpos tov Baoihée . . .), 1441A: . . . kal wire is dylas
Ievrykootijs . - - drokAewwdvrov . . .
Ep. 154, 1445C-D: Aw . . . perapelela
Ep. 153 (’Avar,bop& 16V adTdY Tpos Tds ,Bao'a)u'Sas), 1444C-D: . . . od xdpw . . . ymolos - . .
Ep. 1583, 1444B: . . . «xal ioTov dpdxvys, kata Tov Ipodijryy, bdaivovey.
Ep. 155, 1448B: . . . iotos dpdyvys, kara Tov Ipogapryy, dmrdpxe
Ep. 99, 1293A: . . . iorov dpdyvys, katd rov Ipodrryy, YmolapBdvoper Ta Tis gukopavrias
Vpdopara.
Ep. 155, 1448B: . . . tois 8¢ . . . mApupédnua
Ep. 157 (CAvagopd 7is "Avarolwijs ouvwéSos mpos tov kaAdivikov Baoihéa . . .), 1453B: Kai
éopev . . . Vmoaivovres . . .
Ep. 159, 1457A: . . . e yap - - . éodpeba
Ep. 159 (conclusion: . . . A\ s rdywora évredfev dmallayivar, kal éAevbepov dépa Oedoacbar.
Ep. 38 (conclusion): . . . kai aiffpias fuds ds rdxiora kabapds drolaioat.
Ep. 160 (conclusion): . . . kal rois dudiofyrovpévois ékaotov pépos Tdv dudioTfyrovvTwy
gvoTHVaL.
Ep. 128 (conclusion): . . . kal rdv vomoférrov cwayororéy dvrayondopévor.
" PG 77, 1449-1457.
™ Cols. 310D-311A4; it is difficult to understand Garnier’s comparison of Ep. 149 with Ep.
16. The two letters do not, as he claims they do, employ “almost the same words” in treating
of the doctrine of the Virgin @cordxos and if Ep. 149 uses an argument found also in Ep. 16,
i.e., that the Christian world should not be overturned for the sake of terminology, the point is
sufficiently obvious to have occurred to John as well as to Theodoret or, since Theodoret was a
member of the group represented in Ep. 149, it may have been employed at his suggestion.
On the face of it, John, the fellow-townsman and old friend of Nestorius, would plausibly be
expected to take the lead in the delicate task of inducing in the latter more amenable
dispositions.
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him. The parenthetical insertions: &s vouilw,” ds éywye olpar,™ ds dv mis

elmo,” ws pfdaas épnr,” do not recall the style of Theodoret nor does the
rhetorical mannerism in 1456D: Taidra map Hudv ovpBovielfnri mapakald.
Tatra wpafar wapaxhifnre . . . Moreover, the use of yynodrys as a title of
address,* rare in any case,*” is not found in the letters ascribed with cer-
tainty to Theodoret, but it is used twice by John of Antioch.* Finally, in
the listing of the bishops ** in whose names the letter was sent, Theodoret is
mentioned third. Even if it were supposed that in writing for John of
Antioch he might thus impersonally add his own name to the rest, it is
probable that it would have appeared last as in the case of two other letters
published by Schwartz,*® each headed by the listed names (that of The-
odoret at the end) of the Eastern bishops sent in an embassy of protest to
the emperor after the Ephesian Council of 431. That Theodoret was the
author of both these letters can be seen from the similarity of the concluding
passage (expressing the hope that truth might prevail ) of the first on page 20
of the Schwartz edition *® with the conclusions of Theodoret’s Epp. 47, 63,
and 85, and the resemblance between Theodoret’s Ep. 169, 1. 13-15 with
1. 6-7 of the second published by Schwartz on page 24.*" Moreover, Ep. 161
among the letters of Theodoret, also given to John of Antioch, appears to be
rightly so ascribed. The proemion so unlike Theodoret: Toiro, edoeBeis
Baai\els, Todro dpfodofias ovorasis . . . recalls the similar device of rep-
etition already noted above for Ep. 149 (Ep. 1, John of Antioch). In addi-
tion, the adverb mapaxpijua which occurs in Ep. 161 (1461C) and also in
Ep. 38 (172A)% sent by John of Antioch to Cyril of Alexandria and again
in Ep. 149 (1452C) is not found in the undoubted letters of Theodoret.*

™ Col. 1449A.

™ Col. 1452A.

" Col. 1453C.

® Col. 1456B.

® Col. 1449A.

* Cf. Dinneen, p. 5.

& Cf. ibid.

# Col. 1457A. ,

®E. Schwartz, Neue Aktenstiicke zum ephesinischen Konzil von 431, Abhandlungen der
bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 30 (1920), 20 = Ep. 163, PG 83, 1464A-C;
24-25 = Ep. 165, PG 83, 1465C-1466D.

** A comparison of this letter (1. 12) with 1. 8 of the short letter published (ibid.) on p. 21
(YA émoTody) Tév adrdv wpods Tovs avrovs = Ep. 164, PG 83, 1464D-1465C) points to Theo-
doret’s authorship also for the latter; cf. also Ep. 127, 1340D) .« kapol Ty Belav mpofevijoar
pomijy with Schwartz, p. 21, L. 2: . . . kai s felas pomis Tvxdvres - .

" Cf. also Ep. 169 (Schwartz p- 23) 1. 7-9 and Schwartz, p. 25, 11 3-5.

* Among the letters of Cyril of Alexandria, PG 77, 169-173.

® Other words in Ep. 161 not used elsewhere by Theodoret in his generally acknowledged
letters are: éfehobpnoreias (col. 1460B), kvparovuérmy (col. 1460C), kukdvra (col. 1464A).
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But in compensation for the loss of these two letters we shall add to the
compositions of Theodoret the three petitions (Aerjoeis) sent to the emperor
from Chalcedon by the commission of Eastern bishops appointed after the
Council of Ephesus to bear the Antiochene grievances to the imperial court
and published on pages 16-20 of the Schwartz edition of documents relating
to the Acts of this Council. In the second petition we find such echoes of
Theodoret as the phrase: xai 7pis xal rerpdiis ** and the proemion: IToAdkus
10n Ty duerépav eboéBeav kai 8¢ éavrdv kal 8¢ dv Mréykauey, é8lddfaper . .
The first petition ends with a turn reminiscent of Theodoret’s manner in
closing other letters.” The three documents, furthermore, are bound to each
other by certain similarities in thought and language; e.g.,*

Aéyois mpdTy (p 16, 1L 15-18) Aéyois Tpity (p 20, 1. 1-3)
™y 8¢ ikeolav TadTyy mpoodyouer os kal évdmov  TadTa woAldkis pev 70y évdmiov Tob feod . . .

~ ’ ~ ’ / 3 ’ 7’ \ \ e / 3 4
T00 wavayiov @eod péAlovoay mapééew dmodoyiav  Siepaprvpdpefa kal THv vperépay  eboéBeav

Ny édiddéaper, dmoloylav éavrois éml Tod feod TV
OAwv mopilovres.
Aénois Sevrepa (p 18, 1. 27-31) Aénais Tpimy (p 20, 11. 18-23)
otk émavodpefa ddp’ od mapayevdpela . . . kai kal undev ddoar émecevexfivar T TéV dylwv

-~ -~ 14 ~ -~
éupeivar T éxbéoe. pdvm s wloTews THV

’ ~
pakaplwy warépwv v év Nikalar cvvedplvfoTwr

’ ’ -~ ’ ’
marépwy wiorer oV é&v Nikaiar cvvednplvforov . . .

> \ 3 ’ / N > e 7/ 3 4
ov yap eravcra;ze0a VUKTWpP Kal [1.60 nnepav a¢

od €is Tide ™V edhoynuévmy mapeyevoueda
0151/080!1.

Inventiveness, it seems, was not among Theodoret’s most conspicuous
artistic virtues; but neither were the preenings and fruitless exhibitionism
of the Libanius school among his literary vices. His letters are neither glit-
tering models of Asian rhetoric nor displays of decadent Attic style, for they
possess the clarity of rhetorical restraint and the elegance of refined taste.
(The chaste control of his Greek style the Syrian Theodoret owed, perhaps,
to his having learned Greek as an acquired language.) It cannot be denied
that his thought, of a level temperateness like his style, lacks the piquancy
of, for example, the letters of Synesius, or the rich fluency of the great Basil.
Repetitiousness in thought, banal imagery, expressions tried and true,
emerge again and again, but even in the letters offering the strongest in-
stances of these Theodoret is not primarily concerned with the overmastering
urge which so plagued his age — to win literary plaudits at all costs — for
he writes with a fuller heed to the content than to its embellished pres-
entation.

®P, 18, 1. 25; cf. Ep. 48: "E-ypa,tpa, yap ob Tpis povov, AAXGL Kkal TeTpdKis.
“P, 17; of. Ep. 104 (beginning) : Kai #3y cov mw dyidryra 8’ érépov &iSata ypappdrav . . .
2 P, 17; cf. the conclusions of Epp. 12, 32, 128.

® Cf. Ep. 169 (Schwartz, p. 23, 1l. 7-9) and Aejous Sedrepa (ibid., p. 18, 1l. 22-23); cf. also
Ep. 156, 1449A: Acicavres . . . kataxpivopev and Aejoiws mpary (ibid., p. 16, 1. 25-27).
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V. CONCLUSION

The foregoing chapters are based upon the premise that Theodoret,
properly interpreted as a writer of letters, should be viewed in relation to a
particular aspect of his contemporary cultural setting. For his age, the uni-
versality and continuity of a long rhetorical tradition must be taken into
account if anachronistic judgments are to be successfully avoided. It is very
difficult for a modern critic to appreciate without conscious effort the deli-
cate balance maintained in the ancient and Byzantine mind between the
letter as an artistic production and as performing at the same time its essen-
tial function of enabling persons separated by distance to communicate with
each other by means of written conversation. In our present-day hostile
view (the hostility arising as much from inadequate understanding as from
our widely differing standards of taste), rhetoric connotes parade oratory
and kindred forms of literary showiness, which by their very touch would
render suspect the sincerity and candor commonly associated with familiar
intercourse between friend and friend. Yet, during the first centuries of the
early Byzantine period, in the full light of the Second Sophistic, rhetoric
was not at all a fettering impediment to true self-expression. It was a uni-
versally respected art which enabled one trained in its centuries-old disci-
pline to conduct himself creditably in human relations which involved the
use of the word. Thanks to this art, the trained speaker or writer had ready
to his hand time-tested methods for appearing to his best advantage and
for avoiding gaucherie. In Theodoret’s day, rhetoric was not a snare to be
eluded so as to give free play to one’s own power of originality (it would
have been difficult indeed for the nurselings of the schools not to betray at
every turn their deeply-imbedded training) but rather a resource to be used
with elegance and discrimination and with the originality of novel treat-
ment. Individuals might violate canons of taste or inappropriately apply
various items of the rhetorical apparatus, but these were evidences of per-
sonal inadequacy and the art lost thereby none of its value in the general
esteem.

In a cultural context such as this, the letter assumed certain logically de-
rived features. Elements of the speech technique — proemion, epilogue,
genre conventions — became easily transferable to the letter and this form,
in turn, lent some features of its outward dress to the speech. This mutual
crossing of boundaries was the more facile in view of the connection of the
letter with literary €i8os. One wrote what were basically letters on a specific
subject or of a specific type; e.g., greetings, requests, or, particularly in
sophistic circles, virtuoso exhibitions of the rhetor’s art. Thus, a recipient
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might legitimately praise the missive received in terms of an artistic per-
formance — as a gift or a feast, as sweeter than honey or as drink to the
thirsting, etc.

On the other hand, far from constituting merely an additional category
in the class of the speech, the letter properly possessed certain individuating
traits. By essence it is a written communication between persons separated
by distance and also a personal and private document in the sense that it
properly supposes some degree of exclusiveness even though a group of per-
sons is addressed. These are intrinsic qualities to which letter writers of all
ages would accede and that Theodoret and his contemporaries were fully
aware of them is quite evident. The excerpts quoted above in Chapter 1 illus-
trate the cluster of amiable illusions (ultimately motivated, it would appear,
by a tenet in the Aristotelian doctrine of friendship ) by which the obstacle of
distance between the correspondents is imagined to be removed and other
pretty conventions by which the notion of letter writing as a personal,
friendly activity is given figurative expression. Moreover, theorists on the
subject of epistolary style demanded the moderate and natural tone appro-
priate to a conversation between friends; they excluded as unsuitable cer-
tain subjects connotative of the public or professional rostrum; and finally,
as we have seen, the same awareness of genre barriers prompted the general
feeling that the letter should not imitate in its physical extent the full de-
velopment of formal literary types. Beyond this broad distinction, how-
ever, the primary factor in the theory of length was, as I have tried to show,
a matter not fundamentally of quantitative extension but of stylistic con-
cision.

In view of all this, formal criticism rightly assumes an important role in
the foregoing analysis of the letters of Theodoret, the techniques of the
speech and the letter having been found to cross at many points. At their
beginnings and ends, his letters illustrate now the epistolary tradition of the
domaopot or the various epistolary formulae conventionally used at the close
of the letter, and now they recall certain forms of the rhetorical proemion
or epilogue. Themes and devices conventionally expected from those who
publicly consoled the bereaved or bestowed public praise are found in
Theodoret’s letters of consolation and eulogy. Another section of his cor-
respondence appears to imitate — and this is his nearest approach to formal
sophistry — that hallmark of the sophistic, the prolalia. But it is neither by
abstracting these things as so much rhetorical overlay nor yet by analyzing
the letters as so many rhetorical performances kara réxvnv that they can be
correctly understood.

Theodoret of Cyrus was one of the most highly cultivated writers of his
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day. The broad scope of his secular literary acquaintance can be seen by a
glance at a good index of his citations of pagan authors in, e.g., his Graecarum
Affectionum Curatio. In his letters also he exhibits an awareness of and a
mastery over rhetorical resources and epistolary conventions — with their
new Christian interpretations and extensions — to be expected from a school-
trained ecclesiastic of the fifth century. But he uses this wealth in a free and
arbitrary fashion, as it serves his purpose. They are purely auxiliary mate-
rials which he selects, combines, and embellishes with the perfect ease of
long familiarity. Not every letter, for example, begins or ends with epis-
tolary formula or rhetorical convention. In some letters, as we have seen,
these conventions are missing entirely and in others they are displaced by
Theodoret’s self-devised substitutions; and, in general, only very broadly
conceived ascriptions to specific letter types can be made of this or that
proemion and conclusion or of their absence. Standard themes and conven-
tions of the funeral speech or the eulogy he adapts also in a liberal and
selective manner as the circumstances or his correspondent may require.
It has been noted, too, how in this adaptation, particularly of consolatory
themes, the gentleness and tenderness of his nature often find expression.
In this connection it may be said that Theodoret transmits a not unfavorable
impression of himself in the letters, relieving greatly the darkness of his
theological repute in orthodox circles. Except for a few very human out-
bursts of irritation and disappointment addressed to close friends, he shows
a uniformly gentle resignation and Christian patience in the letters touching
his theological adversities. This spirit is the more admirable in view of
Theodoret’s apparent proneness to moods of despondency which overwhelm
him even at the seasons of festal joy and which he makes no effort to conceal
in certain letters ostensibly bearing a festive greeting. His seeming inability
to throw off fits of depression is most strikingly evident in the preoccupied
and almost surly tone of Ep. 13 addressed to a certain Cyrus in acknowledg-
ment of a gift of Lesbian wine. This transparency of mood which a close
reading of the letters reveals at various points would almost suffice to acquit
Theodoret of the charge of literary aspirations commonly made against
Byzantine letter writers in general. But added to this, the limited range and
level mediocrity of his imagery (not a characteristic quality as Photius wit-
nesses) and his repetitiousness, which has a striking cumulative effect when
his entire correspondence is closely read, should allay any suspicion that
Theodoret wrote his letters with a view to his literary reputation and not
with the motives proper to a writer of true letters in any age.



