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In The Discarded Image, his well known introduction to Western medieval 
literature, C. S. Lewis remarks: “There was nothing which medieval people 
liked better, or did better, than sorting out and tidying up. Of all our modern 
inventions I suspect that they would most have admired the card index.”1 
One can make all sorts of legitimate claims about the intellectual and cul-
tural contexts that give rise to encyclopedias, but we should not forget that 
the urge and the need to sort things out form an important part of the expla-
nation.2  

When people today speak of encyclopedic works, they generally mean 
works that aim at the presentation of the whole range of knowledge. To be 
encyclopedic in range is to be all encompassing. By extension, we also speak 
of an encyclopedic range within one particular area. In this sense we can also 
speak of florilegia or anthologies of encyclopedic range. The fifth century 
Anthologium of Stobaeus is a good example. However, an anthology is a 
collection of excerpts that may but usually does not have an encyclopedic 
arrangement, that is, a coherent arrangement systematically covering one or 
more fields of knowledge: the encyclopedic arrangement is not essential to 
the definition of anthology or florilegium. An encyclopedia may be itself an 
anthology – the Suda is, for example, pretty much a compilation of excerpts 
from earlier scholia and lexica. But a collection of excerpts is not a neces-
sary part of the definition of encyclopedia.  

                               
1 C.S. Lewis, The Discarded Image. An introduction to Medieval and Renaissance literature 
(Cambridge, 1994), 10. 
2 My contribution to the Festschrift for Jan Olof Rosenqvist is based on a paper I gave at 
Encyclopaedic Trends in Byzantium? An international conference Institute for Early Christian 
and Byzantine Studies, K.U.Leuven 6 - 8 May 2009. My thanks to the organizers of that 
conference, Caroline Macé and Peter Van Deun, for having invited me. 
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Encyclopedic compilations of one kind and another can be seen as a natu-
ral development of advanced scientific and scholarly activity in a literate 
culture. I say advanced, because a culture that can produce encyclopedias is 
a culture that has already reached the point of scientific specialization at 
which a need is felt for summarizing a body of knowledge as well as a need 
for facilitating information retrieval. Easy information retrieval is also a 
fundamental aspect in the compilation of florilegia. 

In the concrete sense, an encyclopedia is a single, continous, written work 
in which we expect to find a systematic summary of knowledge of all essen-
tial points at least within a given field. (We feel cheated when we look up 
something in an encyclopedia and it’s not there. This is why we all love 
Wikipedia so much: instant gratification of our curiosity.) Encyclopedias in 
the concrete sense appear first among Latin authors of the Imperial period 
and remain a recurrent feature of Latin literature from then on up to and 
throughout the Middle Ages. Indeed, this kind of codification on a grand 
scale seems quite harmonious with our perceptions of the Roman character.  

Some authors have sought affinities between Roman political imperialism 
and the various manifestations of the encyclopedic urge to possess the whole 
range of knowledge.3 Well known to Byzantinologists is Paul Lemerle’s use 
of the term “encyclopédisme” to characterize the Byzantine literature of the 
10th century.4 However, when Lemerle spoke in this context of “imperial 
encyclopedism”, he did not mean an encyclopedism inspired by political 
imperialism but a scholarly activity indulged in and encouraged by the em-
peror Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (905-959) which resulted in specific 
compilations related to the history and administration of the empire. 

Although there is something to the description of the tenth century as an 
age of encyclopedism, Paolo Odorico maintains that this involves an over-
simplified and misleading use of the term encyclopedia.5 Indeed it is always 
difficult for us to characterize the literature of a by-gone age by the works 
that happen to have survived extant to our own day.6  

                               
3 So the editors and various contributors of Ordering Knowledge in the Roman Empire. Ed. by 
Jason König & Tim Whitmarsh (Cambridge, 2007). For a specific example, A.M. Riggsby, 
“Guides to the wor(l)d”, 88-107, in which Riggsby relates the practice of adding Tables of 
Contents (summaria) to the imperialist ambitions and self-image of the Roman state, seeing, 
for instance, Pliny’s use of the device as not so much intended for utility as for displaying his 
mastery. 
4 Paul Lemerle, Le premier humanisme byzantin [Bibliothèque byzantine. Études, 6] (Paris, 
1971), 267-300 (ch. 10). 
5 Paolo Odorico, “La cultura della sillogé. 1) Il cosiddetto enciclopedismo bizantino. 2) Le 
tavole dei sapere di Giovanni Damasceno”, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 83 (1990), 1-23. See also 
Jan Olof Rosenqvist, Bysantinsk litteratur från 500-talet till Konstantinopels fall 1453 (Skel-
lefteå, 2003), 85-86. 
6 To take the example of the Suda again, the one work a modern reader would happily de-
scribe as a Byzantine encyclopedia, dating it exactly remains a matter of educated guesswork 
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The works I will be considering here are not encyclopedic in the proper 
sense but have been generally classified as sacro-profane florilegia in the 
wider category of “spiritual florilegia”. However, these compilations are 
encyclopedic in some sense, in that the ones relevant to my discussion do 
cover a fairly full range of moral topics, so we can speak of them as display-
ing encyclopedic tendencies. The fundamental survey of Greek spiritual 
florilegia remains the article by Marcel Richard in Dictionnaire de spiritu-
alité.7 (By the way, a wonderful example of how an encyclopedia is part and 
parcel of scientific research.) Richard divided the florilegia into three 
classes, namely, the Damascene, the sacro-profane and the monastic florile-
gia.8 The monastic florilegia – the Quaestiones of Anastasius Sinaiticus, 
Historia Lausiaca, the Evergetinon, etc. – do not enter into my discussion at 
all. The Damascene florilegia are those that derive from the  or Sacra 
Parallela attributed to Saint John of Damascus, and these florilegia are 
highly relevant for the sacro-profane ones I am considering. Richard specifi-
cally says that these are characterized by their encyclopedic tendncy, the 
arrangement of chapters by the letters of the alphabet or in parallels, the 
abundant and orderly use of the Old and New Testaments, the ante-Nicaean 
Fathers, Philo and Flavius Josephus.  

The Sacra Parallela comes with a preface describing its plan: The entire 
work is written in three books, the first of which concerns things of God, the 
second the state of human affairs, the third virtues and vices.9 The prologue 
also describes the author’s alphabetical index of references in terms that 
make it seem like an innovation. The author’s description reminds me of the 
way the Hellenistic historian Polybius describes his inclusion of Table of 
Contents or what he calls a prographé.10 Both the Damascene system of 
references or parapompai and Polybius’ prographai are described by their 
authors as a new device making it easy for readers to find what they are 
looking for,  . 

Paolo Odorico suggested replacing the description of the literary trends of 
the tenth century as an “age of encyclopedism” with the label of “a culture of 

                                                                                                                             
based on our perceptions of the encyclopedic trends of this or that century which in turn are 
based on the works that happen to have survived in manuscript. 
7 M. Richard, “Florilèges spirituels grecs”, Dictionnaire de Spiritualité, 5 (1964), cols. 475-
512, repr. in idem, Opera minora, 1 (Turnhout & Leuven, 1976), no. 1.  
8 Richard seems to have coined the phrase “sacro-profane florilegia”. 
9    μ         μ    

’  μ       ,  ,   
μ    μ  μ .   ,     

  μ     ,       , 
PG 95 col. 1041. 
10 Polybius (11.1a.4):              

            
  ,          

 . 
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the syllogé ( )”, and discussed in detail the example of the Sacra 
Parallela, the compilation of which preceded the so-called age of encyclo-
pedism by a century or more. Towards the end of his treatment, Odorico 
observes that the later Damascene florilegia deriving from the Sacra Paral-
lela were compiled in a period that coincided with the height of the Byzan-
tine encyclopedism, but that these later works retained only the alphabetical 
order of the chapters and the system of references ( ). However, 
Odorico points out that the complex structure conceived by John of Damas-
cus (if he was the original compiler) becomes somehow trivialized in these 
later works. The use of these compilations appears to be more instrumental, 
more tied to their usefulness for quick consultation, and not the result of a 
well thought-out and ambitious intellectual effort.11  

Odorico’s observations about the inferior arrangements of later Damas-
cene florilegia can be applied in an even higher degree to the sacro-profane 
florilegia. Richard’s survey of these florilegia has been updated by Odorico 
himself in an article published in 2004.12 Since Richard’s time, several new 
editions have been issued, which makes the current state of research a great 
improvement over what Richard had to deal with over 40 years ago. Here I 
will concentrate on one category of sacro-profane florilegia making great use 
of the Sacra Parallela, and primarily the florilegia that are versions of or 
dependent on the Loci Communes of pseudo-Maximus Confessor. The 
Maximus-related florilegia are numerically by far the largest group and are 
represented in, for a Byzantine context, a very high number of extant manu-
scripts. 

After centuries of editorial confusion in the Maximus tradition, not one 
but two critical editions of the Loci Communes appeared in 2001 independ-
ently of one another, the one by Sibylle Ihm13, the other by Stephanos Sar-

                               
11 “Dell’ opera originale essi hanno accettato l’ordinamiento alfabetico dei capitoli ed il sis-
tema delle . Ma la complessa struttura pensata da Giovanni si è in qualche modo 
banalizzata. L’uso di queste compilazioni pare essere più strumentale, legato a una rapida 
consultazione, resa comoda dagli indici, non il risultato di un ponderato e gigantesco sforzo 
ideologico-culturale.” Odorico, BZ (83) 1990 p. 20. One might, however, object that the 
logical structure of the Parallela, just like the logical structure of the Anthologium of Sto-
baeus, was in itself instrumental. The logical arrangement conveyed a vision of things, yes, in 
accordance with agreed upon anthropological preconceptions, but that does not preclude that 
the arrangement was also designed to facilitate information retrieval, just like the system of 
references. It is not so surprising that the later Damascene florilegia display a weakened logi-
cal arrangement: any new version of any earlier large-scale anthology would tend to be infe-
rior, simply because it requires a great deal of effort to conceive and excecute a plan for a 
grand anthology of an encyclopedic scope. 
12 P. Odorico, “Gli gnomologi greci sacro-profani. Una presentazione” in Maria Serena 
Funghi (ed.), Aspetti di trasmissione della letteratura gnomologica e apoftegmatica, Pise, 
2003 (Florence, 2004), 61-96. 
13 S. Ihm, Ps.-Maximus Confessor. Erste kritische Edition einer Redaktion des sacro-profanen 
Florilegiums Loci communes [Palingenesia, 73] (Stuttgart, 2001). 



 
Byzantine “Encyclopedism” 

 201

gologos.14 Although Ihm’s is the more scholarly and reliable edition, it is a 
difficult edition to use. If I may be permitted to simplify Ihm’s analysis, we 
are dealing with an original collection she calls Ur-Maximos from which 
derive Maximos I and Maximos II. From the MaxII branch, a further branch 
extends, MaxU where the U stands for Umstellung, because in this minor 
branch of the tradition a transposition in the order of chapters occurred. It is 
this latter tradition that Ihm has edited primarily, though she bravely tries to 
show in her critical apparatus the readings in the most important manuscripts 
of MaxI and MaxII. Sargologos, on the other hand, gives us an edition of 
MaxI very much in the style of his previous edition of another Maximus-
related florilegium, what once was called the Melissa Augustana.15 

Unlike the Sacra Parallela, the Loci Communes does not deal with any 
dogmatic issues such as divine omniscience or baptism or the intervention of 
angels in human affairs, etc. However, it does deal with a wide range of vir-
tues and vices and other important aspects of human action, such as volun-
tariness and involuntariness (ch. 55), the law (ch. 58), war and peace (ch. 
37). In this sense, one can speak of its encyclopedic scope. However, it is an 
encyclopedic scope of an inferior sort. First of all, if one compares Ihm’s 
Table of Contents for Maximus to the Pinax for the Sacra Parallela re-
printed in Patrologia Graeca vol. 95, one is very much struck by the great 
differences between them, despite the great dependence of Maximus on the 
Sacra Parallela for many of its excerpts. There is no attempt at an alphabeti-
cal arrangement or any additional reference system. Even in the chapter titles 
themselves, there are almost no exact parallels – only insignificant ones like 

  ch. 65.  
Another striking difference is the absence of explicit Christian references 

in the titles of the Loci Communes: we do not even find a chapter on charity, 
agápe. Apart from ch. 49  , On humility, and a very 
few like it, almost any of the chapter titles could and often did find a place in 
pagan anthologies. In fact, the Maximus table of contents owes a lot to the 
Anthologium of Stobaeus, with some exact parallels such as ch. 56, “Know 
thyself” (= Stob 3.21). The compiler of the Loci Communes really does seem 
to have wanted to show what the sacred and profane traditions had in com-
mon. 

Despite the parallels with Stobaeus, pseudo-Maximus displays none of 
the logical progression in the thematic arrangement that we see in Stobaeus. 
Yes, Maximus does begin with a general chapter on virtue and vice, like 
Stobaeus Book 3, and then proceeds to the cardinal virtues in order. After 
that, however, it becomes rather difficult to follow any train of thought. We 
have “On hope” (ch. 38) stuck in between “On peace and war” and “On 

                               
14 É. Sargologos, Florilège sacro-profane du Pseudo-Maxime (Hermoupolis, 2001). 
15 É. Sargologos, Un traité de vie spirituelle et morale du XIe siècle: le florilège sacro-profane 
du manuscrit 6 de Patmos. Introduction, texte critique, notes et tables (Thessalonica, 1990). 
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women”. We suddenly get an anomalous chapter “On doctors” between 
“Humility” and “Faith”. And so forth.  

So the irony is that these later florilegia belonging to the Maximus “fam-
ily”, compiled at the height of “encyclopedism”, are inferior in their struc-
ture and range, despite the splendid examples of the Sacra Parallela, on the 
Christian side, and the Anthologium of Stobaeus, on the pagan side, both of 
which were important sources for the later florilegia. 

 
My own contribution to research on the pseudo-Maximus tradition was edit-
ing a collection usually called the Corpus Parisinum.16 The two chief extant 
manuscripts reveal a corpus of gnomologia the ancestor of which served as 
the chief source for the pagan excerpts in the Maximus family of florilegia. 
Since we may date the compilation of the original Maximus florilegium to 
the early tenth or late ninth century, we can place the compilation of the first 
ancestor of the Corpus Parisinum at some point probably late in the ninth 
century.  

A few years before Lemerle first wrote about the subject, Alphonse Dain 
also used the word “encyclopédisme” to characterize the literary activity of 
Constantine Porphyrogenitus, an activity he regarded as central to the intel-
lectual activity of the tenth century in the same way as that of Photius had 
been in the ninth century.17 The great efforts, according to Dain, of the pre-
ceding age had been to collect good manuscripts of classical texts and tran-
scribe them in the new manner of writing as means to recuperating the heri-
tage of antiquity. The emperor’s encyclopedic projects tended to the same 
ends, said Dain, but by means of presenting the cultural heritage through 
digests and collections of excerpts.  

Alphonse Dain’s description of the difference between the ninth and tenth 
centuries seems to apply to what we find in the case of Maximus and Corpus 
Parisinum at least to some extent. The Corpus Parisinum looks like it was 
intended as a small library of earlier gnomological collections assembled in a 
single manuscript in the ninth century. A later compiler came along and ex-
ploited this source book for a new compilation on a somewhat grander or, if 
you like, more encyclopedic scale in the late ninth or early tenth century. 
This was the forerunner of the later versions of pseudo-Maximus, the 
Melissa of Antonius, the Melissa Augustana and other collections dependent 
on Maximus. While the Maximus family of florilegia does not display a 
sophisticated encyclopedic arrangement, it does make the original contribu-

                               
16 The Corpus Parisinum, 2 vols. (Lewiston, NY, 2007). An important study on the Corpus 
Parisinum was published after my edition: Jens Gerlach, Gnomica Democritea. Studien zur 
gnomologischen Überlieferung der Ethik Demokrits und zum Corpus Parisinum [Serta 
Graeca, 26] (Wiesbaden, 2008). 
17 Alphonse Dain, “L’encyclopédisme de Constantin Porphyrogénète”, Lettres d’humanité 13 
(1953), 64-81. 
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tion of integrating sacred and profane excerpts in the same thematic anthol-
ogy. 

What exactly is the nature of these profane selections? Some are quota-
tions excerpted from known literary compositions, but the great majority 
comes in the form of apophthegmata and gnomai. This stands, of course, in 
marked contrast to the Christian selections, all of which are quotations. The 
idea of finding pagan support for Christian morality is certainly not new. 
Early Church fathers sought constantly to back up Christian positions on 
moral issues with references to pagan philosophy.  

We are dealing here with so-called “spiritual florilegia”, though the 
sacro-profane collections might more aptly be termed “ethical florilegia”, 
but we should not forget the other great category of the Byzantine florilegia 
that have come down to us: the so-called dogmatic florilegia. One of the 
earliest extant examples, if not the earliest, is the Doctrina Patrum de Verbi 
incarnatione, which was produced in the seventh or eighth century and 
makes clear use of pagan testimonia in support of dogmatic positions. This 
florilegium contains a chapter of philosophical and theological definitions 
that circulated as an independent collection which in some ways can be re-
garded as a sacro-profane dogmatic florilegium. In fact, this chapter was 
recently edited under the title Collections alphabétiques de définitions pro-
fanes et sacrées.18 The pagan testimony in this collection, however, remains 
clearly in the background and the pagan authors are only rarely cited by 
name. In our sacro-profane collections, on the other hand, the compiler or 
compilers really do want to make a show of their many selections explicitly 
attributed to a great variety of both well known and rather obscure authori-
ties from the Greek past. It seems to me that the most obvious impulse for 
the inclusion of pagan authorities in our sacro-profane florilegia comes from 
instruction in grammar and rhetoric. A recognizable canon of rhetorical trea-
tises had a wide circulation for many centuries in Byzantium.19 The progym-
nasmata of this canon all extolled the use of apophthegmata and gnomai. 
The extant gnomological collections, from the so-called Gnomologium Vati-
canum to the Gnomologium Byzantinum, were all no doubt important re-
sources for students, teachers and practioners of rhetoric.  

An extreme example of the rhetorical use of pagan sententiae which, 
moreover, gives us utterly clear evidence of the use of pseudo-Maximus in 
literary composition is the Life of Saint Cyril the Phileotes.20 As to the ap-
peal of this Life, I tend to side with André-Jean Festugière. At the beginning 

                               
18 Christiane Furrer-Pilliod,   . Collections alphabétiques de défini-
tions profanes et sacrées [Studi e testi, 395] (Città del Vaticano, 2000). 
19 One might compare the so-called Corpus Rhetoricum currently being edited by Michel 
Patillon for Les Belles Lettres. 
20 La Vie de Saint Cyrille le Philéote, moine byzantin († 1110). Introduction, texte critique, 
traduction et notes par Étienne Sargologos [Subsidia hagiographica, 39] (Bruxelles, 1964). 
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of his series of notes on this work, he confesses that he would never have 
had the courage to read it, had he not been immobilized by a broken leg for 
three weeks in bed with nothing else to do.21 I spare the reader the details of 
the Life of a repellent model of sanctity (at least so it may seem to us today); 
what interests me is the abundant but almost always anonymous use of the 
pagan selections from pseudo-Maximus.22 

 
Here are a few examples chosen at random to show how they appear in the 
text as well as in Maximus:  

(A) Ch. 1.2       ’     
 = Max. 45.15/52.15, unaltered from Heliodorus, Chariclea 

2.29 

(B) Ch. 3.1    ,    = Max 
3.39/37, attributed to Democritus 

(C) Ch. 3.1   ,    = Max 3.46./43, 
attributed to Epictetus 

(D) Ch. 3.3         . “   
  ,      .” = Max 3.32./29 

.           
    and 3.33./30     ,     

 . 

(E) Ch. 3.6         
      ,    . 

      . = Max 3.58./55, 
from Heliodorus, Chariklea 4.4.4 (   ... ), and 3.59./56, 
from Achilles Tatius, Leucippe 1.5.6 (  ...). Both excerpts are 
placed in Max under the name of Chariclea. 

(F) Ch. 11.2           
  =     ,   

.        , Max 
14.28./27, from Democritus, Epictetus, Isocrates (i.e. Gnomologium 
Byzantinum) 

(G) Ch. 13.3         , 
       ,    

 .         

                               
21 André-Jean Festugière, “Notes sur la Vie de Saint Cyrille le Philéote”, Revue des études 
grecques 80 (1967), 430-444 (part 1), ibidem 81 (1968), 88-109 (part 2). 
22 Margaret Mullett has produced a study of the use of its biblical citations: “Reading the bible 
in the Life of Cyril Phileotes”, in Literacy, education, and manuscript transmission in Byzan-
tium and beyond. Ed. J. Waring & C. Holmes (Leiden, 2002), 139-164. 
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       . = Max 31.14./14:  
          

     ;     
 ,     , and Max 69.17./40.22: 

        
      , . 

(H) Ch. 26.1           .  
      ¨,     

.        , 
    = Max 17.62./72 (    

   .  ... ) and 16.22.*/26 (  
, cf. Plutarch Reg. et Imp. Apophth. 189D), and 17.63./73 (  

    ... ). 
 
All but the first come from dialogue in the Life. The first is taken from 

the author’s preface. (A) and (E) are interesting: here we have quotations 
from ancient novels that now get transferred to a hagiographical setting. 
Example (G) is from chapter 13, a particularly disagreeable scene. During 
much of his life, Cyril lives as an ascetic in a cell in his own home, where his 
long-suffering wife has to do all the work. At this point in the narrative, their 
little daughter is killed in a terrible accident involving the neighbor’s boy. 
His wife is understandably distraught, but the holy man does not leave his 
domestic cell. Instead he shouts out ethical sentences to her from within. 
Look at the example here from Ch. 13.3: his reproaches to his wife in this 
situation are completely at odds with what has happened. They are simply 
apophthegms attributed to Greek philosophers replying to shameful language 
used by shameless fellows, not the response of a father in order to calm his 
wife bewailing the sudden death of their young daughter.  

Sargologos, the editor of the Life, was good about locating sources, but, 
understandably, he did miss quite a number. Below, I reproduce § 3 of ch. 12 
in full, because Sargologos identified here only two of the sayings. In fact all 
but the last of the sentences in this section come from the profane selections 
of pseudo-Maximus. This is not an isolated an example but quite typical of 
the Life of Cyril as a whole. 

Chapter 12, section 3 in detail 

           
o  (= Max 8.39/41, after Moschion).      

 ,       (= 
8.53./55, Demosthenes).        (= 
8.41./43, Cato).            
(= 8.52./54, Sextus).          

       (= 8.63./67, “Thespis”, cf. 
Agapetus, Cap. admon. 44).           

   (= 8.45.*/47,         , 
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following a saying of Alexander).        
     .   ’     
     (Climax, Grad. 4, PG 88, 704C).  

 
A few explicit citations of pagan authorities also appear unexpectedly in 

usage equally bizarre as the anonymous citations. These explicit mentions of 
pagan philosophers are as follows: 

 

Ch. 35.3      –         
–         

  ,   .  

= Max 12.44./43, following Plutarch (= Corpus Parisinum 3.88, among 
sayings of Plutarch):        

,     ,   .  

Ch. 52.1     ...        
         

  .           
   ,       .   

= apophthegm of Isocrates cited by Aelius Theon, Progymnasmata, p. 100, 
ed. Spengel (cf. Diogenes the Cynic in Diogenes Laertius 6.3) 

Ch. 52.1        ,   
,   ,        

. 

= Max 63.17./18 

Ch. 52.5        
  , ,     ,   

         .  

= Max 34.35./30  

Ch. 53.9        ;  
  .           
  . 

= Max 70.29/33,       ¨; 
   .  

+ Max 70. 26./30, .         
  . 
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The sententiae and apophthegmata occur almost always in dialogue situa-
tions. It would be very interesting to explore the dialogues in other 
hagiographical or historical narratives in search of clear but perhaps less 
obvious use of the florilegia known to us. As to the picture that emerges of 
Saint Cyril through the use of pagan apophthegms, one cannot help but be 
reminded of the Cynic tradition. Diogenes and other Cynics used their 
trademark sayings as a means to challenge what Mr. Doolittle in Shaw’s 
Pygmalion would call “middle-class morality”. Although the inclusion of 
non-Christian apophthegms and maxims in the Life of Saint Cyril is clumsily 
done, it is part of a longstanding tradition that linked together Cynic uncon-
ventionality and radical Christian ascetism.23 

Festugière describes chapter 24 of the Life as an anthology, because the 
narrative there has dwindled to the barest minimum and one excerpt after 
another is given, often with explicit mention of the author cited. Actually 
much of the Life of Cyril can be characterized as being like an anthology or 
florilegium. Indeed, at what point can we distinguish an anthology or flori-
legium from a work – whether a literary narrative or a dogmatic or ethical 
treatise – that is basically a compilation of sententiae and quotations only 
slightly altered to fit a new framework? 

A florilegium pure and simple, I think, should be defined as a compila-
tion of excerpts from other works in which the compiling author’s role is 
reduced to selection and arrangement. It may contain a preface stating its 
structure and purpose. This is what I call a pure florilegium. The note of 
originality is limited to a bare minimum. Its greatest use is probably as a 
source book, a storehouse of thoughts and formulations, though it can also 
be read through on its own for both entertainment and edification. The com-
piler wants to excerpt with a minimum of alteration. The more you move 
away from that, the more originality introduced in the form of authorial in-
tervention, the less you can speak of a work as a florilegium.  

With respect to “encyclopedism”, the immediate association modern peo-
ple have when they hear the word “encyclopedia” is to a great collection of 
articles on a full range of topics, normally in alphabetic order. People famil-
iar with antiquity are likely, though, to associate the term “encyclopedia” to 
the enkyklios paideia or the seven liberal arts. Excerpting and anthologizing 
were fundamental aspects of both ancient and medieval literary education. In 
this sense, the sacro-profane florilegia may most certainly be regarded as 
encyclopedic, preserving as they do the clear influence of basic instruction in 
rhetoric. 
 

                               
23 On sayings of Cynics in the earlier Christian tradition, see D. Krueger, “Diogenes the Cynic 
among the Fourth Century Fathers”, Vigiliae Christianae 47 (1993), 29-49; for Cynics in the 
hagiographic tradition, see D. Krueger, Symeon the Holy Fool. Leontius’s Life and the Late 
Antique City (Berkeley, Los Angeles & London, 1996). 
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