
 

 

 

Words and artworks  
in the twelfth century and beyond. 
The thirteenth-century manuscript Marcianus gr. 524 and 
the twelfth-century dedicatory epigrams on works of art. 

 

 

Foteini Spingou 

Keble College 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements of the degree 

DPhil in Medieval and Modern Languages, University of Oxford 

 

 

Michaelmas Term 2012 
 



 i 

Words and artworks in the twelfth century and beyond.  
The thirteenth-century manuscript Marcianus gr. 524 and the twelfth-century dedicatory 
epigrams on works of art. 

Foteini Spingou, Keble College 
DPhil in Medieval and Modern Languages,  

University of Oxford, Michaelmas Term 2012 

Abstract 
The thesis is divided into three sections. The first section discusses the manuscript 

Marcianus graecus 524, the second looks at the Greek text of the dedicatory 

epigrams on works of art from the same manuscript, and the third puts these texts 

in their context. In the first part, the compilation of the manuscript is analysed. I 

suggest that the manuscript was copied mainly by one individual scribe living in 

Constantinople at the end of the thirteenth century. He copied the quires 

individually, but at some point he put all these quires together, added new quires, 

and compiled an anthology of poetry. The scribe’s connection to the Planudean 

School and the Petra monastery in Constantinople is discussed. Although their 

relationship remains inconclusive, the manuscript provides evidence regarding the 

literary interests of late-thirteenth-century intellectuals. The second part contains 

thirty-five unpublished dedicatory epigrams on works of art. New readings are 

offered for the text of previously published epigrams. The third section analyses the 

dedicatory epigrams on works of art in their context. The first chapter of this 

section discusses the epigrams as Gebrauchstexte, i.e. texts with a practical use. The 

difference between epigrams intended to be inscribed and epigrams intended to be 

performed is highlighted. In the next chapter of this part, La poésie de l’objet, the 

composition of the dedicatory epigrams is discussed. The conventional character of 

the epigrams suggests that the poetics express the ritual aspect of the epigram. The 

last chapter considers the texts from a more pragmatic angle. After a short 

discussion of the objects on which the epigrams were written, the mechanisms of 

the twelfth-century art market are presented based on evidence taken mainly from 

the epigrams. At the end of this part, conclusions are drawn on the understanding 

of these texts in the twelfth century. 
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Long Abstract 

MS Marcianus Graecus 524 is one of the most famous middle-Byzantine manuscripts 

and contains prose and verse works from the middle Byzantine period. It is the 

major source for the speeches of Arethas of Caesaria, one of the best manuscripts 

for the Geoponica, a source for some of Michael Psellos’ works and, most importantly, 

it includes a vast anthology of mainly Comnenian poetry. This thesis discusses 

Marcianus Graecus 524 as a manuscript, as well as the anonymous twelfth-century 

dedicatory epigrams on works of art that are included in the anthology. It was not 

possible to work on the epigrams without trying to solve critical questions on the 

manuscript and the compilation of the poetic anthology, as well as editing the 

unpublished poems. The way the poetic anthology was formed shows its value as a 

source. Thus, the thesis is divided into three distinct parts, which cover: (a) the 

manuscript; (b) the text; and (c) the context.  

 In the first part, I discuss the manuscript and its new composition. The 

results I present were collected during my two visits to Venice. The first available 

description of the manuscript is by Antonio Maria Zanetti in 1740. Then, in 1911, 

Spyridon Lambros published an extensive and detailed description of the contents 

and published some of the anonymous poems. In 1985, Elpidio Mioni included a new 

description in his catalogue of Greek manuscripts in the Biblioteca Marciana. The 

most recent discussions are by Paolo Odorico and Charis Messis (2003) and Andreas 

Rhoby (2010).  

 Thirty-one gatherings of Arabic paper (from the Middle East) comprise the 

manuscript. The original binding is lost; it was re-bound in the sixteenth century, 

but the modern binding dates from between 1736 and 1741. Twelve different units 

can be found in the manuscript. These units can be distinguished on the basis of the 

content, the writing style, the paper, the ink and the quire signatures. Lambros 

argues that eight different scribes produced the manuscript, while Mioni observes 

seven different hands. Odorico and Messis suggest five. My analysis of the script, 

however, shows there to be just one main copyist, Scribe A, who copied up to 83.9% 

of the text. Scribe A copied works on separate quires in different writing styles, 

probably at different moments. In addition, a contemporary of Scribe A, Scribe B, 
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copied just one quire and a fourteenth-century scribe added an anonymous treatise 

on the ten categories at the very end of the manuscript. 

 The new identification of the hands shows the units as they have been 

distinguished before as inadequate in presenting the way the manuscript came to 

its present form. The main scribe of manuscript copied spare quires (‘production 

units’) at different moments of his life (‘production moments’). At some point he put 

them together and he added a quire copied by one of his contemporaries, as well as 

some blank quires. The same scribe copied poetry on the blank quires and wherever 

he had empty space on the written ones. This way he formed the Anthologia 

Marciana, a collection of poetry dating from between 1050 and 1200.  

 However, in their present arrangement, the quires do not represent their 

original order, which is shown by the contents and some of the codicological 

features of the manuscript. The arrangement of the quires shows how Scribe A 

worked. He first copied Theodore Balsamon’s collection of poems (ff. 89–94), then he 

copied a part of Constantine Manasses’ Hodoiporikon (ff. 94v–96). Probably hoping to 

find a better copy, he left the verso of the last page of the first quire bank. Then, he 

copied Nicholas’ Kallikles collection of poems (ff. 97–103v) and he compiled a 

collection of mainly anonymous poetry from the second half of the eleventh 

century and the beginning of the twelfth (Sylloge A, ff. 103v–104v, 1–3v). The Semeioma 

by Andronikos Protekdikos follows (ff. 3v–5), with the Katomyomachia by Theodore 

Prodromos after that (ff. 5–8v). He re-copied three poems from the collection of 

Theodore Balsamon (ff. 8v–9) and he continued by copying a poem on toothache (ff. 

9–10v) and Constantine Stilbes’ poem on the great fire of 1197 (ff. 10v–18). 

Subsequently, he compiled a collection of anonymous poetry dating from mainly 

(but not exclusively) the twelfth century (Sylloge B, ff. 18–23v, 105–112v, 115v–120v, 

33v–39v, 192v–193v, 45v–46v). Finally, he compiled a smaller collection of eleventh- 

and twelfth-century poetry, where he re-copied some poems that he had previously 

included in his manuscript, as well as new poems (Sylloge C, ff. 180–182v, 189v). The 

three Syllogae consist of material that has been randomly collected from other 

manuscripts and the scribe did not arrange his material using clear criteria. 

 Scribe A copied the manuscript using elements of fettaugenstill, which are 

comparable to examples dating from around 1280 to 1290. On the basis of the 

writing style and the contents it is possible to assume that he worked in 

Constantinople. The scribe and the redactor of the anthology have many things in 
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common and thus it is possible to suggest that it is one and the same person. I was 

not able to ascertain the identity of Scribe A. There are some similarities with one of 

the hands associated with the school of Planoudes, but the hands are not identical. 

In the middle of the lower margin of f. 194 a small note is barely visible, which reads 

!["]#$%. If my reading is correct then a connection with the famous monastery of 

Petra is highly possible. Examples of hands dating to the period in question from the 

bibliographical workshop of the same manuscript are not available. However, in the 

early fourteenth-century list of commemorations from the same monastery, the 

name of Manuel Angelos appears. Manuel Angelos copied Josephus’ Jewish-Roman 

history. He is not our scribe, but the hand of annotator a in his manuscript is similar 

to that of Scribe A. Nevertheless, it is not possible to prove that annotator a and 

Scribe A are the same person, since only a small sample of annotator a’s 

handwriting is available today.  

 Scribe A, living at the time of the ‘early Palaeologan Renaissance’, decided to 

copy Comnenian poetry. Many collections were compiled at that time. Our scribe 

might have collected this poetry either to serve as examples of good poetry for his 

writings or in order to preserve what his ancestors produced before the disaster of 

1204. Indeed, most of the manuscripts containing Comnenian literature date from 

around that time (late thirteenth to early fourteenth century). Furthermore, 

Comnenian buildings were heavily re-constructed at that time and Comnenian 

institutions were revived. This cultural tendency quickly started to fade and almost 

disappeared by the middle of the fourteenth century, as the terrible financial and 

political situation of Byzantium was obvious to everyone.    

The second part of the thesis comprises: (a) an edition of thirty-six dedicatory 

epigrams on works of art which have not been published before; and (b) new 

readings of the already-published epigrams. The epigrams appearing in their first 

edited form are: 

40. On an icon of our Saviour Jesus Christ. 

41. On an icon of the Crucifixion of our Lord Jesus Christ adorned by Dryonites. 

74. On an icon of the Crucifixion of Christ. 

102. On the icon of St Anna when the empress was pregnant. 

116. On an adorned icon of the Holy Mother of God. 
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118/340. On a golden patelion which was made by the sebastos Kalamanos and given 

to our holy emperor, on which various victories [of the emperor] against the 

barbarians in Hungary were depicted. 

119. On an icon of Sts Theodores and of St Theodore Gabras… 

243. On the oyster carved in stone, which is in the Great Palace. 

245. On a lamp hung before the icon of the Crucifixion of Christ by 

protonobellisimos kyr Nicholas. 

246. On the icon of Christ &'$()*'!#+, adorned by Basil, on the back of which he 

himself was depicted. 

256. Verses written on an icon of the Holy Resurrection of our Lord and true God 

Jesus Christ, painted by our most holy patriarch of Jerusalem kyr John, who became 

abbot of the monastery of St Diomedes, the so-called new Zion. 

257. On an endyte of the holy altar given to the Stoudios monastery by the purple-

born lady Anna. 

258. On an adorned icon of St Nicholas. 

259. On the icon of monk Neophytos on which the most Holy Mother of God and St 

Demetrios, who was supplicating our Lord and God, Jesus Christ, were (depicted). 

265. On an icon of Saint, Apostle and Evangelist Luke. 

269. On an adorned icon of St George. 

277. On an adorned icon of St Nicholas. 

278. On an icon of the Mother of God adorned by Skleros. 

279. On the icon of the most Holy Mother of God adorned by Synaites. 

281. On an icon of Chrysostomos. 

282. On an enkolpion having Holy Stone from the tomb of Christ. 

285. On the icons of Sts Theodores. 

287. On the icon of the Mother of God, the All-Holy, our Lady. 

291. On an icon of Christ given (to the monastery of St Paul) in Andrianoupolis. 

292. On the icon of the Baptism of Christ given to the church of the Forerunner in 

Jordan by the Basilikos. 

307. On the trikandylon hung in the church of Beros. 

308. On an icon of St Paul the confessor. 

309. On an icon of St Stephen, the protomartyr. 

355. On an adorned icon of the most Holy Mother of God. 

356. On an icon of St Theodore offered by kyr John Servlias. 
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358. On an icon of St John the Forerunner which has been adorned with gold by the 

emperor. 

368. On an icon of St Pant+leon. 

391. On the miracle of the five loaves. 

402. On an icon of crucified Christ, (offered) by the patriarch of Jerusalem, kyr 

Ioannes. 

403. On an icon of St Theodosios the Cenobiarch. 

404. On an icon of St Saba 

(Lambros’ numbers: 40, 41, 100, 113, 115/330, no. 119 is not included in Lambros, 

216, 218, 229, 230, 231, 232, 241, 245, 249, 250, 251, 253, 254, 257, 259,  279, 280, 281, 

316, 317, 329, 352, 363, 364, 365). 

  

The third part aims to put one hundred and eighteen twelfth-century 

dedicatory epigrams on works of art in their context. All the epigrams that are 

examined come from Syllogae B and C and they are anonymous. In this part, I adopt 

the principles of New Historicism and Archaeo-historicism, looking at this text 

using a sociological lens to place the donors mentioned in the epigrams on different 

levels and depicting their relationships in a social-network diagram (software: 

VennMaker). The levels are defined on the basis of their ‘distance’ from the 

emperor. The rest of this part looks at these texts from three different angles: (a) 

how the epigrams were used; (b) the literary characteristics of the dedicatory 

epigrams on works of art; and (c) the connection of the texts to the actual objects.  

 Given that the epigrams in the Anthologia Marciana have been copied from 

manuscripts, their original context has been lost for good. They were not meant to 

simply stay on paper, but rather to be used. The main text and titles (although not 

all titles are in agreement with the main texts) can help us to retrieve their 

intended original function and the occasion on which the epigram was first used. 

Epigrams were meant to be either inscribed (inscriptional) or performed 

(performative). Although some criteria for suggesting an inscriptional use of an 

epigram have been proposed by earlier scholarship, they cannot ensure that an 

epigram finally became a verse inscription. An epigram could have been written in a 

linear way or divided into smaller parts, with each part matching a depiction. 

Inscriptional epigrams also raise the question of literacy. A viewer – given that the 

inscription was accessible to him/her – needed to have a certain level of literacy in 
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order to read and understand an epigram. Given that the viewer was able to 

understand it, an inscriptional epigram can simply be a votive inscription, it can 

justify the occasion of the dedication, it can put into words the meaning of the 

pictorial composition, annotating the depiction and indicating to the viewer how 

they should approach the image, it can become a ‘speech bubble’ enlivening the 

image, and, finally, it can be an elaborate possessor’s note, expressing the wishes 

and hopes of the donor. Even if the viewer was unable to understand an inscription, 

its very existence adds lustre to the work of art and to the status of the offering, 

possibly also figuring God or a saint as the ‘eternal reader’ of the donor’s 

supplication. 

 Epigrams could have been performed at the moment of the donation, sent as 

letters together with the donation, or even performed in a literary circle. Some 

criteria for distinguishing performative epigrams are: (1) the content of the 

epigram; (2) the length of the epigram in comparison with similar objects; and (3) 

the occasion itself.  

 Epigrams could have been written on sacred objects or buildings (votive 

epigrams) or on secular objects (secular dedicatory epigrams). Both votive and 

secular dedicatory epigrams follow similar conventions for their composition. They 

have similar parts and specific ways that they present a donor, also using a specific 

vocabulary. After a statistical analysis, it has been concluded that the level of the 

donor actually affects the conventional character of the epigram. If the donor of an 

epigram comes from the higher echelons of society, it is more likely that the 

epigram will be less conventional. Furthermore, I link the conventional character of 

the dedicatory epigrams with their ceremonial significance, underlining the 

similarities between an inscriptional or performative epigram and a ceremony or a 

ritual.  

 Epigrams can sometimes help us to retrieve information on the appearance 

of the object. Unfortunately, the information they provide is never detailed enough 

to ensure a faithful reconstruction. Although it is difficult to comment on the 

physical appearance of the objects, it is possible to comment on the mechanisms for 

their production. Thus, my discussion of what I term the ‘art market’ looks 

systematically at the most important factors affecting the production of an object. 

The term ‘art market’ is doubtless anachronistic, and is used with caution, but it is 

legitimised by the two basic components of supply and demand. The decisive role 
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that the ‘producers’ (artists, donors, and poets) play places them at the centre of 

their market. This role and the relationships between them are examined. 

Furthermore, an object was shaped according to the aesthetic values of its time. The 

ecclesiastical framework was also important because of the prominent role of the 

Church. The political framework was especially important when it comes to objects 

depicting or being offered to the emperor. Finances are also critical for the 

production of an object: the cost of an object and its importance as an asset after 

being donated are my main concerns. Finally, adding an epigram to an object meant 

that the symbolic value of the object was increased.  

 In the appendices, a new detailed description of the manuscript can be 

found, as well as supporting material for the first part of the thesis. 
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* The numbering of a text indicated as ‘no. + xxx’ refers to the numbering of the works as indicated 
in Appendix A. The correspondence to Lambros’ numbering can be found in the same Appendix. A 
new numbering is suggested, because Lambros’ numbering has some flaws and inconsistencies. 
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Manuscript Marcianus graecus 524 preserves a great number of prose and poetic 

texts dating from the middle Byzantine period. Many of the (mainly anonymous) 

poetic texts have come down to us only in this manuscript. Although the 

significance of the manuscript is obvious, the way in which it was composed has 

been overlooked. Therefore, while I was planning originally to focus only on the 

dedicatory epigrams on works of art, I have also decided to discuss the composition 

of this manuscript. It is essential to understand how this anthology was compiled, in 

order to evaluate the significance of the poetic corpus. This discussion occupies the 

first part of the thesis, which continues and expands the work of my MPhil thesis. 

 The second part of the thesis focuses on the edition of dedicatory epigrams 

on works of art. In general, the scribe of the manuscript made very few mistakes 

and thus the transcriptions published by Spyridon Lambros in 1911 are adequate. 

Furthermore, there are newer editions for some of the epigrams. Therefore, for the 

published epigrams, I have only given readings that the manuscript offers and 

modern editors have misread. In this section, I also present an edition of thirty-four 

previously unpublished dedicatory epgirams on works of art. No English translation 

is included, since translations are cited in the third part wherever the Greek text is 

quoted.  

 Finally, the third part, following the principles of New Historicism, discusses 

the dedicatory epigrams on works of art included in this manuscript from the point 

of view of literature, art history and social history. Since, as is argued in the first 

part, the corpus selected from Marcianus gr. 524  is the random product of an 

anonymous anthologist, analyisis of these texts will offer insights into the twelfth-

century understanding of the epigram and its functions. 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Part I  

The manuscript:  
Marcianus graecus 524 

 

 



 

 

1. The manuscript and its descriptions 

As the name implies, manuscript Marcianus gr. 524 is kept in the Biblioteca Nazionale 

Marciana, in Venice. Its provenance is unknown1. It is deposited in the section of the 

library called Thesaurus Antiquus or Fondo Antico, which contains 625 manuscripts. 

These were the first acquisitions of the library and derive from the private 

collection of Cardinal Bessarion and the collections of Venetian nobles; all were to 

be found in the library before 1740, when the first systematic catalogue of the 

library was made by Antonio Maria Zanetti and Antonio Bongiovanni after the 

commission of Lorenzo Tiepolo2. The manuscript cannot be found in the early 

inventories of Bessarion’s library3. Most likely, it came to the library after 1679, i.e. 

after the composition of the manuscript catalogue by Ambrogio Gradenico4. The 

word sei (=six) is written on f. A in black ink5. This numbering also appears on other 

manuscripts, but it is not clear what it indicates. It might have been the collocation 

number of the manuscript at the old Marciana6.  

A great number of both attributed and anonymous eleventh- and twelfth-

century poems have been preserved in Marcianus gr. 524. In addition, it is also one 

of the major sources for Arethas’ works, and it contains many works by Psellos7. The 

manner of its compilation remains quite enigmatic. The first description of the 

Marcianus was given in the catalogue of Anton Maria Zanetti and Antonio 

                                                        
* Chapters 1, 2, 4 and 7 of this first part of the thesis are based on material previously included in my 
MPhil thesis (Spingou 2010: 16-17, 18-21, 22-28, and 29-35 respectively). 
1 Mioni 1985: 399. 
2 Zanetti–Biongiovanni 1740. See also Labowsky 1979: 105. 
3 Dated between 1468 (=the act of donation) and c. 1575. Labowsky 1979: 443. On the vicissitudes of 
the collections in Biblioteca Marciana between the sixteenth and the early eighteenth century see 
Zorzi 1987: 173–250. 
4 Ms. Marc. lat. XIV 20 (coll. 4323). Cf. Coggiola 1906: 107 (no. 163). 
5 Above this indication someone wrote 8 in red pencil. It is not known either what this number is. On 
flyleaf I, number. XCII.7 can be found. This was added when the library was transferred to Palazzo 
Ducale in 1811. 
6 The number on the banco. Information given to me from the library on January, the 17th 2011. 
7 See Appendix B. 
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Bongiovanni8. The authors of the catalogue date the manuscript to around the 

fourteenth century9. They classify it as a codex miscellaneus, under the number 524. 

Although they refer in detail to the attributed works included in the manuscript, 

they do not record the anonymous poetic works10.  

Almost two centuries later, the manuscript attracted the attention of two other 

scholars, Constantine Horna and Spyridon Lambros. Constantine Horna transcribed 

the entire manuscript between the years 1901 and 190311. However, although he 

published some of the attributed works, he never published the entire anthology12. 

In 1911, Lambros published an extensive and detailed description of the contents, in 

which he also discussed the scribes and some of the codicological features. He 

believed that the manuscript dated from the second half of the thirteenth century13. 

He transcribed and published many of the anonymous epigrams and recorded 

fragments of others.  

 A subsequent detailed description was included in the catalogue of 

manuscripts of the Biblioteca Marciana, written by Elpidio Mioni in 198514. His 

account provides a great deal of codicological information, and a full description of 

the contents, including the incipit and the number of verses of each anonymous 

epigram or poem. The date given in his catalogue (‘saec. XIII in.’) is a typographical 

error: in the palaeographical discussion of the manuscript he recognises that it is 

written in fettaugenstil. As an excellent palaeographer, Mioni knew that manuscripts 

                                                        
8 Zanetti – Bongiovanni 1740: 282–3. Cf. the website of the Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana.  
9 Cf. Kurtz 1903: XII; Horna 1903: 176. 
10 Hence the Z (for Zanetti) in the catalogue number Marcianus Graecus Z 524. Librarians use the shelf 
mark (collocazione), which is 318. 
11 I have not been able to find this autograph copy. Eduard Kurtz (1903: 16) in the preface of the 
edition of Mitylenaios’ poems thanks ‘meines Freundes Dr Konstantin Horna’ for assisting him with the 
collation of the Italian manuscripts (among these manuscripts is also the Marcianus). 
12 Horna 1903: 177–202; Horna 1904: 325–45. Lambros 1911: 3–4. 
13 Lambros 1911: 3. 
14 Mioni 1985: 399–407. 
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written in fettaugenstil date from either the end of the thirteenth or most probably 

the beginning of the fourteenth century15. 

The most recent discussion of the Marcianus is by Paolo Odorico and Charis 

Messis16. They provide a concise description of the manuscript (dating, composition, 

contents) and further discuss its composition. They also pose questions on the 

methodology of any future edition. They date the manuscript to the second half of 

the thirteenth century and they attribute its compilation to the activity of a 

schoolteacher17. 

 

                                                        
15 Cf. Rhoby 2010 (b): 114–5. See also De Groote 2012: XLVIII–XLIX; Diethart – Hörandner 2005: XXII; 
Duffy 1992: XV; O’Meara 1989: IX; Hunger 1968: 13. Antonio Garzya (1963: XI) places the copy of the 
manuscript in the thirteenth century. 
16 Odorico – Messis 2003: 191–213.  
17 Odorico – Messis 2003: 199–201. 
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2. General description 

Thirty-one gatherings compose the manuscript18. Generally, non-watermarked 

paper has been used. Variations in the paper and the ink used will be examined 

later, and at this point only their common codicological features will be discussed. 

The paper is, in general, yellowish to brownish, the pâté is either irregular or 

regular and the fibres are generally badly disintegrated19. Occasionally, it appears to 

have a rather glossy texture. It is not very transparent and the chain lines are not 

usually visible. The laid lines are visible, but it is impossible to take accurate 

measurements. There are no zigzags and the edges of the folia can be easily folded. 

The dimensions of the paper are approximately 320/358 to 500/51420. The pen, 

although with many variations, is brown. Consistently, the poetry is presented in 

two columns and the prose text in one. 

The manuscript has lost its original bookbinding. It is one of the volumes re-

bound under the supervision of the Procurator and Librarian Lorenzo Tiepolo 

(curator of the library between the years 1736 and 1741)21. The current pasteboards 

– which bear the symbol of Venice (the lion holding a book which reads P(ax) T(ibi) 

M(arce) E(vangelista) M(eus)) – are preserved from this eighteenth-century binding. 

However, the new binding follows an earlier, sixteenth-century bookbinding. This is 

suggested by the frontal flyleaves (the datable watermarks indicate a date between 

1560 and 159522). The manuscript was sent for restoration to the monastery of 

                                                        
18 For a detailed description see Appendix A. On the quires see Appendix C. 
19 For a detailed description see Appendix E. 
20 The paper has been trimmed in some points, thus the page width and height varies a bit (e.g. see 
traces in 46 and the half missing drawing in ff. 87–88v). 
21 Cf. Labowsky 1979: 29 (no. 82). Cf. Valentinelli 1868: I, 77. 
22 Mo1in 1973: 50–52 / nos. 1532–1578 (except 70, 73, 77). Type H IV 2f. The anchor watermark is 
typical for paper produced in the northern Italy, and especially Venetian. However, this does not 
suggest that the book-binding originates from there. Italian paper was exported in great quantities. 
The flyleaves I–IV date from the Tiepolo’s bookbinding. Two more folia (i and ii) have been added 
after the recent restoration of the manuscript in 1964. Furthermore, the marbled papers which was 
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Praglia (in Padova) on 24 September 1964 and Gabriello di Rartompo started to work 

on it on 20 October of that year23. 

The manuscript is composed of different layers or units written at different 

times. Twelve such units constitute the manuscript. These can be distinguished on 

the basis of various codicological criteria, such as the content, the writing style, the 

paper, the ink and the quire signatures24. 

The first unit (ff. 1–23v) includes poetry, and a note on the calculation of the 

hours. A quire signature can be found on f. 7v. It reads ‘)’, which suggests that there 

is not only a folio missing, but also the whole first quire25. However, this quire 

signature was erased by the scribe. Furthermore, while the quire signature on f. 16 

reads ‘'’, the quire signature in the second gathering (ff. 8–15) originally read ‘2’, but 

this has been erased with a stroke and replaced with ‘0’ (f. 8). At the end of the same 

quire (f. 15), the letter gamma was noted, but it is visible only with black light. These 

suggest that at least one other quire is missing. 

In the first folio of the fourth gathering of the manuscript (f. 24), a prose text 

begins (Ixeutica) in a different ink colour and in a single column (because it is prose). 

No quire signature can be found. However, the scribe uses the same paper as for the 

final gathering of the first unit of the manuscript26. I propose that the scribe wrote 

this gathering independently, but not very long after he had copied the first unit. 

This is the second unit: ff. 24–39v. It contains a paraphrasis of the Ixeutica of Pseudo-

Oppian27, some excerpts from John Tzetzes’ commentary on Lycophron, and some 

                                                                                                                                                               
usually added on the inner side of the paste boards has been removed by the conservator, who added 
simple white papers (information kindly provided by the Biblioteca Marciana). 
23 Information given to me by officials of the Biblioteca Marciana on January the 19th 2011. I am most 
grateful to Dr Silvia Pugliese for her help. 
24 Five different series of quire numbers can be found (units I, IV, VIII, IX and XII). This is not unusual 
for manuscripts with mixed contents, for example see ms Barocci 131 (Wilson 1978: 154). 
25 Cf. Odorico – Messis 2003: 194. 
26 See Appendix E.  
27 According to the editor of the Ixeutica, Antonio Garzya, ms. Scoraliensis Y.I.9 (ff. 185–197, de Andrés 
1965: 91) is an apograph of our Marcianus. Interestingly, even the notes from Tzetzes’ Commentary on 
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additional epigrams and acclamations. At f. 27v, a quire signature can be found. This 

time it reads ‘,’. However, even if the number continues the series, it cannot be 

supported that it continues straight from the previous one unit. It is placed at the 

middle of the quire, on the right upper margin. In unit A, the quire signatures were 

placed at the beginning or the end of the quire and in the middle of the bottom 

margin.  

Ff. 40–46v consists of a new unit (no. III). The paper is completely different. 

Its quality is poorer than that of the other units, being less elaborate, thick, with a 

rough and dull surface, and of a brownish colour. However, the text is carefully 

written in a deep brown colour. In contrast to the other gatherings, traces of ruling 

can also be found. Ff. 40–45 contains the commentary of Michael Psellos on 

Aristotle’s ten categories. The title on the first folio reads [>(?] @A.(? (of the same 

[author]), which indicates that the preceding pages must have contained works by 

Psellos; in other words, there is a lacuna there. At the bottom of f. 45, a different 

hand had added more notes on the categories. In ff. 45v–46v, anonymous epigrams, 

which can be dated to the reign of Manuel Komnenos, can be found.  

The fourth unit (ff. 47–88v) consists of five quires, all numbered, and one 

bifolium. The same paper is used throughout the unit. The ink and the writing style 

change only in f. 88, line 15, when some verses have been added to the preceding 

Epimerisms on Psalms by George Choiroboskos. 

At f. 89, the paper, the ink and the writing style change again. In ff. 89–96v, 

poetic works have been copied, specifically a collection of poems by Theodore 

Balsamon and some verses from Manasses’ Hodoiporikon (vv. 1–269). The only blank 

page of the manuscript follows this last work. This quire is clearly a separate unit 

(no. V). 
                                                                                                                                                               
Lycophron after the Ixeutica can be found in the Escorial manuscript (Marc. gr. 524, f. 33r–v cf. Scoral. 
Y.I.9, f. 197r–v). Garzya 1960/61: 255; Garzya 1963: XI; Garzya 1957; di Domenico 1975: 50–1. 
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The sixth unit is comprised of two quires (ff. 97–112v) written in the same ink 

but on different paper. The first quire of the unit contains a collection of poems by 

Nicholas Kallikles, three poems by Theodore Prodromos and some poems 

(unattributed in the manuscript) by Christopher Mitylenaios. The next quire 

includes various epigrams and an ethopoiia.  

The following quire (ff. 113–120v) is also a distinct unit (no. VII). It is written 

in different ink and on different paper. It begins with a prose work, and some 

untitled philosophical and grammatical works (ff. 113–115v). However, after f. 115v, 

it contains poetic works. 

The eighth unit (ff. 121–152v) consists of four numbered quires, all on the 

same paper and in the same ink28. It contains orations by Arethas of Caesarea. 

Three quaternions and one trinion, all of the same paper, form the ninth unit 

(ff. 153–182)29. Prose texts, specifically Psellos’ works, are written on ff. 153–179v, 

while in ff. 180–182v the poetic works are copied in ink different from that used for 

the prose works. 

The tenth unit (ff. 183–189v) starts with anonymous commentaries on 

Aristotle’s works. F. 189v was initially blank, but an epigram was subsequently 

added. It is considered to be a different unit because a new prose work begins on the 

first page of the new gathering30. It is written in different ink, on different paper, 

and is based on different ruling type to that employed previously. 

A single bifolium (ff. 190–193v) constitutes the eleventh unit. It begins with 

the Geoponica of Cassianus Bassus to which, at the end, some works in verse have 

been added. The paper and the ink are different to that of the previous unit. Some 

                                                        
28 The second quire (ff. 129–136) is faultily assigned to ‘%’. This is clearly a scribal mistake. The 
previous quire signature is written at the end of the gathering, while this is at the beginning, this 
could have confused the scribe and, not being careful enough, he copied the number from the 
previous page.  
29 Only the first two quires are numbered. 
30 A leaf is missing between 183v and 184. 
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poems have been written out between the first excerpts from the Geoponica, in ff. 

190–192, and those in ff. 194–292v. This suggests that ff. 192v–193v were initially 

blank. 

The last unit (no. XII) consists of twelve quires and two bifolia (ff. 194–292v). 

The ink and the paper of the two first quires of the unit are similar to those of the 

previous unit, which again suggests that it was copied not long after the previous 

section. It contains excerpts from the Geoponica of Cassianus Bassus. On the final 

page (f. 292v), a note on the ten categories has been copied. This unit is 

distinguished from the rest because of the new series of quire signatures31.  

 

                                                        
31 Quire signatures can be found in ff. 218 (0), 226 ('), 234 (3#), 241 (4), 273 (5%), 281 (52) and 289 (52). 
The numbering of the quires is correct, given the fact that the first quire is ff. 194–201. The 52 in f. 
281 is just a scribal mistake. In any case, the scribe uses the same number (52) in order to number the 
last bifolia, which are clearly the end of the work. 
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3. The paper 

In general, different oriental papers have been used throughout the manuscript. No 

watermark can be found. Most importantly, the twenty laid lines of the papers used 

throughout the manuscript always measure less than 34 mm (if measurable), as 

expected of papers originating in the Middle East32. The dimensions, as also 

mentioned before, are approximately 320/358 to 500/514 mm, which is similar to 

the average format of paper from the same area33. The lack of a zigzag is also an 

indication that the paper is Arabic from the Middle East rather than Arabic from 

Spain34. Some additional criteria for determining the provenance of the paper are 

the invisibility of the chain lines, the colour of the paper, which varies from 

brownish to yellowish35, the souple formatting, and the straight or curved laid lines36. 

Finally, on the basis of the laid lines, the paper can be classified as 1/1. This type of 

paper was also used for the thirteenth–century manuscript of the Etymologicum 

Magnum (1273)37.  

Elpidio Mioni dedicates only a sentence to the paper38 and Spyridon Lambros 

only occasionally refers to the paper, and then only briefly39. He mentions the paper 

for the first time in reference to his section four (ff. 89–120). He considers that 

different papers consist this unit. For his fifth section (ff. 121–152) and sixth section 

(ff. 153–179), Lambros comments that the paper is rough. He finds that the paper in 

the seventh section (ff. 180–189) varies. Unfortunately, he did not take into 

                                                        
32 Irigoin 1950: 198. On the particular characteristics of the eastern paper without watermarks see: 
Hunger 1995: 28. On the features of the paper from the Middle-East see: Humbert 1998. For the 
description I have also used: Irigoin 1993; Irigoin 1991; Humbert – Bavaveas 1990. 
33 According to Monique Zerdoun (in Géhin 2005: 27), the dimensions of the paper made in the Middle 
East vary between 320/380 to 490/560 mm; but according to Jean Irigoin (1950: 197) between 320/365 
to 496/512. 
34 Canart, di Zio, Polistena and Scialanga 2008: 1015. 
35 Not yellow which is near to white, as is usual for Italian paper. 
36 Cf. Irigoin 1950: 196. 
37 Humbert 1998: 17–8, 28. Astruc – Géhin 1989.  
38 Chartae orientales parvi pretii iniurias temporis haud paucas passae sunt, Mioni 1985: 399. 
39 Lambros 1911: 190–1. 
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consideration the quires’ divisions when dividing the manuscript into sections and 

thus these sections are hardly plausible: sections, according to his description, start 

in the middle of a quire and quires appear to consist of different papers.  

 In general, small differentiations among the paper types can be found. The 

criteria for distinguishing the papers are mainly the texture of the folia, the colour, 

the pâté and the transparency. To these criteria can be added the measurement of 

the twenty laid lines, although the numbers of the chain lines (whenever they are 

visible) are hardly measurable. Even if the numbers given in the Appendix E are as 

accurate as possible, they are never precise enough to support any possible division 

between them. The only conclusion from these measurements is that the 20 laid 

lines measure between 26 mm and 36 mm, as is usual for regular non-watermarked 

paper from the West or the East (but not from Egypt or Syria)40. 

Twelve different papers can be found in the manuscript. The distinctive features 

of each paper are given in the Appendix E. Here, I would like only to note that paper 

a and paper b are generally difficult to distinguish. Only their texture differs: paper 

a is duller than b and b is more glossy than a. Generally, paper changes usually when 

the content changes. The only exception is ff. 194–292, which contains only the 

Geoponica, although the change in the paper for such a long section is reasonable. 

Spyridon Lambros has also proposed that the paper of ff. 153–179 is the same as the 

one used for ff. 121–152. True enough, the colour of pages 152v and 153 is quite 

similar. However, the similarity in colour exists only if it will be compared to f. 152v, 

but not to 152 or to 145 (the first folio of the quire). Furthermore, the laid lines of 

the wire used for paper f are much more visible than the laid lines in paper g. The 

surface is also glossier in paper g than f. Thus, it can be assumed that the similarity 

in the colour is due to the general features of the Arabic paper and of the 

circumstances surrounding the preservation of the manuscript. 

                                                        
40 Zerdoun 2005: 31. 
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4. The scribes 

The first description of the manuscript by Zanetti and Bongiovanni does not refer to 

the handwriting. Spyridon Lambros, in the first systematic examination of the 

manuscript, distinguishes eight different hands41. He distinguishes the hands on the 

basis of the ink used and the general layout42. 

Elpidio Mioni also observes seven different hands, this time in a slightly 

different arrangement43. Unlike Lambros, he states clearly that Scribe A wrote folia 

45v–46v, 88 (after line 13) – 120v, and 190–193v (i.e. the pages that Lambros does not 

comment on) and ff. 180–182v (attributed to Scribe F by Lambros). He also believes 

that Scribe B also wrote from f. 121 up to f. 150v (instead of only ff. 121–152v, as 

Lambros suggested) and ff. 178, line 2–179v. Then, Mioni states that Scribe E wrote ff. 

151–154v and 183–189 (and not ff. 153–179, as Lambros stated). Finally, he sees Scribe 

F as having copied ff. 155–178, line 9 and 183–189 (rather than ff. 180 to 189, as 

Lambros argued). 

Paolo Odorico and Charis Messis, with the help of Brigitte Mondrain44, mainly 

follow Mioni’s observations45. They further suggest that Scribe A was the scribe of 

the folia 121–152v (Mioni believes that Scribe D wrote ff. 121–150v and Scribe E ff. 

151–152v), 189v (neither Lambros nor Mioni comment on this page, which contains 

just four lines), and 194–292 (attributed to Scribe G by all previous scholars). They 

also note that hands D and A are admittedly very similar. 

                                                        
41 A: 1–39v, 89–120; B: 40–45, 190–193v; B*: 45v–46; C: 47–88; D: 121–152; E: 153–179; F: 180–189; G: 194–
292v. 
42 B: B 78&CD .(? .1=1&.(0 .(E.(6 *F-* G''40 H*"8,0 %&I 1*'&-.;8& ./0 .J- f. 1–39K; C: B 78&CD *F-* %"88#; 
D: B !L 78&CD M6%-(.;8& %&I 1*'&-.;8&; E: !"#C(8(0 *F-* B 78&C=; F: %"88(.;8& B 78&C=· N''O %&I 1*.&+E 
.(E.2- !"#C(8& *P-* .O C. 183 %.3., !*"%-E(-.& 78&CD- -*2.;8&- M20 %&I 1*'&-.;8&-; G: *F-* !L B 78&CD 
.(E.2- M6%-D %&I %"88O, Q1("#R(6$& 1S''(- M8,0 .D- .(? 78#T&-.(0 ., M;1M.(- .1/1&. 
43 Mioni 1985: 399. See table in Appendix I. 
44 Odorico – Messis 2003: 194, note 8. 
45 Odorico – Messis 2003: 194–7. 
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I would like to argue that one scribe is the main scribe of the manuscript, but 

he occasionally changes his writing style. In my view, Scribe A individually copied 

works at different moments of his life. At a certain point, he unified them in one 

manuscript, adding at least 23 gatherings, and copying prose (instructional) works 

and (court) poetry on the newest quires and wherever he had empty space in the 

existing ones. In order to support this view, I will try to follow the duct of the pen. 

The writing angle, the colour of the ink, the general layout and the writing style can 

be of a little help. Similar letter shapes and ligatures will be highlighted among the 

hands that have been identified by previous scholarship. For this purpose, a table 

can be found in Appendix J. The first section contains the most important common 

letter shapes used by the scribes as distinguished, and the second the most 

important common ligatures used by the scribes.  

To begin with, the main scribe of the manuscript is Scribe A. All scholars 

agree that this individual copied ff. 1–39v, 45 lines 28–34, 45v–46v, 

and 190–193v. One can find many examples of fettaugen elements 

and, more specifically, of the less calligraphic fettaugenstil46. The lobe 

of the alpha is sometimes formed by an 

exaggerated circular loop, which stands above 

the level of the other letters. The forms of sigma and 

omicron are similar. Furthermore, the lobes of the sometimes 

outstanding omega are formed by a single curved stroke (fig. 2). The scribe writes 

the omega from left to right. Sometimes he even starts below the lower level of the 

first lobe. He then moves his pen roundly up to the right and he changes direction 

down to the left. The line meets the first part of the stroke. The stroke is slightly 

elevated, forming a small ascender in the middle of the letter. Continuing to the left, 

                                                        
46 On the so-called fettaugenstil see Hunger 1972: 105–13; Hunger 1961 (a): 101–2. 

Fig. 1. Forming 
the fettaugen B 

(Scribe A) 

Fig. 2. The fettaugen omega 
(Scribe A) 
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it descends in a rounded way and it rises again directing to the left. It ends gently 

with a minim ascender. Other fettaugen elements are the lunate sigma with the 

exaggerated semicircular loop and the gross beta. The gross beta (fig. 1) is formed 

by a single stroke. The stroke starts from a point of the lower level of the letters. 

Then, moving lower to the right it forms an almost visible loop. It 

rises almost in a straight line, forming the ‘back’ of the letter. 

Moving again semi-circularly to the right, it forms the first loop of 

the beta. With a similar movement, but from right to left, the 

second loop of the beta is formed. The stroke meets the stem of the beta and it 

extends until the starting point. Sometimes, the stroke does not extend towards the 

starting point. Finally, the outstanding gamma is also a characteristic of fettaugen A. 

These are some of hand A’s distinguishing features. After the second half of the 

thirteenth century, fettaugenstil appears in literary codices and not only as a 

chancery script47. When the letter shapes are compared to facsimiles from late 

thirteenth- and fourteenth-century manuscripts, a great number of similarities can 

be found within those manuscripts dating from 1280 to 1290. A prominent example 

is the case of Scribe B of manuscript Bodl. Roe 22. This manuscript dates from 1286, 

and is written exclusively on parchment48. The major part of the manuscript 

contains the works of Nicetas Choniates. In Scribe B’s rendition of Panoplia 

Dogmatica, most of the letters are identical to the writing style of our Scribe A. One 

can easily observe similarities between the two hands, especially in the forms of the 

letters beta, gamma, xi and omega, and in the ligature for $6-49; even the flower-

shape decorative separator is identical50. The two hands have the same writing style, 

                                                        
47 Hunger 1972: 109. 
48 Coxe 1853: 483. 
49 See also Turyn 1980: 53–4 (plate 32) and Canart 2000: esp. 680.  
50 Cf. ff. 521v and 544. 

Fig. 3. The epsilon 
(Scribe A) 
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while their differences are mainly connected with the individual hand of each 

scribe51.  

Scribe A also copied the poems in ff. 180–182 and 189v. This is quite easily 

observable. The handwriting and the layout52 of the page are identical to that of ff. 

1–39v, 45v–46v, 89–120, 190–193v. The ink is also highly similar.  

Especially, the collection of poems by Balsamon and the excerpt from the 

Hodoiporikon by Manasses have been copied by the main scribe at roughly the same 

time as the main poetic compilations. Unfortunately, it is very difficult to speculate 

at what point exactly these pages were written. 

Furthermore, Paolo Odorico and Charis Messis suggest that ff. 121–150v and 

194–292v have also been copied by Scribe A53. In my view, this suggestion should be 

considered a certainty. Even if the pen and the ink changes from f. 120 to f. 121, the 

hand of the copyist of ff. 121–152v is identical to the handwriting of Scribe A. 

Similarities include the identical ligatures for alpha–rho, epsilon–iota (fettaugenstil), 

epsilon–rho and sigma–tau, the same duct of gamma, rho, xi and tau, the fettaugen 

omega and the beta, similar to the Latin ha and the uncial eta, the theta with its 

usual incomplete appearance, and the abbreviations for %&I and !;54. Some further 

observations, which reinforce the view that the copyist of these folia is Scribe A, are 

the use of light brown ink, which has also been used in ff. 33v–39v, and the lack of 

ruling, in contrast to the presence of pricking in ca. 19.1 x 12.8 (which is 

characteristic of Scribe A’s writing)55. However, the letters become more compact 

and the overall appearance is ‘stuffed’. 

                                                        
51 F. 196v of ms. Roe 22 makes the differences even clearer. Another feature, easy to be observed, is 
that the dieresis is not noted constantly above or even inside upsilon. 
52 The written surface of the ff. 180 and 182v measures between 13.5x21mm and the number of the 
lines per page varies between 33 and 36. F. 182v is the only not fully written page. 
53 Odorico–Messis 2003: 197. 
54 Important to note is that something similar to the subscribed iota is seen under eta in f. 121. But 
this occurs only once and might be just a fibre. 
55 Cf. the pricking in units I and II. See p. 298 –299. 
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If one compares the hand in ff. 194–292v, line 8 and the handwriting of Scribe 

A, it becomes obvious that this is the work of the same person: the duct of each 

letter, the ligatures and the abbreviations are identical. In addition, the pages are 

copied in the same ink as ff. 190–193, which were certainly copied by Scribe A. 

Moreover, Scribe A is clearly the copyist from f. 121v onwards. The fettaugen 

beta, the outstanding gamma, the xi with the characteristic three loops, the gross 

omicron, upsilon and omega, the ligatures of epsilon–iota, epsilon–rho and epsilon–

xi – all of these distinctive forms of hand A appear. Simultaneously, impressive 

forms have been used. Their duct suggest that Scribe A wrote them, but instead of 

following the ‘fashion’ of his time, he used his natural writing style (écriture 

naturale56). Indeed, after f. 127v, the fettaugen letter shapes and the 

impressive types, which follow contemporary fashion, are 

eliminated. Characteristically, in f. 129v, very few examples of the 

gross letterforms can be found. Undoubtedly, the hand and the ink 

continue to f. 150v. At f. 151, the scribe ‘re-changes’ his pen. The 

colour of the ink becomes darkest brown. The same scribe writes continuously, 

although the gross-fettaugen letter shapes become again prominent. There is no 

obvious reason why the scribe changed his style as the content continues. Herbert 

Hunger has named a change in writing style unaccompanied by a change in the 

content Ducktuswechsel57. This is not the only case that the scribe practices 

pleionography in the manuscript. 

The ink continues from f. 152v to 153, although a different production unit 

begins. The dark (almost black) brown ink continues to f. 15358 and Scribe A’s écriture 

                                                        
56 Cf. Mondrain 2007: esp. 188–96. 
57 Hunger 1991: 71–7. 
58 Lines 22–28 on f. 152v must have been added in a later stage by scribe A. He uses a compact writing 
style and the same ink as in ff. 97–112v. 

Fig. 4. The delta 
(Scribe A) 
cf. f. 153 
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naturale appears. Only the peculiar shape of delta (fig. 4) suggests a different scribe 

(see lines 8, 17, 20). The pen starts from a point where it would be almost the middle 

of the letter (ca. 2/3 of the total height of the letter). The stroke continues, forming 

a circular lobe. When the line meets the beginning of the stroke, it is lifted 

diagonally. When this elevated line reaches the width of the radius of the circular 

loop, the pen moves roundly, forming a small semicircular lobe. The 

edge of this lobe starts descending, connecting the letter to the next 

one. Furthermore, a very peculiar upsilon (fig. 5) appears in line 16. It 

is a semicircular single-stroke upsilon. The pen moves roundly and the 

end of the stroke is elevated somewhat. The final ascender continues 

horizontally to the right (almost in a flat way). The dieresis is noted at 

the middle of the semi-circle. However, these types of upsilon do not occur often, 

while most of the letter types come either from the fettaugen hand of Scribe A or the 

‘natural hand’ of the same scribe59. The writing style and the ink undoubtedly 

continue to f. 154v.  

At f. 155, a new paragraph begins and Scribe A employs a new handwriting 

style. He has omitted all the fettaugen elements from his script and he writes more 

‘compactly’ (f. 155, 36 lines are written in 19.2 cm, while in f. 154v 33 lines are 

written in 20 cm). Turning the page, the next letter is again written by the ‘fettaugen 

A’. The strange delta occurs once more (f. 155v, line 19) and the peculiar upsilon 

appears in a more compact way (f. 155v, line 27). The fettaugen A continues to f. 159v, 

although his pen becomes thinner towards the end. In f. 160, the work by Psellos on 

the rhetorical character of Gregory of Nanziazus begins. The writing style is 

undoubtedly that of Scribe A, although the script has become more compact and the 

use of fettaugen elements is eliminated. Indeed, after f. 162, the writing style looks 

                                                        
59 E.g. see line 22. 

Fig. 5. The 
upsilon 

(Scribe A) 
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similar to that used in f. 155. The pen and the hand continue to f. 178, line 10. On. f. 

178, lines 12 and 15 ff., another pen is used by the same scribe60. The pen is slightly 

thinner and the ink is very dark brown (even darker than the ink employed at the 

beginning of the section). The handwriting is similar to that used in f. 177v, but it is 

even closer to the writing style in f. 153 (e.g. the delta occurs twice in 178, line 28). 

This writing style and pen continue to f. 179v, where the scribe leaves the work 

unfinished61.  

In f. 183, another commentary on Aristotle begins. The layout is more 

relaxed (e.g. f. 183: 23 lines in 19.8 cm), the writing style looks more like fettaugen 

style, the pen is thin and the colour is blackish brown. In other words, the pen and 

the ink are approximate to ff. 153–159v, although many of the exceptional types of 

Scribe A can be found. These include: 

– the two-part and the cursive, rounded, alpha; 
– the gross-fettaugen-mode beta and the beta with the main stoke and the small 
lobes on its endings;  
– the outstanding gamma with the double line at the bottom and the curly ending 
(fig. 6) ; 
– the cursive, round delta, of which the head stoke is connected to the following 
letter (cf. fig. 4); 
– the epsilon formed by a broken stroke (fig. 3); 
– the two distinct ways of forming the epsilon–iota; 

– the single-stroke zeta; 
– the cursive theta; 
– the iota, which rises above the level of the other letters and has a dieresis on top62; 
– the habitual form of Scribe A for the abbreviations for !L and %&I; 
– the kappa and the lambda with curly endings; 
– the nu, which is similar to the modern Latin vee (and, of course, a corresponding 
absence of the nu which is similar to the small mu);  
– the rho with a curved stroke as the descender; 
– the lunate sigma and the fettaugen, rounded, exaggerated, sigma;  
– all the varieties of tau; 
– the fettaugen upsilon with the close endings and with a dieresis on top (fig. 7); 
                                                        
60 Interestingly the first line of the text is written in pen c1. The text continues from the previous line 
and to the next one. 
61 The work breaks at the middle of the page, thus there is not a missing page. 
62 See f. 183: !"&.". 
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– the cross-like psi; 
– the chi with the curved edges; and 
– the regular fettaugen omega as it has been described above63. 

Furthermore, the peculiar upsilon from f. 153 can be found in f. 187v, line 11 

and in f. 185v, line 16, although most prominent is the gross-fettaugen upsilon. The 

same fettaugen upsilon appears in other sections copied by the same scribe 

(especially when he copies poetry). We can see the écriture naturale of Scribe A, 

especially in, for example, f. 188, lines 3 and 10, or 183, lines 8 and 14. The ligatures 

starting with epsilon are occasionally drawn with a slightly different duct than in 

other sections. The two parts of the epsilon (the circular main body) and the small 

lobe at the top seem to have been drawn with two different movements of the pen. 

However, this type of ligature can be found also in f. 153v, lines 33–35 and in f. 155, 

line 24. Finally, Scribe A wrote a marginal note in f. 184v using ink similar to 1c. 

A final remark on Scribe A’s hand is that, when he copies poetry, he tries 

sometimes to be more decorative, especially at the end of the verse. Thus, the final 

lunate c, the ligatures of omicron–sigma and omicron–nu, the epsilon–iota and the 

epsilon become more prominent (see e.g. f. 95v), either by magnifying their total 

shape or by elongating the ending of a stroke 

 

 

 

 

 

The identification of Scribe A as the copyist of ff. 47–88, line 14 seems to be a 

little more complicated. The size of the letters is smaller in comparison to other 

examples of Scribe A’s handwriting. For example, in f. 54, 40 lines are written in 20.5 

                                                        
63 See especially 6 in f. 183. 

Fig. 8. Forming the 
fettaugen beta 

(Scribe A?) 

Fig. 7. Forming the 
upsilon (Scribe A) 

Fig. 6. Forming the 
gamma (Scribe A) 
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cm, meaning the average height of each line is 0.512 cm, whereas in f. 25, 28 lines 

are written in 18.8 cm, which gives us an average of 0.14 cm. Forms which are both 

similar and different to Scribe A’s hand co-exist in the same folia. For example, the 

loops of xi have sharper endings than those of Scribe A’s xi and the chi has straight 

descenders64. Moreover, the fettaugen beta also appears to sometimes have a slightly 

different duct (as described at the beginning of the paragraph), but the stroke after 

forming the second loop becomes more curved and it does not necessarily meet the 

starting point. However, this type co-exists with the regular type for Scribe A (e.g. f. 

75v, line 16). The scribe of these folia also prefers the ‘close’ theta with the straight 

horizontal line in the middle, although as the pages go on the ‘open’ theta becomes 

prominent. In general then, after the first few pages, when the hand of the scribe 

has become more relaxed, we can say that the handwriting becomes very similar 

(but not absolutely identical) to that of Scribe A (écriture naturale). Additional 

evidence for such identification can be found in the missing first letters, which 

should be written in red65, the flower-shape separators, and also in the absence of 

ruling. However, it is not easy to judge whether it is the same scribe, but affected by 

the different layout, or a new scribe, contemporary to the first, that has written 

these pages. Some ‘common’ letters, as kappa, are different. The nu also appears 

sometimes as a small mu (f. 54, line 3). Scribe A’s distinctive close upsilon does not 

appear in these pages. Of course, one can argue that this upsilon is indicative of 

Scribe A’s fettaugenstil. However, whenever a bigger-than-regular upsilon appears 

(e.g. f. 55v, line 39), there is a considerable distance between the two edges.  

                                                        
64 Cf. $HD from f. 47, but in M*-.&HJ0 the chi is formed as habitual for A. See also the different forms of 
beta in the same page. 
65 Cf. ff. 24v–33v. 
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Contemporaneous with the main scribe must be the hand of Scribe B66. Some 

of the most characteristic letter shapes of the late thirteenth century appear. 

However, they are drawn by a different duct to that of Scribe A. For example, the 

gross beta of the fettaugen-mode again appears, though it is formed in a different 

way. It comprises a single stroke, which starts as a descender. It runs straight to the 

very upper possible level of the letters. In a rounded way, it is directed to the right, 

then it descends and forms the first loop of the beta. With a 

sudden movement of the pen – although without it having been 

lifted – the stroke rises a bit, but then falls again in a less rounded 

way than before. The stroke ends at the curly line, which, even 

though it is very near, does not touch the stem of the letter. 

Generally speaking, Scribe B writes in a more curly and rounded way than Scribe A. 

Indeed, even the abbreviations for !L and %&I are written in a more curly way. The 

only evidence that could suggest that the same scribe copied these pages is the 

flower-like separators67, the ligatures for eta–nu and tau–omicron and the half-

drawn theta. That said, there are clearly more differences, and the few similarities 

there are are not enough to confirm that the copyist of the section is Scribe A, 

changing his writing style in order to write in a more ‘professional’ way. However, it 

is possible that the similarities could suggest that both scribes were members of the 

same school or scriptorial. 

Finally, at the very end of the manuscript, in f. 292v, lines 9–3068, a new scribe 

appears (fig. 10). This Scribe C copied a part of a commentary on the ten categories 

                                                        
66 See Appendix K. 
67 Cf. also ms. Roe 22, f. 544. 
68 See Appendix L. 

Fig. 9 . The fettaugen 
beta (Scribe B) 



4. The scribes | 29  

 

of Aristotle, which has been preserved unfinished, because the next folio is missing. 

The script probably dates from the second quarter of the fourteenth century69. 

To sum up, Scribe A, a late thirteenth-century scribe, is the main scribe of 

the manuscript. He has copied almost 83.9% of the book (ca. 572 pages). He uses 

mainly three writing styles: (a) a fettaugen/)-2 style (ff. 1–39v, 88, line 130 –150v, 

155v–178, 190–292); (b) a purely fettaugen style (ff. 151–154, 178, lines 12–14, 179v, 

183–189); and (c) a compact style (ff. 44–88, line 12). The elements of his écriture 

naturale70 are mixed with all the aforementioned styles and they give the strongest 

evidence that one person alone was the main scribe of the manuscript71. Scribe A 

also used a quire written by a 

certain Scribe B (1.7%), who 

was his contemporary. 

Finally a fourteenth-century 

scribe, Scribe C, added a 

commentary on Aristotle’s 

ten categories in space left 

blank by Scribe A, on f. 292v. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Fig. 10. Ms Marcianus gr. 524, , f. 292v 
(Scribe C). Biblioteca Marciana© 

                                                        
69 Cf. Prato 1991: Tav. 12b and 13a. 
70 A good sample of his handwriting can be found in f. 155. 
71 For comparable examples of digraphy from the fourteenth-century see Mondrain 2007: 188–196. 
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5. Reconstructions 

It is hard to describe the production process of a manuscript such as the Marcianus. 

As stated before, Marcianus gr. 524 is a composite manuscript consisting of ‘layers’ 

like those described above72. The term layers may give an idea of what the 

manuscript look like, but it does not specify the process which the manuscript went 

through in order to acquire its modern form. The term production unit indicates the 

one or more gatherings, which were written for one and the same purpose by the 

same scribe, in the same ink, around the same time and (usually) on the same 

paper73. The term production moment indicates a phase of the manuscript’s 

composition, the moment that something happened affecting its final appearance in 

this way.  

The production units of this manuscript are almost same as the layers named 

before. In the cases of layers III, IX, X, and XII the production units can be defined 

only if the additional texts (various notes or anonymous poems) are excluded. The 

manuscript seems to have gone through two main production moments which have 

affected its final content, and two more which have affected just its final 

appearance. 

The first production moment contains all the sub-moments of the 

production of units III (ff. 40–45, line 28), VIII (ff. 121–152v), IX (ff. 153–179r–v), and X 

(ff. 183–189). The copy of production unit VII (ff. 113–115, line 23) can be placed 

between this and the next production moment. In the next production moment, the 

copyist has written prose works and poetry. The use of a similar writing style and 

ink demonstrates that prose and poetry have been copied simultaneously. 

                                                        
72 See p. 12ff. 
73 For the characteristics of each unit see Appendix F. 
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It seems that the scribe, after copying some excerpts from the Geoponica in ff. 

190–192, continues copying in the same pen the anonymous poems. Unfortunately, 

the small differences in the colour of the pen cannot indicate with certainty which 

section was written first. It can only be suggested that units II, XI and XII74 and the 

insertion of the poetic texts (i.e. units I, V, VI, and the additions to the units III, IX 

and X) took place approximately at the same time. Additional evidence for such an 

arrangement is the use of paper a in sections I (ff. 1–15) and V (89–96), and of paper 

b in sections I (ff. 16–23), II (ff. 24–39v), VI (ff. 47–88v), XI (190–193v) and XII (ff. 194–

209). 

Furthermore, as mentioned before, poetry was written simultaneously in the 

manuscript. Scribe A added seven quires only with poetry and he copied more 

poems wherever he found blank pages in the previous units. He seems to be 

cautiously aware of the fact that he was copying in separate quires. He tries to finish 

the short poetic texts at the end of each quire (see e.g. 23v, 39v, 104v, 182v, 193v and 

especially 120v, where he makes his writing even more compact75). Interestingly, 

even if there are missing folia, text is missing only at the end of VIII and perhaps at 

the beginning of the manuscript before f. 1. This suggests that the scribe was aware 

of the independence of the quires.  

The manuscript has a blank page only after Manasses’ text and on f. 189v he 

copies just one very short poem (4 lines in total) leaving most of the page blank. 

Perhaps he hoped that he would add more poems to the page at a later stage. 

 In brief, most of the main parts of the units have been written at different 

times or production moments. The following diagram (figs. 11–13) tries to render in 

                                                        
74 It cannot be argued that this section was written in different moments. Indeed there are 
variegations to the colour of the pen. However, same papers were used for different quires of the 
section, but the content is consistent. 
75 A different case is the poem by Stilbes on the Great fire. The long poem continues to the next quire. 
Maybe because of this continuation of the poem he was careful to indicate the change of the quire (f. 
16). 
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visual form the way the manuscript was constructed. At the first production 

moment, Scribe A and B copied works on independent quires (fig. 11). Scribe A has 

probably used a manuscript with the Epimerisms to the Psalms (Unit II), a manuscript 

with Arethas’ speeches (Unit VIII) and another or the same with Psellos’ works (Unit 

IX). He also kept a note on a gathering found on his desk with an anonymous 

commentary on Aristotle’s Little Physical Treatises (Unit X). Scribe B copied the 

commentary on the ten categories. (Unit III). Scribe A copied the Geoponica, the 

paraphrasis of the Ixeutica and various grammatical notes (fig. 12). The same scribe 

copied the poetry on blank pages and wherever he had empty space in the written 

quires. Finally a fourteenth-century scribe added a commentary on Aristotle’s Ten 

Categories (fig. 13). 

The manuscript was constructed in three main phases or production stages 

(fig. 14). The term production stage indicates a phase in the manuscript’s history 

that something affecting its final appearance took place. The principal scribe, Scribe 

A, is the main copyist and final redactor of the manuscript. In the first stage of 

production (production stage A), units where written in different production 

moments formed one manuscript. Around that time, the manuscript must have 

been bound for the first time. In the same production stage the fourteenth-century 

scribe added his notes at the very end of the manuscript. The manuscript was re-

bound in the sixteenth century, as suggested by the blank flyleaves at the beginning 

of the manuscript – production unit B. Finally, the manuscript was bound for the 

third time in the eighteenth century, when it came into the possession of Biblioteca 

Marciana – this is production stage C. 
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Fig. 11. Production moment A1.  



Part I. The manuscript ! 34  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 12. Production moment A2. 
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Fig. 13. Production moments A3 and A4. 
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Fig. 14. Production stages. 
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6. A re-arrangement of the poetic compilation? 

Since the original binding of the manuscript is not preserved, it is reasonable to 

discuss whether the original arrangement of the quires has been preserved. The 

quires of the production units copied in the first two production moments are 

usually numbered. They are placed in the right order. It is not possible to argue 

which production unit comes first, and, anyhow, this is of little importance, since 

the contents are in the right order. However, it is necessary to discuss whether the 

quires from the third moment of production were initially placed in a different 

order by the main Scribe, and redactor of the manuscript, A. It is unclear especially 

if the quires with the poetic works are in the right order. The discussion will be 

based on examination of the quire signatures, the ink, and the content. 

The quires of four of the production units 

are numbered with quire signatures. Not all the 

quire signatures start from the beginning, since 

the scribe preferred to enumerate quires in 

which a single work is running continuously. For 

example, f. 128v is the last folio of the first quire 

with the orations by Arethas of Caesaria and for 

this reason has been numbered by the scribe with 

%. Thus, quire signatures are occasionally found when he copies poetry, only when 

the poem continues to the next quire: this is the case at ff. 7v–8, where 

Katomyomachia is copied, and at ff. 15v–16, where Stilbes’ poem on the great fire is 

written. However, whenever a quire breaks and the epigram or the poem is finished, 

usually the quire is not enumerated. 

 

f. 7v 

 

f. 8 

 

f. 16 

Fig. 15. Quire signatures 
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Quire signatures are noted at the end of each quire of the first unit. As 

shown in fig. 15, the first quire signature, on f. 7v (last page of the quire), reads )7. It 

is written in the same ink as the text. The same scribe (ink a1a) wrote 27 at the 

beginning of the next quire (f. 8, first page of the quire). But then the same person, 

using ink a2c, erased both )7 and 27, and wrote 0√ at f. 8. Then, he writes '√ in ink a2c, 

at f. 16. The text continues from f. 7v to 8 (Katomyomachia) and the text from f. 15v 

continues to 16 (Stilbes’ Poem On The Great Fire, without any gaps). However, a page 

and one or two quires appears to be missing before f. 1.  

Unit no. VI is written in the same ink and on similar paper to unit no. I. More 

specifically, quire 97–104v is written in paper a (identical to the paper used in quires 

1–7 and 8–15). It contains the poems of Nicholas Kallikles (ff. 97 – 103v, line 2), 

Theodore Prodromos (nos. 31, 53, 72 – ff. 103v, line 3 and 104, line 23), and 

Christopher Mitylenaios (ff. 104, line 24 – 104v). That is to say then, that it contains 

poetry other than the twelfth-century anonymous poems and epigrams. 

Furthermore, the decorative motives on f. 97 justify the stance that this quire was 

designed to be the first one of a new section.  

 

Fig.16: Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 96v–97. 
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Turning now at the first unit, ff. 1–3v contain poetry again different to the 

twelfth-century anonymous poems. Most of the verses on these pages are dedicated 

to the court of Constantine Monomachos and the emperor himself. A significant 

amount of this poetry is also work of Mitylenaios. Longest poems follow, and then 

(mainly after f. 18, line 23) twelfth-century anonymous poetry. It is highly possible 

that ff. 97–104v preceded initially ff. 1–23v, since the same paper and ink have been 

used. The bottom of the folia (where a quire signature was expected to be found) is 

damaged, and thus quire signatures are not visible. Due to the missing page before f. 

1 and the poor condition of f. 1, codicological criteria, such as the measurements of 

the page, cannot be used to support the re-arrangement. The main reason for being 

hesitant to accept this could be because of the sequence of Mitylenaios’ poems. 

Folio 104r–v contains the following sequence of Mitylenaios poems: nos. 138, 

120, 121, 123, 125, 126, 127, 132, 134. In folio 1v, poems 137, 141 and 51 are cited as in 

a random placement. But at ff. 2r–v the sequence of the poems re-starts: nos. 42, 74, 

75, 76, 80, 82, 89, 95, 98, 101, 112, 113 and 117.  

Thus, the sequence of the one continues the other, but in reverse. This is not 

something peculiar for poetic collections or anthologies76. Poems in anthologies do 

not have always to follow the sequence of the modern printed edition or of the main 

manuscript. The compiler can choose and re-arrange the epigrams of his prototype. 

Ff. 97–104 were preceded by ff. 89–96, which contain Balsamon’s poetic collection 

and Manasses’ Hodoiporikon. The imprint of the decorative cross of f. 97 on the 

otherwise blank f. 96v gives evidence about the arrangement of the quires (f. 16). In 

other words, the scribe copied first single-author poetic collections and a long poem 

and subsequently he started compiling a poetic anthology. For this reason 

duplicates can be found. This explains the correction of the quire signatures. He had 
                                                        
76 For example see how Constantine the Rhodian arranges the duplications in what is named as AP 
XV, Lauxtermann 2003: 117–8. 
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written independent quires and at the end he copied Balsamon’s and Manasses’ 

poetry. Placing this quire at the beginning of the manuscript he had to change the 

numbering of the quires of the compilation. At this point, he also added the red 

titles and capital letters, including the decorative motifs. 

If ff. 97–104 were initially placed at the beginning of the first unit, ff. 105–112 

have been placed at the end. As noted, ff. 18 (line 23) to ff. 23v contain anonymous 

poetry, which – whenever possible – is datable to the twelfth century. The last title 

in f. 23v reads On St Barbara (UV0 .D- W79&- X&8K#8&-) and five short epigrams (six to 

seven verses each) follow. Looking at the f. 105, there are seven more short 

epigrams dedicated to St Barbara. Again they are each six to seven verses long, but 

this time the manuscript does not offer any title. If one reads the verses dedicated 

to St Barbara together, from f. 23v and f. 105, he or she will realise that these are not 

separate epigrams, but a poem with twelve stanzas. Finally, the fact that ff. 105–112v 

contain only anonymous poems which generally date from the twelfth century 

corroborate the argument that f. 105 follows f. 23v77.  

An additional argument for the re-arrangement of ff. 16–23v and 105–112 are 

some codicological features. The measurements of the page are identical (25.5x16.8 

cm), as is the written surface (19.1x13.1 cm). The overall appearance of the layout is 

similar to both pages, with f. 23v containing 31 lines and f. 105 30 lines. 

Then, the script from 112v seems to continue first to ff. 115v–120v (written by 

a thick pen in a waterish brown ink), then to ff. 192v to 193v (continuing in the same 

thick pen with the waterish ink), to ff. 33v, line 20 – 39v (by a waterish ink which is 

fading) and finally to 45v–46v (by a pen which fades even more – so that at the end 

the writing becomes invisible). Unfortunately, on their own, ink hues and uniform 

content are insufficient to support this re-arrangment. However, should the 

                                                        
77 Kallikles, Poems nos. 14 and 13 (nos. 267 and 268 of the description) are transmitted anonymously. 
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rearrangement be accepted, the scribe appears to have copied the poems as follows: 

he first added six quires (89–96, 97–104, 1–7, 8–15, 16–23, 105–112) at the beginning 

of his book and then he used gatherings with blank space on them (ff. 32–39v and 

40–46v). The last gathering (ff. 40–46) is missing its final folio. The case of gatherings 

190–193v is also unique78, because the scribe wrote some excerpts from Geoponica and 

then – with the same pen – continued writing the poems. In folio 8v, the scribe 

mixes the poetic works with a short note on the calculations of hours (no. 33). It is 

also not the first time that instructional texts were copied together with this poetic 

compilation. On ff. 24–33v, almost contemporaneously with the poetry the scribe 

wrote excerpts from the paraphrasis of the Ixeutica and of the commentary to 

Lycophron; on ff. 113–115 anonymous grammatical and philosophical texts precede 

the poems; and on ff. 40–45 Psellos’ commentary on Aristotle’s Ten Categories was 

also the initial content of the gathering.  

To conclude, the suggested re-arrangement of the quires runs as follows: 
Quires 

 
 Folia 

of the 
quires 

Folia  
on which the 

work is written 
Works 

1 89–96 89–94 Nos. 134–179. Theodore Balsamon’s collection of poems  
94v–96 No. 180. Constantine Manasses’ Hodoiporikon (unattributed)  

2 97–104 
97–103v Nos. 181–205. Nicholas Kallikles’ collection of poems  

103v–104v Nos. 206–208. Theodore Prodromos (Poems and epigrams) 
Nos. 209–217. Christopher Mitylenaios (unattributed) 

3 1–7 
1–3v 

Nos. 1–11. Poetry from the court of Monomachos 
No. 12. Poem of the bishop of Adrianoupolis 

Nos. 13–15. Poetry by Psellos and Mitylenaios 
(unattributed)  

No. 16. Theophylaktos of Ohrid 
No. 17–30. Christopher Mitylenaios (unattributed) 

3v–5 No. 31. Andronikos Protekdikos 
 5–8v No. 32. Theodore Prodromos, Katomyomachia 

4 8–15 

8v [No. 33. Note on the calculation of the hours – Prose] 
8v–9 Nos. 34–36.Theodore Balsamon (doublets) 

9–10v No. 37. Poem on tooth–ache 
10v–15 No. 38. Constantine Stilbes’ poem on The great fire of 

                                                        
78 Gathering 190–193v was most probably misplaced an early stage and certainly by Scribe A. In the 
current placement, the gathering precedes longer passages from Geoponica (i.e. the same text to ff. 
190–192) and so it plays the role of the beginning of the text. Interestingly the scribe in ff. 190–192 he 
uses occasionally red capitals. However, he does not continue the same in ff. 194–292. Red stars and 
crosses are noted at the beginning of f. 190 signifying that this was the beginning of a new volume. 
The stars are identical to those on f. 97 and they have been drawn in the same red ink.  
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5 16–23 

16–18 1197 
18–20v Nos. 39–55. Epigrams on works of art  
20v–22 Nos. 56–57. Poems for sevastokratorissa Eirene 
22–23v Nos. 58–65. Epigrams on works of art 

23v 

Nos. 66 and 218. Poem on St Barbara 

6 105–112 

105 
105–106 Nos. 219–246. Epigrams on Works of Art 
106v–107 No. 247. Epitaphs 

107–111 Nos. 247–269. Epigrams on Works of Art and epitaphs 
(duplicates by Kallikles) 

111–112v Nos. 270–271. Ethopoiia and an epigram 

7 113–120 

115v–116 Nos. 277–285. Epigrams on Works of Art 
116 No. 286. Deme-Hymn 

116r–v Nos. 287–288. Epitaphs 
116v No. 289. Poem for the son of Theodore Styppeiotes  

116v–117v No. 290. Ethopoiia on the same subject  
117v–120v No. 291–309. Epigrams on Works of Art and Epitaphs 

8 32–39 

33v–34 Nos. 69–71. Epigrams on Works of Art 
34 No. 72. Deme-Hymn 

34–39 Nos. 73–102. Epigrams on Works of Art and Epitaphs 

39r–v No. 103. Deme-Hymn 
Nos. 104–105. Epigrams on Works of Art 

9 190–194 192v–193 Nos. 401–408. Epigrams on Works of Art and Epitaphs 
193v No. 409. Deme-Hymn 

10 40–46 45v–46v Nos. 108–119. Epigrams on Works of Art and Epitaphs 
 

The poems in f. 180–182v and 189v are written by the same pen as the previous 

section, but at a slightly different time. Interestingly, Mitylenaios’ poems re-appear. 

This time the sequence re-starts and some of them are the same as the poems which 

appear in f. 2v and 104. More specifically, Mitylenaios’ poems appear in two different 

‘contexts’ in ff. 180v–182v: firstly they are written among anonymous twelfth-

century epigrams79 and then following Theodore Prodromos’ and Psellos’ epigrams80. 

All the duplicates can be found in the first ‘context’. Mitylenaios poems nos. 71, 89, 

113, 123, 125, 126 and 134 are copied on f. 180v. Thus, Mitylenaios’ poems nos. 89 and 

113 re-appear after f. 2v and 123, 125, 126 and 134 after f. 104. The second81 and the 

fourth82 duplications are identical in both instances. The titles of the first83, the 

                                                        
79 Mitylenaios, Poems, 71, 89, 113, 123, 125, 126, 134. Nos. 360–366 of the description – f. 180v. 
80 Mitylenaios, Poems, 3, 5, 21, 25, 29, 32, 35, 41, 53, 54. Nos. 384–397 of the description – ff. 182r–v. 
81 Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 113. 
82 Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 125.  
83 Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 89. 
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third84 and the sixth85 of the duplicated poems are slightly different86 and also 

differences can be seen in the main text87. The fifth of the doublets has some minor 

variant readings in the main text88. Indeed, the doublet on ff. 180r–v should be 

considered as copies from the earlier folia. It is indicative that Marc de Groote does 

not use the doublets for his recent edition of Mitylenaios poems. On f. 181, another 

duplicate occurs. This time it is an anonymous epigram dedicated to a golden paten 

given to Manuel (no. 118/369). 

In all, the re-arrangement of the quires demonstrate that three sub-collections 

or syllogae can be found in the Marcianus. The first sylloge contains eleventh and 

early twelfth century poetry (ff. 103v–104v and 1–5). The second sylloge, which is also 

the longest one, contains mainly twelfth-century court poetry (ff. 16–23v, 105–120v, 

192v–193v, 33v–39v and 45v–46v). The third contains eleventh and twelfth-century 

poetry (180–182v and 189v). At section 8 of this first part, I will discuss in detail the 

way the syllogae were compiled and the profile of the redactor. 

 

                                                        
84 Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 123. 
85 Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 134. 
86Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 89 – UV0 ., .91"(- '*9T&-(- .(? W79(6 Y&-.*'*=1(-(0, f. 3: UV0 ., .91"(- 
'*9T&-(- .(? W79(6 Y&-.*'*=1(-(0 K'ER(- ., W79&$1&, f. 180v. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 123 – UV0 
.D- 7;--4$"- .(? Z8"$.(?, f. 104v : UV0 .D- 7;--4$"- .(? [2./8(0 B1J- \4$(? Z8"$.(?, f. 180v. Christopher 
Mitylenaios, Poems, 134 – UV0 .,- %&.(88E..(-.& ., H86$9(- M'(E$"(-, f. 104v: UV0 M'(E$"(- .,- 
%&.(88E..(-.& ., H86$9(-, f. 180v. 
87 Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 89 – v. 3. !89'5, f. 3 : !89+:,, f. 180v. Christopher Mitylenaios, 
Poems, 123 – v. 3. ';7*, f. 104v : ']7*, f. 180v; v. 4. %.9$"-, f. 104v : %.9$", f. 180v. However, they both share 
the mistaken reading K8(.,- instead of K8(.J- in v. 2. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 134 – v. 1, 1-O0, 
f. 104v : 1-S0, f. 180v; v. 3. $&6.,- 7/ !L, f. 104v : $&6.J 7/ !*, f. 180v; v. 4. : ^M*'_*`-…1]-(0, f. 104v: 
^M*'_a-…M#'&", f. 180v.  
88 Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 126 – v. 3, N-;8H*", f. 104v : N-;8H4, f. 180v (corrected from ;/"$<= by 
the same scribe); v. 4. f. 180v missed bM&- at the end of the verse. 
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7. Dating and place of origin of the manuscript 

The style of the script of the main scribe and final redactor of the manuscript 

(fettaugenstil or fettaugen-mode) dates from the late thirteenth century or early 

fourteenth century, and is comparable with examples mainly from the period 1280–

1290. Additionally, a late thirteenth-century date for the manuscript can be 

demonstrated on the basis of the paper used89. It is generally agreed among 

palaeographers that oriental paper was in use until the last decades of the 

thirteenth century, when it was replaced by western paper (with watermarks)90. 

It is not entirely clear whether the writing style can be of help in 

determining the provenance of the manuscript. Fettaugenstil or fettaugen-mode is 

essentially a grandiose script – primarily from Constantinople – popular among 

scholars from the late thirteenth to the early fourteenth century91. Thus, on the 

basis of the fettaugenstil script, Alexander Turyn has tentatively suggested a 

Constantinopolitan origin for manuscript Bodl. Roe 2292. However, as many scholars 

moved from Constantinople to Thessaloniki and elsewhere93, the writing style 

became widespread. As a result, the origins of the manuscript cannot be determined 

solely on the basis of palaeographical evidence. 

However, the content of the manuscript itself strongly supports a 

Constantinopolitan origin. The poems and the prose works are all connected with 

the court of the Byzantine emperors. Thus, one might argue that only a person with 

a strong interest in Constantinople could have copied manuscript Marcianus gr. 524, 

                                                        
89See pp. 9ff. 
90 Canart 2008: 1130. The Italian paper started to be imported in the middle of the thirteenth century. 
It became predominant at the fourteenth century. Non-watermarked paper is only exceptionally 
used (e.g. ms. Bodl. Laud. Gr. 18, in which Arab paper was used). See Irigoin, Leclerc, Barrandon, 
Debrun and Schiffmacher 1977: 45.Irigoin 1950: 194 and Irigoin 1980: 9. 
91 Cf. Géhin 2005: 93. See also Pérez Martín 1997: 77. 
92 Turyn 1980: 51. 
93 Fryde 2000: 169. 
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the contents of which derive from a number of different manuscripts. These 

materials were certainly available in Constantinople in the late thirteenth century. 

The final addition made by Scribe A is the anonymous poems, most of which 

date from the twelfth century. The titles of the poems are very explicit and 

sometimes include information which cannot be found in the manuscript. For this 

reason, a Constantinopolitan origin is plausible. The anthology ultimately goes back 

to a twelfth-century source; poems with detailed titles such as On the encheirion of 

our Lord and God Jesus Christ which was commissioned by John Doukas, son of the Caesar 

Nikephoros Bryennios could not have been copied in situ94. The poem does not mention 

the ranks of John or Nikephoros; as a result, only someone who knew the exact 

reason for the composition of the epigram could have given the title. In other cases, 

the copyist has probably made additions, especially in the lemmata/titles of the 

poems. Notably, there is an epigram under the title: On the triklinos, which is newly 

built by the emperor Manuel in order to serve as a refectory for the monks; there they have 

depicted along with him, his grandfather emperor Alexios, his father emperor John and the 

Bulgar–slayer Basil. The noun ‘Bulgar–slayer’ is not mentioned in the body of the 

poem. As Paul Stephenson has shown, the legend of Basil as a Bulgar–slayer is a later 

development, more specifically after the rebellion of Peter and Asan in Bulgaria 

during the reign of Isaak II (1185–1195)95. Thus, at least the modifier Bulgar–slayer is a 

later addition, which dates from the late twelfth or the thirteenth century96. 

The scribe includes collections of poems of well-known authors and prose 

works, but he also copies the anonymous poems in a sloppy way97: he writes a 

manuscript for his own use, with things that he was interested in, either in terms of 

                                                        
94 No. 63. Cf. some titles of Philes poems also provide additional information (Talbot 1999: 76). 
95 Stephenson 2003: 90–9, 136. 
96 Ibid 89–90. Most probably the scribe added this to existing title. 
97 Cf. the lack of ruling, the irregularity of the number of the lines, the fact that some of the poems 
are written as additions in already copied quires and the sloppy ff. 88r–v. 
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heritage or literature or as models98. Considering the various copied works, and the 

layout of the gatherings the manuscript was copied for private use: the scribe did 

not copy the works neatly and, thus, the manuscript was most probably not the 

product of a commission or intended to be placed into a library. The variations in 

the writing style are indicative of the different times at which the manuscript was 

copied. The various writing styles serve different purposes. For instance, the careful 

writing style and the numeration of the quires in ff. 121–152v, where only Arethas’ 

works are copied, demonstrate that these may have been written for a more 

professional use (perhaps for a potential client or for ‘official’ circulation). However, 

the anonymous poems and epigrams were copied by Scribe A as a personal reading. 

                                                        
98 See p. 63ff. 
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8. A thirteenth-century anthology of poetry 

There is no apparent pattern for arranging the poetry in the Marcianus. The 

redactor of the poetry did not arrange the selected poems on the basis of easily 

distinguishable critiria. Longer poems are mixed with epigrams on works of art, 

while epitaphs follow or precede deme-hymns. This ‘chaotic’ picture fits perfectly to 

the available single author collections of poetry99, where no differentiation can be 

usually found between poems on different subjects (religious vs. secular), genre (e.g. 

epitaphs vs. epigrams on works of art) or written in different rhythmical patterns 

(dodecasyllable vs. political verse). Furthermore, the poetry is not chronologically 

arranged. For example, in f. 46r–v the epigram for the amulet of Constantine 

Monomachos (no. 115) can be found among epigrams dating clearly from the reign 

of Manuel Komnenos. Another example comes from the epigrams for (possibly) the 

ktetor of Pammakaristos church Protosebastos and Megas Doux John Komnenos 

(nos. 50–51). The two epigrams are followed by an epigram for John Dalassenos 

datable between 1144/5 and 1151 (no. 52). This evidence suggests that what is 

preserved in the Marcianus manuscript is a personal anthology. 

Names of authors are not consistently noted. Sometimes, the names of 

popular Byzantine authors, such as Psellos or Theodore Prodromos are given. 

However, once again, ascriptions to authors are not consistent. A reference to the 

authorship of the poetic collection of Theodore Balsamon or Nicholas Kallikles is 

made regarding only the first poem100. The Hodoiporikon written by the well-known 

                                                        
99 See Lauxtermann 2003: 68. 
100 No. 132: [.9H(" .(? 7*7(-].(0 H&8.(CE'&%(0 -(1(CE'&%(0 M85.(6 .J- X'&H*8-J- %&I M82.($67%;''(6 
%68(? c*(!58(6 .(? X&'$&1a- 1*.O !; ."-&0 H8]-(60 %&I M&.8"#8H(6 d-."(H*9&0 *V0 .,- \2$DC 
NM(761-(E1*-(- .D- e$_/.& M&8O ./0 76-&"%,0 .(? Y*-.*C8/ f0 e82.(1&-(E$40. Theodore Balsamon, 
Poems, 1. Cf. no. 34: >(? M&.8"#8H(6 X&'$&1J- *V0 .,- &V_9(M& g2$/- '(7&8"&$_;-.& %&I '6M(E1*-(-. 
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 40. No. 179: UV0 .,- M;M'(- .,- %8*1&$_;-.& M&8O .(? \2#--(6 $*K&$.(? .(? 
d8K&-.4-(? *V0 .D- ^M*8&79&- c*(.]%(- .D- h!47=.8"&-. >(? i&''"%';(0. Kallikles, Poems, 1. Kallikles’ 
poems 13 and 14 re-appear anonymously in the same manuscript (nos. 268 and 267 respectively). 
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Constantine Manasses does not bear a title101. Yet full details are offered on the 

identity of the author of the poem on the Great Fire of 1197, Constantine Stilbes102. 

The inconsistency in mentioning the authors of the poetry corroborates the view 

that manuscript Marcianus gr. 524 contains an anthology of poems of poetic text by 

various authors: the Anthologia Marciana. This anthology is formed by sub-collections 

of single or multiple authors and longer poems103: 

a. the collection of Balsamon’s poems (ff. 89–94, nos. 134–179); 

b. the Hodoiporikon of Constantine Manasses (ff. 94v–96, no. 180); 

c. the collection of Kallikles’ poems (ff. 97–103v, nos. 179–203); 

d. Sylloge A: eleventh- and early twelfth-century unattributed poetry (ff. 103v–

104v, nos. 204–215 and 1–3v, nos. 1–30); 

e. Andronikos Protekdikos, Semeioma (ff. 3v–5, 31); 

f. Theodore Prodromos, Katomyomachia (ff. 5–8v, 32); 

[A short note on the calculation of hours interrupts the flow of the poetic 

collection: f. 8v, no. 33] 

g. Three epigrams by Theodore Balsamon (f. 9, nos. 34–36; doublets); 

h. Long poem on toothache (ff. 9–10v, 37); 

i. Constantine Stilbes’ poem on the Great Fire of 1197 (ff. 10v–18, no. 38); 

j. Sylloge B: Twelfth-century poetry with some eleventh-century epigrams (ff. 

18–23v, nos. 39–66; ff. 105–112, nos. 218–272; ff. 115v–120, nos. 277–309; ff. 

192v–194, nos. 401–409; ff. 33v–39v, nos. 70–105; ff. 45v–46v, nos. 108–119; 

(perhaps) f. 189v, no. 370); and 

k. Sylloge C: eleventh- and twelfth-century poetry (ff. 180–182v, nos. 365–397). 

Long poems, acclamations and epitaphs have unarguably been copied from other 

manuscripts. The epigrams on works of art were also copied from manuscripts, and 

not directly from objects. As will be discussed in following chapters, the titles are 

very precise and give a great deal of information on the original context of the 

poetry. Sometimes titles are more related to the context of the donation than to the 

                                                        
101 See no. 178. 
102 No. 38: >(? i2-$.&-.9-(6 1&j$.28(0 %&I !"!&$%#'(6 .(? [."'K/ $.9H(" V&1K"%(I eMI .k $61K#-." e- 
i2-$.&-."-(6M]'*" _*4'#.l 1*7#'l e1M84$1k 14-I \(6'9l %*m n.(60 ´0T*´. 
103 On the arrangement of the quires see p. 30. 



8. A thirteenth-century anthology of poetry | 49  

 

 

text. In many cases, the gift presented to a saint, Christ or God, is not the one 

mentioned in the title. Contrary the title may give additional information on the 

family of the donor or the event that led him or her to present his gift. In other 

words, the titles are more interested in the identity of the donors, than the objects. 

Furthermore, although the majority of the donors come from Constantinople, some 

donors come from overseas. For example, Theodore, a Russian prince, asked for an 

epigram for his amulet (no. 282). This observation strongly suggests that the texts – 

especially the anonymous ones – have been copied probably either directly from the 

private manuscripts of the authors or from their direct copies.  

It is possible to imagine the thirteenth-century scribe in front of a pile of 

manuscripts and loose quires reading and copying poetry. He had manuscripts with 

works by Kallikles, Balsamon, Mitylenaios104 and many other authors. Scribe A left a 

blank page after the half-finished Manasses’ Hodoiporikon, because he was probably 

hoping to find a better manuscript with the verses missing from his exemplar. He 

read, selected, and copied, and even re-copied the poems of Kallikles, Balsamon and 

Mitylenaios105. 

A series of remarks leads to the conclusion that the redactor of the poetic 

anthology is Scribe A. The redactor collected the poetry most probably 

simultaneously, using the same irregular pattern. Scribe A also copied the poetry 

simultaneously: he uses the same ink and writing style throughout the poetic works. 

Furthermore, the small alterations in the titles, which probably date from the 

thirteenth century, demonstrate that the redactor had personal involvement in 

copying the poetry106. Looking at the contents of both the manuscript and the poetic 

anthology, Scribe A and the compiler of the anthology were in Constantinople. The 
                                                        
104 The manuscript that Scribe A used was most probably similar to the Grottaferrata manuscript. 
Lauxtermann 2003: 74–5. 
105 Some of their poems can be found twice in the manuscript. See p. 30ff. 
106 See p. 45. 
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copying style of the Anthologia Marciana demonstrates that it was intended for the 

scribe’s personal use. However, the compilation of the same anthology also suggests 

that it was of personal interest to the compiler. In all, the profile of the compiler 

and that of the copyist coincide and, thus, it can be suggested that Scribe A is also 

the compiler of the anthology. Therefore, most possibly, Scribe A living in late 

thirteenth-century Constantinople decided to compile all this poetry in a 

manuscript written for his own use. In the following chapter, I will look at the 

context for such decision. 
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9. A manuscript in context 

9.1. Marcianus gr. 524 and Planoudes 

I have not been able to identify a hand identical to Scribe A among the known 

thirteenth-century scribes107. The identity of the scribe remains obscure, although 

some characteristics of his profile can be shown. He was a learned man and so he 

may have worked as a professional scribe108. He was interested in works with 

educational character, like the Epimerisms. However, this cannot prove that he was 

actually a teacher.  

The late thirteenth century is the era of the famous early Palaeologan 

renaissance109. People looked back to classical and late antiquity. The current scribe 

copied court poetry because he was interested in it110. The composition of the 

manuscript must be examined in the context of the intellectual background of the 

late thirteenth century. The scribe must have access to a library with manuscripts 

that contained court literature. He did not copy only the anonymous poetic 

compilations, but also Arethas’ speeches, the letters by Psellos (both of them copied 

neatly), and also the poems by Kallikles and Balsamon connected to the aristocracy 

and the palace.  

The late thirteenth century was the time at which Planoudes and his school 

were thriving111. Planoudes compiled the so-called Planudean Anthology, based on the 

Greek Anthology112. Even though there are many similarities between the writing style 

                                                        
107 See list in Mergiali 1996: 43–8. 
108 See the professional manner in which he copied the Arethas works. 
109 Fryde 2000: esp. 91–102, 44–82; >ev?enko 1984: 144–71; Mergiali 1996: 34–62. 
110 Cf. the case of ms. Scor. Y. II. 10, where ‘anonymous late readers wrote exultant notes in the 
margins and praised the rhetorical works for their exceedingly beautiful style’, Angelov 2007: 56. 
111 Pérez Martín 1997: 73–96; Mergiali 1996: 34–42; Constantinides 1982: 66–89. 
112 It was copied between 1299 and 1301. See Lauxtermann 2009: 43, note 8. 
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of Planoudes himself and of the scribes of the Planudean School and the handwriting 

of A, Planoudes is not the scribe.  

I have compared Scribe A’s handwriting to the famous Marcianus gr. 481 – 

the main manuscript of the Planudean Anthology. This manuscript dates between 

1299 and 1301 and it is written carefully on parchment in Planoudes’ hand113. The 

script appears to be non-fettaugen letter-shape. Only the (almost) fettaugen (but not 

gross) beta seems to be prominent114. Interestingly, this seems close to Scribe’s A 

fettaugen beta115. The gamma (another characteristic letter-type of hand A) appears 

to be prominent in f. 20v, but it is written in a different duct. However, many of the 

regular simple letters and ligatures seem identical. The main reasons for not 

identifying Planoudes as the scribe of the Marcianus are: 

a. The frequent capital-like delta; 
b. The systematic use of iota subscriptum (in Marc. gr. 524 this appears only 

occasionally116); 
c. The different xu and zeta; 
d. The semicircular stroke for xi and the curved head-stroke for tau; 
e. The kappa with the very straight stroke; 
f. The systematic use of the ligature for phi and rho (the rho is written on the 

extensive central stroke of phi); 
g. The lack of the characteristic for A ‘close’ upsilon; 
h. The systematic use of the ligature epsilon–iota (iota continues from the 

middle stroke of the epsilon) – Scribe A uses this only occasionally; 
i. The preference for the pi formed by two circles and of the mu-like nu; 
j. The open theta with the straight (opposite to the curved for A) ending. 

Many letters and ligatures are similar to those of Scribe Xb of manuscript 

Laurentianus Plut. 59.30, a manuscript written and annoted in the milieu of 

Planudes117. Unfortunately, this does not place our scribe within a specific school. 

                                                        
113 Mioni 1985: 276–483. 
114 E.g. Marc. gr. 481, f. 52, line 11; f. 53, line 4; f. 65, line 11 and f. 20v in many lines).  
115 E.g. Marc. gr. 524, f. 19v and Marc. gr. 481, f. 65, line 11. 
116 E.g. ff. 46v, 115.  
117 Cf. the letters ), 2, ., <, #, -, the ligature for –4- and the abbreviation for %&9. See Pérez Martín 
1997: 77–80 and 91; Günther 1995: 73–7. 
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Most probably these similarities of writing style are related to the contemporary 

dating of the works. 
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9.2. Marcianus gr. 524 and the Prodromos Petra monastery 

At the bottom of the f. 194 there is a small note, barely visible, written in the same 

ink as the text and placed where the quire signature was expected to be. It reads: 

!["]#$% (fig. 16). If this reading is correct, then the manuscript is possibly connected 

to the Petra monastery – the famous monastery in Constantinople, dedicated to John 

the Baptist.  

 

A bifolium from manuscript Ambrosianus E 09 sup. (the testament of the 

‘founder’ of Petra monastery) is the only example of late thirteenth-century hand 

coming from the Prodromos of Petra monastery, which was famous for its 

scriptorium. Even though it looks quite similar, it cannot be supported that the 

scribe is the same as Marcianus’ scribe A: it is a typical late thirteenth-century hand, 

with many features of fettaugenstil.  

Fig. 17. Ms Marc. gr. 524, f. 194. 
Biblioteca Marciana© 
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Even closer to the hand of Scribe A is the scribe of manuscript Laurentianus 

Plut. 69.23, Manuel Angelos118. Laurentianus Plut. 69.23 contains an epitome of 

Josephus’ Jewish–Roman History119. According to the scribal note, Manuel Angelos was 

'(7"$.D0 ./0 &A'/0120. The hand of Manuel Angelos in Laurentianus Plut. 69.23 is very 

similar, but again it is not identical to the hand of our Scribe A. The writing style is 

the same, but the duct of the letters is different. Fettaugen beta and gamma give 

evidence for this distinction. Furthermore, Manuel Angelos consistently uses 

capital-like delta, while the scribe of Marcianus uses this type of delta only very 

rarely.  

At the very last folio of Laurentianus Plut. 69.23 

(where also the scribal note is offered), an annotator of 

the manuscript (=annotator a) has copied a poem 

without title or ascription121, the epigram to St Loupos 

by probably Theodore Prodromos122 and, anonymously, 

poem no. 99 by Christopher of Mitylene (fig. 18)123. The 

hand of ‘annotator a’ in the Laurentianus is even more 

similar to that of our Scribe A. In the admittedly small 

example I have looked at, the duct of all the letters is the same: the rho with the 

                                                        
118 Although there is a scribal note at the end of the manuscript (f. 317v), the exact date of the 
manuscript is not know. His monogram can be found on the ‘menologion of Moscow’ (Mosq. Synod. 
gr. 183), Oxonien. Corpus Christi 30 and Vat. gr. 799, D’Aiuto 2002: 199–205. On Manuel Angelos see 
also de Gregorio 2001: 178–9. 
119 Bandini 1764: vol II, pp. 642–3. Bandini dates the manuscript to the fourteenth century. 
120 F. 317v. The title must be '(7&8"&$.D0 ./0 &A'/0, but the note is written in dodecasyllable and so 
the scribe ‘adjusted’ the word to his needs. D’Aiuto 2002: 205–7. 
121 Inc. Y;C6%* !"!#$%(6$& .(`0 C"'($.]87("0 (cf. Bandini 1764: 642–3). 
122 The poem is attributed to Theodore Prodromos in this manuscript (Hörandner 1974: no. 175, p. 
60). However, it is included in the printed edition of Philes’ poems (Miller 1857: LXXXII, p. 304). Its 
presence in this late thirteenth-century manuscript gives credence for the first attribution. See also 
D’Aiuto 2002: 226. 
123 The epigram bears the title: Uo0 ."-& C(K(?-.& p(?H(- _#'&$$&- %&I M&'&"]_*- N-."$.8;T&" &A.]. The 
Laurentianus offers different readings to the printed text (v. 1: %&"-,- Laur. : C8"%.,- Kurtz; v. 4 %q- 
Laur. : *V Kurtz; v. 4. NM(+=$2 Laur. : NM(+E$2 Kurtz). The epigram is written by different hand 
(although very similar) to that of the main scribe. This hand, according to Francesco d’ Aiuto (2002: 
226), appears also in ff. 48r and 49v. 

Fig. 18. Ms. Laur. Plut. 69.23, f. 317v. 



Part I. The manuscript ! 56  

 

curved stroke as a descender, the phi of which the main stroke may or may not form 

a loop at the top, the (characteristic for Scribe A) fettaugen alpha, ligatures for 

epsilon–xi and epsilon–sigma appear. Only delta differs a bit. It is again a cursive 

round delta, but the head stroke is prolonged more to the bottom of the line before 

it will be connected to the next letter. Furthermore, ‘annotator a’ uses the pi with 

the two semicircular loops at the bottom, something that Scribe A uses very rarely. 

Unfortunately, the identification of the two scribes cannot be supported with 

certainty because of the small available sample: and some of the most characteristic 

letterforms of Scribe A (e.g. the ypsilon) do not appear in this small sample.  

Interestingly enough, the name of Manuel Angelos (main copyist of 

Laurentianus Plut. 69.23) can be found in a fourteenth-century list of 

commemorations from Petra monastery. His name appears after that of empress 

Theodora Doukaina Komnene Palaiologina, wife of Michel VIII, who died on the 23rd 

of February 1303124. Presumably Manuel Angelos must have died shortly after. A note 

written by a later hand at f. 321v of ms. Lauentianus Plut. 69.23 (the autograph of 

Manuel Angelos) suggests a further connection to the Petra monastery: 14-I 

V&--((6&)8(92) !m B1(;)8(&) &m (V-!.) "Km [e.*]'*E.4$[*-] Q M*8!"%(#)8(40) 1&(-(6D') %&I 

e.#C(4) [e]- .r 1(-r .(? M8(!8]1(6 (on the fourth of January, at the twelfth indiction 

Manuel Perdikaris died and he was buried at the monastery of the Forerunner). Manuel 

Perdikaris is not attested to any other source. The note is written by a different 

hand. Giuseppe de Gregorio dates the note to the fourteenth century125, while 

Francesco d’Aiuto, in his most recent article on Manuel Angelos, believes that the 

note refers to either 1299 or 1344126. 

                                                        
124 No. 76. c*(!58&0 .(/0) !;$M("-(&0) .(/0) M&'&"('(79-(&0). :(. 77. g&-(6D' .(? d77(;)'((6). De Gregorio 
2001: 161 (notes t and u), 178–179; D’Aiuto 2002: 212.  
125 De Gregorio 2001: 179.  
126 D’Aiuto 2002: 227. Unfortunately a photo of this folio is not offered. 
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Regrettably, it is not possible to know the exact nature of the connections of 

Manuel Angelos and annotator a to the Petra monastery. All the aforementioned 

information are just indications constructing a puzzle which is difficult to complete.  

The writing style of ‘another’ scribe is similar to Scribe A (and especially to 

the writing style that he uses to copy the poems). His name is Joachim. He was a 

monk in Petra monastery, and he became abbot of the Evergetis monastery in the late 

thirteenth century. The available sample of his handwriting is very small, being just 

thirteen lines. It is a possession note found on the second flyleaf of ms. Marcianus 

gr. 494. Joachim informs the reader that he is 

the abbot of the Evergetis monastery127, but he 

undersigns: \2&%*I1 s*8(1]-&H(0 Q M*.8&`(0 .(? 

UA*87;.(6 (Joachim Hieromonk, (originating) 

from the Petra monastery, (coming) from the 

Evergetis monastery). The manuscript was 

certainly deposited with the Petra monastery for 

some time128. Joachim’s handwriting is 

sufficiently similar to the handwriting of the 

main scribe and especially the style he uses in 

order to copy the poetry and the Geoponica. This 

                                                        
127 The possession note reads: t-*H*98"$& .(`0 ."1"2.#.("0 1(-&H(`0 .(u0 (sic) NM, ./0 K&$"'"%/0 1(-/0 .(? 
[Q$9(6] v&%9-_(6 ^ML8 H8;(60 ./0 N-&%#1T*20 .D- M&8(?$&- K9K'(- N-.I M(.=8"(- N8768]-, eM".8&H='"(- 
%&I ^M(1#-"%& e+#1".& H86$(%'&K&8"%O %]%%"-&, Mo!;& e+#1".(0 H86$(%'&K&8"%D %(%%9-4, nH(6$& $.='4- 
./0 ^M*8&79&0 c*(.]%(6 1*.O e-!E1&.(0 1*.&+2.(? %".89-(6, .;$$*8& M(!;& w+6%#.(0 H86$(%'&K&8"%D 
nH(6$& $.&68,- 1*.O e-!E1&.(0 %(%%9-(6 1*.&+2.(?. >&?.& M&8*!]_4$&- M&8x e1(? .(? B7(61;-(6 .(? 
$2./8(0 Z8"$.(? .(? *A*87;.(6 1(-&H(? \2&%*I1 e-5M"(- !"&%]-(6 %68(? \2#--(6 .(? y&K&'S, %68(? 
y*2879(6 .(? z&-_]M(6'(6 .(? NM, &A./0 1(-/0 s*8(1(-#H(6, %68(? d_&-&$9(6 %&I %68(? y*2879(6 
!"&%]-(6 .(? dM('2-"&!9.(6 (cf. Mioni 1985: 307). 
128 See note on the same flyleaf: { K9K'(0 &|.4 ./0 1(-/0 .(? Y8(!8]1(6 ./0 %*"1;-40 n774$.& (sic) .(? 
d*.9(6 | N8H&}%D (!L) .r 1(-r %'/$"0 Y;.8&.  

Fig. 19. Ms Marcianus gr. 494, notes 
from f. II. Biblioteca Marciana©. 
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note probably dates from the late thirteenth century or the early fourteenth 

(exactly when our scribe compiled the manuscript)129. But – alas! – again he is not 

our scribe. Many prominent letter types for Scribe A do not appear in the note (such 

as the fettaugen beta), while similar types to A differ in many ways. For example 

even if Scribe A’s beta appears, Joachim’s u-like beta is distinct. The omega is 

written by Joachim following a different duct (with smaller lobes and simple 

endings). Furthermore, the fettaugen upsilon is open on the top, and the ligature for 

epsilon iota does not have a curved ending. 

A connection with the Petra monastery would seem rather peculiar initially, 

mainly because of the content of the manuscript. As noted before, Marcianus gr. 524 

is a manuscript intended for the scribe’s own use. The scribe is interested in 

grammatical, philosophical and highly secular texts. Thus, a monk is not an 

expected candidate for the composition of this manuscript with such content. 

However, it should be emphasized that the monastery of Prodromos Petra was 

exceptional. This very rich monastery was located near to the Blachernae palace 

and the cistern of Aetios130. It has been suggested that it was a late antique 

foundation131. However it appears in the historical sources for the first time at the 

eleventh century132, when John Mauropous wrote an Encomion to St Baras133 

(suggesting basically that the monastery was built by this Aegyptian monk134).  

                                                        
129Mioni proposes a fourteenth-century dating for the manuscript. However, the ‘immature’ 
fettaugenstil elements (see gamma or upsilon) do not support such dating.  
130 Cataldi Palau 2008: 211. See also Janin 1936: 61–2. Cf. Asutay-Effenberger 2008: 105. The monastery 
was called ‘Rich by God’ – because as the founder’s testament ordered (Typikon of the Petra monastery, 
l. 130–67) – the monastery did not posses anything (Majeska 1984: 340). 
131 Malamut 2001: 222–3; Janin 1969: 427–8. However, Michael Angold (1995: 275) suggests that this 
was mainly an oral tradition.  
132 Cataldi Palau 2008: 209–10; De Gregorio 2001: 140, n. 80.  
133 John Mauropous’ Encomion to St Baras. The oration has come down to us in ms. Leimonos 43 (cf. 
Papadopoulos-Kerameus 1884: 1, 53–4). This late twelfth – early thirteenth century manuscript was 
kept most probably in Petra (cf. Kakoulidi 1968: 12 and 13; for a short account of its history see Janin 
1969: 421–9). Furthermore, the text is not included among the main collection of his works (the 
famous Vaticanus gr. 676). Finally, the name in the title reads: .(? g&68(M]!(6. This type requires a 
nominative such as g&68(M]!40. Xanvier Lequeux (2002: 104–7) unconvincingly argues that John 
g&68(M]!40 is the author of the Encomion to St Baras and not John Mauropous, as it was generally 
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Reading the Encomion to St. John the Faster by patriarch Kallistos (1350–1354 

and 1355–1356), it is possible to decipher that before the eleventh century there was 

a small monastery (1(-E!8"(-) – which might indicate a late antique 

establishment135. When the fame of the eleventh-century John the Faster, who 

resided in the area reached the palace, Alexios Komnenos and his mother decided to 

help the establishment of the monastery136. John the Faster established a vigorous 

monastic community137 and a second, twelfth-century donor John Ioalites, 

originating from Constantinople138, granted and sponsored the erection of additional 

buildings to the monastery139.  

The Petra monastery was closely connected to Manuel Komnenos’ court. 

Eustathios of Thessaloniki refers to the following story: Manuel Komnenos wished 

to have his nuptial banquet at the palace, but there were not enough provisions. 

                                                                                                                                                               
believed. His main arguments are that in no other source is attested that John Mauropous was monk 
and archdeacon of the Petra monastery (as the title indicates), before he became metropolitan of 
Euchaita. 
134 Interestingly enough, the Encomion to St Baras (§ 1, p. 39) mentions that the ancient book, in which 
the life of St Baras was written, had been lost by the time he wrote his encomium: UFH* 1L- 
7O8…N8H&}%= ."0 K9K'(0 N-#78&M.& ~$& .* M*8I ., 7;-(0 M8($/%* .k 1&%&89l %&I (�(60 n$H4%* .(u0 
7*--=.(8&0… B .("&E.4 K9K'(0 NM]'2'* %&I '=_40 K6_(`0 ~$(- Ä!4 .O .(? M&.8,0 ^M*-*H_/-&" $6-;K&"-*. 
Thus, he values the tradition as of outmost importance: M&'&"O !; ."0 M&8#!($"0 G78&C(0, ., ./0 
N'4_*9&0 N$C&'L0 %&_x 3&6.D- .r N8H&"].4." $6-.48=$&$&, 1;H8" %&I e0 B1S0 !"&!;!(.&" e+ @V7EM.(6 .* 
M8(};-&" (Encomion to St Baras, § 2, p. 39). 
135 Cf. Malamut 2001: 221–3. 
136 tM*I !L Ä!4 M8,0 M'&.6$1]- .* %&I &Å+4$"- B W79& 1(-D B1J- .r .(? c*(? eM"!;!2%* H#8".", %&I .r 
N-."'=T*" ./0 _*(C6'#%.(6 W79&0 B1J- !*$M(9-40 %&I 14.8,0 .(? _*($.*C(?0 %&I %8&.9$.(6 B1J- 
K&$"';20 %68(? d'*+9(6 .(? i(1-4-(? (Anna Dalassene), n." !L %&I .(? W7"2.#.(6 !*$M].(6 %&I 
(V%(61*-"%(? M&.8"#8H(6 %68(? :"%('#(6 (Nicholas Grammatikos, 1084–1111), Typikon of Petra 
monastery, 350, 9–13. The manuscript gives the title { !"&_=%4 .(? %.=.(8(0 ./0 Q$9&0 1(-/0 .(? ."19(6 
Y8(!8]1(6 ./0 eM"%*%'41;-40 ./0 Y;.8& (sic). The testament is to be found in a bifolium (ff. 179–182) 
bounded together with gatherings of different paper in cod. Ambrosiano E 9 sup. (Turco 2001: 330). It 
seems probable that, at least this bifolium, was written in Petra monastery (Turco 2001: 333–4). The 
donation by Anna Dalassene probably refers to the construction of the church and of the aqueduct 
(cf. Encomion to St John the Faster 77, 18–24). Elizabeth Malamut (2001: 221) suggests that many 
architectural elements of the church date from the reign of Alexios I on the basis of the description 
of the monastery by Ruy Gonzales de Clavijo. 
137 See Encomion to St John the Faster 77, 20–4. 
138 Encomion to St John the Faster 83, 26–32. 
139 Encomion to St John the Faster 84, 4–7: %&I M8($.9_4$"- N$C&'J0 %&I %&.&$%*6#$1&.& M("4$#1*-(0, 
~$&M*8 Ä!4 .(`0 bM&$" %&_(8J-.&", N-O %&I 1(-/0 ./0 .(? _*9(6 -&(? e7%&_"!8E$*20 %&I $6$.#$*20 %&I 
eM("%(!(1/0 K8&H;2- ."-J- %*''92- %&I 1"%8(? M*8"K]'(6. It is useful to note that Ioalites was a high 
official of the Byzantine court and more specifically a M82.(&$4%8=."0 (Encomion to St John the Faster 
83, 28–31). This supports further the connection of the monastery to the palace from very early on. 
Encomion to St John the Faster 84, 33 – 85, 2: %&I 748(%(1*`(- ., ./0 %("-/0 N$_*-*9&0 K(=_41& 
N-("%(!(1=$*"* %&I .8#M*R&-, M8($;." !L %&I N8.(%(M*`(-, N''O !D %&I 1&7*"8*`(-. 
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Thus, someone was sent to the monastery to ask for help. Finally, the monks 

provided all the necessities for the celebration140. This fact substantiates the 

hypothesis that manuscripts containing at least Comnenian court poetry, can have 

been placed there from early on. 

The monastery was most likely kept untouched during the Latin occupation 

of Constantinople. Although several scholars have argued for the opposite view141, 

the former suggestion is supported by a letter by Patriarch Germanos (1222–1240). 

In this letter, the Patriarch in exile urged the monks and the abbot to remain stable 

to their orthodox beliefs142. The editor of the letter, Joseph Gill, convincingly states 

that if the monks had lost the possession of the monastery, Germanos ‘would have 

dilated on that fact in more specific and emphatic terms’143. Furthermore, a 

reference to Petra monastery is not be found in any papal document of the period144. 

The monastery appears in the sources immediately after 1261. The late 

thirteenth and fourteenth centuries (i.e. when our manuscript was written) seem to 

be a quite ‘vivid’ time for the Petra monastery and the role of the monastery was 

quite prominent145. Events took place there. The ordination of George of Cyprus took 

place at the small church of the monastery in April of 1283146, while Manuel 

Holobolos dedicated an epigram on an icon147. 

                                                        
140 Eustathios of Thessaloniki, On the monastic life, § 66, pp. 230–1.  
141 See Janin 1969: 422; Asutay–Effenberger 2007: 198; Cataldi Palau 2008: 203; Malamut 2001: 225; 
Hörandner 1970: 117–8. 
142 The title of the letter reads: y*81&-(? .(? W7"2.#.(6 M&.8"#8H(6 M8,0 .(u0 1(-&H(u0 .(u0 e- .r 1(-r 
.(? 1*7#'(6 e-!(+(.#.(6 M8(C=.(6 %&I K&M."$.(? \2#--(6 ./0 eM"'*7(1;-40 Y;.8&0 ~.* (A% eM*9_*.( .(`0 
!]71&$" .J- )&.9-2- (Letter of Germanos, the most holy Patriarch to the monks of the monastery of the great 
and most renowned prophet, John the Baptist, of the place called Petra it was not yielding to the dogmas of the 
Latins). Letter of Patriarch Germanos. Cf. De Gregorio 2001: 141–2 (note 81). 
143 Gill 1974: 139. 
144 To this last point Giuseppe de Gregorio (2001: 142, note 81) notes the monastery might be 
transformed to the Cistercian abbey of St Angelos of Petra, which is attested in Latin sources. 
145 See also the chrysobull of Andronikos Palaiologos (De Gregorio 2001: 144–6, Schreiner 1977/78). 
146 Pachymeres, Historical Relations, 3, 55, 24–29. Cf. Janin 1936: 57. 
147 De Gregorio 2001: 142–3. The epigram is preserved in the famous ms. Scor. Y.II.10. Another 
epigram is preserved in ms. Vind. med. gr. 32 (f. 1). It was most probably written during Holobolos’ 
residency at Petra (cf. Hörandner 1970: 116–7). 
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In the fourteenth century, a school was also attached to the monastery148. 

The scriptorium of this monastery was of upmost importance. The first scribes 

coming from this monastery appear in the eleventh century149. The scribal activity 

will continue from the twelfth century150 through the fifteenth151. Unfortunately, 

even if names of eleventh, twelfth-, fourteenth-, and fifteenth- century scribes who 

worked for the monastery are known, names of the late thirteenth century have not 

come down to us. However, this does not mean that they did not exist. Regrettably, 

many questions have to remain open: Was there a school, influenced by the 

Planudean school, established as early as the late thirteenth century? Was there a 

fully functioning scriptorium, which by simply bad luck did not leave any trace 

behind? Were there individual scholars who were using the library of the 

monastery? And what was exactly in the library? 

Interestingly, even if earlier manuscripts, especially from the eleventh and 

twelfth century, include mainly hagiographical texts and gospel books, at the 

beginning of the fourteenth century the scribes focus mainly on scientific texts. 

Annaclara Cataldi Palau has seen this as a consequence of the foundation of the 

hospital attached to the monastery152. However, as mentioned before, this is the 

time of the so-called ‘Palaiologan renaissance’ and so a scribe easily could turn his 

interest to – simply – the intellectual fashion of his time. To support this even more, 

the scribes of the Petra scriptorium in the fourteenth century were also highly 

interested in grammatical and philosophical works. A good example is that of the 

fourteenth century scribe and author from Petra monastery, Neophytos 

                                                        
148 Cataldi Palau 2008 (a): 205; Cataldi Palau 2008 (b): 212. One of the most famous teachers of this 
school was John Chortasmenos (1370–1431). 
149 Kakoulidi 1968: 16–8.  
150 The scribal notes became more complicated at that time (Kakoulidi 1968: 18–24; Cataldi Palau 2008 
(a): 201–3). 
151 Cataldi Palau 2008 (a): 201–7; Kakoulidi 1968: 24–9. 
152 Cataldi Palau 2008 (a): 212.  
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Prodromenos. He wrote theological153, philosophical, medical, and grammatical 

treatises, and also some poetry154. In other words, he was interested in subjects 

approximate of the Marcianus’ contents. Interestingly enough, Neophytos also wrote 

(among other) a commentary on Aristotle’s Categories (Marcianus includes excerpts 

from various scholia on the ten categories) and a short treatise on toothache 

(Marcianus contains an extensive poem on it)155. Unfortunately, he cannot be our 

scribe simply because he lived later. 

In summary then, there are several reasons to believe in a connection to the 

Petra monastery. Petra had very early connections to the palace, so it might be 

possible that books with court literature or even manuscripts from the imperial 

archives were deposited there, or indeed that the scribe had access to the imperial 

library. Moreover, scribes coming from this monastery were interested in texts 

similar to those in Marcianus gr. 524. Finally, late thirteenth-century and later 

writing styles originating/connected to this monastery are approximate to that of 

Scribe A. Scribes contemporary to Scribe A have a style that is similar to A’s hand. At 

least one of these (which precedes Prodromenos) seems to have a possible 

connection to the scribe of Marcianus manuscript. All these factors make the puzzle 

difficult to solve, and the connection of the manuscript to Petra monastery 

although it seems possible remains uncertain. Only further research on late 

thirteenth century manuscripts and on the history of the monastery can give – at 

least partly – answers. 

  

  

                                                        
153 Mainly hesychastic texts. 
154 For a full list see Kakoulidi 1968: 24–26. 
155 See mss. Paris. gr. 1928 (and Paris. gr. 1846) and Vatic. gr. 1018, see Cacouros 1998: 189–90. 
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9.3. Marcianus gr. 524 and the early Palaeologan renaissance 

It is not surprising to find an anthology in a manuscript written for the scribe’s 

personal use dating from the late thirteenth or the fourteenth century. Paul Canart 

enumerates at least seventy–six manuscripts with various anthologies which 

sometimes include also comments made by the scribe156. Individual manuscripts can 

also be cited as examples. A parallel to Marcianus gr. 524, although dated to around 

sixty years later, is Parisinus gr. 1630. The Parisian manuscript contains excerpts 

from texts concerning medical and theological issues, natural science, and 

education, all copied by one scribe, Chariton, a copyist from the Hodegon 

monastery, active between 1319 and 1346. Immaculada Pérez Martín, who has 

recently discussed the Parisian manuscript, characterised it as a personal 

encyclopaedia157. Chariton’s manuscript is a good parallel to the Marcianus, since he 

not only copied prose text of clearly informative character, but he also added poetry 

wherever he had empty space – a practice also used by our Scribe A158. 

Poems and epigrams were frequently collected as examples of good poetry. 

Evidence for such a practice is given by a verse found in Anthologia Marciana and in 

an account of the dodecasyllable as a rhythmical structure, dating from the second 

half of the thirteenth-century, the treatise On the four parts of speech by Pseudo-

Gregorios Pardos159. The following verse is quoted as an example of brief but 

meaningful verse: 

G-_8&+ N_'4.r !J8(- e% g(-(1#H(6160 

                                                        
156 Canart 2010. 
157 Pérez Martín 2011. 
158 Pérez Martín 2011: 379. 
159 It is not clear what the connection between the two treatises is (Hörandner 2012: 88). The account 
has been characterised as ‘the most accurate account of the rhythmical structure of the 
dodecasyllable’, Lauxtermann 1998: 11. 
160 No. 8. The ruby is a gift of (Constantine) Monomachos to the athlete (of Christ). Hörandner 2012: 107 (l. 
152) and 128. Cf. Joseph Rhakendytes, ch. 15, p. 562. 
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This verse can be found only on f. 1v of the Marcianus (no. 8). It is highly 

uncertain whether the author of the account had direct access to the Marcianus. 

However, the existence of the epigram in this treatise makes plausible that our 

admittedly well-educated Scribe A aimed to use Anthologia Marciana as a reading of 

good poetry, or even as an example for his own poetry. 

Furthermore, in order to understand what led Scribe A to compile the 

Anthologia Marciana, one should place the compilation in its cultural context. Even 

if any connection between the manuscript and the Planudean school or the Petra 

monastery is difficult to prove, one must consider that the late thirteenth century 

(the time of the so-called early Palaeologan renaissance) maintains the memory not 

only of antiquity but also of the last glimpses of pre–1204 court culture161. Trying to 

find further parallels to the composition of the Marcianus, I have looked at 

manuscripts Scoraliensis Y.II.10 (de Andrés 265)162 and Barocci 131163. Both contain 

twelfth–century literature.  

Manuscript Barocci 131 is a thirteenth-century manuscript (copied in the 

second half of the century) which contains a collection of late twelfth–century 

letters164. In addition, the manuscript includes works by the same authors as are 

found in the Marcianus, including excerpts from the Geoponica and works by Michael 

Psellos, Theodore Prodromos, and Constantine Manasses.  

                                                        
161 On the Palaeologan renaissance see: Reynolds – Wilson 1974: 72–7; Fryde 2000: 144–57, 67–76. See 
also Mondrain 2007 (esp. 184–5) and Kotzabassi 2010. 
162 de Andrés 1965: 120–31. 
163 Wilson 1978: 157–77. For the connection between the two manuscripts cf. the repeated works: (a) 
an oration under the name of Nikephoros Basilakes in Scor. Y.II.10; the same can be found in Barocci 
but under the name of Theodore Prodromos; (b) a monody by Italikos can also be found in both 
manuscripts (Barocci 131, ff. 230v–213, and Scor. Y.II.10, ff. 342v–343v. See Gautier 1972: 9 and 11. 
164 Cf. Angelov 2007: 56. Nigel Wilson places part of the copying activity possibly in the Nicaean court 
(Wilson 1996: 225; Wilson 1966: 305–6; Wilson 1978: 177; cf. Agapitos 2006: 53; Fryde 2000: 74). Henry 
Coxe (1853: 211) dates the manuscript to the early fourteenth century. True enough, according to the 
available descriptions the manuscript shares some features with the Marcianus, such as the lack of 
ruling and the kind of paper used (Coxe 1853: 211–30; Gautier 1972: 6–7). 
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Manuscript Scoraliensis Y.II.10 was copied by one scribe, perhaps in 

Nicaea165. It contains mainly twelfth-century court orations. Even if this manuscript 

was copied in Nicaea, it was in continuous use, since an early fourteenth-century 

scribe added more rhetorical works from his era (namely orations by Holobolos, ff. 

471r–v and 472), as if he was trying to continue the earlier tradition. This is not the 

only example of twelfth-century works matched with later works. Manuscript 

Vindobonensis phil. gr. 321 is another example. This manuscript dates from the 

second half of the thirteenth century and comes from Constantinople. It contains 

works by court authors from the middle of the thirteenth century, matched with 

works by twelfth-century authors such as John Tzetzes, Euthymios Malakes, and 

George Tornikes166. 

The list of manuscripts dating between the late thirteenth century and the 

middle of the fourteenth century containing twelfth-century court literature can 

certainly be expanded167: manuscripts Petropolitanus gr. 250 and Marcianus gr. XI 22 

(with all its peculiarities168) are some obvious candidates. Indeed, most of the 

manuscripts with late eleventh- or twelfth-century court poetry date from between 

the middle of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. For example, eight of the ten 

manuscripts with poems by Nicholas Kallikles, and twenty-four of the thirty-four 

manuscripts containing the ‘historical poems’ of Theodore Prodromos date from 

between the late thirteenth and the fourteenth centuries169. The main copy of the 

occasional poems by Manganeios Prodromos, manuscript Marcianus gr. XI.22, dates 

also from the late thirteenth century. In many cases, the scribes seem to be 
                                                        
165 I have not seen the manuscript. I follow the information of the manuscripts catalogue of the 
Escorial library by Gregorio de Andrés. 
166 See Hunger 1961 (b): 409–18. 
167 At this point it has to be noted that especially the end of the thirteenth and fourteenth-century 
was an era rich of scribal activity in general. For a complete report see Mergiali 1996: 43–8. 
168 Mioni 1970: 116–31. Marc. gr. XI.22 consists of many ‘manuscripts’ bound in one volume. One of 
them is that with the poetry of Manganeios Prodromos. Recently, a text included in both Scor. Y.II.10 
and Marc. gr. XI.22 is said to have the same archetype (Sideras 2010). 
169 Romano 1980: 43 and Hörandner 1994: 149–65 respectively. 
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interested also in eleventh century court poetry (especially dating from the second 

half), since poems are frequently copied together with works of eleventh-century 

court poets such as Christopher Mitylenaios170. 

A survey of the manuscripts with twelfth-century historiography 

demonstrates that the main copies of these works were produced between the 

middle of the thirteenth and the fourteenth centuries. The main three manuscripts 

of the Alexias date from the first half of the fourteenth century171. The main 

manuscript containing the work of John Kinnamos also dates from between the 

thirteenth and the fourteenth centuries172. Many of the manuscript of the verse Brief 

Chronicle by Constantine Manasses (and despite its meandric manuscript tradition)173 

date from between the late thirteenth century and the middle of the fourteenth 

century174. The History of Niketas Choniates is preserved in sixteen manuscripts from 

either the late thirteenth century or the fourteenth century. Looking at letter 

collections, Eustratios Papaioannou in his recent article notes that eleventh- and 

twelfth-century letters are preserved in manuscripts from the late thirteenth or the 
                                                        
170 Kurtz 1903: X. From the forty manuscripts used by Marc de Groote (2012: XXVII – LIII) for his 
recent edition only twelve include more than three epigrams. Eight manuscripts out of the twelve 
date from the middle thirteenth or the fourteenth centuries. 
171 Paris. Coislianus 311 (XIV in.), Vat. gr. 981 (XIV in.), Paris. gr. 400 (1343/4). The Alexiad has been 
transmitted in nine manuscript in total. Five are late apographs (dating between the sixteenth and 
the eighteenth century) of the earlier manuscripts. One manuscript dates from the second half of the 
twelfth century (Laur. 70, 2). On the manuscript tradition see: Reinsch–Kambylis 2001: 13*–17*. To 
these manuscripts can be added the only manuscript with the History of Nikephoros Bryennios. This 
manuscript is now lost. It was initially in Toulouse, but then it was transported to Escorial (Beta II 23, 
de Andrés 87) and, unfortunately, burnt in the fire of 1651. This manuscript contained the Alexiad and 
the work of Bryennios. The first editor of Bryennios’ History, reverent Pierre Poussines, describes the 
manuscript as an ancient manuscript written on non-watermarked paper. Thus, the manuscript most 
probably dated before the fourteenth century. Gautier 1975: 33–9. 

172 Scor. Y. II.10 (s. XIII), Vat. gr. 163 (s. XIII), Vat. gr. 1409 (s. XIII). Neapolit. N.B. II AA 06 (s.XIV). The 
remaining six manuscripts date between the seventeenth and the eighteenth centuries. For the list 
of manuscripts see the database Pinakes (http://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/). 
173 See Lampsides 1996: LXXVII–XCVIII. 
174 Athen. EBE 108 (s. XIII), Biblioth. Royale 102 (11376) (s. XIII), Bibl. Commun. 93 (B 48) (s. XIV/XV), 
&%#$5%$-5.@ A5)*5+9@.=, B-+*C DE!+$5.@, 151 (1319), Scoral. R III 17 (de Andrés 51) (s. XIV), Lond. 
Arund. 523 (1313), A5)*5+9@.= F$-5'!53.+!G, HI!$+:, Bibl. Arch. 10 (s. XIV), Bodl. Barocci 18 (s. 
XIV), Bodl. Barocci 25 (s. XIV), Barocci 197 (1343), Bodl. Canonici 23 (s. XIV), Bodl. Misc. 205 (s. XIV), 
Bodl. Thomae Roe 18b (1349), Paris. gr. 1140A (s. XIV), Paris. gr. 1803 (. XIV), Paris. suppl. gr. 1034 
(1364), Paris. suppl. gr. 1202 (s.XIV), Biblioteca Casanatensis (S. Maria sopra Minerva), Casan. 1386 (s. 
XIV), Vallic. gr. 24 (s. XIII), Vat. Barber. 30 (s. XIII ex.), Vat. Palat. gr. 124 (s. XIV), Vat. Piens. gr. 45 (s. 
XIV), Vat. gr. 163 (s. XIII), Vat. gr. 170 (s. XIII/XIV), Vat. gr. 1409 (s. XIII ex.), Vat. gr. 1856 (s. XIV in.), 
Vat. gr. 1881 (s. XIII ex.), Marc. gr. 452 (s. XIV), Vind. hist. gr. 106 (s. XIV), Vind. medic. gr. 38 (s. XIV). 
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early fourteenth century175. Finally, the Comnenian Romances have also been copied 

in manuscripts dating from the same time176. These numbers are indicative of the 

literary interest of the early Palaeologan renaissance, but they are not indicative of 

the manuscript transmission in general since only very few manuscripts have come 

down to us, the moderns. 

The cultural tendency of the post–1261 era to preserve and continue 

traditions from between 1050 and 1200 can be found elsewhere in thirteenth- and 

fourteenth-century cultural life. To begin with, after the re-conquest of 

Constantinople, Michael VIII started a major programme of repopulation of the city 

and renovation of the buildings damaged not only by the sacking but also by natural 

disasters (such as earthquakes) and the fires that had occurred in the last decades of 

the twelfth century177. Moreover, Michael decided that he would like to use the 

Comnenian palace – the Blachernai palace – which is to be found to the north-west 

side of the city, instead of the traditional and central Great Palace. Although the 

renovation took no less than ten years and so in between Michael did use the Great 

Palace, he finally moved to the Comnenian palace178. 

Aristocrats also played their part in the reconstruction of the city. 

Individuals appear to renovate many Comnenian or other middle-Byzantine 

structures, after encouragement by Michael VIII. Among the restored structures is 

the lavish renovation of the church of Christ of Chora (Kariye Camii) by Theodore 

Metochites (1270–1332). In a Deesis mosaic (in the inner narthex of the church) 

commissioned by Metochites, Isaac Komnenos, third son of Alexios I Komnenos, is 

portrayed in gigantic dimensions supplicating Christ. Isaac was indeed the last 

                                                        
175 Papaioannou 2012. 
176 Wilson 1966: 305; cf. Agapitos 2006: 53. It is uncertain whether Barocci 131 had been copied in 
Nicaea (see Wilson 1966: 306). 
177 Talbot 1993: 245–9. 
178 Talbot 1993: 250. 
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patron of the monastery before Metochites. Isaac’s portrait was originally placed 

next to his tomb179, but Metochites decided to make Isaac’s portrait more prominent, 

by enlarging it and placing it on the narthex of the renovated church. The choice of 

Metochites for the pictorial representation of Isaac as the only pre–1204 patron 

strikes anyone familiar with the history of the monument since the first founder 

was considered to be Justinian180. This tradition should have been known to 

Metochites since his protégé and monk of Chora, the historian Nikephoros Gregoras 

mentions Justinian as founder of the church181. In other words, Metochites by 

depicting Isaac aimed to promote the connection of Chora monastery (and thus of 

himself) to the Comnenian court. 

The church of St Mary Pammakaristos (Fetiye Camii) is another Comnenian 

structure renovated by aristocrats living in the years of the early Palaeologan 

renaissance182. The church was established ex novo by members of the Comnenian 

imperial family in the twelfth century183. In the early fourteenth century, the church 

was not only renovated by a noblemen and his wife (protostrator Michael Glabas 

Tarchaneiotes and his wife Maria–Martha), but also a funerary chapel was added to 

the side of the church. The renovation of Tarchaneiotes did not essentially alter the 

decoration of the church and thus the Comnenian portraits could be seen there up 

to the sixteenth century184. Interestingly enough, Tarchaneiotes was connected to 

                                                        
179 Kosmosoteira typikon, § 89, cf. Ousterhout 1987: 21. 
180 Ousterhout 1987: 12–4 and 20. Underwood 1967: 46. Cf. Teteriatnikov 1996: 192. 
181 Historia Romana, eds. I. Bekker and L. Schopen (vol. 1, Bonn, 1829) p. 459 ll. 6–7. 
182 It is worth noting that neither of these two churches is mentioned in detail in the sources during 
the years of the Latin occupation (Belting, Mango and Mouriki 1978: 10; Ousterhout 1987: 32), but this 
does not necessarily mean that they were abandoned.  
183 Belting, Mango and Mouriki 1978: 4–5, 15. 
184 Glimpses of what remained from the Comnenian church, before its final alteration to Camii is 
offered by a description dating from between 1566/7 and 1588, preserved in ms. Trinity College Cant. 
0.2.36, ff. 145–161 (Schreiner 1971). According to this description, an arcosolium with the tombs and 
the portraits of sebastos Andronikos Komnenos, son of the founders and his wife Eudokia Doukaina 
was placed at the narthex (§8). Further, the description mentions that the tomb of Alexios Komnenos 
was placed there (§18). 
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the intellectual circles of his time: a poem of the most prolific fourteenth-century 

court poet, Manuel Philes, is inscribed on the external cornices of the side chapel. 

Ceremonial practices continued in relation to the Comnenian court and, 

more specifically, the ceremony of prokypsis, i.e. ‘the appearance made by the 

emperor and his family on a high platform, accompanied by music and the 

recitation of appropriate eulogies’185. The technical term ‘prokypsis’ is first used in 

1244 in Nicaea for a group of ceremonial poems by Nicholas Eirenikos186. However, 

the beginnings of this ceremonial practice go back to the Comnenian court, most 

probably to the reign of Manuel Komnenos187. Prokypsis would become the main 

ceremonial apparatus in the Palaeologan court. This alone does not prove anything, 

but it is part of the same attitude of the Palaeologan times to preserve/revive the 

immediate past. Perhaps influenced by the same mentality and not just by the 

conventions of the genre, Manuel Philes alludes in his epigrams to the works of his 

twelfth-century predecessors188. 

Furthermore, as Ruth Macrides has noted, many Comnenian institutions 

were restored at the time of Michael VIII – such as the school at the 

Orphanotropheion first established by Alexios I189. Holobolos, for example, was the 

first holder of the title rhetor, a title which was to be found in ecclesiastical lists of 

offices from the twelfth century onwards190. Also the rhetoric used for the renewal 

under Michael shows a clear connection with the Comnenian court. For example, 

Michael VIII is characterised as eM"$.41(-#8H40 (a chief scientific expert) in order to 

                                                        
185 Jeffreys 1985: 39. Cf. Heisenberg 1920: 85–97, esp. 88–9. 
186 Heisenberg 1920: 102–3 (cf. 97–9). Jeffreys 1985: 40. 
187 Heisenberg 1920: 92–5. 
188 E.g. Pietsch-Braounou 2011: nos. 52 and no. 362. 
189 Macrides 1994. 
190 Macrides 1980: 26–7. 
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defend his right to intervene in the ecclesiastical affairs. This term is used for the 

first time outside of its original monastic context for Manuel Komnenos191. 

The cultural tendency described in this chapter weakened and finally 

stopped around the year 1350. The middle of the fourteenth century was a period of 

continuous distress for the already ‘tired’ empire. The prevalence of the Hesychasts 

and the long civil war between John IV Katakouzenos and John V Palaiologos, the 

black death which devastated Constantinople (1346–1349) and the unfortunate 

foreign policy of the empire inevitably changed the intellectual tendencies at the 

court. The very fact that Empress Anna, wife of Andronikos III and mother of John V 

Palaiologos, pawned the Byzantine crown jewels (for 30,000 Venetian ducats) in 

1343 during the civil war highlights the alteration in the attitude towards the 

tradition but also the impoverishment of the empire. 

The change in the cultural trends in the middle of the fourteenth century is 

not irrelevant to the gradual loss of optimism among the rhetoricians. By the 

beginning of the fourteenth century, they start seeing the tired empire but only 

after 1343 does the infirmity of the state become obvious to everyone. Before that, 

there was a certainty that the city of Byzantium ‘would tighten her grip on the 

sceptres that she had passed for a short while to someone else’ and that ‘she would 

recover to hold even greater power than before’192. 

In conclusion, after the re-conquest of Constantinople and up to the 1350s, 

the new dynasty, the aristocrats and the scholars – in short, the members of a 

Constantinopolitan elite – were trying not only to establish continuity with the pre–

1204 status quo but also to preserve whatever was left in Constantinople. The 

Marcianus manuscript has its genesis in this mentality. It is a late thirteenth-century 

manuscript copied by one copyist who was also the initial redactor of the poetic 
                                                        
191 Macrides 1994: 273. See also Magdalino 1993: 284–5. 
192 Gregory of Cyprus, Encomion, 321. See also >ev?enko 1961. 
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collection. This scribe wrote this manuscript for his personal use. The copyist was 

interested in protecting this poetry, either out of simple curiosity, because he was 

driven by the cultural need of his time, or even because he was trying to find 

inspiration for the poetry he was himself composing. It seems reasonable to assume 

that a desire to preserve, protect, and continue what his predecessors had produced 

before the capture of Constantinople in 1204 is what impelled him to copy the 

poetry wherever he had the space to do so. 

 

Three hundred and thirty five anonymous or attributed short or longer 

poems and epigrams are included in the Anthologia Marciana; many of them do not 

survive in other manuscripts. In the following parts I will look at one hundred and 

eighteen anonymous epigrams on works of art from the syllogae A, B and C. In Part 

II, an edition of previously unpublished works will be provided along with new 

readings for the already published epigrams. Part III will try to put these epigrams 

in their context, examining them from the point of view of literature, art history, 

and social history. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Part II  
The text:  

Unpublished and published 
epigrams  



 

  

This second part of the thesis provides the text of the unpublished twelfth–

century anonymous dedicatory epigrams on works of art and new readings for the 

published epigrams. For the extant printed editions of the epigrams please refer to 

the description of the manuscript in Appendix I.  

The main scribe of the manuscript, Scribe A, copied the epigrams in two 

columns. The features of his handwriting have already been discussed in detail1. 

The manuscript usually offers good readings. The few mistakes are noted in 

the apparatus criticus. Unfortunately, we do not know enough about the rules of 

accentuation in Byzantine Greek. Therefore, I have preferred to keep the 

accentuation as it appears in the manuscript. For the convenience of the modern 

reader I have not retained the punctuation that appears in the manuscript. 

 

Tabula Notarum in Apparatu Critico Adhibitarum 

 
M = Marcianus gr. 524 (XIII s. ex.) 

 

L = Sp. Lambros, ‘J K%$.5%/L, .M05< 524’, :U 8 (1811), 5–59, 123–192. 
MaN = P. Magdalino – R. Nelson, ‘The emperor in byzantine art of the twelfth century’, BF 8 (1982), 

123–183. 
P = T. Papamastorakis, ‘The display of accumulated wealth in luxury icons: gift-giving from the 

Byzantine aristocracy to God in the twelfth century’, in: M. Vassilaki (ed.), Byzantine icons: art, 
technique and technology. 20–21 February 1998. Gennadius Library – The American school of classical 
studies, Athens 2002, 35–47. 

R = A. Rhoby, ‘The structure of inscriptional dedicatory epigrams in Byzantium’,in: Cl. Burini de 
Lorenzi – M. De Gaetano (eds.), La poesia tardoantica e medievale. IV Convegno internazionale di 
studi. Perugia, 15–17 novembre 2007, Alessandria 2010, 309–322. 

V = I. Vassis, Initia carminum Byzantinorum, Berlin 2005. 
 

add. = addidit 

cod. = codex 

coni. = coniecit 

corr. = correxit 

exp. = expunxit 

fort. = fortasse 

leg. = legit 

m.c. = metri causa 

om. = omisit 

prop. = proposuit 

s.s. = supra scriptum 

                                                        
1 See p. 19ff. 
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I. Unpublished epigrams 

No. 40. tMI *V%]-" .(? [2./8(0 B1J- \4$(? Z8"$.(?. 
 

K@, BN#'$, O3!'$ !$+3*%)P/ !$Q/ 3%$.(+/, 

R'L, ES/ T39%, 3U/ )$+#+V, 0W ;/'3#$"X+:, 

oY#6 3.5Z/ /[/ \!+0U, #N/ -$6E8#6/ 

E"/'5, ES/ ]E!/+:,, ^, 2$%X'Q, 0S *%/98/'5,; 

/%Q .%Q 2Z$ +_0S/ `/0"'5, #N/ `E!/a6/.   5 

]262' EC/ !"X$5.% !$+3b%I'5/ 9"*6/, 

«cb%#a E+: #(,;», EC !8*5/ ^, !$Q/ X$83d,· 

+Y#6 *"2'5/ !'(9'5 E' 3+[ #I!+: !a9+, 

+e ![$ ;/Gb% .%$0(%, `EG, E"3+/. 

!+*U/ 0W \!+3#8,, O3!'$ ]E!+$+,, !a/+/,    10 

`.#=38E=/ 3", #L/ .%*L/ E%$2%$(#=/· 

^, ;.$+2M/f !$+3#:-P/ 0" 3+5 *(9f 

b:-G, `EG, c0$%3% #L/ !+*U/ ]$+/. 

E5.$Z/ 0S !:$3+[ .$:X(+: 0'5./U, X*a2% 

.+3EN #I!+/ 3L/ E%$28$+5,, -$:3g, *(9+5,,   15 

!+$X:$+X:+[, !%V, h//=,, i68//=,,  

;!L B#'X8/+: H+/#+3#'X8/6/ 2"/+:,. 

3U 0W ;**Z -%*.+[/ #a<+/ `/ E8-%5, #(9'5  

#C/ 0'<58/ E+:· .%$0(%, 0S #Z, )83'5, 

3G, j3-I+, 3#@$54' #g 3#'$$g *(9f.   20 

!$+3.+EE8#6/ 0' !8/#%, `<%($6/ *(9+:, 

`<':E%$(4+5, #+[ )(+: E+5 #Z, #$()+:,. 

'j, .$(3'6, 9$a/+/ 0' .%9(3%, #"*+, 

`E+Q #L /'[E% 3:E!%9S, .*V/+/ #a#'. 

 

23 `, L | 24 .*(/+/ KL. 

7 Lc. 8:46 ; cf. Mc. 5:31 | 10–11 Cf. Mt. 13:45–46 | 12 Cf. 1Pet. 2:6 | 18 Ps. 17 (18):35 ;  2Reg. 22: 35 | 21 
1Pet.  2:8 ; Rom. 9:33 ; Is. 8:14. 
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No. 41. UV0 *V%]-& ./0 $.&685$*20 .(? i689(6 B1J- \4$(? Z8"$.(? %($14_*`$&- 
M&8O .(? Ç862-9.(6. 
 

k.+:3'/ F0ZE 3N/ !+0N/ T-+/, la2', 

c*+5, 05W %_#L/ `3X:$=*%#=E"/6/ 

.%Q .$I!#'#%( 3+: #C/ !%$+:3(%/ #$"E6/. 

`. 0S <I*+: 3U #C/ .'X%*@/ 3+: .*(/6/ 

]+5.%, %_#L/ .m/ .%*I!#=#%5 )*"!'5/·       5 

«+_. `.$I)= 2Z$ ;!L 3+[», n%)Q0 *"2'5, 

«o .$:X(6, ]!*%3%, %_#L, p3#"+/»· 

!*C/ .m/ ;X:!/+V, XI3'6, 9/@3.6/ /aEf, 

!*':$Z/ `/I-9=, ^, ;/%3#q, `/ #8-'5 

.%Q -+[/ 3:/8<d, 'j, /"%/ F0ZE !*835/.    10 

3M4+5, 0S .;E", K5-%C* n$:6/(#=/, 

-$:3%$2:$+[/#% r+*2+9s 3+: #L/ #I!+/.  

 

1 t.+:3% L | 7 o/ K.  

4 Jo.19:30 | 6–7 Ps. 138 (139):15. 
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No. 74. UV0 *V%]-& ./0 $.&685$*20 .(? Z8"$.(?. 
 

u, `/ <I*f !$(/, BN#'$, `3#%:$6E"/+, 

.%Q /'.$L, T39% .%Q R'+[ 4N/#+, la2+,, 

+Y#6 *+2(4d .%Q 2$%X'Q, `. -$6E8#6/ 

4G/ ES/ 9'v.N, .%Q !%$W %_#g #g #I!f, 

X+$'V/ 0S /'.$L/ %_#a-$=E% 3%$.(+/,   5 

^, 'w!'$ x -'Q$ x 05%2$8b%38 3' 

`. 3%$.(/6/ ]2$%b' /'.$N/ -$6E8#6/. 

`.'V/+/ +y/ %_#a/ 3' !53#'I6/ )*"!'5/ 

K'3%$(#=, 3L, +j."#=, !53#L, l"6/, 

#C/ 3C/ .'X%*C/ `/ 3#"X'5 -$:3%$2I$f 10 

#C/ !$Q/ ;.%/9a3#'!#+/ j0+U .%**I/6· 

#+V, #5E56#8#+5, 0' *%E!$I/6 *(9+5, 

E/@E=/ ;*=9G #+[ l59+3#$M#+: X"$6/. 

3U 0’ ;**W ].*5/%, #C/ .'X%*C/ `/ <I*f                                    | f. 35 

.%Q «0'[#' !$a, E' !8/#',» ^3!'$'Q X$83%, 15 

%j#+[/#5 .%Q /[/ .*V/+/ %_#@/ E+5, la2', 

.%Q .%#%/'I6/ #C/ !%$8.*=35/ 0"-+:· 

`EN/ 0' !%9N/ #Z, ;.8/9%, `.3!83%,, 

9'(%, #$:XG, 0L, `/#$:Xs/ E' #q -*ad. 

 
 
1 post <I*f ... K  #5/Q prop. L  36#C$ ML  `3#%:$6E"/+, MV `3#$6E"/+, L  | 10 `.3#"X'5 L | 14 3U 
0%**W M z .*(/%, L | 15 O3!'$'Q M corr. L. 

11 Cf. Mc. 10:17 ; Jo. 19:5 | 13 Jo. 19:13 | 14 Jo. 19:30 | 15 Mt. 11:28. 
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No. 102. UV0 .D- *V%]-& ./0 W79&0 É--40 [./0] !*$M(9-40 e7%61(-(E$40. 
 

{(.#'5/ ES/ `.$(9=3%/ `/ *I!%5, #"./% 

2:/%V.', |}%, 0:3!%9+[, 9:2%#"$',· 

3U 0W h//%, ~$53#+[ E=#$+EG#+$ .+3E(%, 

-%($+:3% #(.#'5, #G, -%$s, #C[/ %j#(]%/· 

3#'5$M3'6, 2Z$ #C/ \!S$ XI35/ *I35/  5 

]0'5 !$+'*9'V/ #+[ i6%[.'QE] ....... 

^, #L/ #a.+/ 2+[/ '�-', `<=**%2E"/+/ 

.%Q E'#$(6/ m/ Ä398/+: #N/ Å[0(]/6/· 

!8/#6, 2Z$ m/ .%Q #+I#+: !$+0$%E'V/ ]0'5 

X$5.#+[ 9:35%3#=$(+: ......... 10 

%j#N 3' #+(/:/, !$52.(!6/ !%V, K%$(% 

ÇÉME=, /"%, Ñ/%33%, Ö=2N/ `.[2]a[/]= 

.+:X53EL/ '\$'V/ #G, )(%, #N/ Å0(/6/ 

O$%, .%*+I3=, `.#'.'V/ `/ !+$XI$Ü 

.%Q .+5/+-%$Ea3:/+/ `E)$I+: #a.+/ 15 

Ñ/%.#5 0'V<%5 K%/+:C* #g 3:4I2f. 

 

 

Title h//=, #.............=, *'2+E"/=,  L | 2 0:3!%9+[,.... L | 4 #(.#'5, #G,.... L | 5–6 om L |8 Å../6/ M 
Å[0(]/6/ L |10 X$5.#+[... L  | 12 `..a.= K  `.2a/= L | 15 `.)$I'5/ L | 16 0"<%5 L. 
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No. 116. UV0 *V%]-& %($14_*`$&- ./0 W79&0 c*(.]%(6. 
 

{+[ 3+[ ES/ Yb+:, Ñ<5+/ .a3E+/, Ha$=, 

^, +_$%/+3#@$5.#+, +_- 'Y$d, .*(E%<á  

#( .%Q 2Z$ Ñ/ #5, ;/#5E'#$@3%5#a 3+5; 

`!'Q 0S #%!'(/635, Ñ$$=#+, *a2f 

#+[ !$L, 3S X$5.#N, 3:2.%#%)8/#+, la2+:      5 

0a<=, `!')$8)':3' #C/ #a3=/ -8$5/, 

/"E+: #L/ àâa/, #L/ R'a/ 3+: .%Q )$"X+,· 

.%Q 3:EE'#$583%3% 3:E!%9'V /aEf 

#L )$%-U 0N$+/ ^, !+*I3#%9E+/ 0"-+:, 

4:2g #%*%/#'I+:3% X5*%/9$6!(%,  10 

#C/ !(3#5/ äE% .%Q #L/ `/ 3!*8-/+5, !a9+/. 

-$:38$2:$+/ 2+[/ .a3E+/ 'j30'0'2E"/= 

+_. 'j, ;E+5)C/ ;**W 'j, 3C/ -8$5/ 0(0+: 

#G, 0'<5s, 3+: #C/ `/ ä!%35 3."!=/. 

3L, +j."#=, %j#N 3' ÇÉ+2"$+, l"6/, 15 

!8!!+: 3')%3#+[ !%2.*'+[, !$+=2E"/+,, 

!%#$L, 0S *%E!$+[ !$6#+/6)'**53(E+:, 

*%#5/+2*M33+:, `.E'#%X$846/ X$83'5,, 

3U/ |j$@/d 0S #q )+=9g #+[ )(+:, 

ã, i%3(#%5 #+[ 2"/+:, ;$-=2"#%5. 20 

/[/ ES/ /a36/ ]<%2', !s/ 9*()+/ *I', 

.%*N/ å!8/#6/ `2.%#8.*:4' )$I3'5,á 

#"*+, 0W `!5)$8)':' .%Q 3.=/C/ E(%/ 

#$:XG, !%$W %_#C/ #C/ ;'()*%3#+/ -*a=/. 

 

 

12 'j30'0'52E"/= K | 20 i83ç#%5 K. 
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No. 118/340. tMI M&.*'9l H86$k 7*7(-]." M&8O .(? $*K&$.(? .(? i&'&1#-(6 %&I 
!(_;-." .k W79l B1J- K&$"'*` ~M*8 *FH*- *V%(-"$1;-& !"#C(8& %&.O .D- ÑA7789&- 
.8]M&"&. 

 
é6/C/ ES/ è3#$+, `. n%:Q0 !$+3*%E)8/6/ 

.$84'5 K%/+:C* %_#8/%.#+, #L .$8#+,. 

è3#$+: 0S #I!+/ `/ .$%#G$5 -$:3"f 

2$8b%, 3')%3#L, 0+:.a!%5, H%*%E8/+,, 

`. !%5+/5.N/ Ö=25.N/ Ö546E8#6/, 5 

.%Q #Z, `!W %_#g E:$5%/0$%2%9(%, 

X6/C/ ;/:b+[/ -$:3"%/ #+[#+/ 9"*'5 

.%Q #g )%35*'V 0+:*5.L/ 0N$+/ X"$'5. 

 

L1 = Lambros 1911: no. 115 (pp. 129–30), fragments from vv. 1–4. 
L2 = Lambros 1911: no. 330 (pp. 175–6). 
M1 = Marc. gr. 524, f. 46v.  M2 = Marc. gr. 524, f. 181. 
 
Title ê!'$ '�-'/ K1: []-+/#5] L1  .%#Z #C/ ë_22$(%/ K1K2L2: .%#Z [)%$)8$6/;] add. L1  D!Q !%#'*(f 
-$:3g `/ í 'j.+/(39=3%/ #Z .%#Z #C/ ë_22$(%/ #$a!%5% #+[ )%35*"6, M2L2 | 1 !$+3*%E)8/'5/ L1 | 7 
X6/G…-$:3"% K1 | 9 0+:.5.L/ L2. 
1 Cf. Ps. 113a (114): 3. 
 
 

No. 119. tMI *V%(-9$1&." .J- W792- c*(!582- %&I &A.(? .(? W79(6 c*(!58(6 .(? 
y&K8S .(? e- .& ........$".. ……..2- N-&8.4_;-.". 
 

ëì, .*@3'6, R'+[ `3#5 .%Q .+5/6/(% 

3:/%5$…6, `3#5 2Z$ ].#%35/  

.%Q E%$#:$5.N/ Ñ9*6/ .+5/'/...... , 

#$5Z, ;9*=#N/ #+[ R'+[ R'+0M$6/, 

\Es, 3:/8!#6 .%Q 2$%Xq #N/ 'j.a/6/ 5 

.%5/L/ 0S #..'/. 0+:*5.L/ X"$6/ [2"$]%,, 

^, 3#$%#=2"#=, `. ,E%-N/ /(.=/ X"$+5, 

`!......6, 3:E)')%35*':.a35 

!$+!%!!5.L/ 0S 3+Q r%)$î #$"X6 !a9+/ 

;!".2+/+, 3L, !%#$a9'/ .............  10 

3U/ #+V, 3:/89*+5, #+52%$+[/ E+5 3:EE8-'5 

.%.%/...%-%, 9*(b'6/ /a36/ ÖI+:.  
 

Title #+[ `/ #Z....#...35 )%$)8$6/ K? )%$0%$6/ ss K? | 1 .*G35, fort. | 5 2$8X6 K? | 7 3X%2N/ K?. 
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No. 243. tMI .k e- .k 1*7#'l M&'&.9l e77*7'611;-l [w]$.8*9l e- '9_l. 
 

ï+5.'/ ^, XI+:35/ \08#6/ 0(-% 

ñ3#$'5% *(9+5 0G*+/ `. #+[ .'5E"/+:· 

z$N/ 2Z$ %_#L EC *'*%<'[39%5 .$(/6, 

`!'Q !*%/î E+: #C/ 9"%/ z *%#I!+, 

;!+3#$%.M3%, #q #"-/d .%Q #L/ *(9+/. 5 

 

Title .3#$'(6 K  [2%]3#$'(f L. 

  

No. 245. UV0 %&-!E'&- N-&8.4_*`$&- *V0 *V%]-& ./0 $.&685$*20 .(? Z8"$.(? M&8O 
.(? M82.(-2K*''"$91(6 %68(? :"%('#(6. 
 

B#%:$g 0I/%,, c*5' #G, 0a<=,, la2', 

c*5+/ óEX(%3%, ]/0:E% 3.a#+:,, 

^, 0W ;!L R%5EZ/ ñ$95+, *8Eb%, #8X+: 

XN, 2/M3'6, =}2%3%, ;/9$M!6/ 2"/'5. 

!a9+: 0W `2P ![$ 0'5./I6/ `2.%$0(+:  5 

!(3#'5 !$+%$#N *:-/(%, X6#+#$aX+:, 

3#%:$M3'6, 3G, r+*2+9î 9'(f #I!f. 

3U 0W '_X$+3I/=, ;/#5*8E!+5, XN, E"2% 

K%:$+.%#%.%*P/ ES 3L/ 0+[*+/ 3."!6/ 

%_-+[/#% #5EC/ !$6#+/6)'**53(E+:,  10 

#L/ ò5.a*%+/, .%Q #$:Xs/ #"*+, 0(0+: 

3U/ |_X$+3I/d 0+:.+)*83#f 3:4I2f, 

xEN/ #S #"./+5, #G, D0SE -*a=, E"3+/.  

 

Title .%/0@*%/ L  Ñ/N) M  s/6E (= !$6#+/+)'*533(E+:) L | 10 !$6#+/+)'**53(E+: L | 14 xEN/ #' L. 

3. Hab. 3:3. 
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No. 246. UV0 *V%]-& .(? Z8"$.(? .(? Y*8"K';M.(6 %($14_*`$&- M&8O X&$"'*9(6, Ö0 
ÜM"$_*- Q &A.,0 *V%(-9$_4. 
 

|j .%Q #I!+: !(/%.% .+3EN/ 3', la2', 

ñ!539'/ %_#+[ #C/ `EC/ 2$8X6 9"%/ 

!53#L, *8#$5, 3L, A%3(*'5+, B'$)*(%,, 

;**Z #L 0%:(0'5+/ `<ô06 E"*+,· 

«`!(X%/a/ E+5 3L/ !$a36!+/, &%/#8/%<, 5 

â*%$L/ ñEE% .%Q X5*8/9$6!+/ Ö"!6/, 

369@3+E%5 28$». ;.+Z, 0" E+5 0(0+: 

`EN/ !$+3':-N/ 3:EX'$a/#6, 'j, #"*+,·  

o/ 2Z$ ~'$+:)QE +_ 3#"2+/#% !$+3)*"!'5/  

!$a36!% .$I!#'5 #+V, !#"$:<5/ `/ #$aEf,  10 

!N, +_- z$s/ m/ .%Q 2'2$%EE"/+, #$"E6; 

p!539+2$%XN/ #+52%$+[/ E+: #L/ #I!+/ 

.;/ #q 2$%Xq 3@E%/#$% #+[ Xa)+: X"$6. 

3U 0W ;**Z #L !$a36!+/ +_. ;!+3#$"X6/, 

-'5$L, -%$(4+: 0'<5s, E+5 #C/ 3#835/, 15 

ê#%/ .%9(3d, 'j, !'$()*'!#+/ 9$a/+/ 

.+5/C/ ;/'2.*@#':#+/ `<826/ .$(35/. 

 

 

Title !%$Z )%35*"6, KL | 4 `<806 ML | 11 +_-W K #$"E6/ K. 

5 Ps. 79 (80): 4, 8, 20 ; cf. Ps. 66 (67):2 ; Ps. 30 (31):17 |  7 Ps. 79 (80): 4,8, 20 | 14 Cf. Ps. 43 (44):25 ; Ps. 87 
(88):151. 
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No. 256. [.9H(" 78&C;-.*0 *V0 *V%]-& ./0 W79&0 N-&$.#$*20 .(? i689(6 %&I 
N'4_"-(? c*(? B1J- \4$(? Z8"$.(? s$.(84_*`$&- M&8O .(? W7"2.#.(6 M&.8"#8H(6 
á*8($('E12- %68(? \2#--(6 .(? 7*7(-].(0 %&_47(61;-(6 ./0 1(-/0 .(? W79(6 
Ç"(1=!(60, ./0 '*7(1;-40 -;&0 \*8(6$&'=1. 
 

«&8*%5 ES/ ö.#'($=3%,, ^, n%:Q0 2$8X'5, 

B5P/ ;/%3#Z, `. #8X+:, &*%3#+:$2" E+:, 

*I3%, 0" /:.#L, #G, 056.[#$(]%, 3.a#+, 

;/Gb%, xEV/ 2/M3'6, 3C/ *%E!80%· 

/[/ 0W %y95, xEs, Ñ**+/ õ.#'5$%, #$a!+/, 5 

B5P/ !%*%5s, `<8$%/#%, 'j, /"%/, 

#G, i'$+:3%*@E 0' #G, /'6#"$%, 

E+/G, X%/"/#%, #N/ E+/%3#N/ !$+3#8#%,, 

'j, *:-/(%/ #"9'5.%, â'$%$-(%,, 

#N/ !%#$5%$-N/ `2.%950$I3%, 9$a/f   10 

B5P/ 2'$%5s, ]/9% #'-9'Q, &%$9"/f, 

0$83%, 0S .%5/Z .%Q X9+/=9'Q, ;0(.6,, 

'j, 3#%:$L/ t$9=,, `.$I)=, #8X+: *(9f, 

!*C/ `<%/"3#=, ú/ R'L, .;/ #g #8Xf. 

/[/ 0W ;**Z .%Q 3C/ `/ B5P/ .*=$+:-(%/  15 

ã, ;$#(6, #"9'5.%, xEs, !+5E"/%, 

t0= !'3+[3%/ `<%/83#=3+/ !8*5/ 

.%Q #+V, `/ %_#q, .%9Z #%V, E:$+Xa$+5,, 

!$a3'5!' -%($'5/ #G, `2"$3'6, -8$5/». 

i68//=, 3+5 #%[#% 3L, 9I#=,, la2',   20 

z !%#$58$-=, #G, B5P/ #G, å2(%,. 

 

1 !8*5/ L  Å.#'($=3%, KL | 3 056....8, K | 13 t$9' K.  

1 Ps. 101 (102) :14. 
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No. 257. UV0 e-!6.D- ./0 W79&0 >8&M;R40 !(_*`$&- .r 1(-r .J- [.(6!9(6 M&8O ./0 
M(8C68(7*--=.(6 %68S0 É--40. 
 

B+Q #g !$L !89+:, `/0:9"/#5 !+$XI$%/ 

`. !+$XI$%, YX%3E% !$+3X"$6, la2', 

.%Q #C/ #$8!'4%/ ^, #8X+/ #L/ 3L/ 3."!6. 

#L !$Q/ 0S l59a3#$6#+/ `.#:!+:E"/= 

3#%:$L/ #:!N 3L/ E%$28$+5,, -$:3g, *(9+5,. 5 

3U 0W ;**Z #$%!"4=, E' #G, 3G, ;<(+: 

h//%/ H+E/=/C/ !+$X:$%/9G !%#$a9'/ 

H+/#+3#'X8/f 3U/ B#'X8/f 3:4I2f. 

 
6 3+Q L 

1 Mc. 15:17 | 3 Cf. Mt. 27:59 (Mc. 15:46; Lc. 23:53) | 4 Jo. 19:13. 
 

No. 258. UV0 *V%]-& .(? W79(6 :"%('#(6 %($14_*`$&-. 
 

ù/ `4:2+3#%#'V#+ .%$0(%, !a9+,, 

T/ m/ )%$:3#89E=#+,, o/ !$L, 3S #$"X6, 

;$-5'$8$-% K:$"6/, E:$+)*I#%· 

/[/ 0W ;**Z E5.$+V, #a/0' E'#$N 3#%9E(+5, 

-$:3%$2:$N/ 3+: #L/ 3')83E5+/ #I!+/.   5 

%_#L, 0S #C/ !*83#522% #N/ 3N/ -%$(#6/, 

^, E"-$5 E+5 /[/, ;!%$"2.*5#+/ Ö"!+5,, 

#C/ å*E:$Z/ 2*I.%4' #+[ )(+: 48*=/, 

3%$.L, /a36/ ÖI+: E' .%Q b:-G, !*"+/, 

#N/ 3:/9*5)a/#6/ %j9$(%4' #L/ 2/aX+/.   10 

m/ -+[/ !%#N 2G,, m/ 9%*833%5, `E!*"6, 

].#'5/' -'V$%, .%Q 05':9"#'5 3."!6/· 

R'+[ 0" E' .$(/+/#+, pX9'Q, !$+3#8#=, 

36#=$(%/ 0L, #g {4($f R'+0M$f. 
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No. 259. UV0 *V%]-& .(? 1(-&H(? :*(CE.(6 nH(6$&- .D- ^M*8&79&- c*(.]%(- %&I .,- 
b7"(- Ç41=.8"(- s%*.*E(-.&0 .,- iE8"(- B1J- %&I c*,- \4$(?- Z8"$.]-. 
 

h/9+, 3' #L )*%3#G3%/ `/ .a3Ef, la2', 
.%Q X:35.G, Ñ/':9'/ j.E80+, 2$8X6/ 
ò'aX:#+, 3L, `/ E+/+#$a!+5, *8#$5,                                         |f. 109 
.%Q #C/ ;*=9G Ö8)0+/ %_#C/ `22$8X6 
.%Q )*%3#L/ Ñ**+/ E%$#:$5.G, ;E!"*+:, 5 
+e!'$ 9*5)"/#+, 0%.#I*+5, *+2-=Xa$+5, 
;'($$o+/ #L E[$+/ ^, !=2G, Ö"'5, 
05W û/ -*a=/ E+5 #G, D0SE .*G$+/ 0(0+:. 
 

2 X:35.N, L. 

 

:(. 262. UV0 *V%]-& .(? W79(6 y*2879(6 %($14_*`$&-. 
 
«ïE!/+:/ z$N 3', E8$#:,· '�-' 2Z$ #8-% 
-$ME%35/ .5$/s/ .%Q 46C/ z 462$8X+,. 
'j 0W+_ *%*'V/ ]+5.%,, ^, 0+.'V/ ]-6, 
^, !+**Z .%EP/ E%$#:$5.+V, `/ !a/+5, 
.%Q !/':3#583%, #+[ #$+-+[ #q 3:/#83'5 5 
.%Q #g !5'3Eg #+[ !$L #+[ 3#@9+:, *(9+:, 
/[/ x3:-84'5, ü39E% 3:**"2'5/ 9"*6/, 
^, !$L, R'L/ 3IEX6/% #g &%I*f X$83d,· 
«t/:3% !8/#% #G, ;9*@3'6, 0$aE+/,  
#G, !(3#'6, Ñ2$:!/+, '\$"9=/ XI*%<, 10 
05.%5+3I/=, *'(!'#%5 2+[/ E+5 3#"X+,». 
.%Q #+[#+ ES/ -'Q$ #+[ R'+[ 0M3'5 #a#', 
r'M$25'· -$:3+[/ 0' .a3E+/ o/ X"$6 
#+[ !$L, 3S X(*#$+: 0'V2E% 2/=3(6, 0"-+:· 
ê#%/ 0S ~$53#g !$+3*8*d, 3+: #+U, Ñ9*+:,, 15 
^, 3N/ !a/6/ ]!%9*+/ `<%(#'5 !*"+/ 
`E+[ #L *I#$+/ .%Q 3:/'I/+: 0'3!a#+: 
!+$X:$+X:+[, '_3')+[, F*'<(+: 
.%Q )%35*'(%, +_$%/N/ *8-+, 0(0+:» 
x )%35*Q, %j#N 3' !53#N, |j$@/=. 20 
 
13. 0S P | 16. 0"<%5#+ P | 18.  '_3')N, P  
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No. 265. UV0 *V%]-& .(? W79(6 NM($.]'(6 %&I *A&77*'"$.(? )(6%S. 
 

«† #C/ °%:#+[ 462$%X'V l+:.s, 9"%/ 

'j, Ñ.$+/ %_#L, ó.$5)6.P, #C/ #"-/=/, 

¢ 2+[/ 2$8X+/#5 3:E!%$G/ #g 462$8Xf· 

+Y#6 !$L, `EX"$'5%/ `2$8X= #I!+,, 

^, Ñ$% E5.$+[ .%Q 0+.'V/ ]+5." E+5 5 

]E!/+:/ ES/ '�/%5 3NE%, !*C/ 352s/ êE6,, 

^, !$Q/ !%$W %_#C/ DEE%+U, 05%#$()6/ 

2$%XZ, 05%/+(2+/#+, %_#g #+[ la2+:, 

¢ /+[/ 3:/82'5/ !$L, 2$%XC/ !$++5E(+: 

'_%22'*5.N/ `/9"6/ `/#%*E8#6/  10 

3U 0W ;**Z ÖG#+$ .%Q .$5#Z .%Q 462$8X' 

)()*+5, R'+[ E' 2$8b+/, 'j, b:-G, !*8.%, 

#:!N/ #L/ %_#+[ 363#5.M#%#+/ Xa)+/, 

ê#%/ .%9(3=, .$(3'6, `!Q 9$a/+: 

X%/'Q, E'3(#=, \!'$@2+$+, !*"+/» 15 

*5#84'#%5 B2+:$L, 3S /[/ i68//=, 

z .%Q /'+:$2L, 3+[ 3')%3E(+: #a!+:· 

'_%22'*53#8, 3I 0' #C/ -8$5/ /"E+5,. 
 

4 +}!6 K | 17 #I!+: L. 

7 Lc. 24:13 | 8 Lc. 24:27. 
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No. 269. UV0 *V%]-& .(? W79(6 y*2879(6 %($14_*`$&-. 
 

«|j, .%$0(%, 2G/ 3+[ )%*P/ !a9+: 3!a$+/, 

#G, !(3#'6, 0S #+[#+/ ;$0'I3%, 0$a3f 

.%Q Ö(4%/ `/9'Q, ;$$%2G #C/ `*!(0%, 

#L/ .%$!L/ å0$L/ 'e$+/ '_.%($f -$a/f 

.#=38E'/+, 3C/ !$+3.:/=#C/ 'j.a/%  5 

¢ .%Q !*"+/ 3"· -'Q$ 2Z$ x #+[ #'-/(#+: 

+Y#6 !$L, `EX"$'5%/ 'j.a/53" 3'. 

.%Q /[/ *(9+5, 3', E%$28$+5,, -$:3g 3#"X6,    |111 

r'M$25', 4"+/#5 .%Q 9'$Eg !a9f· 

3U 0W ;**W z 3V#+, #G, R'+[ 2'6$2(%,,  10 

o/ +_ .%#=*a=3'/ ¢ #$+-+[ #835, 

¢ #N/ <5XN/ 3#aE635, ¢ )8$+, *(9+:, 

*%)P/ E5.$L/ .8$!':E% EC E5.$L/ .$(/d,, 

#L X(*#$+/ 'j0P, .%Q E'#$N/ #+[#+ !*"+/. 

*5.EN/ 0' E%.$Z/ !#%53E8#6/ E+: .%*8E=/,  15 

£/ !:$L, \!"..%:E% 3:**"<%, X"$6, 

'j, ;!+9@.%, +_$%/N/ ]/0+/ #(9'5, 

3V#+/ .%9%$L/ 3q -8$5#5 0'5./I6/». 

r'M$25+, 3+5 #%[#% &%*%5+*a2+, 

n+I.%, H+E/=/L, .%Q 3')%3#L, ;<(Ü. 20 

 

1 .%$0(%/ #+[ 3+[ L | 11 05’ +_ K. 
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No. 277. UV0 *V%]-& .(? W79(6 :"%('#(6 %($14_*`$&-.  
 

ù/ E=0S/ %j#N/ E=0S *%E)8/6/ !8*%5, 

'_'$2'#'V/ §#+5E+/ '�-', .%$0(%/, 

;$-5'$8$-% K:$"6/, E:$+)*I#%, 

/[/, +�0%, Es**+/ 3:E!%9"3#'$+, 2"/d  

-$:38$2:$+/ .a3E=E% 3+[ *%)P/ #I!+:,  5 

o #+[ !a9+: ES/ \!'9'$E8/9= 4"3'5, 

`!W ;.Ea/5 0S !(3#'6, x0$%3E"/=,  

`. .%$05%.G, .%#'-%*.'I9= 3XI$%,. 

o_.+[/ z #$5N/ '\$'9'Q, !$Q/ `/ E"3f 

+• .%#")=3%/ 4N/#', 'j, ¶0+: 2/aX+/ 10 

)(+: 0' XN, .%#'V0+/ `/ 3+Q 0':#"$+: 

(#+[ b%*E5.+[ Ö=9"/#+, xE"$%, )"*+:,), 

z #$'V, ;96N/ #+[ X9a/+: .%#%.$(#+:, 

`/ /:.#"$+5, Ñ/%.#+, '_3')+[, Xa)+5,, 

/:.#+0$+EN/ 0' .%Q 3U/ å0$g -$:3(f 15 

/:EX+3#o*N/ #$'V, ;9*(+: !%#$L, .a$%,, 

E"3+, !%$W xEs, 0'[$+ .%Q /[/ #+U, 0I+,  

r'M$25a/ E' #L/ B.:*(#4=/ `. 2"/+:,, 

`< |_2'/'56#N/ 0' #G, Ö(4=, h//%/, 

`E+Q 4:2'V3%/ \!L 3+Q /:EX+3#a*f  20 

2'/+[ 0S X$+:$L, #+[ )(+: ES/ `/ )(f 

b:-@/ #' .%Q /+[/ .%Q #L .+5/L/ 3%$.(+/, 

;EX+V/ X:*8##6/ ;952G !83=, )*8)=,· 

xEN/ 05!*C/ #$580% #=$N/ ^, E(%/ 

^, ß/ E%9=#C, #+[ !%$a/#+, `/ E"3f 25 

0:+V/, `!W %_#g .%Q #$5N/ 3:/=2E"/6/· 

`/ #q .$(3'5 0S !$+3#%#@3%, 2/=3(6, 

XN, {$580+, 0L, #G, E+/%$-5.G, )*"!'5/. 

 

1 E=0S/...EC 0S K | 5 .a3E=E% 3+: K corr. L | 7 Ñ.E+/+, K | 12 Ö:9"/#+, M. 

12 Ps. 90 (91):5. 
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No. 278. UV0 *V%]-& ./0 c*(.]%(6 %($14_*`$&- M&8O .(? [%'48(?. 
 

B+[ .%Q #I!+5 3#(*)+/#', T3%/ -$:3(f, 

#G, -$:3"%, /+[/, -$:3"%, #L 3%$.(+/ 

3#8E/+,, .5)6#a,, 9:E5%#@$, *:-/(%. 

#G, !$6#+#I!+: #+52%$+[/ 3+: #L/ #I!+/, 

Ñ/%/0$' MG#'$, .%**I/6 #g -$:3(f    5 

H6/3#%/#V/+, 3L, *8#$=, `. B.*=$N/ 2"/+:,. 

3U 0W `/ 0+.5Eq #+[ !:$L, #N/ !$%.#"6/ 

-$:3a/ E' 0'V<+/, .%9%$a/, 3'363E"/+/, 

Ñ/9$%<5 3G, -8$5#+, `.#'X$+[38 E+: 

!s/ ]$2+/ \!a-%*.+/ o #$"X'5 X*a2%,. 10 
  

2 /%[/ K | 7 3I 0W K | 10 X*a2% K X*a2%, L. 

 

No. 279. UV0 *V%]-& ./0 ^M*8&79&0 c*(.]%(6 %($14_*`$&- M&8O .(? [6-&j.(6. 
 

D. E%$2%$5#N/, `. *(96/, `. -$:3(+:, 

.+3EN #I!+/ 3a/, 4N3% -$:3G *:-/(%, 

ò5.=Xa$+, 3L, +j."#=, B:/%ç#=,, 

'j0P, ES/ ^, Ñ<5+/ +_0S/ 'j3X"$6, 

!*C/ ®/% .m/ x 2*N33% EC *%*'V/ ]-d, 5 

#L !$L, 3S X(*#$+/ `.)+N35/ +â *(9+5. 

3U 0W `/ )(f 3."!+5, E' .%Q 3M4+5, #"*+,. 
 

Title B:/%(#+: L. 

  

No. 281. UV0 *V%]-& .(? Z86$($.]1(6. 
 

©:-C/ `EC/ Ñ$0':', !=2C -$:3"%. 

-$:3G 3XI$%, E8*%##' 350=$s, X$"/%,. 

*a26/ 0S !:$Q #N/ !%9N/ Y*%, X*"2', 

^, #+[ !:$L, .$(/+/#+, pX9N -$:3(+/. 
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:(. 282. UV0 *V%]-& .(? W79(6 g&+91(6. 

|j EC E%9P/ ™0'5/ 3', K8<5E', X983%,, 

#E=9"/#% 2*N33%/ \!S$ p$9N/ 0+2E8#6/, 

`.%$#"$+:/ m/ 3N/ `!%.+[3%5 *a26/ 

]E!/+:/ 3' .$(/6/ .m/ 0+.q, 2'2$%EE"/+,. 

!*C/ !$L, R'a/ E+: .%Q 352N/ \!'$*8*'5· 5 

;.+I3'#%5 2Z$ ^, 352N/#+, K63"6,. 

 
 

No. 285. UV0 *V%]-&0 .J- W792- c*(!582-. 
 

|j, !(3#'6, 3I2.$%#+/ ;.$%5X/G !a9+/ 

)8b%, ;´*6, #+[ /+L, #C/ 2$%X(0% 

`/ .%$0(%, ]2$%b% !*%<Q 3%$.(/%5, 

\Es,, 0:Z, 3I/%9*' #N/ R'+0M$6/, 

.%Q #%V, /+=#%V, `2.%#+!#'I6 .a$%5,·                   5 

05!*+[, 0S !*%39'Q, `. /+L, .%Q 3%$.(+: 

;/%*a26, #C/ ñb5/ `< ;EX+V/ 9"*6· 

`. 2+[/ `/I*6/ 3:2.$%9"/#6/ -$6E8#6/ 

3:/'EE52"/#+, %y95, %_#+V, #+[ !a9+: 

`<'5.+/(46 #+U, \EN/ 9'(+:, #I!+:,                     10 

^, m/ 2$%X"/#%, .%Q .%#W %w39=35/ )*"!6. 

\E'V, 0S 3:E!$8##+5#' !%/#( E+5 )(f· 

05!*+[, ES/ `-9$+U, z B#$%#=*8#=, #$"!' 

#@$'5 0S {@$6/ .:.*a9'/ E' .%Q 3."!' 

.m/ `EX%/N, #5,, .m/ .$:Xq )8**'5/ 9"*d, 15 

#"*+, 0S 3:/0$%Ea/#', 'j, 2/ME=/ E(%/ 

)()*f E' !$+32$8b+5#' #N/ 3646E"/6/. 

 

17 !$L, 2$8b+5#' K. 
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No. 287. UV0 *V%]-& ./0 c*(.]%(6 ./0 M&-&79&0 !*$M(9-40 B1J-. 
 

&+**%(, B+*+EM/ X=35, #N/ 9:2%#"$6/ 

0I/%E5/ 'j$283%/#+, 3U 0S &%$9"/' 

-8$535 !83%, \!'$G$%, !+5.(*%5,, 

3#'($%, !$+"$-d, !%$9"/+, 3:**%E)8/'5,, 

#(.#'5, R'a/, #'.+[3% !%$9"/+, E"/'5,,               5 

9/@3.'5,, !8*5/ 4q, `/9"f E'#%3#83'5. 

#( .%5/L/ 'w!'$ 4G/ 0+.'V, 2'2$%EE"/=;                      | f. 116v 

+_ -$6E8#6/· +�E%5 2%$ `/#"-/f .$83'5 

98**'5/ #L 3L/ !$a36!+/, `. 0S .%$0(%, 

.8**'5 #$:XM3=, #+[ !%$W ;2.8*%5, )$"X+:,,      10 

^, /[/ `2M 3+: .%Q *a2+:, `.%$#"$+:/ 

'j EC #L E:3#@$5+/ `//++:E"/=/ 

]2/6/ 3' 352s/ O3!'$ `.9%E)+:E"/=/. 

!*C/ ;**Z .a3E+/ '_E'/N, 0'<%E"/= 

!$6#+3#$8#+$+, 0N$+/ `< F*'<(+:                     15 

\!'$*8*'5 E+: E:3#5.6#"$+5, *a2+5,. 

 

1 B+*+EN/ L | 6 `/9"6 E'#%3#I!'5 K | 14 .a3E=3+/ L | 16 \!'.*8*'5 L. 

1–3 Pr. 31:29. 
 

  



I. Unpublished epigrams| 91 

  

 

 

No. 291. UV0 *V%]-& .(? Z8"$.(? !(_*`$&- e- d!8"&-(6M]'*". 
 

«D. #+[ 05M.#+: .%Q 3!%$8.#+: ES/ !8*%5 

`3I3#'$+/ 0S .@$:.+, 3+[ 2/=3(+: 

]-'5/ E%9M/ 3', #L/ 9'8/9$6!+/ la2+/,    

E"**+/#% !%$8.*=#+/ 'j, #L/ &%#"$% 

(.%Q 2Z$ &%#$(, &/'IE%#5 .%Q 3%:#g, la2', 5 

#g 3g .%#=**82=E'/ ;$$@#f !89'5) 

#L/ 3L/ 2$8X6 !8/%2/+/ `/ !a9f #I!+/ 

!'$52$%X"/#+, `. !8-+:, #+[ 3%$.(/+:, 

.m/ +_0S/ T##+/ .%Q R'L, !8*5/ E"/d, 

#C/ 3C/ X:*8##6/ ;!'$(2$%!#+/ XI35/·  10 

!(3#'5 0S #+[#+/ !$+3X"$6/ `2.%$0(f 

;!+3#a*+: 3+: !$+3.:$N E+/q /"Ü. 

3U 2+[/ #L *I#$+/, û/!'$ xE8$#=.8 3+5, 

ê#%/ .%9(3d, 'j, .$(35/, )$8)':" E+5. 

%j#'V 3' #+[#+ .%Q E+/%3#N/ #L 3#(X+,  15 

+• .%Q .%9:!"3-+/#+ *5#8, 3+5 X"$'5/ 

.%9=E"$%/ xEN/ #' E'E/G39%5, la2', 

;$%V, °%:#+U, `E)%*a/#', `/0(.%5, 

'j EC !"$%, 050+[35 #+V, 0'0+2E"/+5,». 

ò5.a*%a, 3+5 #%[#% !53#L, â."#=,  20 

!$6#+/6)'**(35E+, `. #G, ;<(%,, 

K%:$+.%#%.%*N/ 0' !%#$L, `. 2"/+:,, 

|_X$+3I/= #S 0+:.5.G, Ö(4=, .*80+, 

!$6#+3#$8#+$+, K5-%C* #L !%!!a9'/, 

o, %_#%/833=, T/ 3I/%5E+, |j$@/=,, 25 

R'+0M$+: 0S !%/3')83#+: !%#$a9'/, 

+¨, 3N4', BN#'$, !$L, #$:XG, X"$6/ -*a=/ 

R'+0M$f 3:/8E% .%Q #q K%$(Ü 

#"./+5, 3:/8!#6/ '_X$+3I/=, `/ #a!+5,. 

 

2 `3I3#'$+/ M | 9 E"/'5, M corr. M |  11 !'$5X"$6/ K | 17 E'E/G9%5 M | 20 +j."#=, L | 21 
!$6#+/+)'**(35E+, L | 22 0S L | 27 ≠, L. 

5–6 Rom. 5:10. 
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No. 292. UV0 *V%]-& ./0 .(? Z8"$.(? K&M.9$*20 !(_*`$&- *V0 .,- e- .k \(8!#-à -&,- 
.(? Y8(!8]1(6 M&8O .(? K&$"'"%(?. 
 

&$Q/ ES/ .%#50P/ ![$ 9'v.G, +_3(%, 

Ö'(9$+5, E52S/ 3+V, 3%$.5.G, Y*=, !8-'5, 

Xa)f #%$%-9'Q, `3#$8X=,, i+$08/=. 

/[/ 0W ;**Z #Z !$%-9"/#% 3+Q #a#' )*"!6/ 

#I!+5, 2$%X"/#% .%$0(%, !53#G, !a9f  5 

!$L, #L/ R'L/ 3#$8X=95 3U/ -%$î !8*5/ 

0%:5#5.N, %w$'5/ 0' #C/ X6/C/ ]-6/, 

!8/#6/ !+#%EN/ Es**+/ '_*+26#"$6,, 

^, #L/ la2+/ 3-P/ ]/0+/ `.!'!*:E"/+/ 

X6/G, )+N/#+, 0%.#I*+5, i68//+:.  10 

%w#'5 !%$W %_#+[ b:-5.C/ 36#=$(%/ 

H6/3#%/#(/f !*=$+[/#5 )+:*C/ 3:4I2+:, 

F22'*+!M*6/ `. 2"/+:, .%#=2E"/=,, 

#G, Æ*"/=,, .%Q #a/0' #L/ 9'V+/ #I!+/ 

050a/#5 0N$+/ #q E+/q #+[ &$+0$aE+: 15 

#%V, 3%V, !%$W ñ-9%5, '_3')N, â0$:E"/d, 

^, m/ #$:XG, !(/635 #G, 9'(%, Y06$                                           |f. 118 

!=2G, !+#%EN/ `< D0SE !$+=2E"/6/, 

.+5/N, E'#W %_#+[ 3I4:2+, #S .%Q #"./%. 

 

19. .+5/L, K. 
7 Cf. Ps. 113a (114): 3  10 Mt. 3:3; Mc. 1:3; Lc. 3:4; Jn. 1:23. 
 

* It is unclear from when this epigram dates. It could well date from the eleventh century, when the 

title of basilikos is prominent. 
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No. 307. tMI .k N-&8.4_;-." .8"%&-!='l e- .k -&k .J- X=8(6. 
 

&+**Z, ;!W ;$-G, E"-$5 .%Q /[/ E+5, E8.%$, 

!=2Z, ;/'3#aE63%, '_!$%2=E8#6/. 

!%/#L, XI*%< Ñ2$:!/+, '\$"9=, )(+:· 

#L/ !%V0% !$Q/ c$!%3%, `< Ø0+: !I*=,, 

t2'5$%, `. *(96/ E' /[/ #L/ !%#"$%,  5 

]9$%:3%, `-9$L/ o, !"#$%/ E+5 3.%/08*+: 

`/ #%V, #$()+5, #"9'5.'/ ¢ Es**+/ Xa/+:. 

.m/ !#%53E8#6/ .I=E% #Z 9*()+/#8 E', 

#N/ 2+[/ X9%38/#6/ \!'$%($6/ #C/ -8$5/  

(z !$6#+/+#8$5+, %j#N .%Q !8*5/) 10 

E:$+)*I#%, X$+I$'5 E', !%V0%,, `22a/+:,, 

#"*+, 0S !s35 #G, D0SE .*G$+/ /"E+5,. 

 

Title #$5.%/0I*6 KL | 11.X$+I$'Q E' K | 12 #+V, K. 

6 1Petr. 2:8. 

 

No. 308. UV0 *V%]-& .(? W79(6 Y&E'(6 .(? Q1('(74.(?. 
 

ÇÉ:39'V3% 0'5/G, .%Q !+*:-$a/+: /a3+: 

¢ Es**+/ ¶0+: #N/ !:*N/ `<=2E"/= 

3%V,, &%[*', *5#%V,, p$9+0+<(%, 3#I*', 

]2$%b% E"/ 3' !(3#'6, #g .%*8Ef 

X(*#$+: )%X%V, -$M3%3% .%$0(%, E"3+/.   5 

!*C/ .%9+$s/ 9"*+:3% .%Q 3%$.L, .a$%5,, 

|_0+.(% n+I.%5/% 3L/ 2$8X6 #I!+/ 

E(<%3% #+V, -$ME%35 .%Q /[/ #L/ !a9+/. 

3U 0W `/ )(f ES/ !$+3#8#'5 E+: .%Q 3."!', 

#"*+, 0S #$:XG, `2.%#%3.@/+: -*ad.  10 

 

1 Ö:9'V3% K corr. L | 4 `2$8b%E"/ K. 
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No. 309. UV0 *V%]-& .(? W79(6 [.*C#-(6 .(? M82.(1#8.68(0. 
 
{L/ 0(-% -'5$L, `< ñ$+:, #'#E=E"/+/ 

*(9+/, #L/ ;.$a26/+/, `/ b:-q X"$6/, 

o, 3:/0"#=, \!G$<' .a3E6/ #N/ 0I+ 

'j, 3#%:$L/ ;$9'Q, `/ *59+3#$M#f #a!f, 

3#"2'5, 05W %_#L/ E:$(6/ )+*Z, *(96/ 5 

.%Q !$N#+, %_#L, *59(/6/ `. )%9E(06/ 

E%$#:$(+: .*(E%.% .%5/C/ !=2/I'5,. 

o_.+[/ 3#"X+, /[/ ;/#Q #N/ *59%3E8#6/ 

+_. `. *(96/ 3+5 #5E(6/ !$+3'!*8.=, 

;**W `. -%$(#6/ &/'IE%#+, #$53+*)(6/. 10 

A%3(*'5+, 0S H%$I.=,, !53#L, *8#$5,, 

!"#$%/ !a9+: 3+: .%$0(Ü !$+3'0$83%,, 

3G, 'j.a/+, !(/%.% -$:3g .%**I/'5. 

3U 0W `/ )(f, !$M#%9*', !$+3#8#=, 2(/+:, 

[.%Q] E%.$Z/ %_#+[ 0:3-'$S, !s/ `.#$"!+5,, 15 

`/ #q .$(3'5 0S #C/ D0SE .*G$+/ /"E+5,. 
 

1 #' 3.=E"/+5, L | 6 *59(.6/ K | 12 !"#$% K  !"#$Ü L  !a*+: L  3+[ L | 13 [..], K 3G, L | 14 !$63#8#=, K 
corr.M | 15 .%Q ante E%.$Z/ add. L. 

2 1Pet. 2:6 | 4 Jo. 19:13. 
 
No. 355. tMI *V%]-" ./0 ^M*8&79&0 c*(.]%(6 %($14_*9$à. 
 
∞_#82%9a/ 3' .%Q X5*'I3!*%2-/+/ XI3'5 

3L, +�0' *8#$5, E:3#5.L, ò5.=Xa$+,· 

b:-G, 0S !+**C/ #C/ !'!+(9=35/ #$"X6/ 

!$+)8**'#%5 !$"3)5/ E' 3+Q #C/ E=#"$%, 

!*%3#+:$2S .+5/", .m/ 05'!*839=, 9"*6/  5 

`< %âE8#6/ E+: 3%$.(+: *%)P/ XI35/. 

-'V$%, 3' *+5!L/ ó2.%*53E"/%, )*"!6/ 

!$'3)':#5.N, !$L, Yb+, `.#'#%E"/%, 

^, :âL, %j0"39=#5 E=#$5.+U, *a2+:,, 

^, 0W +y/ R'L, )$8)':' #N/ '_-N/ !"$%,  10 

.%Q !#%53E8#6/ 0+U, E:$5+!*a.6/ *I35/ 

3.=/+[/#% #+[#+/ 'j, D0SE 0'V<+/ -*a=/. 

1 XI K XI3'5 L | 6 XI35, K | 10 #%V, '_-%V, M | 11 *I35, M | 12 0'V<%5 L. 
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No. 356. tMI *V%]-" .(? W79(6 c*(!58(6 %($14_*9$à M&8O .(? [*8K'9(6 %68(? 
\2#--(6. 
 

«&$L, 06$'N/ 98*%33%/ û/ ]3-+/, E8.%$, 

3+[ !$+3#%#+[/#+,, ú R'+[ 0N$+/ E"2%, 

Ö%/Q, #L 0N$+/ `. 0S X(*#$+: .%$0(%,. 

3U 0W ;**Z 3:/@96, E' .%Q !8*5/ 3."!+5,, 

050+U, M%/+:@*, %_#8/%.#+, ∞_3a/6/,  5 

'_'$2'35N/ #Z, )$I3'5, ;'5$$a+:,, 

X%(/6/ 0S !83%5, ^, *I-/+, E+: #%V, #$()+5,, 

3:/'.3#$%#'I6/, 3:EE%-N/, /a3+:, *I6/, 

#"*+, 0' #$:XG, `2.%#+5.(46/ -*ad». 

i68//=, 3L, 0+[*+, %j#N B'$)*(%,. 10 

 
Title .+3E539'±3= M corr. .+E539'(3= K | 7 *(-/+, M.  
 

No. 358. UV0 *V%]-& .(? W79(6 \2#--(6 .(? Y8(!8]1(6 !*_*`$&- !"O H86$9(6 M&8O 
.(? K&$"';20. 
 

J #Z, .%E@*+: #$(-%, 'j, 3."!=/ ]-6/, 

p3XU/ 0S 3C/ 0"$E%#5 *'!#g 3:/0"6/, 

)%!#53#Z ~$53#+[ -$I3'+/ .a3E+/ 0"-+: 

05W +e M%/+:@*, !+$X:$%/9C, %_#8/%<, 

.%#%2*%ç4'5 3L/ 3')83E5+/ #I!+/ 5 

E+/q 0S #q 3q !(3#'6, 0N$+/ /"E'5                                               |180v 

^, 3U ES/ %_#g !$L, R'L/ E"3+, 2(/+:, 

z #+[ !%*%5+[ .%Q /"+: /aE+: E"3+,, 

.;/ +_$%/+V, 3-'V/ #C/ )%3(*'5+/ 3#835/, 

#L 0’ '_*+2+[/ 3' #N/ E+/+#$a!6/ 3#(X+, 10 

z$N/ #L 0N$+/ .%Q 05Z E/@E=, X"$+/, 

R'L/ 0:36!q #+[ 0'06.a#+, -8$5/. 

 
Title 0o9'V3%/ M corr. L | 7 E†3+, K | 9 )%3V*'5+/ K. 

1 Kt. 3:4; Mc. 1:6. 
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No. 368. tMI *V%]-" .(? W79(6 Y&-.*'*=1(-(0. 
 

F/%$2I$6, ES/ !$Q/ !%$'V-', #C/ -8$5/· 

/[/ 0W +_ !+9N/ Ñ$2:$+/, +_0S -$:3(+/, 

0(.=/ 0S EC 0+[/%5 E' #+[ b'I0+:, 9"*6/, 

/:.#L, 9$+'V, 0+.+[/#% 3L/ X5*'V/ #I!+/ 

!"!*+/ 0S 0'3Eg 3:2.%#(3-'39%5 <"/f,  5 

E/@E=/ §6, ]3-=.% #$5-$a/+: -$"+:,, 

o /[/ !'$%#N, &%/#'*'GE+/ E8.%$, 

r'$835E+, 3L, #a/0' 3+5 .a3E+/ X"$6/.  

 
4 0+.+[/#+, K. 

 

No. 391. UV0 ., _&?1& .J- M;-.* G8.2-. 
 

l%)P/ ;XI$#6, XI$%E% #+[ 3%$.(+: 

`. !%$9'/5.N/ \!'$82/6/ %âE8#6/, 

z &%#$L, àâL, ;-$a/+: E=#$L, 0(-%, 

Ñ$#+/ 3'%:#L/ +_$%/+[, B6#@$, *"2'5,. 

^, Ñ$#+, +y/ ]9$'b%, Ñ$#6/ !'/#805 5 

Ñ/0$%, -5*(%, !'/#8.5, E'#$+:E"/+:, 

Ñ/': 2:/%5.N/ 3:/#$%X'53N/ !%50(+5,, 

.%Q /[/ #+*+5!a/, ^, 05!*s, X"$6/ XI3'5,, 

3NE% ES/ Ñ$#f #g .%9W xE"$%/ #$"X', 

#C/ .%$0(%/ 0S 3+[ 3#aE%#+, #+V, *a2+5,. 10 

#"*+, 0S !8/#%, !$+3*%)P/ 0%5#:Ea/%, 

#G, 3G, #$%!"4=,, 'j, ;'(0$+3+/ -*a=/, 

.+5/N, #L .%5/L/ 3:E!(+5, xEV/ !aE%. 

 
4 Jn. 6: 32 | 5–7 Mt 14: 14–21. 
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No. 402. UV0 *V%]-& .(? Z8"$.(? e$.&6821;-(6, NM, .(? M&.8"#8H(6 á*8($('E12- 
%68(? \2#--(6. 
 

H*(/%, .'X%*C/ .%Q 9%/P/ `!Q <I*+:, 

ú X$5.#S /'.$", 4N/ R'+[ 4N/#+, la2', 

]+5.%, ^, Ñ/9$6!+, %w#=35/ X"$'5/ 

#g !%#$Q #g 3g #C/ )$+#N/ 3N3%5 XI35/· 

;$-5'$'I, 2%$ .%Q !%$8.*=#+, E"2%, 5 

3I, BN#'$, ≤X9=,, ^, z 3L, &%[*+, 2$8X'5. 

3U 2+[/ z 9I3%, .%Q #:9'(,, &*%3#+:$2" E+:, 

#C/ \!S$ xEN/ 3C/ 3X%2C/ 0'0'2E"/+, 

.%Q #C/ 0"=35/ £/ 0"06.%, *%E)8/6/ 

`E+Q #L *I#$+/ ^, R'L, 0N$+/ /"E+5,· 10 

#( 2Z$ !*"+/ #(, 'j, ®*%3E8 3+5 X"$'5 

¢ #L !$+-:9S/ %ìE% [3+[] 3#%:$+:E"/+:; 

#G, ≥'$+:3%*@E 0' 3+[ #G, å2(%, 

9$a/f E' 3'!#g !%#$5%$-N/ â0$I3%,, 

.;/ +_$%/+V, 0L, 3+Q 9I'5/ `!%<(6, 15 

.%Q #G, #$%!"4=, 3:EE'#%3-'V/ #G, Ñ/6 

.%Q 0+[*+/ ñ/#% !$+3*%)+[ 0%5#:Ea/% 

#L/ !%#$58$-=/ #G, B5P/ i68//=/. 
 

Title [#+[ %_#+[] add. L | 12 %®E% K. 

6 1Cor. 15: 5–8. 
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No. 403. UV0 *V%]-& .(? W79(6 c*(!($9(6 .(? %("-(K"#8H(6. 
 

©:-G,, R'+0a35', #q !$+9:E(Ü  

#C/ 3%$.L, ;39"/'5%/ `./5.s/ 9"*6/, 

3-+(/f 3'%:#L/ `..$'EN/ '}-d !*"+/. 

`/#'[9'/ §*.'5, .%Q .%#82'5, \ba9'/ 

!s3%/ #'*'(%/ `. R'+[ 9'(%/ 0a35/· 5 

Ñ2-'5, 0S B%#Z/ .%Q 05%5$'V, !%2(0%, 

.%Q 0%:v#5.N, !$L, R'L/ *"2'5/ ]-'5,· 

«`<5-/(%3%, #C/ `EC/ 3-+V/+/, la2'». 

%_#a, 0' .*G$+/ #G, D0SE 3.=/6E8#6/ 

`/ 3-+5/(f 3+5 E:3#5.g E"2%/ /"E'5. 10 

#I!+/ 0S #L/ 3L/ `. !a9+: !+**+[ 2$8X'5 

z !%#$58$-=, #G, B5P/ i68//=,, 

o/ .%Q 3."!+5, /[/ .%Q .%#':9I/+5,, &8#'$, 

#"*+, 0S .%Q 3I3.=/+/ %_#L, !$+3*8)+5,. 

 

Title [{+[ %_#+[] add. L | 1 #C/ 3%$.a, post !$+9:E(Ü exp. K. 

8 Ps. 138 (139):3. 
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No. 404. UV0 *V%]-& .(? W79(6 [#K&. 
 

D. !$8<'6/ XN, -$=E%#(3%, `/9"6/ 

]E!$+39'/ `<"*%Eb%, ;/9$M!6/, B8)%. 

z 2+[/ z0=2N/ i3$%C* !:$L, 3#I*f 

.%( 3+5 !:$L, 0'(./:35/ `< Yb+:, 3#[*+/ 

°3#N#% X$5.#N, `/ 9'+.#(3#f #a!f 5 

`/ í E+/C/ c0$%3%, %_#L, å2(%/. 

Ñ**=/ .5)6#L/ 363#5.C/ E+/+#$a!6/, 

ã, 9$"EE% X%/'(,, ã, !$+%3.@3%, !8*%5, 

z !%#$58$-=, #G, B5M/ i68//=,, 

3+[ #L/ #I!+/ /[/ äE% #g 3#I*f 2$8X'5 10 

![$ 0'5./I6/ .$IX5+/ +e #$"X'5 !a9+/.               | 193 

3I 0W ;**Z #%I#=/ #C/ !:$8X*'.#+/ )8#+/ 

*(#%4' X6#L, *:-/(%/ #C/ -$:3"%/ 

#L #$533+X'22S, XN, R'+[ #+[#+/ )*"!'5/ 

.%( 3+5 3:/'V/%5 .;/ E+/%V, +_$%/(%5,. 15 

 

Title [#+[ %_#+[] add. L | 4 3#I*+/ K | 7 Ñ**=/ [0S] .5)6#L/ 3:4G/ #N/ E+/+#$a!6/ | 11 !a9+: K corr 
L | 12 !:$(X*'.#+/ L. 

3 Ex. 13:21 ; Num. 14:14; 2Esdras 19:12. 
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I I .  New readings 

43 2 !"#$%, K: !"#$+, L | 3 .%#(3-:' K: .%#(3-:3' L | 6 #+[ K+2*"/6/ K: #N/ 
K+2*"/6/ L. 

44 2 X+$8 K: X9+$8 L | 5 #+[ K+2*"/6/ K: #N/ K+2*"/6/ L. 

47 16 E%.$Z/ K: E%.$L/ L. 

52 10 !+$X:$%/9@, K: !:$X:$%/9@, L | 18 .*(/%, K: .*(/%5, L | 20 /"E+5 K: 
/"E+5, L. 

59 20 0' K: 0S ò. 

65 1 3+[ ss. !a9+: K | 10 ê*=, K: ê0' L | 14 Y!'$ K : Y!%$ L | 15. .$59"/#8 E+5 K 
|18 3'!#C/ K: !53#C/ L | 20 0S K: 0' L | 27 #$"-6/ K: #$"-6 L. 

71 4 2G, K: 3G, L. 

75 8 *(-/+, K *V-/+, corr. M : *I-/+, L. 

79 Title /+EG, K: E+/G, L | 4 3U 0W z 3#'2846/ K: 3U 0S 3#'2846/ L. 

80 1 *a2+: K: *a2' L | 6 ^, K: .%Q L. 

81 5 !'$5)*I4+:3%/ K: !'$5)*I4+:3% K. 

85 12 F22'*+!6*6/ K: F22'*+!+I*6/ L. 

88 3 Ö8.+, K: Ö8.3, L | 4. E5.$Z/ M: E%.$Z/ L | 7 #$5##Z, ML: #$5##G, R. 

89 3 R'a, 28$ `3#5/ K : R'L, 28$ `3#5/ L | 6 3' K : 3+[ L. 

90 3 3#5*!/a#=#%, K: 3#5*!/a#=#% L | 20 ^, 0W `< K: ^, `< L. 

91 6 Å$+X+38 K: Å$+X638E=/ L | 23 -*a=/ M: -8$5/ L. 

92 2 <:/'4I2= KL: 3:/'4I2= P | 3 %_#+.$%#+$+[/#+, K: %_#+.$%#+[/#+, LP. 

93 Title .+E59'(3=, K: .+3E=9'(3=, L  H%E%#=$+[ .:$+[ F/0$+/(.+: K: 
H%E%#=$+[  F/0$+/(.+: L | 30 `.X*'2"/#6/ K: `.#$5)"/#6/ L. 

95 1 !$Q/ K: !$L, L | 3 H%E%#'$L, K: H%E%#=$L, L | 4 *8#$=, K: *8#$5, L | 9 #S M: 
#' L. 

96 9. #(, K: #G, L. 

97 14 ä!%/#%, K: å!8/#6/ L. 

99 12 X(*#$+: X*+2Q K: X(*#$+/ X*+<Q L | 16 <"6 0S K : <"6 #L  L | 19 X*a2%, K: 
X*a2% L. 

101 1 ;2$(+: #835, K: ;2$a#+: #835, L | 10 -P/ K: 3-P/ L | 14 ;..<"6/ K: ;/%<"6/ 
L| 19 3:EE"#$'5 K: 3:EE"*'5 L | 20 E' K: 3' L | 24 `!Z/ K: `!'Q L | 25 ;XI.#+: 
K: ;XI.#6, L | 29 ]/0+/ `/..#..9'Q, x2/53E"/+/ K: ]/0+/ `/...ó2/+=E"/+/ L | 
30 ~$53#+[ K: ~$53#S L | 31 9'(%, K: 9'(+5, L | 32 E' K: E+5 L. 

109 1 !$+#'V/'#%5 ES/ K : !$+#'(/'5...ES/ L. 

111 4 B:$+!6*6/ K: B:$+!M*6/ L | 7 !%$9"/+: K: !%$9"/+/ L | 9 
`.*'*+:E"/6/ K: `.*%*+:E"/6/ L | 14 .%#%#$:Xs/ K: .%#%#$:XN/ L. 

112 17 -I3'5, K: *I3'5, L | 24 2*:.:$$a+:, K: Å.:$$a+:, L | 31 *[@]2'5/ K: *I'5/ 
L | 34 .$%#:/%5 K: .$%#[/%5 L. 
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238 Title {$5%0(#4=, K: {$5%0(#3=, L | 1 K%/6S K: K%/+:S L | 2 2( K: 2(/'#%5 L | 4 
![$ K: !%#C$ L | 5 3%V, K: #%V, L. 

240 Title `!Q #+[ .%/5.*'(+: K: ;!L #+[ .%/5.*'(+: L | 1 X"$6 K: X"$6/ L. 

246 Title .%Q ante #C/ add. MaN  '_*+2+:E"/+:, K: '_*+2+:E"/=/ LMaN| 
3!$+3*%*'V K: !$+:*%*'V Kaò | 4 ^, K: .%Q Kaò | 6 ;!W %_#N/ K: å!8/#6/ 
Kaò | 10 05%0@*+/#', K: 05%22'(*+/#', MaN| 14 #+U, 3:/#$5)"/#%, 
`.0$+E%V, ML: #C/ 3:/#$5)C/ #N/ `.0$+EN/ Kaò | 17 .m/ KL: .;/ Kaò | 18 
!(3#5/ prop. L  !a9f Kcorr.Kaò | 19 K%/+:C* K: K%/+:G* Kaò | 25 
.'.$%2N, K: .'.$%#P, Kaò | 27 3:/Gb'/ K: 3:/Gb' Kò | 29 #g 9$a/f K: 
#+[ 9$a/+: Kaò | 33 -'V/ K <]>-'5/ Kaò  %_#N/ K: %_#+[ Kaò. 

249 6 x K: ó L | 15 `2.%#'3#=$52E"/+/ K: `2.%#'3#=$52E"/d L | 44 +_. #5//I'5 K: 
+_ .#5//I'5 L | 56 0+:*%262'V K: 0+:*%262'V, L | 61 3:2.'.$%E"/+, K: 
3:2.'.$%E"/+/ L. 

261 4d 05bs K: 05b'V L. 

269 2 05%2$8X6/ K: 05%2$8X'5, LMaN | 11 3:/'//+'V/ 0' .%( #5 E+5 K: 
3:/'//+'V/ .%( #( E+5 MaN | 12 !8$'535/ K: 28$ 'j35/ Kaò | 15 !a*+: K: 
3#a*+: Kaò | 16 .'X%*N/ K: .'X%*G, Kaò | 17 080%, K: n8.%, Kaò. 

292 Title !$L, #L/ #+[ ~$53#+[ #8X+/ M: !$L, #L/ ~$53#+[ #8X+/ L | 5 )%35*"6, 
K: )%35*"% L | 12 )+I*=35 K  )+I*=35/ L | 14 3:EE'$(3%39%5 M: 
3:EE'#$(3%39%5 L.  

295 7 *a2+: K: *a2+/ L. 

303 12 Ñ**=/ K: Ñ**6, L | 17 46G, K: 4G/ L. 

325 6 !83%5, K : !83=, L | 11 2 ss. post * X8*%<5/ M. 

328 18 #%I#=, M: #%I#=/ L. 

341  1 R'+[ !%V K: 9'g !s/ L  ú !%V Kaò | 2 m/ KKaò: m L | 3 '� 3U KL: `3U Kaò  
0I, K: 0I+ L 0(, Kaò | 6 `.!a$':35 K corrMaN | 7 !53#N, K: !53#+V, Kaò  
E(%/ K: EZ/ Kaò.   

343 7 *+X M: *aX+:, L | 10 9*8#%5 K : 9*s#%5 L | 12 -$:3"6/ K: -$:3(6/ L. 

344 6 Å3#$%.ME'/+, K: Å3#$%.6E"/+, L | 17 ]3-+/ K: ]3-'/ L. 

345 10 X$(##', !(!#', *'V-' K: X$(##', *'V-' L  !#"$/=, K: !#"$/%, L. 

346 7 E%$28$6/ K: E%$E8$6/ L | 9 0I/%E5 3S K: 0I/%E(/ 3' L. 

347 19 0' K: 3' L | 20 05'*9'V/ K: !$+'*9'V/ L | 25 3#(X'5 K: 3#"X'5 L. 

376 1 [&]+**Z, K: ...L/ (;) L | 10 +�.' K: +�.+, L | 17 #$()+5, K: #$()%5, L | 20 
`!'/#$:Xs/ K: `!'/#$:XN/ L. 
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1 .  Introduction 

1.1. Introduction I: General remarks 

The Anthologia Marciana includes poetry dating from the reign of Constantine 

Monomachos to the reign of Alexios III. However, in this thesis I have restricted the 

scope to only the anonymous dedicatory epigrams on works of art dating from the 

reign of Manuel Komnenos, which can be found in collections B and C. These texts 

amount to 118 epigrams. 

The fact that they date mainly from the reign of Manuel Komnenos is not a 

coincidence. Rhetoric flourished in his court. Manuel himself is the second most 

praised emperor in Byzantine history1. Poetry as a rhetorical device was performed 

in official and unofficial ceremonies: acclamations were sung by the demes, long 

‘speeches’ (']7(") written in political verse and poems in dodecasyllables performed 

by the rhetors, while ethopoiiai, didactic poems, dramatic verse dialogues, historical 

texts, monodies and romances written in verse were read aloud in the ‘rhetorical 

theatra’2. To this list of texts, epigrams must be added.  

It is hard to define what a Byzantine epigram is3. Certainly, it is different to 

the modern perception of a brief text which makes a point at the end4. It has been 

defined as ‘either a “text written on (an object)” or a “text written next to a piece of 

literature”.’5 The work of Theodore Balsamon († after 1195) – a famous canonlawyer 

and scholar – provides a good example of the subjects of epigrams from the late 

                                                        
1 Angelov 2007: 30. 
2 For a general introduction to Comnenian poetry see Lauxtermann 2004: 327–35. See also Jeffreys 
2009: 222–5. On court poetry see Hörandner 2003.  
3 Lauxtermann 2003: 142–4.  
4 Ibid. Cf. OED, s.v. 
5 Lauxtermann 2003: 30. 
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Sender 

– poet 
– donor 

 

 

Recipient  

middle Byzantine era. He wrote epitaphs6, book epigrams7 and epigrams on works of 

art8. It is this last category of poetry that I am most interested in. In his influential 

book, Marc Lauxtermann has defined the epigrams on works of art as a genre in its 

own right, ‘a kind of poetry that aims to express forms of the visual imagination and 

to render in words mental perceptions of the visible’9. The anonymous epigrams in 

the corpus at hand refer to all kind of objects: icons, frescoes, mosaics, encheiria, 

enkolpia, drinking cups, belts, swords, etc. 

Epigrams on works of art (especially these concerning religious objects) are 

texts of communication not only between the divine and mortal world, but also 

between the members of a community. According to the basic scheme of 

communication, a sender transmits a message that passes through a specific 

channel and aims to reach a certain destination, the recipient. The sender creates 

and sends the message. The most obvious sender is the author, the poet. In the case 

of dedicatory epigrams, the donor as well as the poet sends the message. The donor 

is the instigator for the creation of the object as a gift with the expectation that a 

specific message will be transferred. Thus, the scheme becomes more elaborate: 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
6 E.g. Thedore Balsamon, Epigrams, XI: UV0 .,- .#C(- e-.,0 Ü-.& .(? -&(? ./0 W79&0 É--40 ."121;-40 .r 
1(-r .J- h!47J-.  
7 Balsamon, Epigrams, XXVIII and XXXIV. 
8 On icons (Epigrams, I–VIII, XIV, XX (A–B), XXIV (A–B), XXIX, XXXV), on a basket (Epigrams, XVIII (A–
C)), even on the inscription of the conciliar edict of 1166 erected in the nathex of Hagia Sophia 
(Epigrams, XXXII). 
9 Lauxtermann 2003: 152. 

channel 

Message 
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It is hard to define the identity of the recipient. Following principles adopted 

from New Historicism10 and the related Archaeo-Historicism11, epigrams – as with 

any kind of art of the past – can be seen through a double scope. On the one hand, 

the epigrams on works of art have been composed and interpreted in their time and 

place (in their original context). They have been written for (and hence they have 

been formed by) an audience12 with a specific cultural background. On the other, they 

are interpreted in the time and place of their new receiver (the reader of the 

manuscript)13. Even if epigrams are events of a certain time, they will be perceived 

differently each time they are read, given that their context is ever-changing. The 

aim of this, third, part of the thesis is to reach as close as possible to the twelfth-

century perception of these texts. 

                                                        
10 On New Historicism in Byzantine studies see Odorico–Agapitos 2002 – esp. Mullett 2002: 49–50. See 
the work done by Niels Gauls in his book (Thomas Magistros und die spätbyzantinische Sophistik. Studien 
zum Humanismus urbaner Eliten in der frühen Palaiologenzeit, Harrassowitz, 2011), Floris Bernard (2010) in 
his doctoral thesis (esp. pp. 6–11), and G.L. Conor (1999) in her article on the famous St Polyeuktos 
inscription. For a general introduction to New Historicism see Gallagher–Greenblatt 2000. 
11 Archaeo–historicism is also a context–building approach to analysing a literary text. According to 
Robert Hume, the main representative of this theory, ‘Archaeo–historicism allow us to carry out 
interlinked activities: (1) we reconstruct historical contexts and (2) we can then employ those 
contexts to help us read texts in something like their original circumstances’ (Hume 1999: 188). 
Moreover, Archaeo–historicism attempts ‘to reconstruct specific contexts that permit the present–
day interpreter to make sense of the cultural artefacts of the past and the conditions in which they 
are produced’ (ibid, 9). It is ‘devoted to the reconstruction of historical events and viewpoint from 
primary material’ (ibid, 10). The same scholar finds that New Historicism carries out ‘a text–based 
form of close reading, not as engaging in a serious attempt to investigate original contexts’ (ibid, 6). 
Furthermore, he criticises New Historicism as not systematic enough, finding that its representatives 
use a random and fragmental selection of background material (ibid, 6–7). Admittedly, both 
approaches (Archeo and New Historicism) are very close. True enough, New Historicism in contrast 
to Archaeo–historicism does not propose a specific interpretive method of literary texts (on the 
method of the Archaeo–Historicism, see ibid, 45–100). Instead, New Historicism is a collective term, 
open to any scholar who discusses literature in its historical context and as part of human activity 
(Shea 1993, s.v.); in other words, it covers any contextual approach to a text. An attempt to 
systematise New Historicism can be found in Gallagher–Greenblatt 2000. Another difference is that 
Archaeo–historicism pays more attention to facts and events. This is not so strictly specified by the 
New Historicists. Given that the main aim of both approaches is the contextual analysis of the text 
and that their differences are minor, it can be argued that Archaeo–historicism is simply a different 
label (cf. Hume 1999: 7).  
12 Cf. Spiegel 1990: 77. ‘All texts occupy determinate social spaces, both as products of the social 
world of authors and as textual agents at work in that world, with which they entertain often 
complex and contestatory relations. In that sense, texts both mirror and generate social realities, 
constitute the social and discursive formations which they may sustain, resist, contest, or seek to 
transform depending on the case at hand’.  
13 Gallagher–Greenblatt 2000: 17. 
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The collective term cultural background comprises two elements: the 

individual cultural background and the common cultural background. The common 

cultural background is formed by the historically conditioned conscience of a group, 

its common historically conditioned longings, and the accumulated knowledge 

about physical reality. These are transported from generation to generation via 

social learning. A sender is most probably familiar with his contemporary common 

cultural background; the poet and the donor of each object (if different from the 

poet) appeal to their contemporary audience. Due to a common cultural 

background, the audience of our epigrams has several common tools which it uses 

to perceive the world and our texts. 

On the other hand, the individual cultural background dictates the final 

understanding of a literary work (as well as the world in general). It includes 

special/personal characteristics and other uncontrolled personal factors (e.g. the 

doubts and dreams of a person, his or her character as formed by the self and its 

environment). The example of multiculturalism illustrates this situation, as cross-

cultural marriages were a familiar phenomenon in Manuel’s court14. A person born 

to parents in a cross-cultural marriage is affected by the cultural background of both 

parents and by the place in which he or she grows up. However, the individual 

cultural background, being a completely random factor, cannot be discussed. 

The following chapters seek to recover as much as possible of the original 

context of the epigrams and to understand the poetry on its own terms, taking into 

consideration the twelfth-century audience. Limitations and constraints are 

inherent in the nature of the research. The modern scholar does not only read the 

epigram in a different context from the original context (i.e. in a manuscript), but 

also he is familiar with a modern set of cultural conventions, different from the 

                                                        
14 See for example the genealogy of John Tzetzes (Gautier 1970). 
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twelfth-century reader. Thus, only a fraction of the original purpose of the text can 

be retrieved15, if one does not realise that the epigrams have been written from a 

different perspective than our own. A scholar must therefore enter a foreign 

horizon of expectations and, since past horizons no longer exists, has to try to 

reconstruct them16. Therefore, what is possible is to become familiar with cultural 

conventions and, based on them, to attempt to reconstruct a version of the original 

context. The following diagram summarises the main points: 

 

 

                                                    Message 

 

 

 

 Consequently, I will attempt to move from the text to the context, because 

‘text affects context as emerging from it’17. Admittedly, the term context is ‘a vague 

concept’18. Robert Hume understands it as ‘the events, values, circumstances, 

judgements, and Weltanschauung of a particular past time and place’19. Similarly, 

David Myers sees the context as the social and political circumstances in which a 

text emerged20. Gabrielle Spiegel, on the other hand, sees the context as being 

formed by different ‘texts of everyday life’, which have an intertextual connection21. 

Convincingly, Marc Lauxtermann notes: ‘[the term context] includes anything 

                                                        
15 Hume 1999: 46. 
16 Hume 1999: 71. 
17 Hume 1999: 36. He carries on saying: ‘applying context to text, one tends to look for a spectrum of 
“normal” assumptions and potential responses – that is to be conscious of the assumptions common 
to many readers. Going the other way, from text to context, helps sensitize us to the original, the 
abnormal, and the subversive: we become aware of the potential power of individual challenge to 
cultural norms’. 
18 Cf. Lauxtermann 2003: 26. 
19 Hume 1999: 2. 
20 Myers 1988–9: 27. 
21 Spiegel 1990.  

 

Sender 

Original context 

Manuscript 

 

Twelfth-century audience 
(common cultural background) 

 

Reader 
(familiar with his contemporary set 

of cultural conventions) 
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relevant to the text one is reading, but which is not expressed in so many words and 

is therefore not entirely self-evident. It involves a number of questions: when, 

where, by whom, for which audience, what genre, at which occasion, for which 

purpose and so forth’22. Therefore, if the ‘context’ acquires this meaning as a word, 

then indeed the same ‘can be used to generate plausible meanings within a 

historical setting’23.  

In this discussion, the context is understood as the network of signs formed 

in a specific time and place. It consists of three main components: the genre, the 

social world that gave birth to and initially interpreted these texts, and the object to 

which each epigram refers. In other words, elements from the aforementioned 

three components can form and affect a text equally.  

The genre is determined mainly by the function of a text and the literary 

technique employed by the author. Furthermore, an author composes a text under 

the influence of his socio-economic surroundings and with the genre in mind. Every 

era ‘demands’ the composition of texts with specific characteristics. This is most 

applicable in the case of commissioned texts, which many of our epigrams are. Each 

text has to express a specific political and cultural ideology, as well as a social 

reality. Simultaneously, its perception is affected by the same parameters. The 

authors composed epigrams having in mind (even vaguely) a work of art and the 

specific occasion for which it was commissioned. Fortunately, all the epigrams 

discussed here are written on concrete objects. It is usually known who offered, why 

he or she offered a gift and what the donor expects in return. 

This part of the thesis is structured around the ideas outlined above. The 

first chapter is an investigation of the practical use of the texts – their role as 

Gebrauchstexte. This term is discussed on the basis of the scheme of communication. 
                                                        
22 Lauxtermann 2003: 26. 
23 Hume 1999: 192. 
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Special attention is given to whether and how the epigrams might have been 

inscribed and the role the epigrams played. In order to understand this, examples 

from inscribed epigrams will be given. Then, epigrams intended for oral (public or 

private) performance will be discussed. The distinguishing characteristics of 

perfomative epigrams and the possible occasions on which they might have been 

performed will be presented. It will be suggested that such epigrams were written in 

order to accompany a donation and were either to be performed by the donor or 

sent as letters together with the gift. The second chapter focuses on the meaning of 

the term dedicatory epigram. It will be discussed how the poetics of a standardised 

genre connect the epigrams to their literary context. Conventions of the genre are 

important in order to approach the meaning and the practical function of the text24. 

Specifically, models and patterns will be identified, as well as the structure of the 

text, the way the donor is introduced, and the narrative choices, while the language 

employed by the author will be analysed. Moreover, the aim of epigrams on works 

of art is much affected by donors’ preferences, while their overall significance is 

determined by a ritualistic aspect embedded in the texts. In the next chapter, the 

focus moves from the texts to the objects these texts accompany. First, the objects 

are discussed. Epigrams were connected to everything from objects of minor art, 

like a belt or a sword, to buildings’ façades. Then, the discussion moves on to their 

production, covering the twelfth-century art market with its components and how 

the commissioner influenced the production of the objects, as well as the texts. 

Donors and artists – the ‘producers’ – are at the very heart of the art market. 

Important features of the economic, political and ecclesiastical frameworks will be 

discussed and the aesthetic demands expressed in the epigrams will be analysed in 

                                                        
24 Cf. Hume 1999: 73–4. 
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their context. Finally, the importance of the epigrams in terms of the symbolic 

value of the objects will be examined. 

The multilevel reading of the corpus of epigrams aims to help us better 

understand the dedicatory epigrams on works of art by placing them in their 

original socio-historical and cultural contexts. The ultimate goal of this discussion is 

to approach as much as possible the mechanisms for the production of the texts and 

the conception of the twelfth-century recipient of the epigram. 

Since my point of view has a clearly sociological basis, a second introductory 

section follows. This section describes briefly the social world in which the epigrams 

have been produced. 
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1.2. Introduction II: The social network of the donors 

This section aims to give a general picture of the social network of the donors. 

Prosopographical details of the donors are mentioned throughout the thesis. Thus, 

details for only a very few donors will be given here. The diagram at the end of this 

section aims to represent in an economical way the interconnections between the 

donors. It has been created with the help of VennMaker, a network-mapping 

software tool developed by the University of Trier25. The diagram shows the social 

distance of the donors from the emperor at, roughly, the moment of the 

commission of the epigram.  

The central ‘actor’ of the plan is Emperor Manuel Komnenos, since most of 

the epigrams of the corpus at hand are datable to his reign. Emperors Alexios (1081–

1118) and John II Komnenos (1118–1143) and their wives also appear in the diagram, 

mainly in order to help illustrate the interconnections between the donors. It 

should also be noted that only ‘actors’ important for understanding the social 

network of the donors are placed in the diagram, even if they are mentioned in 

other sources a not in our corpus. One can easily note the missing members of the 

imperial family, such as several sons and daughters of Alexios I and John II. Donors 

of epigrams who lived in the early twelfth century and are actively connected to 

donors from after 1143 are also included in the diagram (fig. 22)26. 

In total, 115 actors have been placed around the ‘main actor’, Manuel 

Comnenos (the star in the middle of the circle). The actors include the donors 

(yellow circle)27, members of the donors’ family that are mentioned in the epigrams 

                                                        
25 http://www.vennmaker.com. 
26 That is John Komnenos (Varzos 1984: no. 23) and his wife (nos 50 and 51), Alexios, son of John II 
Komnenos (no. 260) and the epigrams by Eirene Dokeiane Komnene (nos 252 and 261; Varzos 1984: 
no. 61). Uncertain is also the identification of the donors of nos. 82 (Eirene Doukaina, Eirene/Piroska 
or Eirene/Bertha?), and 304 (1131, according to Oikonomides 2001). 
27 For the identification of the donors/actors, I have generally followed Polemis 1968, Varzos 1984, 
and Magdalino 1993. PBW was also an extremely useful tool. For some of the donors special studies 
were available. These studies are noted in the footnotes of chapter 3.3 and the one at hand.   
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(‘secondary donors’ – blue circle), members of the family of the donors that are not 

mentioned in the epigrams (white circle), and intellectuals (white triangles). Most 

of the categories are self-explanatory. ‘Secondary donors’ are usually members of 

the donor’s family mentioned in the final supplication28, while ‘intellectuals’ include 

twelfth-century authors of court literature who are known to have connections 

with other actors (including John Tzetzes, Theodore Prodromos, Manganeios 

Prodromos, John Glykas, Eustathios of Thessaloniki, Gregory Antiochos, Theodore 

Balsamon, Euthymios Malakes, Constantine Manasses)29. Two actors are noted as 

unspecified: Nikephoros Serblias and Stephanos Meles. Nikephoros Serblias was the 

mystikos of Manuel Komnenos30. He is not a donor of one of the objects. However, 

one of the donors is John Serblias. We are missing other information about John, 

except his surname. Most possibly, Nikephoros and John (who also supplicates the 

emperor) were somehow related, although it is impossible to state exactly what the 

connection was31. They were most likely members of the same family, but nothing 

more than this. The same unspecified family connection is true for logothetes 

Stephanos Meles32 and Andrianos Meles33.  

The actors are connected mainly by relations of kinship (up to a third 

degree), which is mentioned or not in the epigram. Spouses and husbands are noted 

with a blue line, while children, parents, nieces, and nephews are connected with a 

red line. If their relationship is mentioned in the epigram then the line is 

continuous and if not it is dashed. The actors connected to the emperors because of 

their position in the imperial administration are noted with the relationship ‘ruling 

                                                        
28 See pp. 212ff. 
29 For the social network of Theodore Prodomos, see Magdalino 1993: 510 and Grünbart 2005; of 
Manganeios Prodomos, see Magdalino 1993: 510–1; of John Tzetzes, see Grünbart 1996 and 2005.  
30 Magdalino 1984 (c): 232. 
31 One more member of the Serblias family, Basil, appears as the donor in no. 244. 
32 Theodore Prodomos, Poems, no. 69. 
33 No. 251. 
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class’ (bright purple). A good idea of who were the influential members of the 

Byzantine court is given by the list of the participants in the synods of 116634. These 

are noted with a bright green dashed line. ‘Intellectual relationships’ connect the 

donors between themselves or with famous literati (green dashed line). They include 

letter exchange or dedication of literary works. Sometimes it is not possible to 

establish what the connection between two actors is. For example, Constantine, the 

husband of Eirene from the Angelos family, made a series of donations to the 

monastery of St John the Forerunner in Jordan. The monastery of St John was 

renovated by Manuel Komnenos35. Therefore, Constantine must have a connection 

to this fact and to the emperor, perhaps being one of his soldiers. Andronikos 

Kontostephanos, son of the secondary donor Stephanos Kontostephanos36, became 

monk in the monastery that Nikephoros the mystikos founded in the time of 

Manuel37. Again, unfortunately nothing is known of the connection between the two 

men. The connection between the emperor and John Chrysorophites is also 

uncertain. However, Chrysorophites commissioned a portrait of the emperor and 

his wife. Chrysorophites was clearly hoping to be favoured by the emperor. 

The circle is divided into four levels and two sectors. Each sector notes 

whether a donor comes from the secular or a monastic/ecclesiastic sphere. Secular 

sector includes also people who received the monastic habit in a late stage of their 

lives. The epigrams (and the donations) signify the transition38.  

The levels for the three sectors are: (a) level 0: ‘the Palace’; (b) level 1.1: 

people with strong affinity to the palace; (c) level 1.2: the inner circle/governing 

elite; (d) level 2: mainly members of the low aristocracy; (e) level X: unspecified, and 

                                                        
34 See Magdalino 1993: 504–7. 
35 See p. 214, note 224. 
36 No. 257. 
37 Magdalino 1993: 245. 
38 See p. 203. 
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(f) level 1*: local notables39. Each level denotes the distance of an individual from the 

emperor. For the taxonomy of the ‘actors’, three main criteria are used: (a) the 

importance of the family in the Comnenian court; (b) the rank or the title of an 

individual; and, when the two are not available, (c) the approximate value of the 

offering (which is subsequently indicative of the financial power of the donor). The 

diagram does not aim to locate the position of each actor with absolute accuracy, 

but more to give the general picture. A more detailed arrangement of the ‘actors’ in 

social levels is impossible. Ranks or titles do not always guarantee the connection of 

an individual to the emperor since this was also a matter of personal favouritism on 

behalf of the emperor. Furthermore, the preferences of the emperor changed over 

time40.  

The Palace (level 0) includes the emperor(s) and first-degree relatives. The 

second circle (level 1.1) comprises individuals with strong affinity to the Palace. They 

are members of the upper echelons of society, mainly members of the families of 

Komnenos and Doukas and their husbands/wives. The individuals are distant no 

more than three generations from their contemporary reigning emperor. For 

example, John Doukas Komnenos was the younger son of Anna Komnene, daughter 

of Alexios I, and Nikephoros Bryennios41. When the epigram was written, his cousin, 

Manuel Komnenos, was reigning. It is therefore reasonable to include him in this 

level. Sebastoi, protosebastoi, pansebastoi sebastoi, and sebastokratores, such as 

Andronikos Doukas Kamateros and George Palaiologos Doukas Komnenos, are also 

                                                        
39 The suggested classification is parallel to National Statistic Socio–economics stratification 
(http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide–method/classifications/current–standard–
classifications/soc2010/soc2010–volume–3–ns–sec––rebased–on–soc2010––user–
manual/index.html).  
40 This time–factor is not illustrated in the diagram, since only the moment of the dedication is 
considered. Paul Magdalino (1993: 180–227 (esp. 183–4) in his magisterial book discusses these 
parameters in detail. 
41 Varzos 1984: no. 66. See also epigram no. 63. 
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included in this level42. Mystikoi, since they had an increasing importance at the 

court of Manuel, also had a very strong affinity to the emperor43.  

The inner circle/governing elite (level 1.2) includes high-ranking officials 

and members of other well-known families, such as the Kamateros44, 

Kontostephanos45, and Gabras46. Between the high-ranking officials in this level is 

protonobelissimos Nicholas Mavrokatakalon47, the eMI .(? %&-"%'*9(6 Theodore 

Styppeiotes48, and Michael Alousianos Hagiotheodorites49. Nikephoros Sinaites 

appears as the addressee in one of Michael Glykas’ letters as (V%*"5.&.(0 G-_82M(0 of 

the emperor – someone ‘near’ the emperor50. 

Individuals placed in level 2 do not bear a title or do not come from a noble 

family and therefore they are placed at a distance from the emperor. They are not 

members of the core of the aristocracy, but they cannot be included among the 

lowest echelons of the society. For example, epigram no. 265 does not mention 

anything else other than the name and the surname of John Sgouros51. A twelfth-

century seal was owned by the notary John Sgouros. Perhaps it is the same John 

Sgouros, although this cannot be supported with certainty52. Maria Xerena 

                                                        
42 See Stiernon 1965 and Magdalino 1993: 180–1. 
43 On mystikos, see Magdalino 1984(c). 
44 On the Kamateros family, see A. Bucossi, ‘The Kamateros family’: 
 http://www.alessandrabucossi.biz/the%20kamateros%20family.html 
45 On the Kontostephanos family, see H. Grégoire, ‘Notes épigraphiques. XII. La famille des 
Kontostéphanes et le monastère d’Elegmi’, Revue de l’instruction publique en Belgique 52 (1909), 152–60. 
46 No. 117. See Cheynet 1990: 221–2 and 417. 
47The hierarchy of the ranks is not clear during the reign of Manuel, but protonobelissimos was 
certainly placed below sebastos. See Cheynet 1993 and especially Magdalino 1993: 183–4. Nicholas’ 
marriage with a member of the family of the Doukas places him and his family in the upper middle 
class. 
48 Husband of Eudokia Doukaina – although he fell into disgrace after 1158/9. All the epigrams that he 
commissioned were written before his disgrace. Although the title of no. 65 refers to Theodore as 
M854- eMI .(? %&-"%'*9(6, the main text makes it clear that Theodore held this title at the moment of 
the dedication (v. 25: .D- N+9&- !* -?- %&-"%'*9(6 C;82-). No. 65. See also Kresten 1978, Koufopoulou 
1989. 
49 In other sources, he appears as w8C&-(.8]C(0 and '(7(_;.40 .(? !8]1(6. See Oikonomides 1976: 131. 
Kresten 1978: 97–9.  
50 No. 277. Glykas, Questions on the Holy Scriptures, no. 26. On oikeios, see Verpeaux 1965 (esp. p. 93) and 
Mullett 1988:14. 
51 The Sgouroi family were influential especially in the region of Argolis. Magdalino 1993: 155. 
52 PBW Ioannes 29325. 
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Melissene is also placed in this level, because of her origins. Maria came from either 

the family of Xeros or Melissenos and she was married to a member of either of the 

two families. The Melissenos family was one of the oldest families in the Byzantine 

aristocracy, but the family lost its power in the twelfth century53. Similarly, the 

Xeroi were a strong family in the civil governing elite, which had lost a lot of its 

power by the twelfth century54. 

The epigrams are frequently the only source of information about their 

donors. The anonymous poet of no. 47 was also well-off financially, since he had his 

own oikos, and thus can be placed between levels 1.2 and 255. For other donors, the 

simple fact that they were able to afford a donation potentially places them 

automatically in level 2. Some of them come from well-known old aristocratic 

families, like the Skleros family56, or bureaucratic families, like Leo Mesarites57, and 

most probably can be placed on this level. However, nothing can be stated with 

certainty since further information is missing. The donors of ‘unspecified’ status are 

Michael Dryonites58, Photios Dryonites59, Basil Karykes60, Bardas Liparites61, 

Andrianos Meles62, Theodore Tziros63, and Gerasimos64. The supplication for the 

emperor on behalf of John Serblias shows that he was connected to the emperor as a 

                                                        
53 On the Melissenos and the relevant bibliography, see B. Krsmanovi¥ 2003, in: 
 http://www.ehw.gr/l.aspx?id=7976 (accessed 3 April 2012). 
54 See Kazhdan–Epstein 1985: 65. A. Kazhdan, ODB, s.v. 
55 On oikos, see Magdalino 1984 (a). 
56 No. 265. 
57 On Mesarites’ family, see Kazhdan–Franklin 1984 (b): 237. No. 74. John Tzetzes (Letter, 42) mentions 
as one of his intellectuals ‘allies’ an unspecified Mesarites. Could he be Leo Mesarites? Iordanes 
Ioannides (2001: 289, note 247) identifies him with Basil Mesarites, but this cannot be proved. See 
also Grünbart 1996: 196–7. 
58 No. 41. 
59 No. 91. 
60 No. 309. The last member of the Karykes family is the anonymous Karykes who rebelled against 
Alexios Komnenos in 1091/2, in Crete (Anna Komnene, Alexiad, 9, 2, 1). 
61 No. 64. The Liparites family had Georgian origins. See A. Kazhdan, ODB s.v. and W. Seibt, ‘Liparites 
als „byzantinischer“ Familienname in der Komnenenzeit’, in: Dedicatio. Ist'oriul–pilologiuri dziebani (= 
Festschrift Mariam Lortkipanidze) (Tbilisi 2001), pp. 123–131.  
62 No. 253. 
63 No. 258. 
64 No. 368. Gerasimos was a popular monastic name. However, the epigram offers only the name of 
the donor, without further details. 
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beneficiary – he granted him a place in a monastery. Therefore, it is again 

reasonable to place him in the intermediates.  

Foreign princes such as Boris Kalamanos and Theodore ‘from the family of 

the Russian kings’ are included in the level of local notables, since they come from 

foreign imperial families65. Members of the local administration, such as Leo 

Sikoundenos, are also placed in this level66. George Antiochites renovated a 

monastery67. If Antiochites denotes his origin (i.e. he was from Antioch), and it is not 

his family name, then he should be identified with the patron of the mosaic in 

‘Martorana’ (church of Santa Maria dell’Ammiraglio)68. The following map shows 

their geographical spread. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 20. The geographical spead of the donors. 
 

Finally, a unique case in this corpus is that of the epigram on the refectory of St 

Mokios monastery. It appears to have been written at the instigation of the monks 

                                                        
65 Boris Kalamanos, who acquired the title of panhypersebastos after his marriage to Anna 
Botaneiataina Doukaina Komnene (Varzos 1984: no. 99, see also p. 161). Theodore commissioned an 
epigram (no. 282) on an enkolpion. 
66 See p. 127. 
67 Nos. 79 and 80 has to be attributed also to George Antiochites’ instigation. The epigram has the title 
‘on the same’ and does indeed refer to an entrance. This George perhaps can be identified as PBW 
George 20209, from the first half of the twelfth century. However, this identification cannot be 
proved. 
68 For the relevant bibliography on the epigram in Martorana and on George of Antioch, see BEIÜ 1: 
M5. The same possible identification is suggested by Rhoby 2010 (b): 122–3. 
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of the monastery, because of the benefactions they received from Emperor 

Manuel69. However, it cannot be fully excluded that since the monastery was an 

imperial foundation, it was the ‘palace’ that commissioned the depictions and the 

epigrams. 

 In an ecclesiastical context, the levels, as shown in the diagram, correspond 

to the church hierarchy. The patriarch of Jerusalem, John IX Merkouropoulos is 

placed on level 1.1. John was a titular patriarch and thus he was residing in 

monastery of St Diomedes/New Zion, in Constantinople. Klemes, Luke and 

Neophytos, are placed on level 2, since they were simply monks. Three 

monastic/ecclesiastical donors do not reside in Constantinople and thus they are 

placed on level X: Gerasimos from Bodana/Edessa, Peter from Moglena and 

Theodore who was Metropolitan of Philippoi. 

In sum, the dedicatory epigrams on works of art included in the Anthologia 

Marciana form a random sample through which to get a general idea about the social 

background of the people interested in the production of epigrams. A selection from 

these epigrams is included in the thesis. The selection was made on the basis of 

their date and their kind (epigrams on works of art). As is apparent from the 

following diagram, the majority of the donors can be placed in levels 0 and 1.1. This 

is not a surprise, since they had the financial power to ask for many and impressive 

donations. However, there is a good percentage of people who come from different 

backgrounds. 

 
Fig. 21. Distribution of the donors 
 

                                                        
69 No. 114, see p. 136. Cf. Mauropous, Poems, no. 79 and Tsantilas 2005.  
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Fig. 22. The network of twelfth-century donors mentioned in the Anthologia Marciana (Syllogae B & C). 

Legend 
Actors 

 Manuel I Komnenos 
 Donor 
 Secondary Donor 
 Family Member 
 Intellectual 
 Unspecified 

Relationship 
Wife or husband (mentioned in the epigram) 
Wife or husband (not mentioned in the epigram) 
Family (mentioned in the epigram) 
Family (not mentioned in the epigram) 
Events (mentioned or not in the epigram) 
Intellectuals (not mentioned in the epigram) 
Synods of 1166 (not mentioned in the epigram, cf. Magdalino 1993: 504-507) 
Unspecified 
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Secular  donors  

Uniqu
e ID no Actor Epigram Role 
Level  0  
1  Manuel I Komnenos 39, 69, 70, 94, 249, 294, 358 Emperor 
12 Anna Komnene (V 32) (63) Relative 
26 Maria Komnene (V 75) (52) Second Donor 
39 John II Komnenos  Emperor 
40 Alexios I Komnenos (emperor) Emperor 
44 Maria of Antioch 100, 102, 112, 374, 376 Donor 
45 Eirene/Bertha (82?), 260 Donor 
48 Anna Komnene (V 77) (40), (257) Donor 
52 John Komnenos (P 99) 50, 51 Donor 
63 Alexios II Komnenos (111) Second Donor 
66 Alexios Komnenos (son of John) 262 Relative 

77 
protosebastos protovestiarios 
John 111 (?) Donor 

90 Theodora Komnene (V 79)  Relative 
146 Theodora Komnene (V 38)  Relative 
149 Isaak Komnenos (V 12)  Relative 
Level  1 .1  
13 John Doukas Komnenos (66) 63 Donor 
14 Nikephoros Bryennios (63) Relative 
22 John Komnenos (V 23) (50), (51) Donor 
24 Maria 50, 51 Second Donor 
27 John Rogeros Dalasenos 52, 59 Donor 
49 Stephanos Kontostephanos (40), (257) Second Donor 

54 
George Palaiologos Doukas 
Komnenos (V 191) 58, 240, 251, 255, 269 Donor 

55 
(Alexios) Palaiologos Doukas 
Komnenos (240) Second Donor 

56 sebastokratorissa Eirene 378 Donor 
57 Maria Doukaina (P 229) 71 Donor 
58 Alexios Komnenos (V 132) (71) Second Donor 
59 Andronikos Komnenos (V 76) 71 Relative 
61 John Komnenos (V 128) 73 Donor 
67 Maria Komnene (V 123) (75), (287) Relative 
68 John Axouch  Relative 
69 Alexios Axouch (V 123) 75, 287 Donor 

70 
Andronikos Doukas Kamateros (P 
98) 83, 90, 93, 98 (?) 99 Donor 

72 Jonh Doukas Kamateros (P 99) (93) Relative 
79 Sophia Komnene (V 29) 254, 263 Donor 
80 Eirene Dokeiane Komnene (V 61) 254, 263 Donor 
82 Euphrosyne Doukaina (245), (291) Second Donor 
83 protostrator Michael (291) Relative 
88 John Komnenos (V 147) 367 Donor 
89 Maria Doukaina (V 229) (367) Second Donor 
92 Theodora Komnene (V 234) 373 Donor 
93 Andronikos Lapardas (373) Relative 
97 Constantine Kalamanos 118/369 Donor 
102 Nikephoros mystikos 305, 355 Donor 
105 Theodora Doukaina 76 Donor 
107 Goudeles Tzykandeles 261 Donor 
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108 Theodore ? 54 (?), (76) Second Donor 
109 Eudokia Komnene (261) Second Donor 
142 Andronikos Komnenos (V 124) 92 Relative 

154 
Anna Botaneiataina Doukaina 
Komnene  Relative 

166 Nikephoros Serblias  Unspecified 
Level  1 .2  
35 Leo Rogeros 116 Donor 
46 John Kontostephanos (V 133) 40 Donor 

50 
Andronikos Kontostephanos (V 
135)  Relative 

76 Michael Tatikios Komnenos 101 Donor 
81 Nicholaos Mavrokatakalon 245, 291 Donor 
86 Theodore Styppeiotes 65 Donor 
87 Eudokia Doukaina 308 Donor 

99 
Michael Alousianos 
Hagiotheodorites 42, 241 Donor 

114 Constantine Tripsychos 97 Donor 
118 Constantine Skleros 278 Donor 
119 Nikephoros Sinaites 279 Donor 
120 anonymous protonotarios 282 Donor 
143 Eirene Doukaina (P 231) 92 Donor 
151 Alexios Konstostephanos  Relative 

163 
Theodore Doukas 
(Mavrokatakalon) 54 Donor 

165 Maria Doukaina Mavrokatakalon (54) Relative 
169 Stephanos Meles  Unspecified 

172 
Theodora Rogeros Dalassene 
Komnene  Relative 

Level  2  
5  Constantine (husband of Eleni) 85, 292, 293 Donor 
10 Eleni from the Angelos family (85), (292), (293) Second Donor 
32 Manuel (son of Eleni) (293) Second Donor 
36 Eirene from the Iasites family (116) Second Donor 
51 John Tzetzes  Intellectual 
71 Manganeios Prodromos  Intellectual 
73 Eustathios of Thessaloniki  Intellectual 
74 George Skylitzes 277, 406 Donor 
94 Theodore Prodromos  Intellectual 
100 Anna from Eugeneiotes family 277 Relative 
106 John Serblias 356 Donor 
117 John Sgouros 265 Donor 
123 Maria Xerena Melissene 381 Donor 
150 Theodore Balsamon  Intellectual 
152 Euthymios Malakes  Intellectual 
173 Gregory Antiochos  Intellectual 
175 Constantine Manasses  Intellectual 
Level  X 
110 Andrianos Meles 253 Donor 
111 Michael Dryonites 41 Donor 
112 Bardas Liparites 64 Donor 
113 Photios Dryonites 91 Donor 
115 Basil Serblias 246 Donor 
116 Theodore Tziros 258 Donor 
124 Michael (Xeros or Melissenos?) (408) Second Donor 
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126 Leo Mesarites 74 Donor 
127 anonymous poet 47 Donor 
135 Nicholas Mesopotamites 405 Donor 

136 
Euphemia from Kleronomos 
family 86 Donor 

137 George Syropoulos 113 Donor 
138 anonymous Xenos 81 Donor 
175 Basil Karykes 309 Donor 
Level  1* 
11 anonymous Gabras (Trebizond?) 119 Donor 
96 Leo Sikoundenos (Thessaloniki) 61 Donor 
101 Theodore (Russia) 282 Donor 
125 George Antiochites (Sicily) 79 Donor 

156 
Boris Kalamanos 
(Hungary/Constantinople)  Relative 

 

Eccles iast ical/Monastic  donors  

Unique 
ID 
numbe
r 

Actor Epigram Role 

Level  1 .1  
132 patriarch of 

Jerusalem, John IX 
Merkouropoulos 

256, 283, 402, 403, 404  Donor 

Level  2  
134 Klemes 297, 401  Donor 
139 Luke 89 Donor 
140 Neophytos 259 Donor 
Level  X 
122 Gerasimos 368 Donor 
141 John 

Chrysorophites 
248 Donor 

Level  1* 
128 Peter from Moglena 43, 44 Donor 
129 Gerasimos from 

Bodana 
46 Donor 

131 Theodore, 
metropolitan of 
Philippoi 

62 Donor 

 

* A reference to the standard prosopographical studies for the families of Doukas and Komnenos is 
noted only if there is a possibility of confusion. 

P = D. Polemis, The Doukai (London, 1968). 
V = K. Varzos, , { 7*-*&'(79& .J- i(1-4-J- (2 vols., Thessaloniki, 1984). 
** Although an epigram might follow the conventions of dedicatory epigrams, the name of the donor 

or his title is not mentioned. Donors of such epigrams are not included in this discussion, since it is 
not possible to even roughly establish the date of the epigram. 

 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 
 
 

2.  Gebrauchstexte  
tMI *V%]-" .(? W79(6 Y&-.*'*=1(-(0. 
d-&87E820 1L- M8I- M&8*`H*0 .D- H#8"-· 
-?- !x (A M(_J- G8768(-, (A!L H86$9(-, 
!9%4- !L 1D !(?-&" 1* .(? T*E!(60 _;'2-, 
-6%.,0 _8(*`0 !(%(?-.& $,- C"'*`- .EM(- 

5     M;M'(- !L !*$1k $67%&.9$H*$_&" +;-l,  
1-=14- â20 n$H4%& .8"H8]-(6 H8;(60, 
ä -?- M*8&.J, Y&-.*'*/1(- 1#%&8, 
y*8#$"1(0 $,0 .]-!* $(" %]$1(- C;82-. 

On an icon of St Pantoleon. 
In the past you conferred your favour for free, and now, not because you long for silver or gold, but 
because you do not wish to see me punished for lying to you, you disturb me during the night when 
(in my dreams) I seem to kiss your icon and to hold together its veil with a special bond [5], until I 
remember the debt that I have had for the last three years and which I, your Gerasimos, now settle 
by offering this ornament to you, blessed Pantoleon 1. 

 

At an unspecified time in the twelfth century, an otherwise unknown Gerasimos 

offered gilded clasps for the peplos of the icon of St Pantoleon. The story is quite 

clear: Gerasimos had probably been healed by St Pantoleon2 and, on this occasion, 

he had promised something in return. Three years after, St Pantoleon appeared in 

his dream asking Gerasimos to keep his promise and Gerasimos ‘paid off his debt’ by 

offering these clasps. 

 This epigram was written on a specific occasion (the offering of the clasps) 

and meant to be used as either as an inscription (hardly believable) or as a poem 

performed in front of the icon. Either way, the epigram is closely connected to the 

actual object. It becomes part of the icon (if inscribed) or of the process of the 

offering of these clasps (if performed). 

 The purpose of composition is usually reflected in epigrams. Epigrams on 

works of art in particular have a close connection with objects: either the epigram is 

part of an object or it refers to it3. Due to the utilitarian character of these epigrams, 

                                                        
1 No. 368. 
2 St Pantoleon was considered as one of the healing saints (b7"(" d-#8768(").  
3 Hörandner 1987: 236. For the term ‘Epigram on Works of Art’, see Lauxtermann 2003: 151–2. 



Part III: The context | 124  

 

 

these texts can be described as texts intended for use (Gebrauchstexte in German)4. 

After the year 600, epigrams lost the purely literary character they used to have in 

antiquity5. They came to reflect the occasion for which a text was produced6. 

Frequently, the occasion can be reconstructed with some degree of certainty on the 

basis of the information given or implied in the epigram7.  

 Some epigrams were inscribed on walls, on icons, and on various works of 

minor art, while others may have been performed. In an attempt to understand how 

they were initially connected with the object, I shall discuss their potential use in 

detail. Two categories will be identified: 1) inscriptional epigrams and 2) performative 

epigrams. The term inscriptional indicates that they were potentially used as 

inscriptions, but does not necessarily mean that they were actually inscribed8. The 

second term, performative epigram, similarly suggests that such epigrams were not 

necessarily intended to be inscribed, but to be performed within a literary circle or 

at the moment of the donation. It should be 

noted that inscriptional epigrams – if 

inscribed – could have been read aloud by 

their viewers9. However, since they 

primarily served as verse inscription, they 

are classified as inscriptional. Indications in 

both the title and the main text allow us to 

                                                        
4 Letteratio d’uso strumentale or Gebrauchsliteratur or littérature d’usage courant. Garzya 1981: 263. For 
more details on epigrams, see Volpe Cacciatore 1982 and Hörandner 1987. 
5 Lauxtermann 2003: 132. Volpe Cacciatore 1982: 16. 
6 For more examples, see the following discussion and Hörandner 1987 and Volpe Cacciatore 1982.  
7 Cf. Hörandner 1987: 240. 
8 For more details on the term, see Lauxtermann 2003: 153. 
9 See e.g. Papalexandrou 2001 (a), 2001 (b). 

Fig. 23. Types of epigrams  
(in absolute numbers) 
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speculate as to their potential use each time. Up to 73% of our texts can be classified 

as inscriptional. Performative epigrams occur less frequently (up to 20%), while 7% 

of the epigrams do not yield any clues about their potential use.  

 

2.1. Retrieving the original context: title and epigram 

As stated earlier, the epigrams have been preserved only in manuscript form, and 

not in situ. Therefore, the titles and the main text of the epigrams are most helpful 

in order to retrieve their original context. They usually name the donor, refer to the 

object to which the epigram was assigned, and explain the circumstances of the 

commission. For example, epigram no. 47 of the Anthologia Marciana bears the title: 

UV0 .D- *V%]-& .(? W79(6 y*2879(6, 78&C;-.(0 G-2_*- .(? M6'J-(0 ./0 .(? M("=$&-.(0 .(u0 
M&8]-.&0 $.9H(60 (V%9&0· ~.* e1M84$1(? 7*7(-].(0 %&I %&6_;-.2- M#-.2- .J- 3.&"8"%J- 
(V%41#.2- .J- M'4$"&R]-.2- .k -&k .(? p4_;-.(0 W79(6 .k $6-4-21;-l .r .("&E.à %&.("%9ã, 
!"*C6'#H_4 &|.4 M&-.*'J0 NK'&K=010. 

On the depiction of St George who was depicted above the entrance of the house of the person who 
made these verses; (the depiction had been created) when the house remained wholly untouched by 
the fire, even though all the brothels that were near to the church of the aforementioned saint, which 
is situated next to this house, had been burnt. 

The main text of the epigram informs the reader about the fire, but without 

providing as much detail as the title. St George is characterised as the fireman 

(M68($K;$.40), but the main text of the epigram roughly explains what has 

happened and how St George is connected to this fire. Moreover, even though main 

text and title do not name the donor, the title provides some hints on his identity 

and specifies where this depiction was placed. Even if the modern reader cannot be 

clear as to which church of St George the epigram refers11, the twelfth-century 

reader could have been able to recognise the place12.  

                                                        
10 No. 47. 
11 Peter Plank (1994: 177) has identified the church as the katholikon of the monastery of St George 
[6%*5.40 or the church of St George of Ç*E.*8(- (Janin 1933: 164–7; Janin 1969: 69 and 77–8). Plank 
does not give further explanation as to why he proposes this identification. R. Janin (1933) refers to 
eleven churches dedicated to St George in Constantinople or its nearby suburbs. The last attestation 
of the brothels of Constantinople is in the narration of Theophilos’ reign (829–842) by Theophanes 
Continuatus (pp. 94–95, §8). They are placed near Zeugma, but they were apparently moved 
(although it is not specified to where). By the time of Theophilos, the place hosted the convent of 
g*.#-("&. Theophilos moved the convent and built a +*-5- (Janin 1969: 391 and 434).  
12 The title of this epigram can be compared to the title of an epigram in the Greek Anthology: 
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The case of the epigram on the enkolpion (pendant) of Michael Alousianos 

Hagiotheodorites is equally interesting. All the available information about the 

object and the donor are found in the title, which reads: 

UV0 e7%]'M"(- .(? d'(6$"#-(6 g"H&D' .(? 78&11&."%(?, .(? eMI .(? %&-"%'*9(6, .(? 
å7"(_*(!289.(6 nH(- .91"(- +E'(- .(? [.&68(? .(? Z8"$.(?, +E'(- NM, .(? .]M(613 n-_& 
eM("=$&.( .D- M8($*6HD- Q Z8"$.,0 e- .r -6%.I .(? M#_(60, '9_(60 NM, .(? W79(6 .#C(6 .(? 
Z8"$.(?, .(? .#C(6 ./0 c*(.]%(6, .(? Ü8(60 .J- t'&"J-, .(? .]M(6 .(? y('7(_S %&I .(? Ü8(60 
.(? ["-S14. 

On the enkolpion of the secretary and eMI .(? %&-"%'*9(6 Michael Alousianos Hagiotheodorites, 
which had Holy Wood from the cross of Christ, wood from the place at which Christ prayed on the 
night of the Passion, stones from the Holy Sepulchre of Christ, from the sepulchre of the Mother of 
God, from the mountain of the Olives, from the place (called) Golgotha and from mount Sinai. 

The epigram itself, however, is only three verses long and provides a minimum of 

information, telling us only little about the relics that the amulet includes, but 

nothing about the possessor of the enkolpion15. The detailed title therefore not only 

provides specific information about the object, but also about the donor (and 

commissioner of the epigram). Without the title, therefore, it would be rather 

difficult for someone to decipher what the object was and what its original function 

was. 

Additionally, in some epigrams the circumstances of the donation are defined. 

For example, the title of no. 85 makes clear that the icon was offered to the church 

of St John the Forerunner at the monastery of St John near the River Jordan. The 

                                                                                                                                                               
UV0 ^M;8_68(- (o%(6 e- i6R9%l $2_;-.(0 NM, M68]0. 
On the lintel of a house in Cyzicus which was saved from fire (AG I, 103).  

Even if the epigram was copied in situ (Lauxtermann 2003: 73), it does not offer as much detail as the 
one from the Anthologia Marciana. The identity of the donor is not specified, while only a very general 
reference hints at the existence of a real house.  
13 #8X+: L. 
14 No. 242 (cf. Horna 1906: 198). On reliquary encolpia see Br. Pitarakis, ‘Byzantine Enkolpia’ in The 
Holy and Grear Monastery of Vatopedi: Enkolpia (Mount Athos, 2001), p. 17 (cf. nos. 18, 51-2, 56, 64). A 
number of post-Byzantine encolpia are knonw to be filled with various relics (see Y. Ikonomaki-
Papadopoulos in the same volume, p. 25). See also Br. Pitarakis, Les croix-reliquaires pectorals byzantines 
en bronze (Paris, 2006), pp. 108–22. 
15 The text reads: 
>]M(6 M8($*6H/0 e%C6L- C;82 +E'(- 
[.&68(? .* Z8"$.(?, %&I .#C(6 14.8,0 )]7(6, 
Ü8(60 t'&"J-, y('7(_S, ["-S '9_(60. 
I carry the wood, which has sprung forth from the place of the prayer, the Cross of Christ, the sepulchre of the 
Mother of the Logos, the mountain of the Olives, the Golgotha, the Mount Sinai. 
1. X"$6/ L. 
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title of epigram no. 52 specifies that the revetment offered to an icon of the Most-

Holy Mother of God was made from the jewellery of the donor’s late wife16.  

Sometimes the main text provides additional information to the title. For 

example, no. 61 is entitled:  

tMI .k %&.O c*$$&'(-9%4- -*(6874_;-." (o%l .(? ["%(6-.4-(? );(-.(0, nH(-." !"&C]8(60 
M&'&"O0 s$.(89&0 %&I .,- &A.(%8#.(8& %?8 g&-(6D' .,- i(1-4-]-. 

On the newly built house of Leo Sikoundenos at Thessaloniki, which has pictures of various ancient 
[events], as well as the Emperor Manuel Komnenos. 

The name of the donor is mentioned in both title and main text (v. 25), although Leo 

Sikoundenos is unfortunately not attested in any other source17. He was presumably 

a member of the well-known aristocratic family from Thessaloniki18. The epigram, 

although it does not say much on the identity of the donor, explains the ‘ancient 

events’ mentioned in the title. The first thirteen verses read: 

i&"-,- ., K#_8(- ç!* .(? !]1(6, +;-*, 
e% .J- G-2 $.=8"71& .o`0 %#.2 -;1(-é 
.J- N8*.J- 7O8 eM*8*9!*.&" M';(- 
.(`0 e-.,0 e%.,0 *V%(-"$1;-("0 .EM("0 

5     è0 %&I %&_’ &^.O0 R278&CJ- Q .*H-9.40  
n87("0 K*K&"(` $H41#.2- ., M("%9'(-, 
G-!8&0 7*8&8(u0 !*%."%(u0 .(E.2- 78#C2-é 
g2$/- _*]M.4- e+ N'4_(?0 N7#M40 
.k $677*-*` _;'(-.& $61M#$H*"- ÜH'l, 

10    @V76M.92- %.*9-(-.& .D- *A&-!89&-, 
M8#20 !L H(8.#R(-.& 7(776$.J- $.]1&é 
%&I .O0 \4$(? .(? :&6/ $.8&.479&0 
ä0 á*8"Ha $67%&_&"8*` .D- .]$4-, 
C8(-=$*20 $ER67(- N-!8*9&- C;82-. 

New, oh stranger, are the foundations of this house, which provide support from above to the things 
below, resting rather upon the images of the virtues, which are depicted inside and outside: the artist 
has painted them individually, [5] so as to confirm their various shapes in practice, he has also 
depicted valiant men who were recipients of them [i.e. the virtues]: Moses, the prophet, who, because of 
his true love, wished to share the suffering of his kindred throng, who killed the army of the Egyptians 
[10] and who kindly fed the mouths of the moaners, and the generalship of Joshua, the son of Nun, who 
seized mighty Jericho, bearing courage combined with wisdom.  

These verses give a hint as to what the representation of these ‘ancient events’ 

looked like. To begin with, the epigram states that personifications of the virtues 

                                                        
16 See also Pentcheva 2010 (a): 273, note 96. 
17 Only a seal with his name has been preserved: [C8&7I0 );(-.(0 .(? ["%(6-.4-(? (Rhoby 2010(b): 
122). 
18 Alexios Sikoundenos or Philanthropenos is mentioned by Eustathios of Thessaloniki in his work On 
the Capture of Thessaloniki (no. 60, 15). Furthermore, two more members of the Sikoundenos family are 
referenced at the beginning of the twelfth century in other sources: tagmatophylax Nicholas 
Sikoundenos (PBW Nicholaos 20112) and praetor Basileios Sikoundenos (PBW Basileios 2223). 
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(each one represented individually) were depicted inside and outside of the oikos19. 

Although depictions of the personified virtues can be found on small objects and in 

manuscript illuminations20, similar wall paintings or mosaics have not, to my 

knowledge, been preserved from the twelfth century21.  

In addition, Moses and Joshua were also portrayed and several scenes from 

the Old Testament were painted. The first is the crossing of the Red Sea22 and the 

second the feeding of the Israelites23. Then, the destruction of Jericho follows the 

previous scenes24. The depiction of the same image is found in the famous tenth-

century Roll of Joshua, where Jericho is represented as a lamenting woman. It is also 

probable that the personifications of C8]-4$"0 (prudence) and N-!8*9& (courage) 

surround Joshua (cf. v. 14) in a similar way to that in which M8(C4.*9& (prophesy) 

and $(C9& (wisdom) surround David in the famous Paris Psalter, also a product of the 

tenth century25.  

Comparable too is the case of epigram no. 251. The title reads: 

tMI .r -*(6874_*9$à 1(-r eMx w-]1&." ./0 ^M*8&79&0 c*(.]%(6 M&8O .(? M&-$*K#$.(6 1*7#'(6 
3.&"8*"#8H(6, Ö0 e- .k M8(-#l *V%(-9$_4$&- (s K&$"'*`0, e+ ç- B $*"8O .(? 7;-(60 .(E.(6 
%&.#7*.&", %&I 1*8"%O ."-O %&.(8_51&.& .(? M(8C68(7*--=.(6 %&I &A.(%8#.(8(0 %68(? 
g&-(6D' .(? i(1-4-(?. 

On the monastery in honour of the Most-Holy Theotokos, rebuilt by the pansebastos megas 
hetaireiarches, in the narthex of which (monastery) the emperors, from whom his (the donor’s) 
family descends, have been depicted, as well as some deeds of the purple-born Emperor Lord Manuel 
Komnenos. 

The title informs the reader that a pansebastos and megas hetaireiarches has adorned 

the M8]-&(- of the monastery of the Mother of God that he renovated. It indicates 

that his imperial ancestors and some deeds of Manuel were depicted. The main text 

                                                        
19 Cf. Mango 1986: 225, note 201. 
20 See, for example, wisdom ($(C9&) and courage (N-!8*9&) depicted as young maidens on a brazier; 
Cormack–Vasilaki 2008: no. 176 (p. 206).Cf. Byzantium 2010: no. 496 (pp. 17 and 349–50).  
21 Hörandner 2001: 124. 
22 Exodus 15: 21–31. 
23 Exodus 16: 1–12. 
24 Joshua 6: 1–27. 
25 Ms. Paris. gr. 139, f. 7v. 
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comes again to fill out the information given in the title. It makes clear that what 

the donor has commissioned was a mosaic26. His identity is also specified:  

y*587"(0 7O8 1;7&0 3.&"8*"#8H40, 
$*K&$.]0, e%Cu0 Y&'&"(']72- 7;-(60, 
i(1-4-(!(6%J- &A.(%8&.(8*77]-2-, 
.r 14.8&-#-!8l .]-!* M8($C;8*" K]8à…27 

For George, the megas hetaireiarches, sebastos, born from the family of the Palaiologoi, the grandson 
of the imperial line of the families of Komnenos and Doukas, offers this [church] to the Virgin, the 
Immaculate mother. 

George Palaiologos Doukas Komnenos was one of the most prominent members of 

the Komnenian court28. The monastery of the Theotokos is not specified, but Leo 

Megistos testifies to George’s involvement in the renovation of the monastery of 

Hodegetria in Constantinople29. The emperors who have been depicted as well as the 

‘imperial deeds’, are enumerated in the main text of the epigram. Constantine X 

(1059–1067), Romanus IV (1068–1071), Michael VII (1071–1078), Nikephoros III 

(1078–1081), Alexius I (1081–1118), John II (1118–1143), and Manuel I Komnenos 

were portrayed30. Although the text does not state it clearly, the donor was most 

probably portrayed bowing in front of Manuel31. The deeds of Manuel are depicted 

in six narrative scenes: he appears (a) to repel the sultan from Ikonion32, (b) to be 

wounded in his heel with an arrow and to punish the culprit33, (c) to turn away the 

Turks34, (d) to defeat the Hungarians and the Serbians35, (e) to conquer Sirmion36, and 

(f) to organise a splendid triumphal celebration in Constantinople37.  

                                                        
26 Vv. 2–3. 
27 Vv. 9–12. 
28 Lampsidis 1999: 137–42. Lampsidis 1970. 
29 Leo Megistos, Monody, 134. Cf. Lampsidis 1999: 136. Carr 1994: 95. 
30 Vv. 22–30. 
31 Vv. 31–36. The references start with M'D- N''#, indicating transition to another subject (and 
probably depiction). These seven verses express gratitude on behalf of George for the imperial 
benefactions.  
32 Vv. 37–39. Reference to the events of 1146. 
33 Vv. 40–44. Reference to the same campaign, in 1146 (Magdalino 1993: 442). 
34 Vv. 45–49. Reference to the same campaign. 
35 Vv. 50–53. Reference perhaps to the campaign of 1149–1150 (Magdalino 1993: 472). 
36 Vv. 54–56. Most probably a reference to the re–conquest of Sirmion in 1165 (Stephenson 2000: 255–
6). 
37 Vv. 57–59. Kinnamos, History, 295 (transl. Brand, 187). Cf. Browning 1961: 195. The restoration of 
the church was probably finished in 1167, since George Palaiologos Doukas Komnenos died either at 
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In all instances, the epigrams refer to the depictions, but they do not 

expressively describe them. This is understandable, as they are not ekphraseis but 

texts with utilitarian use (Gebrauchstext); the epigram aims to accompany and to 

explain the images to the viewer. Although not intentionally, they do allude to their 

context. They are also mines of information, which can be exploited only by a close 

reading.  

                                                                                                                                                               
the end of 1167 or the beginning of 1168 (Lampsidis 1999: 137–42; Cheynet–Vannier 1986: 156–8. Cf. 
Lampsidis 1970: 406–7). 
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2.2. Inscriptional epigrams 

As mentioned earlier, a series of indications and inferences can be used to ascertain 

the original use of each epigram. Usually, the title is only of little help, mainly 

because of the prominent use of the preposition *V0. EV0 must be translated as on, 

which means either written/inscribed on or concerning the subject of or even addressed 

to38. 

Furthermore, inscriptional use cannot be deduced simply by examining the 

length of the epigram, as long texts were indeed inscribed. Even if the seventy-six 

verses of the epigram in hexameter from St Polyeuktos is a rather early example for 

our discussion, the 145 verses inscribed between 1139 and 1143 on the church of 

Christ Pantokrator, established by John II Komnenos and Eirene-Piroska, give us an 

example contemporaneous with the epigrams under discussion39. Regrettably, the 

text of the Pantokrator inscription is not visible anymore and there is no 

information on the placement and the inscriptional features of the epigram. 

However, it serves to show that it is safe to say that an epigram could have been 

inscribed regardless of its length.  

Emilie van Opstall proposed a series of criteria to indicate whether an 

epigram was intended for inscription. Specifically, she proposed that one should 

examine: 

1. ‘The contents40 (references to objects); 

2. The language (deictics, adverbs or pronouns41); 

3. The placing in the manuscript (together with similar poems); 

4. The symmetrical nature of the composition (with parallels on icons)’42. 
                                                        
38 Cf. Bernard 2010: 66; Van Opstall 2008: 56; Talbot 1999: 76; Lauxtermann 2003: 152. See also no. 255: 
[.9H(" 78&C;-.*0 *V0 e7H*98"(- ./0 ^M*8&79&0 !*$M(9-40 B1J- c*(.]%(6 ./0 ê!474.89&0. Cf. no. 256. Cf. 
Mitylenaios, Poems, no. 69: tM978&11& *V0 .(u0 $.9H(60 M*8I ./0 *V%]-(0 .(? W79(6 iE8(6. 
39 For more details on the text, see Moravcsik 1923: 43–7; cf. Lauxtermann 2003: 32 and Moravcsik 
1923: 71. See also BEIÜ 1, no. 214. 
40 Cf. Hörandner 1987: 240 and 243; Lauxtermann 2003: 151–2. 
41 On the use of deictics in non–inscriptional epigrams, see Bernard 2010: 63 and 66. The apostrophe 
to the passer-by is a topos even in antique literary epigrams (Laurens 1989: 50). 



Part III: The context | 132  

 

 

The third criterion is not applicable for our epigrams. The texts are, clearly, not 

arranged on the basis of how they were used: short epigrams on various subjects 

precede or follow long poems or deme-hymns43.  

The epigram on Leo Sikoundenos’ house incorporates the first two (and 

strongest) criteria: (a) the epigram refers directly to the object (the depictions) and 

(b) it uses language appropriate for an inscription. The almost formulaic +;-* – 

stranger or visitor or simply viewer44 – the demonstrative adverb ç!*, and the 

supplication on behalf of the donor at the end all suggest that it was probably 

composed to be inscribed on the façade of the (F%(0. 

What is more, the reference to a specific date also increases the chances that 

an epigram was indeed inscribed. In the Anthologia Marciana, the date is mentioned 

in two epigrams. The first such epigram dates from 1176 and was inscribed on the 

cross, or the staurotheke, that Manuel took with him in his expedition against 

Ikonion. On this occasion, the year is specified on the basis of the year of the 

emperor’s reign45. The designation of the date using the regnal year is not common; 

most epigrams provide the year from the creation of the world. The second is a wall 

inscription at the monastery of the Holy Trinity at Bosporus. The year of the 

establishment of the monastery is given, counting this time from the creation of the 

world: 6639 (=1130/1)46.  

The epigram on the cross erected in Hungary might be a good example of an 

inscriptional epigram, which never became a verse inscription47. The epigram is an 

                                                                                                                                                               
42 Van Opstall 2008: 60; see also Talbot 1999: 76. Emilie van Opstall (2008: 59–60) also mentions that 
‘the presence of similar images in literature or iconography’ can indicate the inscriptional use of the 
epigrams. However, it is not clear to me whether this is an actual indication of inscriptional use or a 
common motif in art and literature.  
43 For example, nos. 31, 38, 56, 359. 
44 On the emergence of the +;-(0 motif, see Tueller 2010: 51–2. 
45 No. 94, vv. 11–13. 
46 No. 306, vv. 8–13. See Oikonomides 2001: 267 and Magdalino–Nelson 1982: 146–7. On the 
chronologies in dedicatory inscriptions, see Rhoby 2010 (c): 314–5. 
47 No. 376. 
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inscriptional epigram, since only demonstrative adverbs identify that it was erected at 

a specific place48. The donor is sebastos Doukas and the offering dates most probably 

from around 116649. Indeed, Kinnamos confirms that, before leaving Hungary, John 

Doukas and the rest of the army erected a copper cross with an inscription on it. 

However, this inscription reported by Kinnamos differs from the one in the 

Anthologia Marciana: it consists of two elegiac distichs, in archaising style, with many 

Homeric forms50. Although the erection of two crosses cannot be fully excluded, it is 

highly possible that two epigrams referring to the same object have been preserved. 

Also, it is not likely that the same object bore two epigrams, especially since they 

were written in completely different style. Hence, the four-verse epigram that 

Kinnamos refers to might actually be inscribed on the cross, and not the twenty-

nine verses of the Anthologia Marciana51. 

Different epigrams on the same subject were sometimes offered to donors so 

that they could choose the one they preferred. Henry Maguire has discussed the 

case of a series of epigrams from manuscript Athous Laura 6 126 on a silver bowl 

commissioned by Constantine Dalassenos52, and Marc Lauxtermann has commented 

on Balsamon’s epigrams on a golden cup commissioned by Andronikos 

                                                        
48 V. 4: e-.&?_&; v. 28: ë!*. See also Lauxtermann 2003: 28. 
49 Moravcsik 1965: 25–7. 
50 Kinnamos, History, 261 (trasl. Brand, 196 – with adaptations): 
1;''(-.;0 .* Ä!4 e%*`_*- NM&98*"- $.&68,- H&'%(? M*M("41;-(- e-.&?_& 
N-&$.=$&-.*0 .("#!* ."-O n78&T&-. 

t-_#!* Y&--(-940 M(.L G%8".& C?'& 7*-;_'40 
!*"-,0 É840 %&I H*I8 n%.&-*- @A$(-92- 
íì5140 QMM].* %'*"-/0 !`(0 G-&$$* g&-(6D' 
i(1-4-J- %8&.]82- *îH(0 N8"$.(-]2-. 

When they were about to set out from there, they erected a cross made of copper and inscribed on it this: 
Here terrible Ares and the hand of the Ausonians 
slew countless tribes of the Pannonian race 
when noble Manuel ruled renowned Rome, 
the pride of the wise Comnenian kings. 

51 That said, twenty–nine verses is still a reasonable length for an epigram on a memorial cross. An 
epigram, consisting of seventeen verses, was inscribed on behalf of K&$"'I0 UV8=-4 Ç(E%&"-& (ca. 
1133/4) on a cross now in St Marco museum (BEIÜ 2, Me90). 
52 Maguire 1996: 8–9. 
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Kontostephanos53. The Anthologia Marciana offers at least one example of a series of 

epigrams which is ‘shuffling around the same words and conceits’54. An anonymous 

poet wrote four epigrams on a drinking cup (%2_5-"(-), which bore depictions of 

the personified virtues55. Each epigram refers to the virtues56, which are depicted 

around the vessel57. All epigrams but one also refer to the donor, Eirene, and her 

mother, Sofia Komnene. The second epigram does not mention Eirene, since it plays 

with the concept of $(C9& (wisdom), as the name of the mother of the donor and of 

one of the cardinal virtues. The third epigram has a unique archaising reference to 

Dionysus. At any rate, the message conveyed by each of the epigrams is identical 

and therefore it is reasonable to assume that the donor was asked to choose which 

one he would like to use as the verse inscription. 

To sum up, an inscriptional epigram could quite possibly never have become a 

verse inscription. Practicalities or simply the donor’s choice could have defined its 

destiny.  

                                                        
53 Lauxtermann 2003: 43. 
54 Ibid. 
55 No. 263. 
56 A1:B1:C4:D3. 
57 A2:B1:C4:D3. 
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2.3. Inscribing an epigram 

It is possible to sometimes decipher the spatial arrangement of an inscriptional 

epigram. A good example is provided by the epigram no. 114 entitled:  

tMI .8"%'9-l -*(6874_;-." H#8"- .8&M;R40 .J- 1(-&HJ- M&8O .(? K&$"';20 %?8 g&-(6='é n-_& 
*V%(-9$_4$&- $u- &A.k %&I Q M#MM(0 &A.(? K&$"'*u0 %?8 d';+"(0 %&I Q M&.D8 &A.(? K&$"'*u0 %?8 
\2#--40 %&I Q X(6'7&8(%.]-(0 %?8 X&$9'*"(0. 

On the triklinos, renovated by the Emperor Manuel, in order to serve as a refectory for the monks; 
there, alongside him, his grandfather the Emperor Alexios, his father the Emperor John, and the 
Bulgar-slayer Basil have been depicted.  

The epigram is datable to between 1169, the year of Alexios’ birth, but before 1171, 

his coronation as co-emperor58. The text is quite long (42 verses), but it is internally 

divided into groups of three to five verses. It could be supported that it was 

inscribed below various pictures, some of which are mentioned in the title, while 

others are known to have existed in monastic refectories. The exact position of the 

inscription is affected by factors not easily reflected in an epigram (e.g. the 

architectural plan of the refectory59). The epigram reads:  

ï- *FH* %8&67D- %&I !(141#.2- CE$"0, 
M#-.20 q- *FM*- B 1(-D .(? g2%9(6 
.(? %&I _E.(6 M8I- %&I .6_;-.(0 e- .;'*", 
[&1Ta- .L M47/0 168"(%8(E-(6 1E8(6 

5    f0 «nM'&$#- 1* H*`8*0 &A.(%8&.]82-»  
%&I 7O8 .*.8&%.u0 ç!* .J- K&$"';2- 
78&C*`$& .(u0 K';M(-.&0 *V0 1-=14- G7*" 
f0 M8J.& 1L- $%=-21& .J- 1(-(.8]M2- 
!*9%-6$" X&$9'*"(0 &A.D- &A.#-&+, 

10    ä0 X(6'7#82- 1#H&"8&- ñ%(-41;-4- 
Ä1*"T*- *V0 G8(.8(- N$.;%.l %8#.*"é 
x@';+"(0 !L i(1-4-]0, M*8$(%.]-(0, 
*V0 %("-,- &A.(u0 e7%&_"$.#-*" K9(- 
R2&8%L0 bM&- NC_(-2.#.20 -;12-. 

15    \2#--40 .(E.(6 !L M&`0 e% M(8CE8&0,  
Q $%6_(M*8$]'*_8(0, (A '=7*" K8E2- 
*A*87*$"J- 168"(.8]M(60 HE$*"0. 
K'&$.]0 !* .(E.2-, g&-(6D' &A.(%8#.28, 
M(8C68(_&'=0, (ó 1]-(- %'/$"- .8;1*" 

20    Y&92-, \.&']0, Ç&'1#.40, Y;8$40, [%E_40  
%&I 7/0 .*.8&1;8*"& M'(6.*` !*$M].4-, 
*V0 M(''&M'(?- 1L- .O0 !]$*"0 M8($&6+#-*", 
!28(K86.J- bM&6$.& .(`0 1(-(.8]M("0, 
.J- !28*J- !* .O0 7'6%688](60 C';K&0 

25    N*"K86.(E$&0 e1K8&K*E2- .k H8]-l  
H8"$.($C8&79$.("0 $61C8&7-u0 .(`0 _8"779("0. 

                                                        
58 Although Alexios is mentioned in the text, the title does not refer to him. 
59 The typical middle Byzantine refectory in Greece and Constantinople resembles a basilica church: a 
rectangular building, with a semi–circular or semi–hexagonal apse on its east or north end (Popovi¥ 
1998: 292–8; Talbot 2007: 110; Orlandos 1958: 47–8).  
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-&(? .]$4- $.;74- !* %&.*88&71;-4-, 
'9.8&"0 3%&.,- N-.*8*9!*" H86$9(6é 
K#_82- !x NMx &A.J- .(?.(- s$.ò .,- !]1(-, 

30    f0 q- ~.* H8D .D- CE$"- .J- $21#.2- 
'=7*"- .9 1"%8,- .J- _*&8;$.2- M]-2-, 
.8#M*R&- N8.E2$"- e- .(E.l 19&-, 
*V0 N7#M40 $E-!*$1(-, *V0 T6H/0 %8#$"-, 
N-_x ç- c*,0 %8#.(0 1L- &A.(? %8&.E-&", 

35    (V%(61;-40 !(94 !* .D- 1(-&8H9&-, 
f0 $%/M.8& _=$*" M&'#1&"0 d'*+9(6, 
.(? M(8C68&-_(?0, N8."K'&$.=.(6 %'#!(6, 
*V84-"%D- C;8(-.& M#-.(_*- K#$"-, 
1*_x B'9(60 7;8(-.(0 *A.6H(?0 K9(6,  

40    f0 Y&-.#-&+ !L $67%&.&.#+&" .;'(0 
.(u0 K&$"'*`0 *V0 K&$"'*9&- 19&- 
&^.(? .8&M;R40 M8($'&Ka- !&".61]-&060 
 
If the nature of the buildings had a voice, the monastery of Saint Mokios, who first offered a sacrifice 
and was then himself sacrificed, and of Saint Sampson, who is the fountain of myrrh with 
unnumbered springs, would surely say that ‘the hands of emperors founded me’ [5]. For four 
emperors are depicted here to remind the viewers that Emperor Basil initially established this place 
as a home for monks, he, who by dint of his irresistible power transformed the sharpened sword of 
the Bulgars into a plough-share; [11] Alexios Komnenos, the killer of Persians, established a 
communal life for them, giving every necessity in abundance; John, the purple-born son, [15] the 
killer of Scythians and Persians, unceasingly poured out benefactions in uncountable ways; and their 
offspring, Emperor Manuel, born in purple, whose name alone terrifies the Paionian, the Italian, the 
Dalmatian, the Persian, the Scythian, [20] and whom the four parts of the Earth have as their lord, 
multiplies the gifts pouring forth gifts to the monks, providing the ever-gushing-forth, sweet-flowing 
veins of benefactions in time, [25] and securing them with cornices marked with the sign of Christ, he 
props up the great roof of the church, which had been destroyed, with a hundred pounds of gold. 
From the very foundations he erects the building, so that when it is necessary for the nature of bodies 
[30] to repose from the trials that please God, they will prepare a shared table there, in a bond of love, 
in a commixture of souls. In return for these may God strengthen his power and grant him absolute 
control of the Earth [35] that he, after many long and happy days of life, may hand over the scepters, 
founded on peace everywhere, to Alexios, the purple-blooming, the recent shoot. [39] And may God 
Almighty finally place the emperors together in one kingdom, receiving them as guests at His own 
table. 

Given the content of the epigram, it is possible to divide it into units (vv. 1–4, 5–7, 8–

11, 12–14, 15–17, 18–33, 34–39, 40–42). Each unit corresponds to a certain depiction. 

It is possible that readers would have been able to follow the epigram as they were 

moving across the refectory and seeing the pictures. The first four verses function 

as an introduction by the narrator of the epigram (i.e. whoever reads the poem). 

They also mention the monastery’s patron saints, St Mokios and St Sampson61. 

                                                        
60 5 ]!*%3%/ E' L | 6 ú0' KL | 17 -I3'5, K *I3'5, L | 24 Å.:$$a+:, L | 26 -$:3+3X$%2(3#+5, L | 27 
.%#%$$%2E"/=/ KL | 31 *[@]2'5/ K  *I'5/ L | 33 .$s35/ L | 34 .$%#:/%5 K .$%#[/%5 L | 42 %_#+[ KL. 
Verse 41 lacks a syllable. 
61 The relics of St Sampson were kept in the church of the St Mokios monastery. They were venerated 
especially by physicians who would march on St Sampson’s feast day to the monastery. The church 
of St Mokios was built before the fifth century, at the place where St Mokios was martyrised. Up to 
the beginning of the thirteenth century, it was one of the most impressive churches in 
Constantinople. As the epigram informs us, the monastic community was actually established during 
Basil’s II reign (976–1025). Cf. Janin 1969: 354–6. 
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Generally, depictions of the patron saints were included in the pictorial programme 

of the refectories. Thus, it is reasonable to assume these verses were inscribed near 

the depictions of Ss Mokios and Sampson. The next three verses are transitional: the 

personified monastery starts speaking, introducing information about the emperor-

founders of the monastery. It is not surprising to find the portrait of the founders of 

a monastery in its refectory62. As the title informs the reader, Basil II, Alexios I 

Komnenos, John II Komnenos and Manuel were depicted. Verses 8 to 11 explain that 

Basil was the founder of the monastery. Verses 12 to 14 are dedicated to Alexios and 

his connection to the monastery. Verses 15 to 17 highlight the activity of John as 

benefactor of the monastery. The longest section (vv. 18–33) is dedicated to Manuel, 

the mightiest of all emperors and the most important benefactor. From verse 34, the 

narrator supplicates God for Manuel and for his son, and heir to the throne, Alexios 

II (vv. 34–39), and for the salvation of the emperors’ souls (vv. 40–42). The constant 

reference to the trapeza (table) might allude to the fact that this unit was inscribed 

(or painted) near a panel of the Last Supper (a customary depiction for monastic 

refectories)63.  

Another example of an inscriptional epigram that can be visualised is no. 69, 

on an altar cloth: 

UV0 .8&M*R]C(8(-. 

@|.4 1L- B .8#M*R& .6M(` %&I C#.-4-, 
e- ô c*,0 -=M"(0 wC_*I0 e%'9_4, 
%&I '&.(14.,- M&8O .k %=Ml .#C(-, 
e- ö -*%8,0 RJ- Z8"$.,0 e7%&.*%8EK4. 

5    .&E.à !L .(?.( M;M'(- *V0 $%;M4- C;82- 
M(8C68(C6D0 g&-(6=', 1;7&0 G-&+, 
f0 1L- C#.-4- n("%* %($1*`- $M&87#-("0, 
õ$M*8 !L .#C(- $6-*'"71k $"-!]-(0. 
$u !’ N''’ Q .*H_*I0 %&I .6_*I0 .L %&I _E$&0, 

                                                        
62 See the portraits next to an inscription in the refectory of the monastery of St John the Theologian 
in Patmos, which has been identified as St Christodoulos (Orlandos 1970: 187; BEIÜ 1, no. 123). This 
identification, however, cannot be accepted wholeheartedly, since only very few iconographical 
programmes survived in middle Byzantine refectories. That of the monastic refectory of St John, 
though fragmentary, is one of the best examples. 
63 See Popovi¥ 1998: 299, Orlandos 1958: 50 and Talbot 2007: 111. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, nos. 7 
and 8. 
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10   .(?.(- $%"#R2- $(`0 1*.&C8;-("0 !9!(6 
$6$H*`- ~'4- 7/- .(? %8#.(60 .k $M&8.9l. 
eMO- !L .&E.4- e- K&_*` 7=8ã '9M(" 
G-&%." K'&$.k M(8CE8&0 d'*+9l, 
./0 $/0 .8&M;R40 M8($'&K(? !&".61]-&. 
 
On an altar cloth 
This altar signifies both the crib, in which the infant God was seen to lie, and the stone tomb in the 
garden, in which Christ, living and dead, was hidden. [4] Offering this cloth as a cover for this [altar], 
Manuel, the purple-born, the great emperor, appears to adorn it like a crib with swaddling clothes, 
and like a grave with the wrapping of a shroud. But You, who were born and who have been 
sacrificed and who have offered a sacrifice, sheltering under Your shoulders, [10] grant that he may 
keep the whole Earth together with the rope of his power. And when in great old age, he leaves this 
[land] to Alexios, the emperor, the spring of purple, accept him as a guest at Your table. 
 

The epigram was to be woven into an altar cloth with the depiction of the Nativity64. 

The words &|.4 and .&E.4 demonstrate its inscriptional use (vv. 1 and 5) and the 

division of the verses may indicate that it was inscribed on the four edges of the 

fabric, in groups of three or four verses (vv. 1–4, 5–8, 9–11, 12–14)65.  

The perception of the altar cloth epigram must be different to the Mokios’ 

epigram, because the first was exposed to public view while few people had access 

to the second. Regarding the Mokios’ epigram, as Svetlana Popovi¥ has shown, 

monastic refectories had a strong commemorative character, since regular and 

commemorative rituals took place there66. After a service, the visitor would have 

been invited to dine with the monks67. The portraits of the emperor-beholders in 

this room would urge the viewer to remembrance (vv. 6–7), using the prescribed 

words. On the contrary, an altar cloth was visible only to the clergy. Furthermore, 

its visibility, even to the clergy, was restricted given the placement of the epigram 

on the four edges. Hence, the epigram probably had a purely ornamental function 

or, given its placement, was perhaps seen as a constant supplication to God. It was a 
                                                        
64 For the term #$%!'4aX+$+/, see Speck 1966: 338–40. The Scriptor incertus tells us Leo V once 
revered a similar e-!6.=: %&I M8(*'_a- .r Z8"$.(? 7*--=$*" e- .r e%%'4$9ã *V$/'_*- e- .k _6$"&$.489l 
%&.O ., n_(0 .J- K&$"';2-, %&I M8($*%E-4$*- .D- e-!6.D- .D- nH(6$&- .D- W79&- 7;--4$"- .(? i689(6 
B1J- \4$(? Z8"$.(?. And, on the day of Christmas, after proceeding (to the church), he (Leo) entered the Holy 
Altar, as is customary for emperors, and revered the altar cloth, which showed the Holy Birth of our Lord Jesus 
Christ. Scriptor incertus de Leone Armenio, ed. I. Bekker, Leonis Grammatici Chronographia (Bonn, 1842), p. 
356, 20–1; cf. Speck 1966: 371 (no. 61). 
65 Magdalino 1993: 356. 
66 Popovi¥ 1998: 302. 
67 See Talbot 2007: 122. 



2. Gebrauchstexte | 139 

 

 

supplication placed in the most important part of the church, addressed exclusively 

to Christ and close enough to God to ensure that the prayer for donor’s salvation 

would be heard. 
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2.4. The function of inscriptional epigrams 

The function of the epigrams is dependent on the viewers of the epigrams and their 

level of education. It is different for someone who can read and understand them 

and for someone who does not know how to read. The immediate audience of most 

of the epigrams – especially of those in public view – were people living in 

Constantinople and visitors. Most of the donors were members of the 

Constantinopolitan society, since either they had strong affinity to the Palace, or 

they were belonging to the inner circle of the emperor68. Education was of the 

upmost importance in Manuel’s court. In terms of locale, the main centre of 

education in the Byzantine Empire, at least in the twelfth century, was 

Constantinople. Nine great schools were located there69 and extensive private 

tutoring was also offered. One of the private teachers was John Tzetzes, as his 

correspondence shows70. Tzetzes reports that people went to Constantinople in 

order to study under a great teacher. He even reports that a converted Slav (his 

initial name was Sevlad/Vsevolad71) had been sent by the metropolitan of Dritsa, 

Leo Charsianitis. This Sevlad was meant to be Tzetzes’ slave and pupil72. Moreover, 

the members of the court and officials working in the administration were supposed 

to be highly literate73. Many of them had a respectable education, being trained in 

the enkyklios paideia74. It is difficult to surmise how small or big this ‘elite’ was. Some 

numbers can be given only on the basis of the surviving material: Tzetzes’ network 

                                                        
68 See figs. 21 and 22. 
69 Magdalino 1993: 325–30. Cf. Vasilis Katsaros (1988: 208) argues that the patriarchate of 
Constantinople controlled five schools. 
70 E.g. the amusing letter no. 22. 
71 Rado1evi¥ 2001/02: 100–1. Shepard (1979: 221–7) suggests that he was of Russian origin but was 
living in Hungary.  
72 See letters nos. 80 and 82. Translation and commentary in Shepard 1979: 196–9; 201 and 204. See 
also Rado1evi¥ 2001/02: 100–1; Grünbart 1996: 195–6. 
73 Cf. Lemerle 1971: 255–6; Mullett 1990: 163 and 167–8; Holmes 2002: 7. 
74 Markopoulos 2005: 91–3. 
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includes fifty-one people75; the letters of Malakes are addressed to at least another 

twenty-six recipients76; the network of Theodore Prodromos included thirty 

people77; the Anthologia Marciana testifies to sixty six donors and the poems of 

Manganeios Prodromos address eighteen people at the Comnenian court78. These 

highly literate people formed an ‘intellectual elite’ able to understand (at least 

some) ancient texts and the conventions of court literature. 

Reading skills alone were not enough to be able to understand our texts, 

however. The epigrams correspond to a high level of literacy. Evidence of a ‘low 

literary style’, such as words or grammatical forms of the demotic language, is 

absent in our epigrams79. Instead, the syntax is quite complicated and the language 

is indeed elaborate and learned, with many hapax legomena,80 although without 

resembling the style of hexametric poetry. Therefore, understanding of the 

epigrams is predicated on various factors. It is also difficult to speculate what was 

happening outside of this elite. We do not know the number of the people would 

have been interested in acquiring such education, the kind of education that would 

have been available to them and their ability in understanding different stylistic 

registers81.  

It is true that the twelfth-century administration seems to have cared about 

the wider education of civilians. A telling example is the education provided to the 

orphans at the orphanage of St Paul in Constantinople82. Nonetheless, the level of 

                                                        
75 Grünbart 2005: 312. Cf. Grünbart 1996. 
76 K.G. Bonis, UA_619(6 .(? g&'#%4 14.8(M('9.(6 :*J- Y&.8J- (vM#.40) [!*E.*8(- ú1"$6 "Kù 3%&..] .O 
$2R]1*-& (Athens, 1937), pp. 38–76. 
77 Grünbart 2005: 311. 
78 Cf. Magdalino 1993: 510–12. 
79 With the exception of the word NM&'&8;& in the title of no. 258 and the word M&.;'"(- in the title of 
116/340. No. 344, 3 offers a type of N-."K'*M.J, which is to found mainly in twelfth-century court 
literature (Theodore Prodromos, Historical Poems, no. 15, 18 and no. 18, 34).  
80 See p. 218, note 243. 
81 Cf. Browning 1993. 
82 Oikonomides 1993: 253. See also Markopoulos 2005.  
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Fig. 24. The Friezing ‘Lukasbild’.  
Bayerisches Nationalmuseum, Munich. 
BEIÜ,  Ik.12 (p. 64-8). Vassilaki 2005: pl.17. 
 

education of all the possible viewers of the epigrams is not possible to ascertain83. 

Literacy in different levels of the society, inside and outside Constantinople, 

requires further research, something which is beyond the scope of the present 

study. Research so far has shown high levels of literacy, at least among the officials 

in most provinces84. However, it is uncertain whether they were able to also 

understand epigrams written in high-brow style.  

In order to understand the significance of the verse inscriptions, the possible 

perception of both highly educated and viewers with not enough education to 

simply read or even to understand the texts will be discussed. In this section the 

first case will be examined. 

The function of an inscriptional epigram is 

a complex issue in general. As mentioned before, 

inscriptional epigrams did not necessarily become 

verse inscriptions. However, in this section I am 

looking at epigrams as they have been inscribed 

and the response of the literate and well educated 

viewer. 

µt is still a matter of discussion whether 

vocalised or silent reading was practised in Byzantium85. Orality is generally a 

prominent element of the Byzantine reception of literary texts. Letters, for 

example, were read out loud and homilies and many rhetorical speeches, of course, 

address an audience86. It would be rather surprising if metrical texts (such as these 

                                                        
83 Magdalino 2000: 154. 
84 Cavallo 2008: 48; Cavallo 2006: 102–5. Cf. Mullett 1990: 163. See also the case of Smyrna 
(Oikonomides 1993, esp. 264–5) and monastic centres, such as Mount Athos (Oikonomides 1988: 174–
5. See also Cavallo 2006: 108–9). 
85 On silent reading in Byzantium, see Kazhdan–Constable 1982: 104–5. For the opposite view, see 
Lauxtermann 2003: 55–7; Cavallo 2008: 82–3.  
86 Grünbart 2011: 215–9. Lauxtermann 2003: 56. 



2. Gebrauchstexte | 143 

 

 

literary epigrams) had not been produced for both oral and written presentation. 

Metrical texts address primarily the ear and then the eye. Furthermore, inscriptions 

are suitable to be read aloud87. Orientation and placement of inscribed epigrams in 

religious places is often such that it connects the movement of the viewer and the 

epigram88. Such an example can be seen in the church of Panagia in Skripou, which 

has been extensively discussed by Amy Papalexandrou89. A series of four large 

panels, one per façade, makes up the inscriptional material at Skripou. The 

inscriptions place the construction of the building in its socio-historical context. As 

Papalexandrou has argued, their locations suggest that ‘the medieval visitor was 

meant to circulate around the building, with the inscriptions directly involved in 

the process as stopping points along the way’90. The viewer was interacting not only 

with the text of the inscription, but also with the inscription itself. 

Similarly, when it comes to worship practices in connection with religious 

images, an icon rarely appeals to just the eyes. The practice of kissing the icon 

connects the worshiper with the object even further91, while the possible 

performance of the inscribed text in front of an icon could have been a further step 

in the worship process. The reader could have offered a supplication to the 

venerated saint using the prescribed words, or the depicted saint or earthly donor 

might even speak to the viewer using the words of the epigram92. For example, the 

viewer of the famous Freising icon (fig. 24) re-enacting the words of the donor 

Manuel Dishypatos commemorates the action of the donation and prays for the soul 

of the donor93. The viewer uses the words of the inscribed epigram, i.e. words 

                                                        
87 Cavallo 2008: 82. 
88 Cavallo 2008: 82–3. 
89 Papalexandrou 2001 (b): 264–8. 
90 Papalexandrou 2001 (b): 267. 
91 Nelson 2001: 153. 
92 Cf. Nelson 2007: 108 and 116. 
93 BEIÜ 2, Ik. 12. 
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approved by the donor. A different example comes from a later Deesis icon now in 

Vienna (Gemäldegalerie). St John the Forerunner holds a scroll. Using the words 

inscribed on the scroll, St John addresses Christ, expressing his petition on behalf of 

humankind94. The viewer, reading aloud the words on the scroll, re-enacts the plea 

and St John speaks to Christ with the voice of the reader95. 

The role of an inscriptional epigram varies. Usually, the epigram is considered a 

dedication or votive inscription. In the epigrams of the corpus examined here, the 

donor frequently presents his pious oblation to a saint or to Christ or to the Virgin 

Mary and he asks in return for the salvation of his soul or his protection. For 

example, sebastos and megas hetaireiarches George Palaiologos Doukas Komnenos 

offered the Theotokos an encheirion, which most probably had the following 

epigram sewn on it: 

i&I .(?.( H86$]$."%.(- *V$C;82 M;M'(- 
f0 K&$"'9$$à M(8C68]H8(6- $(", i]84, 
e% %&8!"&%/0 &s1&.48S0 1(6 %8]%40 
%&"-J0 ^C&-_;-, 16$."%J0 %*H82$1;-(-. 

5     $u 7(?- $*K&$.,- 1;7&- 3.&"8*"#8H4- 
y*587"]- 1* i(1-4-,- Ç(E%&- $%;M("096. 

To You, Maiden, as to a queen, I offer this cloth, gold-embroidered and purple in colour, newly woven 
and mysteriously dyed from the blood-stained texture of my heart. So, may You protect me, the 
sebastos and megas heteriarch George Komnenos Doukas. 

This epigram is a votive inscription with a dedicatory character97. The veil is an 

offering to the Virgin Mary and thus the epigram records the offering. In another 

example, Michael Dryonites, on the event of the dedication of an icon of the 

Crucifixion, asks Christ for the salvation of his soul98. 

In other instances, epigrams aim to record the background story of the 

dedication. Goudeles Tzykandeles offers an encheirion to the Theotokos, because 

                                                        
94 BEIÜ 2, Ik. 47. 
95 Cf. Rhoby 2012: 738 who makes the point that biblical quotations were perhaps read aloud by the 
priest.  
96 No. 58.  
97 Cf. BEIÜ 2, Me47 and Me48. 
98 No. 41. 



2. Gebrauchstexte | 145 

 

 

she has snatched him out of Hades99. Theodore, metropolitan of Philippoi, offers an 

encheirion to the icon of Sts. Peter and Paul, because he has been healed from an 

illness100. The epigram On the holy and life-giving cross made by our Holy Emperor during 

the expedition against Ikonion illustrates also the occasion on which it was 

commissioned101. The epigram was most probably composed to be inscribed either 

on a gold cruciform staurotheke102 or on a gold cross, which contained fragments of 

the Holy Cross, nails and relics103. It was commissioned in order to accompany 

Manuel – ‘the twice-purple-born scion of the family of the Komnenoi and Doukai’ – 

on his 1176 expedition against the sultan of Ikonion, Qilidj Arslan104.  

The narrator records the background to the commissioning of the artefact. 

Firstly, he refers to the emperor and his motives for going on expedition: he waged 

a war (or, preferably, he ‘organised a crusade’105) against the Turks because of his 

religious feelings and because he could not bear the fact that an ‘unfaithful nation’ 

occupied the places which the ‘faithful Byzantines’ used to own106. He gathered ‘a 

mighty throng from countless and countless battalions’ and waged war against the 

Turks in the thirty-fourth year of his reign. He followed the example of Constantine 

the Great, using the Holy Cross as a symbol for his expedition107. The epigram 

finishes with an invocation to the Holy Cross and to the Christian army to defeat the 

enemies.  

                                                        
99 No. 261. 
100 No. 62. 
101 No. 94. See above, p. 132. 
102 Vv. 14 and 17. Cf. Evans–Wixom 1997: 441; see also Frolow 1961: 342.  
103 Vv. 18–9. 
104 Vv. 8 and 12. 
105 Magdalino 1993: 95–8; Haldon 2001: 139–44. 
106 Vv. 7–8. 
107 See also the association between the decorative programmes of the church of the Holy Sepulchre, 
constructed by Constantine, and the Pantocrator monastery decorated by Manuel Komnenos 
(Ousterhout 2001: 149–50). Cf. the case of Basil I (Markopoulos 1994: 160–1). 
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An epigram can also indicate to the viewer what he or she should see. The 

narrator of the epigram On Christ who was dragged to be crucified makes an apostrophe 

to the viewer, saying: 

$u !x q- $"7J-.& .,- c*,- )]7(- K';Mà0, 
1D .D- 78&CD- 7-k0 ./0 $"2M/0 &V.9&-· 
$"7ò 7O8 õ$M*8 %&I %89-(-.(0 Y"'#.(6, 
f0 (û(- n1M-(60 e778&C*I0 .k .*H-9.à. 

And you, if you see the God-Word silent, do not think that the depiction is responsible for this silence. 
For He is silent, just as He was when Pilatos judged Him, and He is alive, as it were, in the artist’s 
rendering108. 

The narrator of the epigram asks the viewer to see something further, beyond the 

material world. The message of the image is thus better conveyed.  

The role of an inscriptional epigram to lead the viewer to see a picture can 

be also understood by looking at a different source, Makrembolites’ romance 

Hysmine and Hysminias. In the famous ekphrasis of the garden, Eros was depicted on a 

mosaic, with the depiction being accompanied by an inscription. The epigram reads: 

ü820 ., 1*"8#%"(- ~M'&, M?8 C;8(-, 
.]+(-, M.*8]-, 7E1-2$"-, VH_E2- K;'(0. 
This lad is Eros, with his sword, torch, 
bow, arrows, nudity, a dart aimed at fishes109. 

The main character, Hysminias, asks his friend Kratisthenes to think about the 

depiction and to try to understand the picture according to the epigram; he asks 

him to explain how the epigram is related to the depiction110. Then, his friend uses 

the words of the epigram in order to describe how he understands the picture: 

Eros is naked, he carries a sword, he carries fire, he is an archer, he winged. He wields his sword 
against men, fire against women, bows against wild beasts, wings against birds, his nudity against 
the denizens of the sea and against it in its entirety’111. 

The epigram On the pictures of the emperors and Lord Alexios is an excellent example 

from our corpus of an epigram which indicates to the viewer what he should see 

                                                        
108 No. 296, 11–14. 
109 Makrembolites, Hysmine and Hysminias, 2, 10, 21–2 (transl. Jeffreys, p. 190). See also Roilos 2005: 
148–50. 
110 Makrembolites, Hysmine and Hysminias, 2, 11, 4–5 (transl. Jeffreys, p. 190): [E 1(" .O M*8I .D- 78&CD- 
C"'($]C*" %&I .r 78&Cr M8($#81(..* ., eM978&11&. Explain the meaning of the picture to me then and show 
how the epigram is relevant to it.  
111 Makrembolites, Hysmine and Hysminias, 2, 11, 6–10 (transl. Jeffreys, p. 190). 
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and simultaneously enlivens the picture112. It was commissioned by the protosebastos 

protovestiarios John Komnenos, the son of Andronikos Komnenos and Eirene113. The 

epigram most probably accompanied wall mosaics (vv. 1–3) depicting portraits of 

the imperial family on the façade of a church (v. 12). It is divided into two parts. In 

the first one, the narrator speaks to the viewer, indicating what he or she should see 

(vv. 1–31)114. One could see the portraits of the emperors Alexios I (vv. 14–5), John II 

(vv. 16–8), and Manuel I Komnenos (vv. 19–22). It is not clear exactly how the 

emperors were depicted. The patron was seen to bow before the emperors (v. 30)115. 

In this first part, Alexios is not mentioned, but if one considers the title and what is 

implied in vv. 48–50, it cannot be excluded that he was also portrayed. Thus, both 

epigram and image aim to express the idea of dynastic continuity116. The second part 

of the poem (vv. 32–51) functions as a ‘speech bubble’, indicating the words of the 

donor. The donor expresses his gratitude to the emperor-father (vv. 32–43) and, 

finally, makes a supplication to God for the emperor (vv. 44–51).  

The epigram dictates to the viewer the correct way of viewing the pictures, 

explaining the identity of the depicted people and their deeds. The second part puts 

it differently, giving life to the image of the donor. The donor speaks in the first-

person singular. He expresses his feelings not only with the position of his body 

(which can be visualised), but also with the words that he addresses to the emperor 

and which can be read in the epigram. 

Another example of an epigram which is enlivening the picture is On the icon 

of Christ Y*89K'*M.(0 that had been adorned by Basil117. The otherwise unknown Basil 

                                                        
112 No. 73. 
113 Varzos 1984: no. 128. Manganeios wrote poem no. 21 on the marriage of John, the son of 
Andronikos Komnenos (Varzos 1984: no. 76). 
114 Vv. 14 (K';M*"-), 19 (ÜT*"), 24 (<"/'), 25 ($%]M*"). 
115 See Magdalino–Nelson 1982: 137. 
116 Magdalino 1993: 180. 
117 No. 244. 
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Serblias commissioned and offered some ornaments to an icon of Christ (in the type 

of Peribleptos). On the reverse of the icon, his portrait shows him bowing118. Basil, as 

the narrator, speaks directly to Christ, asking for the salvation of his soul. In vv. 10–

13, he states: 

MJ0 (AH Q8S- q- %&I 7*78&11;-(0 .8;12; 
wM"$_(78&CJ- .("7&8(?- 1(6 .,- .EM(- 
%N- .r 78&Cr $=1&-.8& .(? C]K(6 C;82. 

Don’t you see that, even if I am painted, I tremble? Thus, even if I paint my picture on the back (of your 
icon), I bear the signs of fear on the icon. 

Basil appears to address Christ expressing his humility. Human eyes could hardly 

have access to this text. The epigram is a dedication note. The comment that the 

donor is depicted as trembling justifies the choice of the donor to depict himself on 

the back of the icon. From the available evidence, it seems that it was not customary 

for the donor to be depicted on the back of the icon. By addressing Christ, the donor 

justifies his action. 

An inscriptional epigram can also be simply a possessor’s note or devotional 

note. This seems to be the case also for most rather short epigrams on enkolpia 

(lockets with apotropaic character). The narrator frequently indicates the utility of 

the enkolpion for its possessor. Usually, he wishes that the saint depicted on the 

enkolpion may protect119 or help in life the commissioner of the epigram120. In other 

instances, the epigram indicates why the owner carries the enkolpion on his chest121. 

In rare cases, inscriptional epigrams may include ‘friendly reminders’ to the 

monks or curses to the future generations on behalf of the donors. For example, 

protonobelissimos Nicholas Mavrokatakalon is the major benefactor (if not ktetor) of a 

                                                        
118 To my knowledge, there is no surviving example of a donor’s portrait on the back side of an icon 
from the middle Byzantine era. However, there are plenty of examples of portraits showing the 
donor to bow in front of a Saint, Christ or the Virgin Mary (see relevant examples in Patterson 
>ev?enko 1994; Weyl Carr 2006: esp. fig. I; Spatharakis 1976).  
119 Nos. 42, 2; 405, 4. 
120 Nos. 82, 3–4; 283, 3–4.  
121 Nos. 54, v. 3; 282, 2–3. A combination of the two is also possible (see no. 405, 4–6). 
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monastery in Andrianoupolis. In an epigram on an icon given to Andrianoupolis, he 

says:  

«$u 7(?- ., 'E.8(-, ç-M*8 B1#8.4%# $(", 
~.&- %&_9$à0 *V0 %89$"-, K8#K*6; 1(". 
&V.*` $* .(?.( %&I 1(-&$.J- ., $.9C(0  
(† %&I %&_6M;$H(-.( '".#0 $(" C;8*"- 
%&_41;8&- B1J- .* 1*1-/$_&", )]7*, 
N8&`0 3&6.(u0 e1K&']-.*0 e-!9%&"0 
*V 1D M;8&0 !"!(?$" .(`0 !*!(71;-("0». 

‘[…] Therefore, when You will sit to judge, may You grant forgiveness for my sins that I committed 
against you [14]. This too asks the throng of monk, who have promised to offer their prayers and to 
remember us every day, Logos, and are liable to just condemnation if they will not fulfill their 
promises ’ 122. 

The donor says clearly to the monks that they have to commemorate him and his 

family, otherwise they will have to face ‘the concequences’.  

In conclusion then, the inscriptional epigram can simply be a votive 

inscription, it can justify the occasion of the dedication, it can put into words the 

meaning of the pictorial composition, annotating the depiction and indicating to 

the viewer how they should approach the image, it can become a ‘speech bubble’ 

enlivening the image, and, finally, it can be an elaborate possessor’s note, 

expressing the wishes and hopes of the donor.  

  

                                                        
122 No. 291, 13–19. 
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2.5. Text and image or ‘text as image’? 

At this point, one must ask whether the inscriptions were actually legible. This is 

not just a question based on the literacy level of the viewer123, but also on the 

physical appearance of the inscription. Given that none of the epigrams of the 

examined corpus have been found in situ, I will therefore use as examples extant 

verse inscriptions in order to continue this discussion. These examples illustrate 

how inscriptional epigrams might have been seen by their contemporary audience. 

True enough, inscriptions were not always written neatly enough to be 

legible. A good example of this is the gigantic inscription of the conciliar edict of 

1166 placed in the narthex of Hagia Sophia. Cyril Mango estimated that the original 

total height of the inscription was 4.11/4.12 m and the original total width ca. 4.62 

m124. The inscription is carved in a cursive, elaborate (but not strictly archaising) 

hand, which uses a compact and concentrated script with plenty of ligatures and 

abbreviations125. Thus, regardless of the literacy level of the viewer, the inscription 

must have been difficult to read126.  

 The significance of the illegible monument can be understood only when 

placed in its historical context. A great controversy in 1166 was whether Christ’s 

statement ‘My Father is greater than I’ (John 14:28) referred to his divine nature, to 

his human nature, or to the union of these two natures. According to Western 

theologians, Christ was inferior to his father in his humanity, but equal in his 

divinity. A Byzantine diplomat just returned from the West made fun of this belief. 

Manuel, on the other hand, found that the formula made sense and prevailed over a 

majority in a synod convened on 2 March 1166 to decide the issue. It is not a 

coincidence that Manuel appears as eM"$.41(-#8H40 (disciplinarian of the church) at 

                                                        
123 See Lauxtermann 2003: 271–3. 
124 Mango 1963: 322–3. 
125 For a full reproduction of the inscription, see Mango 1963: figs. 3–7. 
126 Cf. Mango 1991: 246. 
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that time127. He actually tried to change his image in order to set himself above 

Constantinopolitan society128. The property of those foolish enough to question the 

synod’s decision was confiscated or they themselves were driven into exile. This 

controversy had an apparently political dimension: Alexios Kontostephanos, one of 

Manuel’s nephews, was a leading dissenter from the emperor’s doctrine129. The 

Hagia Sophia inscription is, convincingly, a demonstration of the imperial power in 

both secular and ecclesiastical issues: the intitulatio occupies four lines and twenty-

four adjectives are used in order to praise Manuel. Furthermore, the complexity of 

the letters, the size of the inscription and its placement before the entrance of the 

most important church in the Byzantine Empire would certainly impress even an 

illiterate worshiper.  

This view is further confirmed by the reaction of the sultan Selim II, who saw 

the inscription in 1567. The sultan, ‘seized with astonishment’, asked the muftis 

about the purpose of the inscription. The muftis, also not able to read Greek, replied 

that these were certain ‘secret and mysterious’ sayings of Ali, Mohamed’s son-in-

law130. This story, even if dates from a later period, confirms the feeling of awe 

inspired by the gigantic and perplexing inscription. As the reaction of the muftis 

suggests, the illiterate Byzantine viewer would understand that these are the words 

of the law-maker of the empire, the emperor, the representative of God on Earth.  

It is not just the writing style but also the spatial arrangement that can 

constrain the viewer’s ability to read inscriptions. In 2006, a twelfth-century 

enkolpion in the form of a triptych was published for the first time131. The twelve 

apostles are carved on the wings and the central panel has a Deesis. In addition to 

                                                        
127 Angold 1995: 99. 
128 Angold 1995: 99–101. 
129 Magdalino 1993: 217. 
130 Mango 1963: 317–8. 
131 Buckton–Hetherington 2006. It is made of gold and delicate enamel and measures 9.6 x 6 x 1.2 cm. 
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the Virgin Mary and St John (as was customary), the archangels Michael and Gabriel 

are also depicted. The donor, proedros Constantine, appears to bow in front of Christ. 

His figure connects to the central composition to the epigram, which is written on a 

band underneath the image: 

[J$]- 1*, [J.*8, $,- M8]*!8(- (V%;.4-· 
g=.48 !6$2M*` %&I C9'(" $u- N77;'("0. 

Save me, oh Saviour, Your proedros, the servant. Your Mother beseeches You and (Your) friends 
together with the angels132. 

The placement of the donor/owner’s figure indicated even to the illiterate viewer 

that it is the donor who is speaking. However, with the two wings closed and the 

pendant worn by its owner, the inscription itself was inaccessible to the viewer. 

After the owner’s death, the enkolpion might have been displayed on his tomb133 or 

buried with the donor134. 

A good example of an inscription on a building which is difficult to read 

because of its restricted visibility is that in the fourteenth-century chapel of 

Pammakaristos (Fethiye 

Camii) in Constantinople. 

Maria Doukaina Komnene 

Branaina Palaiologina 

attached to the twelfth-

century church of 

Pammakaristos a funerary 

chapel for her husband, 

protostrator Michael Glabas 

                                                        
132 BEIÜ 2, Me114. 
133 The founder of the Kosmosoteira monastery (Kosmosoteira typikon §89, transl. p. 838) orders that 
his enkolpion of the Theotokos will be ‘fastened in a prone position in a [setting] of silverwork’ […] in 
‘the centre of the lid’ of his tomb. 
134 Enkolpia have been found in burial sites, still being worn by their owners. For example, The Glory of 
Byzantium, no. 226. 

Fig. 25. Funerary chapel, St Mary Pammakaristos. View to 
the dome, facing east. Upper cornice. 
http://www.learn.columbia.edu/360/fethiye_camii_360/ 
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Fig. 26: Plan of the Pammakaristos complex. Mango 1978: 2. 
Parekklesion on the south of the main church.  

Tarchaneiotes. Several epigrams are inscribed inside and outside the chapel. There 

is one that runs along the two level cornices of the nave, following the architectural 

form of the chapel (fig. 26). The interesting thing is that while the text on the lower 

cornice (mauve line) is perfectly legible, the epigram on the upper cornice (blue 

line) is hardly visible. The viewer can discern the colours and some letter-shapes. 

Since the epigram is illegible, it becomes an additional ornament on the cornices – 

an architectural feature which adds further lustre to a luxurious construction135. 

Furthermore, the first part of 

the epigram, on the lower 

cornice, encircles the nave, 

while the second part, on the 

upper cornice, visually 

creates a cross (fig. 25) 136. 

The cross, the symbol of 

prayer, has special 

significance in a funerary 

chapel for the remembrance 

of those who have been laid 

to rest.  

Most probably, 

cornices also arranged on 

two levels originally 

encircled the tenth-century church (the north church, dedicated to the Theotokos) 

at Lips monastery (Fenari ∂sa Camii)137. The cornices had a double role. Firstly, they 

                                                        
135 Cf. the south church of the Lips monastery. 
136 See BEIÜ 1, no. 215. Mango 1978: 16. See also Pentcheva 2011 (a): 166–7.  
137 For a discussion of the inscription see Spingou 2012. 
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broke the wall into three registers linking visually the various component parts of 

the building. Secondly, they hid the structural collar of the building with which 

they coincide138. Although the original façades of the church have been heavily 

altered and thus the upper cornice is seriously 

damaged, a part is still standing on the east façade. 

A dedicatory inscription, consisting of three 

epigrams (two in dodecasyllable and one in 

hexameter), can be seen there. It is not clear 

whether the epigram continued around the 

building following the cornice. Thus, it is possible 

to comment only on the surviving material. The 

inscription – clearly written, with originally inlaid 

letters – is an additional ornament, made just for 

this offering (the building). The dedicatory verse inscription to the Virgin Mary has 

been visually constrained to the upper external cornice of the central apse. This 

part of the inscription is separated from the other epigrams with crosses, indicating, 

even to a visitor unable to understand the text, that the ‘church’ is virtually 

speaking to the Theotokos. Furthermore, the very placement of the inscription 

around the most holy space of the church, the altar, indicates that the inscription 

has the role of a permanent supplication. The supplication of the donor along with 

the prayers of the priest during the liturgy will ascend to Heaven.  

Inscribed epigrams work as ornamentation not just for architectural 

structures but also for miniatures, icons and icon revetments. The epigrams on the 

famous miniatures from the tenth-century Bible of Leo Sakellarios (ms. Vat. Reg. gr. 

1, e.g. fig. 27) run around the miniatures on the frames of the pictures. The epigram 

                                                        
138 Megaw 1968: 296. 

Fig. 27. The Bible of Leo Sakellarios, f. 2v. 
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Fig. 28. The Theotokos with Christ. Private 
collection of Dr. Christian Schmidt.  
BEIÜ 2: Ik13. 

fills the blank space of the frame, inviting the viewer to immerse themselves in the 

image, since they have to take the time to read it139.  

Numerous examples of epigrams written on the frames of icons or icon 

revetments from the Middle and Late Byzantine era can be cited. One of the most 

prominent is that of the simple, eleventh- or twelfth-century bronze icon of the 

Theotokos, now in a private collection (fig. 28). The epigram, just two verses long, 

runs around the Virgin with the Child, creating 

a frame for the icon.  

The Byzantine eye was taught to view 

things in a frame140. The frame provides a 

similar spatial dynamic to the Theotokos 

church (Lips monastery) and the bronze icon. 

In the Theotokos church, the frame surrounds 

and orders the sacred (the sacred place as place 

of devotion, but also the church as a symbol of 

worship), and similarly the frame of the bronze icon constrains the sacred image, 

arranging and surrounding the icon of the Virgin and the Child, as well as whatever 

they symbolise. The epigrams on the miniatures on the Bible of Leo Sakellarios fill 

the otherwise empty space of the frame in an elaborate manner. Finally, the 

Pammakaristos epigram orders the sacred space and sends to Heaven the words of 

the donor by its cross-like and upward-facing arrangement.  

Unfortunately, we will never be absolutely certain what a Byzantine viewer 

saw. The frame-like linear arrangement might be applicable to a few of our 

epigrams; however, it is not the only option. As mentioned above Amy 

Papalexandrou has convincingly demonstrated how the reader could go around the 
                                                        
139 See Mango 2011: 67–75. 
140 See also Peers 2004 (esp. 2–7). 
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Fig. 29. Icon of St John the Baptist 
with scenes of his life, second or third 
quarter of the 12th century. Monastery 
of St Catherine, Sinai. Vokotopoulos 
1995: no. 66 (p. 87). BEIÜ 2, Ik9. 

church following the inscriptions on the exterior of the church of the Virgin at 

Skripou, a small church near Orchomenos in Greece built between 873 and 874141. 

The inscriptions were placed on each façade of the exterior at eye level, with letters 

absolutely legible142. The Skripou inscriptions are smaller and more compact than 

those at the Theotokos church or at Pammakaristos chapel. Furthermore, the 

inscription at Lips monastery is written in one line and crosses serve to separate the 

different epigrams, while the texts at Skripou are written on different slabs, placed 

on different sides of the church. The latter therefore does not have the frame-like 

element the other inscriptions have. 

Furthermore, epigrams on icons and other objects do not always have the 

linear arrangement under discussion. For instance, the epigram encircles the figure 

of St John the Forerunner in the famous twelfth-century icon from Sinai (fig. 29). 

The literate viewer could understand the words of 

St John, who speaks to the viewer. However, the 

icon itself also speaks directly to the viewer by 

depicting the saint in the act of speaking. Even if 

he or she is not able to read exactly and 

understand what is said by St John, the viewer is 

nevertheless able to ‘see’ his voice.  

Most of the aforementioned inscriptions 

have a high aesthetic and symbolic value143. They exist in order to adorn works of 

art. In this case, image and text do not necessarily co-operate, but the text can 

become part of the image. The inscription at St Sophia is a demonstration of power 

                                                        
141 Papalexandrou 2001 (a): 239–40. 
142 Papalexandrou 2001 (b): 264–6. 
143 And perhaps a ‘magical dimension’, see James 2007 and Lauxtermann 2003: 272–3. 
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and the inscriptions around buildings and minor works of art are aesthetic 

expressions. The inscription at the Theotokos church and the Deesis enkolpion have 

a strong symbolic dimension, since each can also be read as a permanent 

supplication for the salvation of the donor’s soul144. Furthermore, especially on the 

enkolpion, the placement of the inscription on the part most difficult for the viewer 

to access (and not, for example, on the exterior) confirms the private nature of the 

object. 

Consequently, the inscription functions as part of the visual experience, 

acquiring an essential role in the interpretation of the meaning of the artefact. 

However, the aesthetic value of the inscription must therefore be appreciated, for 

the inscription is an ornament with further implications. Its existence indicates a 

certain level of patronage145. This might have been the case for the rather simple 

epigram no. 79, on the entrance of an unspecified monastery. The epigram refers to 

the act of the donation, to the name of the donor, and also it offers a supplication to 

Christ on behalf of the donor. Even if people were not able to read the inscription, 

its presence would confirm the act of the donation and it would add lustre to the 

monument. The epigram on the enkolpion of Theodore Doukas is a permanent 

supplication to the Theotokos on behalf of the owner146, while the donor of an 

enkolpion to the Empress Eirene-Bertha asks Daniel to drive away any spiritual or 

physical enemy of the empress147. 

Following these remarks on the placement of some extant inscriptions, the 

spatial arrangement of some of the epigrams from the Anthologia Marciana can be 

deciphered. The Mokios epigram (no. 114) was perhaps painted underneath the 

respective depictions, across the walls of the monastic refectory. Each depiction 
                                                        
144 See James 2007: 199. 
145 Cf. Mullett 1990: 163. 
146 No. 52. 
147 No. 82. 
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could have matched the appropriate part of the epigram. If this was the case, the 

illiterate viewer was seeing a frame for the building. He or she would be able to walk 

around the refectory – when it was not in use – following the letters and hearing the 

story of the founders of the monastic community148.  

The long epigram on the imperial portraits commissioned for the narthex of 

an unknown church by protosebastos and protovestiarios John Doukas Komnenos (no. 

73) was perhaps similarly divided, filling in the space around each portrait. The last 

eighteen verses offer strong evidence for such an arrangement: the donor, who was 

probably seen to bow in front of Manuel, addresses the emperor directly. Therefore, 

the illiterate viewer, seeing the epigram written around the figure of John Doukas, 

was perhaps able to understand that the patron speaks to the emperor. 

On the other hand, the epigram on the house of Leo Sikoundenos in 

Thessaloniki was probably meant to be inscribed over or inside the entrance. The 

indirect connection between the epigram and the actual depictions, the 

demonstrative adverb in the first verse and the reference to the inner side and the 

exterior of the house support this view. 

To sum up, the nature of the inscriptions is important. The very existence of 

the inscribed words adds lustre to the work of art and to the status of the offering, 

possibly also figuring God or a saint as the ‘eternal reader’ of the donor’s 

supplication. Unfortunately, it will never be possible to fully appreciate the 

aesthetic value of the epigrams in the Anthologia Marciana, since none of them has 

been preserved in situ. 

  

                                                        
148 Cf. the case of St Polyeuktos, see Conor 1999: 484 and 489ff. 
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2.6. Performative epigrams: definition and function 

As already discussed, the epigrams in the Anthologia Marciana have not been copied 

directly from objects or buildings, but from one or more manuscripts149. None of the 

epigrams has yet been found in situ. Moreover, even if it is possible to detect a set of 

features that would allow for a potential inscriptional use, it is not clear what their 

genuine intended function was. Although literary characteristics in some of them 

suggest they could have been inscribed, certain practicalities, implications and 

logical assumptions suggest some could have instead been performed in front of an 

audience. 

Sometimes, the available space on the suggested object could not have been 

enough to host an epigram, meaning it was practically impossible for the epigram to 

be inscribed. For example, the Gerasimos epigram is written on a set of new clasps150. 

It is hardly believable that eight verses could have been inscribed on these tiny 

clasps. The poet uses deictics, a vocabulary device often used in inscriptional 

epigrams. However, the deictics and the repetition of now (-?-)151 can also 

demonstrate the strong connection between the epigram, the object and, primarily, 

the moment of the dedication. Therefore, Gerasimos could have performed these 

verses in front of the icon of St Pantoleon, instead of having them actually inscribed 

on the clasps. The title of the epigram suggests that it was written on the icon of St 

Pantoleon, even though the content does not support this. The possibility that the 

epigram was written on the encheirion suspended in front of the icon cannot be 

fully excluded, although the epigram does not offer any evidence for such a 

suggestion.  

                                                        
149 See p. 47ff. 
150 No. 368. See p. 123. 
151 Vv. 2 and 7. 
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Another example of a performative text is the epigram on the precious belt 

that Maria of Antioch offered to Manuel Komnenos on a date most probably near to 

their wedding in 1161152. Maria appears to speak to Manuel. She presents her 

precious gift (vv. 1–4) and then explains what these materials symbolise: the gold 

represents the love she feels for Manuel, the pearls symbolise her virginity and, 

finally, the precious stones demonstrate the stability of their marriage (vv. 5–8). The 

final verses are a prayer that Manuel may remain powerful until the end (vv. 9–10). 

Again, the performative use of the epigrams can be corroborated on the basis of both 

a practical and a textual argument. Firstly, the text refers to the buckle of the belt 

which Maria offered to Manuel. Surviving medieval buckles suggest that the 

available surface for inscribing the epigram was small, meaning ten verses could 

hardly have been inscribed on even the most impressive examples of medieval 

buckles153. Secondly, the content of the epigram is most appropriate for oral 

presentation. Maria, as the narrator of the epigram, speaks in first person and 

addresses the emperor directly, explaining to him the significance of the gift. 

The next example is an epigram on a gift also to the emperor154. Constantine 

Doukas Kalamanos commissioned and offered to Manuel a M&.;'"(- (a kind of a 

bowl), which depicted the River Danube in the form of a personification of the River 

Jordan, as well as Manuel, as a new David, eager to cross it155. The epigram specifies 

that Psalm 92 (93): 3–4 was written on the bowl (v. 1), near to the depiction of the 
                                                        
152 No. 375. 
153 Even if the great gold buckle from the treasure of Sutton Hoo (length 13.2 cm and width 5.6 cm, 
412.7 grams of gold) and the belt buckle from Syria with the monogram of Theodore (2.9 x 7.9 x 0.9 
cm) are early examples, they nevertheless provide an indication of what medieval buckles looked 
like. A more modest example comes from the treasure of Chalkis (1330–1470). The buckle is Venetian, 
but with a Byzantine influence. The belt of the emperor was never illustrated, while the belts of 
aristocrats were very rarely illustrated in Middle–Byzantium (Parani 2003: 65). Although not 
depicted, it is certain that the emperor wore belted outer garments. For example, Alexios I gave four 
such garments to Pakourianos (Typikon, § 33, 1724; transl. Jordan, 553). 
154 No. 118/369. 
155 Valuable vessels were often given to the emperor as presents, especially after a victory or as 
diplomatic gifts. One of these presents was probably the late twelfth-century plate depicting the 
accession of Alexander the Great (The Glory of Byzantium, no. 267). Cf. the depictions in the Madrid 
Scylitzes on ff. 99, 102 and 204. See also Mundell-Mango 2007: 137 
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personified River Danube/Jordan. Therefore, the epigram, if it was inscribed, could 

have been inscribed only on the rim of the bowl. However, eight verses is surely too 

long a text to have been inscribed on the rim of such a vessel. To my knowledge, 

four verses make for the longest verse inscription on a middle Byzantine vessel156.  

Moreover, the view that the epigram under discussion was never intended 

to be an inscription can be supported further by putting the object and the epigram 

in their context. The epigram alludes to the expedition that Manuel Komnenos 

undertook in 1151–2 against the Serbians and the Hungarians. Boris, the illegitimate 

son of the Hungarian King Koloman and the father of the donor, took part in this 

expedition, with the hope that he would be established on the Hungarian throne. 

The epigram refers to the most critical battle of the expedition, also chronicled by 

John Kinnamos. According to the historiographer, Boris defeated the Hungarian 

regiments in such a way that the Hungarians thought they had been defeated by the 

emperor himself157. When Boris returned to the Byzantine camp, the emperor lit 

torches for him to cross the River Danube. 

In this context, the depiction of the personified River Danube acquires a 

special significance: it is the river that Boris, the father of the donor, crossed after 

his victory. The epigram explains the images and serves as a guide for the viewer in 

order to interpret them. It presents who is depicted, the significance of the 

depiction and who is offering the object to whom and why. This is of exceptional 

importance if the viewer/audience is the emperor himself. As Kinnamos informs us, 

when Manuel returned to Constantinople, there was an awe-inspiring triumphal 

procession. It was perhaps during this procession that the son of Boris, Constantine 

Doukas Kalamanos, offered his gift. The reference to the golden voice of the river, in 

                                                        
156 BEIÜ 2, Me11. 
157 Kinnamos, History, 117–8, trans. Brand, pp. 93–4. Cf. Chalandon 1912: 406–7; Magdalino 1993: 55–6 
and 240. 
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the last two verses, further suggests its performative use (vv. 7–8). Given how 

ambitious Boris was, it makes perfect sense for his son to declare his fealty to the 

emperor, but also his lineage from one of the most influential families of the 

Byzantine aristocracy. After all, as Boris wished to seize the Hungarian throne with 

the help of the Byzantine emperor, meaning that he and his son would be 

established on the throne, the son thus assures the emperor that he will always be 

loyal to him, having unbreakable, blood bonds to Byzantium. A gift makes perfect 

sense in this context. 

The epigram on a crown offered to Alexios II, son of Manuel, by an 

anonymous donor on the occasion of Alexios’ accession as symbasileus could be 

added to the group of performative epigrams158. Ten verses could potentially have 

been inscribed on the circumference of the golden crown, although no surviving 

Byzantine crowns have a similarly lengthy inscription. The deictic .(?.( (v. 3) alone 

can support either case. However, the vague reference to the donor might give a 

hint of its function. Even though the name of the donor is not mentioned, his titles 

are. Perhaps this epigram did not aim to last an eternity, but to rather be wedded to 

an occasional performance. The word M8(.*9-*.&" (in the present tense) and the 

reference to the very specific occasion corroborate this hypothesis. The anonymous 

(in the epigram) protovestiarions protosebastos or someone else on his behalf might 

have read out loud the epigram during or shortly after the ceremony of the 

coronation. With this gift, this protosebastos protovestiarios recognises Alexios as the 

heir of the throne. The donor can be identified with John Komnenos, son of 

Andronikos Komnenos and Eirene159. In the event that Manuel did not have a male 

heir, John would have been the emperor. Furthermore, if he had survived the battle 

of Myriokephalon, John would have been the guardian of Alexios II after the death 
                                                        
158 No. 111. On the crown, see Parani 2003: 28–9. 
159 Varzos 1984: no. 128. 



2. Gebrauchstexte | 163 

 

 

of his father. Therefore, offering a precious crown and speaking these verses would 

have been an eloquent way to show his respect to the imperial line. The name of the 

protosebastos is thus not mentioned because all his contemporaries knew the 

protosebastos: he is the one who presents the crown to the basileus.  

Likewise, the performative aspect is perhaps the reason for the omission of 

any personal details in the Gerasimos epigram. The first name of Constantine 

Doukas Kalamanos is not mentioned because the emperor surely knew who Doukas 

Kalamanos was. Another anonymous donor offers a reliquary box with myrrh from 

St Demetrius to the monastery of Mar Saba160. The donor-narrator characterises 

himself as +;-(0, 1(-&$.=0, N8*.J- _*92- +;-(0 (‘a foreigner (in this world), a monk, a 

stranger to divine virtues’)161. If the epigram was performed at the moment of the 

offering, the donor or his representative spoke the verses at the moment of the 

dedication. 

The donor of the icons of St Theodore Teron and St Theodore Stratelates, 

although anonymous, is personally involved in the process of their production162. 

The donor, in the first person, states that he engraved (n78&T&) in his heart the 

portraits of the saints, so that he could ‘see’ the saints with immaterial eyes. 

However, he also states that, because he similarly wished (_;'2) to see them with 

his material eyes (f0…%&I %&.x &o$_4$"- K';M2), he commissioned the two pictures 

(e+*"%(-9R2). The fact that the epigram addresses two icons, the personal content of 

the epigram, and the anonymous supplication indicate that the anonymous donor 

performed this epigram in front of the icons. 

Some performative epigrams are similar to prayers in which the donor 

directly addresses a saint, the Virgin Mary or Christ, asking for something in return. 

                                                        
160 Cf. BEIÜ 2, Me5 (see comment on p. 157). 
161 No. 81, 9. 
162 No. 285. 
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For instance, when Maria of Antioch was pregnant with Alexios II Komnenos, she 

dedicated an icon to St Anna, the patron saint of pregnant women and women who 

have fertility problems163. The first part of the epigram refers to St Anna and to the 

fact that she gave birth through a miracle. The second part is a plea to the saint to 

ease Maria’s pains when she is in labour (vv. 9–14). Although these verses resemble 

inscriptional epigrams, a crucial thing is missing: the reference to a specific object 

in the text of the epigram. The title specifies the object (*V0 *V%]-& ./0 W79&0 É--40), 

adding the occasion (./0 !*$M(9-40 e7%61(-(E$40). Maria perhaps performed this 

epigram before an icon of St Anna. The epigram takes the form of a supplication, 

but it is far from the formulaic inscriptional type of supplication starting with !;4$"0 

(.(? !(E'(6 .(? c*(?)164. It looks more like a long prayer165, which could have been 

read out loud in a church – as was common in a liturgical context166. A parallel text is 

the epigram to St Ioannikios by Manganeios Prodromos, written on behalf of the 

monk Ioannikios Logaras167. The epigram starts with a general introduction to the 

life of St Ioannikios, a soldier who became a monk (vv. 1–3). In the second part of 

the epigram, Ioannikios Logaras states that he also became a monk following a 

military career (vv. 4–8). The third part is a supplication to St Ioannikios to help 

Ioannikios Logaras to be a good monk (vv. 9–12). The twelve verses thus follow 

patterns similar to the epigram to St Anna, but the preposition M8,0 in the title of 

the epigram indicates that it was read out loud in front of the icon168. 

Another text similar to the St Anna epigram is the epigram on an icon of St 

Nicholas that had been adorned by George Skylitzes and his wife Anna169. The 

                                                        
163 No. 104. 
164 Kalopissi-Verti 1992: 25. 
165 Cf. the shortest epigram GA I, 118. The manuscripts offer the title UA%."%#. 
166 See Cavallo 2008: 95–6. 
167 Manganeios, Poems, 115 (epigrams 116 to 118 are written on the same subject). 
168 Cf. &V.J in St Anna epigram v. 11 and Ioannikios epigram v. 9.  
169 No. 277. 
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twenty-eight verses resemble a long supplication more than a dedicatory 

inscription. The dedication took place at a date just before (or even just after) their 

marriage170. George, as the narrator, refers to the miracles of St Nicholas, which 

perhaps were depicted on the icon he offered. He asks the saint to bless their 

marriage by standing next to them, to protect them during their common life and, 

finally, to grant them the salvation of their souls. 

The next example of a performative epigram comes from an epigram written 

on a lamp offered to the church .J- X=8(6 (the monastery of Kosmosoteira, near the 

river Evros in Thrace)171. The donor venerates St Nicholas172. According to the 

epigram, the saint (his name is not specified) first saved the donor’s son from a very 

serious illness and then the same saint protected the donor himself from a threat 

against his life. Even though the name of the donor is not mentioned, the political 

implications are strong: 

…Ä7*"8&0 e% '9_2- 1* -?- .,- M&.;8&,  
n_8&6$&0 eH_8,- ä0 M;.8&- 1(" $%&-!#'(6 
e- .&`0 .89K("0 .;_*"%*- ° 1S''(- C]-(6. 

…now you have raised me up from the stones, the father, and smashed the enemy before me, who had 
put a rock of offence in my way, or rather a rock of murder173. 

Only the title of the donor is given and an indication that he was of old age (but 

again not his name): 

Q M82.(-(.#8"(0 &V.J %&I M#'"-, 
168(K'E.&, C8(E8*" 1*, M&`!&0, e77]-(60… 

I, the protonotarios, ask you again myrrh-gusher, protect me, my children and my grandchildren…174 

It is unusual for an inscribed dedicatory epigram to mention neither the name of 

the saint that the object is offered to nor the name of the donor, since the main 

                                                        
170 St Nicholas even appears even to escort Anna at the wedding. 
171 No. 307. 
172 The name of the saint is not mentioned in the epigram. There are some indirect references, 
including 1#%&8 (v. 1) and 168(K'E.& (v. 11). The adjective 168(K'E.40 has been attributed mainly to 
St Demetrios, St Nicholas, St Nymphon and St Nikon Q 1*.&-(*`.*. However, Isaac in the Typikon of 
Kosmosoteira (§11) asks to venerate especially St Nicholas, while he is not referring to any other of 
the aforementioned saints.  
173 Vv. 5–7. 
174 Vv. 10–1. 
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function of an inscription is to commemorate a specific person’s actions. Kinnamos 

demonstrates the importance of inscriptions, mentioning that members of the court 

were adding their names on an inscription in the Blachernae palace for those who 

took part in the battle of Cassino (1157)175, since ‘it is an extensive flattery and a 

servile fashion of those who laid claim to deeds’176. To put it differently, since one of 

the major functions of inscriptions was to commemorate the donor, the lack of 

names in the specific epigram supports its performative character. The fact that the 

text refers to a very specific occasion177 corroborates this view. Thus, the audience of 

the epigram knew beyond doubt what the modern reader cannot see.  

It is difficult to imagine that an epigram of twelve verses would have been 

inscribed on a .8"%#-!4'(-. Although it might have been sewed into an encheirion 

suspended from the lamp’s chains178, the epigram itself does not support this 

hypothesis, since it does not hint at the existence of an additional object. Thus, the 

epigram might have been performed at the moment of the offering or just before 

sending the donation to .J- X=8(6. Perhaps, when the donor presented his gift to 

his social circles, he also performed this brief epigram. Equally probable is that the 

audience was not in Constantinople but rather in Evros. The donor might have sent 

his present together with a letter including these verses. This can explain the 

reference to a previous donation by the same donor. The church .J- X=8(6 was the 

katholikon of the Kosmosoteira monastery, the monastery of Isaac Komnenos. This 

was a monastic establishment closely connected to the Palace. Political intimations 

are appropriate for an audience involved (actively or not) in the court life. Hence, 

the reference to the life-threatening situation that the protonotarios faced would 

                                                        
175 The inscription was placed somewhere in the Blachernae palace. 
176 Kinnamos, History, 171–2; Brand, 132–3.  
177 Cf. -?- v. 1 and 5. 
178 Cf. no. 88. 
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have been self-explanatory to the audience. The protonotarios might have been the 

mysterious notary Michael, whom Isaac often mentions in the Typikon179.  

There are indications that verses were sent along with regular letters or as 

letters. For example, John Tzetzes states in the letter sent to kyr George Kladon that 

he sends along with the letter some verses180. Manganeios composed a letter of 

consolation in dodecasylables to the sebastokratorissa Eirene181. Theodore Prodromos 

sends a poem to an unnamed eMI .(? %&-"%'*9(6182. The title states that the poem is 

actually a letter: UV0 G-_8&%&, eM"$.('D M8,0 .,- %&-"%'*9(6 183. It is a plea on behalf of 

Prodromos to the eMI .(? %&-"%'*9(6 to help him because he is ill. The style of the 

poem is similar to that of our epigrams, although it was sent to a human as a letter. 

The text begins with an apostrophe and uses phrases which are common in our 

epigrams184. To these, earlier examples can be added: the epigram-letter by 

Christopher of Mitylene. Christopher addresses an epigram to the monk Athanasios, 

who has sent him rose water. The epigram looks like a reply to his fellow monk and 

it is written in a style appropriate for a letter185. Theophylaktos of Ohrid sent a 

letter186 and a poem187 to the doctor Michael Pantechnes because the doctor did not 

pay him a visit when Theophylaktos was ill. The poem from the first line indicates 

that Theophylaktos speaks to someone who was away: 

ü'_("0 %&'J0 1(". >9 C(K*`0 1* M#'"-; 
May you come! Why are you afraid of me again? 

The next verse is repeated in both letter and poem: 

Letter 129: .O !L C]K4.8& è B1`- eM&-&.*9-*$_* 1(81('E%"& M&9!2- e"$I- Ä7(6- M.2HJ- ."-2- 
eM"$%]M2-188. 

                                                        
179 Kosmosoteira typikon, esp. § 107. 
180 UV0 (¢0 %&I K8&H*`0 e$H*!"#$&1*- 1*.8($6-_;.(60 78&C#0, b$M*8 %&I $(I -?- NM*$.#'%*"1*-. Tzetzes, 
Letters, no. 94. However, Tzetzes omits the verses from the collection of his letters that he has put 
together. This can be explained by the difference in the literary genre.  
181 Manganeios, Poems, 66. 
182 Hörandner 1984: 522–4. 
183 Theodore Prodromos, Historical Poems, no. 72. 
184 N''# (vv. 7, 18, 30), -?- !x N''# (v. 24) and $E !* (v. 40). For a detailed discussion, see p. 185ff. 
185 Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, no. 117 cf. no. 115.  
186 Théophylacte d’Achrida: Lettres, ed. P. Gautier (Thessaloniki, 1986) no. 129. 
187 Théophylacte d’Achrida: Discours, Traités, Traduction et Notes, ed. P. Gautier (Thessaloniki, 1980), no. 2. 
188 Lines 5–7. Cf. Théophylacte d’Achrida: Discours, Traités, Poésies, ed. P. Gautier (Thessaloniki, 1980), p. 
348, note 2. 
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Your fears that you bring forwards they are the bogey-man of children or of some poor bishops. 

Poem 2: >(`0 -4M9("0 C]K4.8& .O C]K4.8# $(6. 
Your fears are the fears of children 

Theophylaktos ironically says to Pantechnes that his paroikoi will pay Patechnes 

with garlic towards the end of letter189. The last verses of the poem however are 

written in a much more austere style. Theophylaktos urges Pantechnes to fear the 

Last Judgement: 

Ç;!"_" '("M,- 1D %8*1&$_r0 e-!9%20, 
7;82- !9%4- !(u0, £- M;C*67&0 §- -;(0190. 
 

So, fear you to not be hanged by the court, by receiving when you will be old a punishment that you 
have escaped when you were young. 

 

The poem by which Theophylaktos tries to persuade Michael to visit is written in 

more austere style than the letter. It seems reasonable therefore to suggest that the 

poem-letter no. 2 was a second attempt by Theophylaktos to convince Pantechnes 

to visit him191. 

Letters were presented/performed in front of a circle of people who could 

appreciate the style and the rhetorical ingenuity of the author192. Epigrams and 

letters also have the same recipients, such as Andronikos Doukas Kamateros193. 

Exactly as was happening with poetry and versified texts like epigrams, letters were 

discussed and judged194 and both are expressions of rhetoric. The main difference is 

that, in contrast to prose, poetry has an essentially ceremonial character, which is 

absent from prose correspondence195. 

The epigram On the golden lamp which was sent to the tomb of Christ was 

probably sent together with the artefact196. Manuel Komnenos donated a golden 

                                                        
189 Lines 12–13. 
190 Vv. 8–9. 
191 However, Margaret Mullett (Theophylact of Ochrid: Reading the letters of a Byzantine archbishop 
(Aldershot, 1997), p. 344) suggests that the poem was sent with the letter. 
192 Cavallo 2006: 86–92. For the performance of letters in rhetorical theatre, see Stone 2010: 61. 
193 Nos. 83, 90, 93, 96, 99. Tzetzes, Letters, nos. 90 and 103.  
194 See Hunger 1978: 1, 209–13. 
195 On the ceremonial aspect of the epigrams see p. 226ff. 
196 No. 294. 
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lamp to the church of the Holy Sepulchre. According to the epigram, Emperor John 

Komnenos was about to offer the golden lamp, but unfortunately he died before 

doing this. Kinnamos refers to this object, when he narrates the scene of John’s 

death197. Thus, when Manuel took over, he decided to fulfil the wish of his father and 

sent the golden lamp on which this epigram was written. The fourteen-verse 

epigram could hardly have been written on the lamp. It seems probable therefore 

that the epigram accompanied the artefact as a small note or a letter. If this is the 

case, the following verse can be better understood: 

…M&`0 M(8C68&-_=0, g&-(6D' &A.(%8#.28,       
.&E.4- N-&8.ò $(9, .#C* R24C]8*… 

…the purple-blooming child, Manuel, the emperor, hangs this on you, oh life-bringing tomb…198  

Clearly, the person who hung the lamp at the church of the Holy Sepulchre might 

have read the epigram out loud. However, even if the epigram was inscribed, it 

would have been read aloud. To put it differently, even if this epigram was sent as a 

letter together with the offering, its function does not fundamentally change: it 

accompanies the object, personalising the offering199. What it does change though is 

that the act of donation is not to be commemorated for eternity. That said, the 

object perhaps had a different, more conventional inscription, in order to remind 

the viewer that it was an imperial commission.  

                                                        
197 According to the historiographer, the cost of the lamp was twenty talents of gold. Kinnamos, 
History, 25; Brand, p. 28. Theodore Prodromos (Poems, no. 22) has also written an epigram on a lamp 
that John Komnenos would offer to the Holy Sepuchral. The incident is also discussed by Drpi¥ 2011: 
195–6. 
198 No. 294, vv. 10–1. 
199 Manganeios Prodromos provides evidence that poetry was performed in churches, see the 
following headings: [.9H(" e- .k -&k ./0 ^M*8&79&0 c*(.]%(6 ./0 e- .(`0 .(? iE8(6, NM($.(1&."$_;-.*0 
%&.O .(u0 %&"8(u0 %&_x (¢0 N.6HJ0 *FH*- B $6R*6H_*`$& .k $*K&$.(%8#.(8" %68k d-!8(-9%l .k 
M(8C68(7*--=.l $6-*.2.#.4 $*K&$.(%8&.]8"$$&. Verses read in the church of the all–holy Theotokos 
of >O .(? iE8(6, at the time when the most sensible sebastokratorissa who had been married to the 
sebastokrator kyr Andronikos, was suffering misfortune (Manganeios, Poems, 67). Ñó.(" (s $.9H(" 
N-*7-5$_4$&- e- .k -&k ./0 ^M*8&79&0 c*(.]%(6 ./0 ê!474.89&0 N-&7"-2$%(1;-2- M&8x &A.k .J- 
i'41*-.92-. These verses were read out in the church of the most Holy Theotokos, the Hodegetria, while the 
epistles of Clement were read there (ibid, 103). See also Manganeios’ poems nos. 68–9 and 72.  
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The epigram on the box with myrrh from St Demetrius sent to the 

monastery of Mar Saba might also have accompanied the offering, like a letter200. 

The donor conceals his identity, but the epigram commemorates what he offered 

and to whom. Similarly, the epigram on the icons of Sts. Theodore could have been 

performed when the anonymous donor (at least for the modern reader) either 

offered the icons to the church or presented it to his social circle201. 

Performative epigrams could survive only in collections, such as the 

Anthologia Marciana. Even if they were sent as letters, they would have been 

destroyed. Versified texts would have been omitted from letter collections since 

they are not considered part of the rhetorical genre of letter-writing. Therefore, it is 

expected to find letter-epigrams together with poetry in (a) authored collections of 

poems, (b) anthologies, (c) small syllogae202. 

Twelfth-century Constantinopolitan culture is characterised by the 

prominent role of literature and especially rhetoric. People in small groups or even 

larger ones (in the so-called rhetorical theatra) were discussing the works of their 

contemporaries. These groups of people included aristocrats, high-ranking officials, 

scholars, and some monks who used to be either officials or literati. The precise form 

and the motivation of the patrons of the rhetorical theatra is a question beyond the 

scope of the present study203. What is important for our purposes is that the 

participants in these literary groups, all members of the Constantinopolitan 

intellectual elite, were interested in listening poems similar to our epigrams. There 

is a well documented earlier example, extensively discussed by Floris Bernard204. 

John Mauropous’ poem no. 32 is a conventional epigram on a work of art 

                                                        
200 No. 81. 
201 No. 285. 
202 On the transmission of poetry see Lauxtermann 2003: 55–81. 
203 On the Komnenian Theatron, see Stone 2010; Marciniak 2007; Mullett 1984. 
204 Bernard 2010: 47–9. 
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(specifically on a gold revetment of an icon of the Crucifixion). The poem 

(Mauropous, no. 33) is a reply to someone who had criticised a grammatical error in 

the epigram. Unfortunately, it is not clear where this critic had heard or read this 

epigram. In any case, it shows that the readers of the literary circle were interested 

in the qualities of such poetry. In the twelfth century, John Tzetzes addresses a 

letter to the sebastoi, sons of Kamateros, in order to complain that a ‘gang of 

clergymen’ have unjustly criticised him as a poet for some verses he wrote in a 

hurry205. He pleads with the Kamateroi brothers to ask this ‘gang’ to read a different 

poem, an iambic one this time, and to judge him again, first on the usage of the 

metre206 and second on the quality of his style207. 

The argument that at least some of the epigrams were intended to be read in 

front of people with literary interests is further supported by looking at the 

commissioners of such performative epigrams. The names of the major supporters 

of literature and members of their entourage appear among the commissioners of 

performative epigrams208. For instance, Maria, daughter-in-law of 

sebastokratorissa209, commissioned an epigram on the encheirion that she offered to 

the church at the Chalke gate for the healing of her husband, Alexios Komnenos210. 

The epigram is too long to have been woven on the encheirion (34 verses). With this 

epigram, Maria demonstrates her piety, but also her love to Alexios211. Furthermore, 

at the end of the epigram, she wishes for her husband to be kept in the embrace of his 

father’s brother, the infinitely excellent ruler of the new Rome, Manuel and to be 

                                                        
205 Tzetzes, Letters, no. 89: …(F1&" !L ./0 $611(89&0 %&I ./0 .8"..E(0 .J- .O %&.O .D- e%%'4$9&- 
%6!("!(M5-.2-…. 
206 …^M&-&7-J-&" %&I %8`-&" M8J.(- 1L- *V N%8"KJ0 .O ./0 .;H-40 .48(94… 
207 …1*.O !L ., ./0 .;H-40 V$H-]-, *V %&I !9&81& %&I ., 1*7&'(M8*ML0 nH(" %&I Ü7%(-, $E- 7* .k f8&9l 
$6-.]1l %&I M"_&-k… 
208 See Magdalino 1993: 345. 
209 Jeffreys 2010, 1994 and 1982. 
210 No. 71. Patriarch Methodios wrote an epigram on the same icon, i.e. of Christ Antiphonites. Mercati 
1920: 209. On Alexios Komnenos: Varzos 1984: no. 132 
211 For example, Maria speaking about her husband mentions: My husband, my life, my glory…, v. 15. 
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overwhelmed with the flow of favours from Manuel212. This wish would have been in 

vain if it was not performed in front of an audience, like in a theatron, which even 

the emperor himself could attend.  

Similarly, the purple-born Maria Komnene213 in the sixteen-verse epigram on 

a triple-lamp offered to the Virgin Mary thanks the Theotokos because her husband, 

Alexios Axouch, successfully accomplished his mission to Italy in 1157/8214. Maria, 

performing these verses in front of other members of the court, adds lustre to the 

acts of her husband – which in reality were not as successful as is suggested in the 

epigram. Maria, as a prominent member of Constantinopolitan society, is one of the 

most likely candidates taking part in the literary gatherings. Furthermore, George 

Skylitzes, who offered an icon to St Nicholas probably on the occasion of his 

wedding, had a direct connection to Andronikos Kamateros, one of the most 

influent patrons of the twelfth century215. As a letter from Tzetzes demonstrates, 

Andronikos was actively involved in rhetorical theatra216. Andronikos himself asked 

for possibly performative epigrams on revetments and restored icons217. It is 

uncertain whether any of them was intended to be inscribed or not, mainly because 

they are quite lengthy.  

 
                                                        
212 Vv. 31–34. Translation after Nunn 1986: 95. 
213 Varzos 1984: 123. 
214 No. 75, v. 11: %&I 7/0 eM&-=7&7*0 d7%J-(0 1;$40. Varzos 1984: 2, pp. 120–1. 
215 George wrote the introductory verses for the Sacred Arsenal by Andronikos. Buccossi 2009 (a): 45–
50. 
216 The family of Kamateros are known to have connections with twelfth century literati, such as John 
Tzetzes, Kazhdan–Franklin 1984 (a): 201–2. See also fig. 22. 
217 Nos. 90, 93, 99. 
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Fig. 30. Donors and use of the epigrams 

As Figure 30 shows, performative epigrams were supported by members of all 

levels, except local notables218. However, what the table cannot show is that the 

letter-epigrams have been written upon the instigation of members of level 2, while 

epigrams with content appropriate to be performed in front of the emperor, in a 

theatron or in a church (as a prayer), have been commissioned by mainly members 

of levels 1.1 and 1.2.  

A final word should be dedicated to the meaning of the word eMI, especially 

when it is found in titles. Five epigrams which have been identified as 

‘performative’ include the word eMI in their title219. This preposition does not 

necessary signify that the epigram was painted or inscribed on something, but 

rather that it was written on the subject of/about something220. The latter meaning 

is rarer, but it exists. For instance, John Tzetzes uses the preposition eMI meaning 

that an epigram concerns a specific subject. In his Histories, Tzetzes quotes antique 

epigrams, that he explains in his commentary (Scholia). One of the epigrams is about 

Phayllos, king of the Phocians at the time of the Third Sacred War (356–46 BC)221. In 

his scholia, Tzetzes gives the title of the epigram as tM978&11& eMI •&¶''l222. The 

epigram was not of course written on the king, but it was about him. The 

preposition has the same meaning in the title of the collection of poems by Manuel 

Philes: [.9H(" !"#C(8(" eMI !"&C]8("0 ^M(_;$*$"223. In this sense, epigram no. 305 is 

written about the lamp hung in the church .J- X=8(6. Therefore, the presence of eMI 

                                                        
218 In epigrams including a discussion of the level of donors, I have excluded the four epigrams which 
mention neither the name or rank/title of the donor (nos. 281, 284, 285, 371).   
219 a. tMI M;M'l N-&8.4_;-." *V0 .,- e- .r Z&'%r -&]- (no. 71); 
b. tMI M&.*'9l H86$k 7*7(-]." M&8O .(? $*K&$.(? i&'&1#-(6 %&I !(_;-." .k W79l B1J- K&$"'*` ~M*8 
*FH*- *V%(-"$1;-& !"#C(8& %&.O .D- ÑA7789&- .8]M&"& (no. 118/368); 
c. tMI .k N-&8.4_;-." .8"%&-!='l e- .k -&k .J- X=8(6 (no. 307); 
d. tMI *V%]-" .(? W79(6 Y&-.*'*=1(-(0 (no. 367); 
e. tMI H86$k R2$./8" (no. 374). 
220 See also Kriaras, s.v. 
221 John Tzetzes, Histories, 12, 435. 
222 John Tzetzes, Scholia, chilias 12, 638. 
223 Lauxtermann 2003: 69. Cf. also Mitylenaios, poems, no. 76: tMI .r e%C(8ò &A./0. 
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in the title of epigrams is not necessarily indicative of their inscriptional use, it 

might equally indicate subject matter. 

 Such performative epigrams differ fundamentally from the clearly literary 

epigrams of the Hellenistic era (inscriptions fictives). The Hellenistic epigrams were 

imitating ‘as faithfully as possible an inscriptional context’224. The inscriptions fictives 

existed for the sake of literary pleasure. On the other hand, the twelfth-century 

performative epigrams refer to a concrete and very real object. They express the 

feelings and the motivations of the donor. The donation, along with the literary 

pleasure of an agreeable piece of literature, addresses a specific audience, conveying 

a message regarding the meaning of the donation and the social status of the donor. 

It should also be pointed out that inscriptional epigrams – even if they serve 

as authentic verse inscriptions – may have a performative character. As discussed 

above, they would have been read aloud by the viewers. In some cases, the texts of 

verse inscriptions were read aloud from a manuscript in order to commemorate the 

donors. Such is the case of the long hexametric inscription in Pantokrator 

Monastery, which, according to the manuscript, had been composed on the 

occasion of the inauguration of the monastery and was recited annually on the 

commemoration day225. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 31. View of the glass flooring covering the earth of Golgotha. Jerusalem chapel, Church of Sta. Croce in 
Gerusalemme, Rome. Photo Alexander Nagel; Treasures of Heaven, p. 220. 

 
                                                        
224 Bernard 2010: 68. Cf. Tarán 1979: 118–23. 
225 Rhoby 2012: 746. 
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Fig. 32. Sixth– or seventh-century votive plaque from Syria, 
Ma’aret en Norman. The Walters Art Museum. Accession 
number: 57.1865.560. 
http://art.thewalters.org/detail/9957/plaque-with-pair-of-
eyes-symbolizing-the-all-seeing-power-of-god/ accessed in 
January, the 30th 2012. 

Tentatively, it can be suggested that epigrams were not only performed in front of 

an icon, but that a copy of the text was left near (or even inside) the venerated 

object226. This piece of paper would be a constant prayer to the depicted saint on 

behalf of the donor (thus serving a function similar to that of the inscriptions). This 

practice, if it was ever used, is reminiscent of a common practice from the modern 

Mediterranean world, where a list of names or a prayer written on a small piece of 

paper is left behind or on the frames of icons or next to shrines. For example, paper 

dedications (and photos) can be 

found under the glass covering the 

earth of Jerusalem in the church of 

Santa Croce (Gerusalemme) in Rome 

(fig. 31). Furthermore, the backs of 

icons were frequently used as 

places of dedication227. Thus, it does 

sound probable that a piece of 

paper, after its contents had been 

performed, was placed behind the icon. This suggestion needs to be taken with a 

pinch of salt, of course, since the fragility of the materials and the major geopolitical 

changes could not have left evidence for such a hypothesis and scattered 

indications and suggestions cannot form a strongly credible argument. However, 

common anthropological evidence does support such an idea. Offering an epigram 

certainly reminds one of tamata, votive plaques given to a saint asking for relief 

from a disease or the resolution of a difficult situation (e.g. fig. 32). This possibility is 

                                                        
226 Cf. the pieces of paper found in the reliquary of St John the Chrysostom in Santa Maria della Scala 
at Siena (BEIÜ 2, Me76–7) and the reliquary of St Demetrios in Halberstadt (Grabar 1950: 6 and fig. 10–
1; cf. BEIÜ 2, Me5). 
227 See BEIÜ 2, Ik4–6 and Ik17; Cormack 2007: 32 and 76–7. Cf. the decoration on the back side of 
certain twelfth-century icons from Sinai, The Glory of Byzantium, nos. 245–7. See also epigram no. 246. 
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yet to be investigated – something which falls outside the scope of the present 

discussion. 

 

Poetry was read and judged, but also conveyed a message. The message would be 

more effective if it was read aloud in front of the intended audience rather than 

being inscribed in a difficult or hardly visible place. Even though it will never be 

possible to state with certainty what the original function of the epigrams was 

(since none of them can be found in situ), some assumptions can be made. The 

assessment of the practical use of the epigrams has to be set primarily on objective 

evidence and subsequently on the details of the literary style. The criteria for 

distinguishing an inscriptional epigram have been discussed in previous chapters. 

This chapter suggests the performative function of the epigrams or, in other words, 

that epigrams were possibly performed in front of the object on the occasion of its 

donation. The ‘performance’ could have taken place either at the moment of the 

dedication in the church or when the gift was presented to the emperor or just 

before, within a literary circle. The performative nature of epigrams can be 

established on the basis of the following criteria:  

1) The content of the epigram, i.e. if the epigram is more appropriate for oral 

presentation than for inscription (e.g. the name of the donor or/and the saint 

is missing228 and/or the epigram looks more like a supplication or expression 

of thanksgiving);  

2) The length of the epigram in comparison to the available space on the object 

(comparison with similar objects);  

3) The close connection of the epigram to a specific moment (e.g. the use of 

-?-); and 

4) The occasion itself. 

                                                        
228 However, the name of the donor or saint may have been written on the actual painting. 
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Undoubtedly, the written word in Byzantium was powerful229. However, this 

does not in itself make it possible for all epigrams to be squeezed into prohibitively 

small surfaces. The performance of epigrams at the appropriate time can therefore 

be a means for conveying directly a message to the recipient. If the recipient is God, 

a saint or Mary, the donor supplicates him directly. If the recipient is a human or a 

specific circle of people, the donor demonstrates his literary skills and enhances his 

social status, while at the same time delivering subtle ‘political’ messages or moral 

critique. A thin line distinguishes performative and inscriptional epigrams, since 

both ultimately have a performative character. However, their main difference lies 

simply in how they were intended to be used: the former were written with 

performance in mind, while the latter were intended to serve as verse inscriptions. 

                                                        
229 For a thorough discussion, see James 2007: 195–9. 



 

 

 

3 .  La poésie  de  l ’objet :   
Dedicatory epigrams as a standardised genre 

 

3.1. Defining the dedication 

UV0 !9$%(- -*(6874_;-.& 1*.O ., %'&M/-&" %&I _8&6$_/-&". 

ê 1L- M8(!(u0 n%'*T* $=-, [2.=8, M8#$"-, 
$L .(`0 C(-*6.&`0 N-."!(u0 N876892-, 
GC82- !L $6'ò H8E$*(- $%*?(0 .]!*, 
.(? $51&.]0 [(6 !*%."%,- .(? ."19(6. 

5 N''’ Q %8&.&",0 g&-(6=', 1;7&0 G-&+,   
f0 K&$"'"%D- (A %*%8611;-4- 1]-(- 
!8&H1D- eC*?8*- N''O %&I .*_8&6$1;-4- 
%&I $(I -*(687J- &î_"0 &A., M8($C;8*"1. 

Ñn a paten, which was restored after being stolen and broken2 

While the traitor stole Your sale, oh Saviour, and handed You over to Your murderers in exchange 
for silver coins, the fool despoils this golden vessel, the receptacle of Your precious body. But the 
mighty Manuel, the great emperor, found it like an imperial coin not just hidden, but also broken, 
and, after restoring it, he offers this again to you. 
 

According to the epigram, a golden Eucharistic paten had been stolen, then broken, 

and finally rediscovered. Manuel, after fixing the item, offers it once more to Christ. 

Despite the fact that stealing and breaking a liturgical vessel, as an act of sacrilege, 

rather piques the reader’s interest, the epigram does not offer specific information 

such as the name of the villain or the church from which the object was stolen. 

What the author is concerned with is the dedication. Essential information is 

mentioned: the object, the act of the donation and its context, and the donor. The 

Gerasimos’ epigram offers even more accurately the context of the donation, since 

the donor-narrator specifies that he offered the clasps to the icon of St Pantaleon 

three years after the original promise. This example is explicitly the context of the 

donation, the act of the offering, while few words are dedicated to the object and 

the donor. 

                                                        
1 No. 70. 
2 Title .*%3#G/%5 L 9$%:9G/%5 K | 1 3N#'$ corr. L  !$835/ L | 3 .%Q L  #+[#+ L. 
2 Mt. 26:15 ; Lc. 22:3 | 7 Lc. 15:8; cf. Greg. Naz., PG 36, 328 et 660. 
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In more complex – but more frequent in this corpus – examples, the 

epigrams underline what the donor expects in return. An indicative example is that 

of the epigram on the icon of the Most-Holy Mother of God renewed by Bardas 

Liparites3: 

UV0 *V%]-& ./0 ^M*8&79&0 c*(.]%(6 N-&%&"-"$_*`$&- M&8O .(? )"M&89.(6 X#8!&. 

{ 1L- %"K2.,0 ./0 $%"S0 M89-, Y&8_;-*, 
ß- e+ N$=M.2- .*%.(-4_*`$& +E'2- 
.D- GC_(8(- %]84- 7&8 *V%]-"R; $*· 
M'D- N''O %&I $(? ./0 %"K2.(? .,- .EM(-  

5  -"%ò H8]-(6 p;(6$& %&I C_*98*" CE$"0.  
X#8!&0 !x e7a $,0 (V%;.40 )"M&89.40 
&î_"0 -*(687J M9$.*20 H*"8(6879ã. 
$u !x N''x e1D- -*E$&$&- e% H8]-(6 C8;-& 
M8,0 M.&"$1#.2- p6.9!& %&"-(E87*" M#'"-. 

10  $u p#K!(0 *F, CE*"0 !L %&I p9R40 !9H&· 
%N1(I !,0 N-_*`- *V0 %&'(? M8#+*"0 K9(6 
%&I .D- t!L1 $H*`- *V0 1(-D- _*9&- H']4-4. 

On a depiction of the Most-Holy Mother of God renewed by Bardas Liparitis 

Long ago, the foreshadowing Ark was built from incorruptible woods, because it symbolised you, the 
pure maiden. But the corruptible nature of time defeats and affects even a picture of you, the Ark. 
But I, your servant, Bardas Liparites, restore it with the skill of faith. But may you renew again my 
aging heart which stoops to the wrinkle of sin; You are the rod, and you even thrive without roots; so 
grant that I, too, blossom with the deeds of a good life and have as the divine pasture of Eden as my 
abode. 

The donor, after referring to the context of his donation, asks the Virgin to help him 

to be a good Christian and to grant him a place in Paradise. Again, a narrator-donor 

presents the donation, states the reason behind his action, and says who he is. 

However, this time he asks for something specific in return. In this context, also 

interesting is the epigram of the enkolpion of Michael Alousianos Hagiotheodorites. 

The enkolpion contained relics of St Theodore Gabras, an eleventh-century saint, 

venerated primarily in Trebizond5. The entire epigram is a plea for protection on 

behalf of the owner.  

The case of the multi-reliquary enkolpion by the same donor has already 

been mentioned6. The epigram does not say anything about the function of the 

                                                        
3 No. 64. 
4 10 Ös)0+, K: Ö8)0+, L  0' K: 0S L. 
5 No. 42. On St Theodore Gabras, see Rigo 1998. See also p. 211ff. 
6 No. 242. See p. 126. 
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amulet, but instead it enumerates the relics. It has a clearly practical use: to signify 

what relics are included in the amulet. 

Artworks are dedicated not only to divine persons (votive epigrams), but also 

to the emperor (secular dedicatory epigrams). The two types differ drastically, since 

the secular dedicatory epigrams do not express the act of offering as vividly as the 

votive epigrams, and they do not explicitly suggest a specific favour in return. 

However, the aim of the offerings, in general, was to secure the favour of the 

emperor on behalf of the donor. For instance, John Chrysorophites, probably in the 

year 1169, commissioned a portrait of the emperor and his wife blessed by Christ, 

which was accompanied by the following epigram7: 

UV0 *V%]-& nH(6$&- s$.(84_;-.& .,- K&$"';& [%&I] .D- !;$M("-&- *A'(7(61;-(60 M&8O .(? 
Z8"$.(?. 

iN-.&?_& .;81& ./0 M8(C4.*9&0 K';M2, 
£- Q K';M2- M8(*`M*- á*8*19&0é 
(A!*I0 7O8 G8." M8($'&'*` .k M'4$9(- 
f0 e%!"!#$%2- «7-J_" .,- K&$"';&»é 

5 M#-.*0 7O8 e7-5%&$"- &A.(? ., %8#.(0               
1"%8J- NMx &A.J- 1;H8" %&I .J- e- .;'*"é 
(s 1L- 7O8 G''(" .J- 1*79$.2- e- K9l 
1*9R(60 H&89.2- *V$C;8(6$"- .(u0 .8]M(60, 
$.4'(78&C(?-.*0 e- !"481;-("0 .]M("0, 

10 ']7("0 !"&77;''(-.*0 &A.(? .O %8#.4,                
%("-,- %&'(?-.*0 N7&_,- .J- @A$]-2- 
$2./8&, pE$.4-, CE'&%&, $%;M4-, K#$"-, 
G''(- _*,- M'#..(-.& !*6.;8&- M'#$"- 
.(u0 $6-.8"K;-.&0 e%!8(1&`0 .J- K&8K#82-. 

15 \2#--40 !L .(? c*(? )]7(6 _E.40, 
Z86$(8(C9.40 e+ eM2-E1(6 7;-(60, 
%q- *A.*'D0 ® %&I 1"%8,0 .O M8,0 .EH4-, 
M9$.*" M]_(- $E7%8&.(- &A.(? !*"%-E2-, 
ä- M8,0 .,- &A.#-&%.& g&-(6D' .8;C*", 

20 .,- M(8C68]H8(6- ./0 -;&0 íì5140 $.E'(-,   
25  78&C&`0 NC5-("0 %*%8&7a0 .O .(? M]_(6, 

H851&$" .6M(` !(6'"%J0 .(?.(- 78#C2- 
%&I .D- G-&$$&- g&89&- $6-*778#C2-, 
d-."]H(6 7/0 M8I- C;8(6$&- ., %8#.(0 

24  %&I -?- !"x &A.(? %($19(6 M&-.,0 %E%'(6 
  26 (¢0 Q %8&.J- 7/0, (A8&-(? Y&-.(%8#.28, 

$6-/T*- *V0 ©- %&I ';H(0 %&I ., $.;C(0 
G1C2 $6-#M.2- M8($C6J0 %&I M&7%#'20. 
eM*EH*.&" !L .k _8]-l 1L- B1;8&0 

30 ~$&0 Q Ç&6I! (A8&-(? T#''2- ';7*", 
6s,- !x NMx N1C(`- õ$M*8 e% %=M(6 p]!(- 
e%M(8C68J$&" $M&87#-("0 .D- M(8CE8&- 
%&I $H*`- M&8x &A.J- ., $.;C(0 %'48(6H9&- 

                                                        
7 No. 246. The epigram should be dated close to Alexios’ birth: see vv. 31–4. Cf. Magdalino–Nelson 
1982: 139. 
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7=8ã '"M]-.2- e- K&_*` .O .(? %8#.(608. 
 

On an icon which had painted the emperor (and) the empress to be blessed by Christ. 

And here I see the fulfillment of the prophecy, which the prophet Jeremiah prophesised: no one now 
addresses his neighbour instructing him: ‘Know the King’; for everybody has come to know his power, 
from the humble folk to those in power. 
For the others, those with the highiest positions in life offer gratitude in the most conspicuous of 
ways depicting him in lofty places, announcing his power in speeches, [10] calling him the common 
good of Ausonians, saviour, liberator, guardian, protector, foundation, another God, who makes a 
second creation for those who are crushed by the incursions of the barbarians. But John, the priest of 
the Logos of God [15] from the family of Chrysorophites, even if he is humble and of small fortune, 
demonstrating love combined with faith, which he has for Emperor Manuel, the purple-coloured one, 
the column of the new Rome [20], portrays in colours, with voiceless pictures crying out his love, 
slavishly depicting him together with Empress Maria, who first had the power of the land of 
Antiochus and now, thanks to him [Manuel], the entire orbit [24] those the ruler of the Earth and 
Heaven, the Almighty has joined in one marriage bed and on one throne joining the two of them 
lovingly and beautifully. And he (Chrysorophites) wishes the throne many days as the days of 
Heaven that David sings of, [30] and that a son from those two, like a rose from the garden, may out-
purple purple with his swaddling clothes, and may inherit the crown from them, when they will leave 
their power behind in old age. 

  

The epigram does not clearly state what the donor expects in return from the 

emperor. It explains the depiction and its meaning and praises the imperial couple, 

but nothing more. The antithesis to the well-off allows the readers to assume that 

what the insignificant Chrysorophites was expecting in return was to be favoured 

by the emperor and thus perhaps to get some privileges. In other examples, the 

donor tries to re-confirm the benevolence of the emperor. Constantine Kalamanos 

offers a !(6'"%,- !J8(- (a gift of servitude) and Andronikos Kamateros was depicted 

to prostrate in front of the emperor9. The epigram on a series of imperial portraits 

calls on the viewer to ‘observe also on them [the depictions of] the extent of the 

love that the purple-blooming shoot who paints this has for Emperor Manuel’10. 

Finally, the gifts from Eirene-Berta and Maria of Antioch to their husband, Manuel, 

signify the importance of their marriage11. 

                                                        
8 Title .%Q  ante #C/  omML addMaN  '_*+2+:E"/=/ LKaò | 3 !$+:*%*'V Kaò | 4 .%Q Kaò | 6 å!8/#6/ 
Kaò | 7 )(g Kaò | 10 05%0@*+/#', K | 14 #+U, 3:/#$5)"/#%, `.0$+E%V, L  #C/ 3:/#$5)C/ #N/ 
`.0$+EN/ Kaò | 17. .;/ Kaò | 18 !(3#5/ prop. L  !a9f K corr. Kaò | 19 K%/+:G* Kaò |  25 .'.$%#P, 
Kaò | 27 3:/Gb' Kaò | 29 #+[ 9$a/+: Kaò | 33 -'V/ K <]>-'5/ Kaò  %_#+[ Kaò.  
2–6 Jer. 38:34 | 28–29 Ps. 88:30. 
9 No. 83. 
10 No. 73, 25–6:                      $%]M*" !x eMx &A.(`0 %&I ., .(? M]_(6 1;.8(-  

ä M8,0 .,- &A.#-&%.& g&-(6D' C;8*"… 
11 Nos. 260, 374, and 375. 
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 Monasteries were also interested in being in the favour of the emperor. The 

epigram on the imperial portraits at Mokios monastery has already been analysed 

(no. 115). The monks of the Holy Trinity by the Bosporus depict ‘the planter’ (the 

emperor), who, with ‘the red signatures in his hand, […] planted […] many vines of 

donations’ and helped to establish the monastic community ‘by fencing (his 

donation) with golden bulls’12. The imperial portrait probably stood next to the 

portrait of Nikephoros the mystikos, who, some point after 1158, had founded the 

monastery13.  

 Epigrams which do not directly mention a dedication form a subgroup in the 

corpus under discussion. They are epigrams commissioned by the Palace and 

dedicated to the emperor. For example, between the years 1166 and 1171 a mosaic 

with the portraits of John II, Manuel I and Alexios II was created. It is not known 

where exactly this mosaic was placed. However, the subject of the depiction (with 

special emphasis on the continuation of the imperial line) and the omission of the 

name of the dedicatee allow us to assume the composition was created on an 

imperial initiative14. Similarly, on the occasion of the synod of 1166, the emperor 

was depicted in a complex pictorial composition which included also Christ, the 

Holy Spirit as a dove, the holy apostles Peter and Paul, and the church fathers15. The 

subject of the depictions points again to imperial patronage. Further, two epigrams 

are written on imperial portraits on buildings of the imperial complex of 

Blachernai, established by Manuel Komnenos: one On the conch of the newly built 

throne-room16 and one On the newly built kouboukleion in the chamber in Blachernae17.  

                                                        
12 No. 360, 3–5:                          …e86_8(78#C("0 $/0 H*"8,0 $41&$9&"0 

%&I '4-,- B1`- N-(8E+&0 H&89.2- 
H86$&`0 eM*_89772$&0 &A.O0 $C8&7`$"… 

13 No. 360; Magdalino–Nelson 1982: 277–303; Oikonomides 2001: 268–9. 
14 No. 357. The epigram probably refers to a mosaic (see v. 3, H86$;& $*"8#) and it is datable to 
between 1169 and 1171. See Magdalino–Nelson 1982: 146–7. See also Grabar 1937: 29. 
15 No. 370. 
16 No. 252. 
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Smaller objects commemorate victories of the emperor, including a golden 

vessel on which he is depicted defeating the sultan and a golden cover which 

depicted the expedition against Ikonion18. These epigrams – unlike the one on the 

bowl by Kalamanos – do not leave any hint that these objects were offered to the 

emperor by a courtier. However, the context of all these portraits points to imperial 

patronage. Unfortunately, it is not possible to specify whether it was the emperor 

himself who commissioned these epigrams and the depictions or someone in his 

very close circle. Nevertheless, it is possible to state that objects were not offered but 

rather dedicated to the emperor. Even if these idiosyncratic epigrams do not 

explicitly mention a dedication, they follow the commodities of the dedicatory 

epigrams as they will be presented in the following pages. 

 Performative and inscriptional epigrams follow the same patterns: even if their 

use is different, they put in words the feelings and the motivations of the donor. 

Votive epigrams are prevalent in the corpus, making up the 82% of the anthology. 

The Palace commissioned almost equally votive and secular epigrams, while 

courtiers preferred to support primarily votive epigrams.  

 In short, two groups of epigrams can be distinguished in the corpus in 

question: 

a. Epigrams on sacred objects and buildings (e.g. churches, monastic walls, 

objects for the church) – votive epigrams19. With the dedication the donor 

shows his devotion and/or asks for something in return for his gift. In rare 

cases, the epigram has a practical purpose. 

b. Epigrams on profane donations (e.g. inscriptions/epigrams on oikoi or on 

objects offered to the emperor) – secular dedicatory epigrams. With these 

epigrams the donors express their loyalty to the emperor and try to gain or 

reinvigorate the favour of the emperor. A subgroup of this category is 

                                                                                                                                                               
17 No. 271. A kouboukleion was a type of chamber. 
18 Nos. 354 and 372 respectively. 
19 See also the discussion on dedicatory verse inscriptions in Lauxtermann 2003: 160. 
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formed by the epigrams commissioned by the palace and dedicated by their 

very existence to the emperor. 

Initially, the two categories seem to have a different purpose; votive epigrams try to 

secure the salvation of the donor while secular dedicatory epigrams aim to build a 

‘bridge’ between the donor and the emperor. However, in the end their purpose is 

the same: they aim either to bring the donor into the favour of a holy person or the 

emperor and/or to praise the person to whom they are dedicated. Therefore, the 

similarity is what is most striking. Private devotion or individual piety is expressed 

not only with the words of the epigrams, but also in the act itself. The very act of 

compiling an enkolpion as Hagiotheodorites did or making a portrait of the emperor 

demonstrates religious worship or secular loyalty on the part of the commissioner. 
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3.2. Constructing a dedicatory epigram 

The structure of the dedicatory epigrams on works of art in the Anthologia Marciana 

follows a common pattern for most of the literary texts: introduction – main text – 

conclusions. The outline suggested by Andreas Rhoby on the basis of verse 

inscriptions is parallel to the suggested scheme20: 

Introduction Justification of the donation/foundation 
Main text Presentation of the donor/founder 
Conclusions Plea for support on the day of the Last 

Judgement or plea for salvation from all 
sins 

The introduction ushers the reader into the sphere of the donation. It often justifies 

the gift, informing the reader about the motivations of the donor or providing 

background information on the offering. Gerasimos, who offered the clasps to St 

Pantoleon, mentions at the very beginning that the saint has conferred a favour on 

him21. Theodore Styppeiotes intended to change the location of a depiction of St 

Demetrius in his private chapel, with the move coming as a result of extension 

works in the church. His motivation was, according to the epigram, his strong 

feelings for the saint22. The epigram on the church or the monastery that George 

Syropoulos restored begins by mentioning the damage that time has caused to the 

building23. Moreover, in a secular context, the epigram on the crown the 

protosebastos protovestiarios offered to Alexios II on the occasion of his coronation 

states at the beginning that the crown was given to Alexios by God24.  

In other cases, the introductory part provides admonitions on lifestyle in 

general. The first six verses of the epigram on the Icon of the Three Youths, for 

                                                        
20 Rhoby 2010 (c): 316. 
21 No. 358, 1.  
22 No. 65, 1–5. 
23 Dan. 3:46–9. No. 113, 1–2. Cf. Rhoby 2010 (c): 326. 
24 No. 111, 1–3. 
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example, which the influential Andronikos Doukas Kamateros conserved, talk to the 

reader about the necessity of venerating God. It refers to the story of three youths, 

who were delivered out of harm’s way from the fiery furnace thanks to their faith25. 

In other cases, epigrams open with a reference to the life of the venerated saint or 

to Christ. For instance, the epigram on an encheirion that the same Andronikos has 

offered to an anonymous church begins with a reference to the purple chlamys 

Christ wore before the Passion26.  

Similarly, a general statement can be found in the opening lines of secular 

dedicatory epigrams. For example, the Chrysorophites’ epigram starts with a quote 

from Jeremiah denoting that everyone knows that Manuel is the absolute ruler27. 

According to the epigram on the cross erected in Hungary, the first to see the figure 

of the cross formed by stars was Constantine the Great. Constantine, having the 

cross as his standard, defeated his enemies28. Manuel, following the example of 

Constantine the Great, thus becomes a new Constantine. 

References to materials are also common in the introduction to secular 

dedicatory epigrams. For example, the epigram on the picture of the emperor and 

his son Alexios starts with the following verses29: 

i&I H821#.2- 1L- $."'M-].40 %&I H86$9(6, 
%&I M("%9'2- $.9'K(6$& '&1M8].40 '9_2- 
!*9%-6$" C&"!8,- .,- %&.#H86$(- !]1(-é 
M'D- (A% NMx &A.J- n-!(- B H#8"0 .]$(- 

5 ~$(- M*8 e%.,0 e% 78&C/0 .J- *V%]-2-30... 

Both the glittering of the colours and of the gold and the glistening splendour of the 
variegated stones show the all-golden church to be radiant. But the beauty is not so much 
inside as outside, namely, in the images depicted there…  

 

According to the epigram, the gleaming beauty of the church is magnified by the 

portraits of the emperors at the narthex31. Similarly, Maria of Antioch states that 

                                                        
25 No. 99, 1–6. 
26 No. 95, 1–2. 
27 No. 248, 1–4. 
28 No. 376, 1–3. 
29 No. 73, 1–5. 
30 1 -$6E8#6/ K: -$=E8#6/ L. 
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she gives to her emperor-husband a belt she has woven ‘with pearls, precious 

stones, and gold’32.  

Frequently, the votive epigram addresses the depicted/venerated saint at 

the very beginning. Andronikos Kamateros directly addresses Christ, the Logos33. 

Gerasimos directly addresses St Pantoleon34. However, building inscriptions, begin 

by addressing the passer-by. The narrator of the epigram on Leo Sikoundenos’s 

house urges the +;-(0 (stranger) to admire the foundations of the house35. The 

opening lines of the epigram on the entrance of the Holy Trinity in Boradion call on 

the viewer to see the newly established monastery, which was developed around an 

existing church36: 

@Å.4 1(-&$.J- B %&.("%9&, +;-*, 
(A% °- 1L- NM]78&M.(0 e- 1(-&`0 M#'&", 
N''’ (F%(0 *AH/0 %&I !*=$*20 .]M(0. 

This settlement of monks, oh Stranger, was not registered before among the monasteries, but (it was) 
a house for praying and a place for supplications (to God). 

Nonetheless the epigram in which Andronikos Doukas Kamateros directly addresses 

the emperor, asking him to see how he (the emperor) has been depicted37. Finally, in 

another example, the poet addresses the artist, questioning the theme of the 

pictorial composition38. 

The main part outlines the essential aspects of the donation. Personal 

pronouns and adverbs of time are used as transitional words to mark the beginning 

of a new part. The donor-narrator exposes his internal motivations and aspects of 

his offering. He frequently refers to himself with direct use of the first-person 

singular personal pronoun (e75)39. Sometimes, the personal pronoun is followed by 

                                                                                                                                                               
31 Cf. nos. 251, 1–4; 354, 1–2. 
32 No. 374, 1–2; cf. no. 260, 1–4. 
33 Cf. 40, 1–5. 
34 Cf. no. 370, 1. 
35 No. 61, 1–2. Cf. nos. 251, 1–2; 357, 1–2. 
36 No. 306, 1–3. 
37 No. 83, 1. 
38 No. 271. 
39 E.g. nos. 40, 6; 81, 8; 93, 3; 97, 6; 101, 8; 245, 5. Cf. e1(9, 71, 10. 
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the name of the donor40. Furthermore, e75, as well as -?-, introduces the reader of 

the epigram to the specific donation. Sometimes e7a and -?- are used together. 

Such an example is the epigram on the Icon of Christ commissioned by John 

Kontostephanos Komnenos. The epigram starts with a general reference to the 

human nature of Christ (vv. 1–2)41. Then, it becomes more specific (v. 3), with a 

reference to the time (-?-): (Christ) you are wearing now the hue of the colours42. Some 

general admonitions and remarks are stated after that43. In the following verses, the 

donation becomes even more personalised, since the donor (n727*) reveals his 

intention for this offering44. 

The -?- mentioned in the main part is frequently juxtaposed with the M#'&" 

of the introduction. Y#'&" usually introduces a story from the Holy Scriptures, 

which is then compared with a situation familiar to the donor. For example, an 

epigram on an Icon of the Resurrection commissioned by John Merkouropoulos 

states: 

Y#'&" 1L- ™%.*984$&0, f0 Ç&6I! 78#C*", 
["5-, N-&$.O0 e% .#C(6, Y'&$.(687; 1(6, 
'E$&0 !L -6%.,0 ./0 !"2%.89&0 $%].(0, 
N-/T&0 B1`- 7-5$*20 $D- '&1M#!&, 

5 -?- !x &î_"0 B1S0 G''(- (V%.*98&0 .8]M(-45... 

Having shown compassion on Zion before, as David says, rising from the tomb, my Creator, and 
ending the darkness of the night of persecution, you lit for us the lamp of knowledge. But now, again 
(you light it up for me), showing compassion for me in another way. 

The donor, as the narrator of the epigram, attests in the introduction to a general 

truth: the salvation of humanity by Christ. Afterwards, the same donor then 

expresses his gratitude to Christ for his accession to the throne of Jerusalem. Y#'&" 

                                                        
40 E.g. no. 95, 3–5. 
41 No. 40. 
42 Ñ|.2 $%"O- -?- ^M(!u0 .J- H821#.2-, v. 3. 
43 Vv. 4–5. 
44 Vv. 6–17. 
45 No. 256, 1–5. 
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and -?- are thus not only a means of expressing opposition, but also lexical 

indicators signifying the transition from the introduction to the main part46.  

The main difference between -?- and e7a is that the first oscillates between 

the introduction and the main part, while the second demarcates the two parts. For 

example, the monk Peter reminds St Paul how he (St Paul) was shipwrecked and 

spent a whole day as a castaway on the open sea, but remained unharmed47. 

However, his icon was not so lucky: his icon was damaged by the passing of time48. 

The simile that follows cannot be accurately translated word for word. In an 

idiomatic rendering: even if St Paul survived at the bottom of the ocean before 

(-6H_41*8*E$&0 K6_k M854-), his icon did not manage to remain untouched in the 

depths of oblivion (K6_(`0 '=_40). Therefore, the donor now takes up the 

conservation of the icon. The first part of the simile alludes to the New Testament49 

and a commonplace of Greek literature can be discerned (K6_,0 '=_40)50. The word 

-?- introduces the second part, giving a starting point to the detailed description of 

the donation51.  

The same patterns are followed by secular dedicatory epigrams. The epigram 

On a golden cover which depicts the events of the expedition against Ikonion starts with a 

general reference to the unnumbered deeds of the emperor52. It presents the deed of 

the emperor (and the depiction) with a very specific reference:  

…-?- ! ’N8H"M;8$40 ë!* C67O0 e78#C4... 
…but, now, here, the chief of the Persians is depicted as a fugitive53. 

                                                        
46 Similar meaning to that of M#'&", can have the word M854- (see no. 44, 1). 
47 No. 44, 1. 
48 vv. 1–3.  
49 2Cor. 16:25. 
50 Cf. no. 65, 20. 
51 Cf. nos. 256, 5; 277, 4. 
52 No. 372, 1–4. 
53 v. 5. 
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Adverbs of place or of time are equally important as -?- in regard to the 

introduction of the main subject. Indeed, e7a and -?- can be replaced by words 

indicating the very specific occasion, such as e-.&?_&54. 

The word M'D- stimulates the development of the main subject55. This word 

does not usually introduce a new part, but is rather an antithetical conjunction 

aiming to give momentum to the narration56. For example, Maria of Antioch 

commissioned the composition of verses for a revetment of, probably, a marble 

relief depicting the Theotokos57. After a short introduction – an encomium to the 

Virgin – Maria states: 

., MS- !L K8&H*` $61M*8"%'*`$&" ']7l, 

.D- *A1;-*"&- eK8#K*6$&0 M'4$19&- 

.(? M(8C68&-_(?0 @A$]-2- K&$"';20, 
10  M"$.(? g&-(6=', MS$" C8"%.(? K&8K#8("0. 

M8,0 .&?.# $(" .90 N-.".#'&-.(0 H#8"0; 
M'D- N''O !*`71& M9$.*50 .* %&I M]_(6 
!;!*+( .(? $(? H8E$*(- %]$1(- .EM(6, 
ä- M8,0 _&'#$$&0 !28*J- $J- $.&7]-& 

15 V.&'(C6D0 g&89& $(I M8($C;8258. 

To say everything in a few words, you rewarded the abundant benevolence of the purple-blooming 
emperor of the Ausonians pious Manuel, whom all barbarians fear. What favour can repay you for 
these things? Nevertheless, as an expression of [my] faith and love, accept the gold decoration of your 
icon that I, Maria, sprung from the Italians, offering it to you, like a drop in the ocean of your gifts. 

Maria, after thanking Mary for Her benefactions, presents her gift. This second part 

is introduced with M'=-. It is rare that the main part begins with this word59. For 

instance, Alexios Axouch offered a gilt triple-lamp to the Virgin Mary. In the 

introduction of the resultant epigram, the donor-narrator wonders what could be 

worthy of Her, who is ‘the all-gold lamp of the Light’. And he states in the beginning 

of the main part: ‘nevertheless, I offer you gold-like lamps’. The conjunction M'D- 

again introduces a weak antithesis, pushing the subject forward. 

                                                        
54 Nos. 96, 8 and 375, 3. 
55 Sometimes in the type of M'D- N''O %&9. 
56 E.g. nos. 90, 16; 251, 31; 279, 5; and 308, 6.  
57 No. 112: see Spingou 2010: 95. 
58 vv. 7–15. 
59 Nos. 75, 4; 99, 10; 100, 4. 
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In regard to the content, the main part tells the reader about the act of 

offering. It can provide details on the identity and/or the motivations of the donor, 

although this sort of information can also be found in the introduction or the final 

supplication. For this reason, the presentation by the donor will be discussed in a 

separate paragraph60. 

 Words meaning ‘to give’ or ‘to bring’ are also prominent: C;8261, *V$C;8262, 

M8($C;8263, N-&8.J64, M8(&8.J65, M8(K#''266. In other instances, verbs indicating the 

exact service of the donor are employed: 

on restoration of buildings, icons or frescoes: +;2 ., 7/8&067, ., 7/8&0 

e+#7268,-*(687J69, 

on gold/gilt or mix-media revetments of icons: %($1J70, $.;C271, '&1M8E-272, 

%&''E-273, %&.&7'&jR274, H86$&8768J75, 

on new depictions: .6MJ76, 78#C2 (.,- .EM(-)77, e778#C278, $6-*778#C279, !"&78#C280, 

$.4'(78&CJ81, *V%(-9R282, H8´R283, R278&CJ84, 

on the establishment of a cross: e-.9_41"85, 

on altar covers: $%;M286. 

                                                        
60 See pp. 202 and 208.  
61 E.g. nos. 50, 52, 54, 65, 73, 81, 89, 94, 118, 242, 262, 269 368, and 402. 
62 E.g. no. 263. 
63 Nos. 63, 70, 75, 112, 253, 255, 257. Cf. !$+3.:$N, no. 291. 
64 No. 88. 
65 Nos. 71 and 245. 
66 No. 355. 
67 No. 44. 
68 No. 113. 
69 Nos. 43, 50, 64, 70, 88, and 113. 
70 Nos. 40, 65, and 249. 
71 No. 269. 
72 No. 74. 
73 Nos. 249, 278, and 309. 
74 No. 358. 
75 Nos. 41 and 258. 
76 Nos. 93 and 257. 
77 Nos. 47, 77, 85, 246, 263, 285, 297, 308, 372, 401, 403, and 404. 
78 Nos. 259 and 357. 
79 No. 252. 
80 Nos. 62 and 95. 
81 No. 376. 
82 Nos. 73, 80, 269, and 305. 
83 No. 39. 
84 Nos. 61 and 265. 
85 On a cross, no. 254. 
86 Nos. 257 and 261. 



Part III. The context| 192 

 

The final part is a supplication on behalf of the donor to the depicted 

saint/Virgin Mary or to God. The donor supplicates for himself87 and/or his wife and 

children88. Frequently, the donor is presented in this part. The supplication is 

occasionally introduced with an apostrophe to the saint ($u or $u !x N''#) or with 

transitional words also used in other parts, such as M'D- !L or M'D- N''#89. Most 

interesting is the case of the apostrophes, since the personal pronoun in the second 

person singular ($u) comes in contrast to the personal e7a of the main part90. The 

donor-narrator of the epigram addresses the venerated saint in first-person 

singular, articulating his plea91. The key verb of the supplication is usually &V.J 

(ask)92, and the donor expects the saint to grant him (!9!(693, H&89R(694) something or 

to acquire an important value (79-(695). The petitions vary: the donor asks the 

saint/God to be propitious and keep any (even political) trouble away96, to smooth 

his way in life97, to support his faith98, to heal him from an illness99, to give him H#8"0 

(grace, favour)100, to grant him redemption from his sins101, to offer him the salvation 

                                                        
87 E.g. no. 99. 
88 E.g. no. 253. 
89 Rarely used for this purpose. E.g. nos. 284 and 287, 14. 
90 E.g. no. 97: e75 !L (v. 6) – $u !x #''O  (v. 10). The word M'D- is used in order to give momentum to 
the supplication (v. 12).  
91 Nos. 59, 18; 63, 11; 245, 8; and 246, 14. 
92 E.g. nos. 90, 102, 297, and 373. 
93 E.g. nos. 69, 81, and 259.  
94 E.g. nos. 246 and 408. 
95 E.g. no. 63. 
96 Verbs: $%;M("0 (no. 42, cf. no. 253 etc.), eM"$%"#R("0, $%*M#R("0, $%9&R* (no. 71), $6$%9&R* (no. 97). This 
kind of supplication is frequently reminiscent of the Psalms (e.g. no. 59, 19–20, cf. Ps. 90 (91):4). For 
support in the battlefield and against political enemies, see, for example, no. 40. On the martial 
power of the emperor, see, for example, no. 39. 
97 Two prevalent motifs for this supplication are: (a) the smoothing of someone’s path of life, by 
cleaning the stones (e.g. e+&982- '9_(60: no. 97); and (b) calming the storm/the sea of someone’s life 
(e.g. .D- W'1E8&- 7'E%&R* .(? K9(6 R#'4-: no. 258; K9(6 _#'&$$&- e%KO0: no. 51). 
98 E.g. no. 91; %'91&%" _*92- N8*.J- $.=8"R; 1*: no. 405. Cf. Euphemia, who asked the Virgin to help her 
to become a good nun (no. 88). 
99 E.g. n+&7* -]$2-, 'E* MS- _'`K(-: no. 114; $&8%,0 -]$2- pE(6: no. 256; $%*!#R2- -]$2-: 71. 
100 X#8"0–motif. E.g. nos. 81, 110, 256, 258, and 408. See Drpi¥ 2011: 167–8. 
101 E.g. &V.J *^8*`- 'E$"- M.&"$1#.2-: no. 297 (cf. no. 355); nM'6-(-: no. 95. Cf. Rhoby 2010 (c): 320–2. 
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of his soul102 or to help him on the day of the Last Judgement103, and finally to grant 

him a place in Paradise104. 

The dedication is frequently ingenuously connected to the offering. For 

instance, George Antiochites has renovated the roof ($.;74/$%*M=) of the colonnade 

before the main gates (M6'5-) of a monastery. In return, he asks God to cover him 

($%;M2-) with his wings (i.e. to protect him) and, at the end, to open the gates of 

Paradise for him105. The epigram on the Icon of the Three Youths, who escaped the 

fiery furnace, uses words connected to fire in the first two parts106. However, the 

donor-narrator begs the three youths to ‘extinguish the fire of Gehenna’ through 

the ‘breeze’ of their prayers, and to grant him a tent at the ever-gushing pastures 

(of Eden) in the final part. Similarly, Theodore Tziros requests St Nicholas, the 

patron saint of sailors, to calm the turbulence of his life’s sea107.  

In secular dedicatory epigrams too, a supplication frequently closes the 

epigram. The end of the epigram On the newly built house of Leo Sikoundenos at 

Thessaloniki deviates from the above-presented model. The (F%(0 is personified and 

the narrator asks it, in the last two verses, to keep the owner and his children 

satisfied for many years. In the preceding verses, the narrator speaks again to the 

house with a set of acclamations: 

Uî .J- H&89.2-! *î7* .(? %#''(60 !]1*! 
Uî .J- _*1;_'2-! ... 

Hurrah for the Graces! Hurrah for the house of beauty! Hurrah for the foundations108! 

                                                        
102 E.g. &V.*` T6H"%D $2.489&: no. 292; 3N4': no. 291 (cf. nos. 41; 85). 
103 E.g. nos. 258. Cf. ^M*8'#'*" 1(": nos. 284 and 287. Cf. Rhoby 2010 (c): 319–20. 
104 E.g. $E-("%(- M&8&!*9$(6: no. 51; (o%"R*…1;$(- (M&8&!*9$(6): no. 44. Frequently, the donor asks for:  
(a) a tent at the verdure of Paradise (e.g. nos. 50, 52, 74, 113, 307, 308, 309, 355, 403, 404, and 408); 
(b) the opening of the gates of Eden (e.g. nos. 43, 62, 79, and 405); 
(c) to rejoice with ‘the water of happiness’ (no. 405); or 
(d) participation in the Supper in Paradise (e.g. no. 402).  
105 No. 79. 
106 No. 99: C']+, %#1"-(0, M?8, e%C'(79R2. Even the dedication is phrased with the following words: 
C9'.8(- C'(+I R;(-.(0 N-#M.2 M#'"- (v. 12) 
107 No. 258, 8. On St Nicholas as the rescuer of sailors, see Jones 1978: 24–8 and Jones 1963: 43–4. Other 
excellent examples: nos. 245, 253, and 255. 
108 No. 61, 22–3. To the best of my knowledge, there is only one more building inscription that 
includes acclamations, written on the X&$"'"%D YE'4. This time, the building addresses the emperor, 
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Similarly, the protosebastos who offered the crown to Alexios II expresses his hope 

that Alexios’ father, Manuel, will have a long reign establishing the imperial laws109. 

In other examples, the narrator simply states the meaning of the donation. It 

is probably Manuel Komnenos speaking, explaining that he portrayed his parents in 

the newly built triklinos at the Blachernai so that ‘he may see’ his ‘lamented, if only 

in shadows110. The narrator of the epigram on the newly built kouboukleion in 

Blachernai Palace states for the virtues (probably depicted as young maidens):  

16 ^T(?$" !x &A.,- 1;H8"0 N-.E72- M]'(6, 
^ML8 %*C&'J-, õ$M*8 *V$!*!*71;-&", 
^Cx ç- .8(M(?.&" Ç&'1#.&0, Y;8$&0, Ç#%&0 
%&I K#8K&8(- MS- %&I M&8#$M(-!(- 7;-(0. 

They elevate him as far as the rim of Heaven, above their heads, as if receiving him, with these 
(virtues) he defeats the Dalmatians, the Persians, the Daces and every barbarian and treaty-breaking 
nation111. 

In other words, the virtues are depicted along with Manuel, because Manuel has all 

the qualities that they represent and thanks to these qualities he defeats the 

enemies of the empire.  

The content is usually shaped in the suggested outline refered to above (i.e. 

introduction – main part – final supplication); however, exceptions do exist. In 

several cases, the final supplication or the introduction is omitted112. In other cases, 

the entire epigram is an apostrophe to the depicted figures. No. 370 was written on 

a portrait of the emperor along with Jesus Christ, the Holy Spirit in the form of a 

dove, and some of Christ’s disciples and the church fathers. The epigram directly 

addresses first Christ ([u 1;-, c*(? M&`) and then the Holy Spirit ([u !L Y-*?1&). From 

the beginning, the epigram expresses pleas on behalf of the anonymous third-

person narrator. At the same time, the text is strongly connected to the image (cf. 
                                                                                                                                                               
Mercati 1922: 220. See also no. 94, 21–2. The narrator addresses the personified object, this time a 
cross: Ye cross sceptre, hit the enemies! However, it then goes on: Ye army of Christ rout the Persian tribes! 
109 No. 111, 9–11. 
110 No. 252, 4–5, transl. Magdalino–Nelson 1982: 140–1. 
111 No. 271, 15–18. 
112 E.g. no. 255, Verses on the encheirion of our Most–Holy Lady the Mother of God the Hodegetria. The 
introduction occupies a quarter of the epigram (vv. 1–2) and the main part the remainder (vv. 3–8). 
Cf. no. 64. On the encheirion of the Most–Holy Mother of God donated by Theodora Doukaina. The main 
part occupies half of the epigram (vv. 1–4) and the final supplication the remaining verses (vv. 5–8). 
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V!(E, v. 9 and the description of the movement of hierarchs in vv. 8–10). The 

epigram ends with the narrator addressing the emperor. He urges him to accept the 

dogmas given by the hierarchs and to defeat any alien belief. 

A rare example is the epigram On the icon of the Most-Holy Mother of God, [that 

had been] adorned by the monk Nicholas Mesopotamites (no. 405). The donor explains the 

events that led him to make his donation in the first eleven verses and then sets out 

his plea in the remaining nine verses. He does not refer to the object, his gift; only 

the title informs the reader of the object. 

The length of each part varies greatly between the epigrams. For instance, 

the introduction of the epigram On the icon of the Most-Holy Mother of God restored by 

Bardas Liparitis occupies 41.7% of the epigram (vv. 1–5), the main part just 16.6% (vv. 

6–7) and the supplication 41.7% (vv. 8–12)113. The parts are divided differently in the 

epigram On a peplos hung in the church of Chalke offered by Maria Doukaina: the 

introduction makes up 17.6% of the epigram (vv. 1–6), the main part is 53% (vv. 7–

25), and the final supplication falls within the remaining 29.4% (vv. 26–34)114. 

Similarly, some epigrams omit the introductory part115 or the conclusion/final 

supplication116. In other examples, after a general statement on the life of the saint, 

the text becomes a supplication for the donor117. Figure 33 shows the split between 

epigrams which have a ‘typical’ structure (i.e. introduction – main part – final 

supplication) and epigrams which omit some of the parts (‘unusual epigrams’). 

Building inscriptions, although in general following the suggested outline, have the 

greatest degree of variation. Therefore they are considered in the diagram as a 

                                                        
113 Cf. no. 253, On the golden lamp given to the church of St George the Gorgos by Meles. The introduction 
occupies half of the epigram (vv. 1–3), the main part 16.7% (vv. 4–5), and the supplication (incl. the 
presentation of the patron) 33.3% (vv. 6–7). 
114 No. 71. 
115 Nos. 51, 58, 77, 79, 246, 279, 356, 358, and 408. 
116 Nos. 95, 98, 255, 260, and 368. 
117 Nos. 82, 102, 254, and 284. 
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separate category. Finally, very short epigrams do not allow to draw any 

conclusions on their structure. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 33. Epigrams and their structure. 

To conclude, the dedicatory epigrams were written on a concrete object. The item is 

given from person A to person B. The structure of the dedicatory epigrams outlined 

here, as presented in this chapter and epigrammatised in the following table (fig. 

34), is not exhaustive, but does cover most cases. Epigrams, even though formulaic 

(as I hope to show by the end of this part), are works of human creativity, which, 

unlimited as it is, cannot be fully presented in a systematic way. For example, short 

epigrams hardly ever follow the structure presented above118. However, overall, 

dedicatory epigrams provide a set of basic information, which replies to the 

following questions: 

Who gave?/Who owned? – To whom? – What? – Why? – For what in return? 

The quest for this essential information adheres to the informative nature of the 

genre and it can be found as early as archaic times119. Time is pernicious in terms of 

the meaning of the initial dedication, since such gifts are quickly removed from 

their original context. The occasion becomes a distant past event. Especially when 

an epigram was inscribed, it seeks to become a reference point for its audience, 

recording the context of the donation120. It is a means to maintain the bond between 

the object and the donor for eternity (if inscribed) or to be reminiscent of the 

                                                        
118 E.g. nos. 54, 242, 263, 282, and 367. 
119 Cf . Day 1994: 39–40. Furley 2010: 151–3. 
120 Cf. Day 1994: 40. 
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offering within a social circle (if performed). This is why it is necessary to provide 

the contextual information above. The purpose of each offering (and thus of the 

epigram) varies: the donor may want to give thanks to God or a saint for a 

benefaction, or he may want to ask for something in return. Finally, since the 

dedicatory epigram ‘walks a tight-rope between the private and public’121, the 

statement of the donor’s expectations from the revered person is fully 

understandable. It is his personal voice, which is addressing a saint, God, Mary, or 

even the emperor. 

 Contents Frequent lexical  indicators 
Introduction General statements 

Background of the offering 
Snapshots from the life of the saint 

Direct address to the recipient: 
e.g. +;-*, the name of the saint 
M#'&"/M8I-/M854- 

Main part  Motivation for the offering 
Events related to the offering 
What is given 
(Presentation of the donor) 

e7a 
-?-  
e-.&?_& 
M'D- N''O / !L 

Closing l ines (Presentation of the donor) 
Final supplication 

$u (!L) 
M'D- N''O / !L 

Fig. 34. The structure of the dedicatory epigrams from syllogae B and C. 
  

                                                        
121 Furley 2010: 155. 
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3.3. Presenting the donor 

Personal details relating to the donor – such as his/her name, vocation, kinship etc. 

– are given either in the main part of the epigram or in the closing lines. Presenting 

the donor has a practical purpose in showing who has offered the gift and, 

therefore, to whom the credit should be attributed. In general, the poets use similar 

patterns to introduce the donors. The social status in a strict sense does not modify 

the general scheme, which is: name, occupation, and kinship. Although this pattern 

is omnipresent, however, peculiarities and differences can be found in the 

presentation of the emperor, members of the clergy, and secular donors. 

 

i. The emperor 
 

The name of the emperor is usually accompanied by qualities appropriate for the 

image projected by imperial propaganda. Manuel is presented as a spring of the 

purple and as the shoot of the imperial family of the Komnenoi122 and the Doukai123, 

but also as ‘the purple column’ of the new Rome124. He is presented as being ‘terrible’ 

                                                        
122 Y(8C68&-_=0 (nos. 39, 11; 112, 9; 249, 3; 294, 10; 358, 4; 374, 3), M(8C68&67=0 (no. 354, 8), 
M(8C68(C6=0 (nos. 69, 6; 73, 20), M(8C68(&-_]K'&$.(0 (no. 73, 27), K'&$.]0 M(8CE8&0 (no. 83, 2). Ü8M4+ 
M(8CE8&0 (no. 94, 4), !"M'(M]8C68(0 %'#!(0 (nos. 100, 11; 251, 28), M(8C68(_&'D0 (nos. 114, 19; 368, 10). 
i(1-4-(_&'D0 (no. 249, 3), %(1-4-(C6D0 (no. 61, 18). The colour purple was considered a symbol of 
imperial power. After the tenth century, children born to emperors were called M(8C68(7;--4.(" (See 
ODB s.v. and ‘purple’). Compound adjectives with the word M(8C68,0 are used frequently by twelfth-
century court poets for the emperors and their families. For example, M(8C68&-_D0 can be found in 
the poems of Manganeios (Poems, 6, 215; 8, 522; 11, 208; 13, 72; 31, 75; 62, 72; 128, 5) and Theodore 
Prodromos (Historical Poems, 19, 138; 17, 324). The adjective M(8C68(C6D0 is also used, for example by 
Constantine Manasses (Brief Chronicle, 6592), Theodore Prodromos (Historical Poems, 45, 10 and 237; 17, 
128 and 324), and Manganeios (Poems, 185, 5). Interestingly, this is also the adjective that Ephraem 
(Chronicle, 4333–8; cf. LBG s.v.) uses in his history to characterise Manuel. The idea that the members 
of the nuclear imperial family are the ‘springs of the porphyra’ (K'&$.,0 M(8CE8&0 or Ü8M4+ M(8CE8&0) 
is very popular in the court literature in general: see, for example, the works of the eleventh-century 
Psellos (Panegyrics, 4, 493), Theodore Prodromos (Historical Poems, 1, 7 and 136; 24, 22; 30, 262; 71, 81) 
and Manganeios (Poems, 2, 211; 4, 668; 7, 546; 19, 120; 21, 26, 65, 146; 29, 97; 35, 45; 51, 100; 65, 402; 100, 
1; 233, 15). Cf. Manasses, Brief Chronicle: M(8C68(K'#$.4.(0 vv. 5302, 5376, 5832, 5968; M(8C68]K'&$.(0 
v. 5494. 
123 No. 94, 4. 
124 Nos. 61, 18; 83, 1; 118/369, 2; 248, 20. Y(8C68&67D0 is a popular word in court literature in general, 
frequently used about members of the imperial family. See Theodore Prodromos, Historical Poems, 12, 
4 and 22, 3 (for John Komnenos); 18, 31 (N%.I0 M(8C68&67D0 for Isaac Komnenos); 44, 46 and 45, 74 (for 
sebastokrator Andronikos Komnenos). The word was also in use for several other members the 
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(C8"%.,0) for the ‘barbarians’125 and that even his hand makes all his enemies fly126. 

He is 168"&8"$.*E0127, $.*C4C]8(0128 and $%4M.(%8#.28129. He is the enlivening house of 

all the virtues130. He is the great emperor131 and the emperor of the Ausonians132. He is 

simply the best (%8&.&",0 and %8#."$.(0)133. The crown ($.;C(0) is of course an 

important part of the imperial image – the emperor is the one who bears the crown 

($.*C4C]8(0)134. 

In cases where the emperor is not the donor, donors sometimes try to 

establish their connection to the emperor, even using bold metaphors. Strikingly, 

protosebastos protovestiarios John Komnenos135 states that Manuel is a second God 

(_*,0 !*E.*8(0)136. However, this simile can be found in other sources as well. In 

coinage, for example, a parallel was frequently drawn between Manuel, the 

                                                                                                                                                               
Komnenoi family during the reign of Manuel, e.g. for Maria, daughter of sebastokrator Andronikos 
(PBW Maria 17005):  

[%;M("0 i(1-4-D- M&`!x d-!8(-9%(6, i]84, 
$*K&$.(%8&./, M(8C68&67/ g&89&- (Zacos, Veglery – Nesbitt 1972: no. 2733). 
Maiden, may you protect the Komnene, the child of Andronikos, the daughter of a sebastokrator, the 
purple–gleaming Maria.  

The so–called porphyry marbles are considered as exceptional. Porphyry marble has nothing to do 
with porphyrin. The term ‘porphyry’ is applied to a variety of igneous rock, but also to any purple 
stone such as red granite or marble, which could be polished. See L. Milgrom, The colours of life: an 
introduction to the chemistry of porphyrins and related compounds, Oxford 2002, esp. chapter 1.1 and p. 2. 
Honourific porphyry columns were to be seen in Constantinople (Janin 1964: 76–80). Some of the 
most famous are the column of Eudokia (north–west of the Augusteon) and the column of 
Constantine (or the Porphyry Column) in the Forum of Constantine. The latter consists of seven drums 
of porphyry and it was restored by Manuel, as the inscription indicates. On the significance of the 
colour purple, see Kazhdan 1980: 17–8. 
125 •8"%.,0 K&8K#8("0 (nos. 73, 20; 112, 10). Cf. nos. 72, 21; 100, 13; 114, 19–20; and 373, 13. Cf. C8"%.&I 
C8;-*0 (no. 100, 12). Cf. Manganeios, Poems, 5, 287; 8, 548; 18, 163; 23, 5; 25, 57.  
126 X8&H92- G$.*%.(0 (no. 100, 12). Cf. no. 373, 14 on the hand of the Emperor. See also Manganeios, 
Poems, 1, 176; 2, 208; 6, 214; 7, 304; 8, 538; 20, 114; 25, 113; 52, 80; 66, 83; and 108, 679. 
127 No. 61, 17.  
128 No. 71, 31.  
129 No. 357, 10. 
130 No. 61, 20. 
131 g;7&0 G-&+, nos. 69, 6; and 70, 5. Cf. &A.#-&+ nos. 356, 5 and 358, 4. 
132 Nos. 370, 10 and 376, 9. 
133 Nos. 69, 5 and 271, 7. See also no. 248, 8 and 11–4. 
134 Nos. 73, 15; 83, 5; 94, 26 (polyptoton with the root $.*C–); 100, 27; 111, 1; 248, 15; and 302, 16 
(polyptoton). 
135 Varzos 1984: no. 83. 
136 No. 73, 42. Kalavrezou 1991: 36. Cf. Magdalino 1993: 437. 
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emperor, and Emmanuel, Christ137. The same donor also names Manuel T6H(M#.28 

(spiritual father)138.  

Details of the qualities of the emperor do not appear for the first time in the 

epigrams of the Anthologia Marciana, being found in other works written for the 

emperor. To put it differently, they fit to the image projected in twelfth-century 

propaganda. The consistency in the imperial image presented by different authors 

gives evidence for the existence of an ‘identikit’139. For example, John 

Chrysorophites makes a list with characterisations of the emperor:  

For the others, those with the highiest positions in life offer gratitude in the most conspicuous of ways 
depicting him in lofty places, announcing his power in speeches, [10] calling him the common good of 
Ausonians, saviour, liberator, guardian, protector, foundation, another God, who makes a second 
creation for those who are crushed by the incursions of the barbarians. 

John Tzetzes, in a peculiar poem for Manuel, provides a number of 

comparison points for the emperor140. The emperor is like the sun (vv. 25–30), a 

ruby/coal (vv. 31–36), a pearl ( 37–40), a vine (vv. 41–44), a cypress tree (45–49), a 

ship (vv. 50–54), a bunch of grapes (vv. 55–58), wheat (vv. 59–63), an eagle (vv. 64–

68), a falcon (vv. 69–73), a dove (vv. 74–78), a tower (vv. 79–82), and, finally, like a 

man able to fly. Many of these metaphors can be found in works by different 

authors, while some of them are also used for different emperors141. Therefore, even 

if this poem is a demonstration of poetic ingenuity, Tzetzes draws from a pool of 

pre-existing similes for the emperor.  

                                                        
137 Cf. no. 248, 13. E.g. >androvskaja 1975: fig. 23, Ermitage M 7906. See also Oikonomides 1998: 5, 119. 
See also Magdalino 1993: 449. Wessel 1972: 726. 
138 No. 73, 36. 
139 Magdalino 1993: 418–22 and 446–58 (esp. 448–52). See also Karla 2008. 
140 [.9H(" o&1K(" %'"1&%2.(I M8,0 .,- K&$"';& %68,- g&-(6D' eM".#C"(", ed. Matranga 1850: 2, 619–22. 
141 On the emperor being like the sun, see Magdalino 1993: 417–8; cf. Constantine Manasses, Oration to 
the emperor, 9 and 13. On the emperor as a coal, see Manganeios, Poems, 4, 672; 23, 32; 33, 70; 47, 94 (cf. 
Poems, 1, 67; 33, 52). On the pearls of the emperor, see Manganeios, Poems, 33, 49 (Manganeios also 
uses this simile for members of the aristocracy: see Poems 42, 380; 49, 73). On the emperor as vine, see 
Manganeios, Poems, 1, 231–2 (on members of the aristocracy, see, for example, Manganeios, Poems, 12, 
128; 21, 29). On the emperor as a cypress tree, see Manganeios, Poems, 2, 81; 35, 1 (cf. Poems, 29, 27). On 
the emperor as being like an eagle, see, for example, Manasses, Oration to the emperor, 8. On the 
emperor as a tower, see Manganeios, Poems, 2, 174; 5, 331; 6, 215; 11, 206; 128, 4. On the emperor as 
being like a man able to fly, see Manasses, Oration to the emperor, 107–8. 
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Most possibly, qualities were added to this ‘identikit’ with the passing of 

time and by the interaction of the poets in the court environment. Before writing 

and presenting a speech or an epigram referring to the emperor, encomiasts would 

have listened to other encomiasts. Indicative of this process are the qualities used 

for the emperor, but also for members of the aristocracy. For example, the 

presentation of the emperor as the spring of the purple comes from the general 

image of the family as a tree and the child as a spring142.  

The image of the emperor is formulated by the literati in an open process, but 

this is certainly done with the agreement of the emperor. All these rhetorical works 

(including our epigrams) were presented to the emperor and, therefore, would have 

to get his unofficial approval which is expressed by granting rewards to his 

encomiasts. Moreover, public ceremonies were the main means of projecting an 

image. Manuel is extremely likely to have had a personal involvement in their 

organisation.  

  

                                                        
142 See below pp. 208ff. 



Part III. The context| 202 

 

ii. Ecclesiastical/Monastic donors 

The introduction of a donor from an ecclesiastical context corresponds to his status 

in the ecclesiastical hierarchy. Monks, abbots, a metropolitan and a patriarch are 

included among the donors.  

Simple monks are marked by their first name and their status (1(-&H]0, 

1(-].8(M(0). Their monastery is not mentioned143. Only in one case does the donor, 

who was perhaps a monk of the monastery of St Diomedes, also mention his 

spiritual father144. The same donor in another epigram declares his humility with the 

following words: 

...1(-&H,0 (V%.8,0 '(`$_(0 e- 1E$.&"0 i'=140145... 
…the piteous monk, the least of the initiates, Klemes… 

Another category of ecclesiastical donors are people that have entered a monastery 

and, on this occasion, are offering a dedication to their favourite saint or to the 

Virgin Mary. Donors in this case mention their monastic name and their surname. 

Euphemia, from the family of Kleronomos, offers an encheirion for the triple-lamp in 

front of the icon of the Virgin Mary that she renovated, as an entrance gift to the 

monastic community146. The family of Euphemia is indicated with the type K'#$.41& 

+ genitive, which is a form often used by secular donors147. Monk Nicholas 

Mesopotamites offers an adorned icon of the Most-Holy Mother of God, stating that 

the place in the convent was granted to him by the emperor148. Monk George 

Syropoulos, who supported the renovation of the propylon ($.(O) at the entrance of 

                                                        
143 No. 89, 8: )(6%ò 1(-&Hk M8($%6-4.r $(? .EM(6. ò+. 259, 3: :*]C6.(0 $,0 e- 1(-(.8]M("0 '#.8"0. 
144 No. 401, 9–11. 
145 No. 297, 3. 
146 Euphemia supplicates Mary to help her become a good nun. No. 88, 8–10. See Nunn 1986: 98 and 
Rhoby 2010 (c): 323–4. 
147 See p. 208. 
148 No. 405, 10, cf. vv. 8–9. It is impossible to state with certainty who the author of this epigram was. 
G. de Gregorio (2010: 69, note 270) suggests that the author of this epigram is the monk Klemes, since 
his epigrams come before. However, as I hope I have shown, the placement of an epigram in this 
anthology cannot be used as an indication of authorship. The reference to the imperial benefaction 
(the emperor probably granted him a place in a monastery) suggests that Mesopotamites was 
Nicholas’ family name, and he was not a monk of the monastery of Mesopotamon at Epirus (see A. 
Kazhdan, ODB, ‘Mesopotamites’).  
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the katholikon of the Monastery of the Forty Martyrs149, indicates not just his name 

and his family name but also that he became a monk in old age150. In one case, the 

donor does not state what his name is but he implies his family name by repeating 

the word +;-(0151. Perhaps this anonymous monk, who sent a box with the myrrh of 

St Demetrius to Mar Saba, was a member of the family of Xenos. 

Epigrams on donations by abbots always mention the region where their 

monastery was placed, although they frequently just imply the name of the patron 

saint of their monastery. Abbot Peter, for example, is the B7(61*-*E2- ./0 1(-/0 .J- 

g(7';-2- (the abbot of the Moglena Monastery). Moglena (today the village Chryse, 

in Pella, Macedonia) was an Episcopal see prominent in the twelfth century. St 

Hilarion perhaps established a monastery there, which was later named after him152. 

According to the Slavonic Life of St Hilarion, Peter succeeded him when he died in 

1164153. Peter appears to be bound (!;$1"(0) with affection (e-_;l M]_l) to St Paul154, 

                                                        
149 R. Janin (1969: 483, note 2) mentions that the epigram refers to the Church of the Holy Forty 
Martyrs ./0 M;$40. Unfortunately, however, neither the epigram nor the title mention where this 
church was located. V. 3 (N!*'C"%,0 M]_(0 !* 1D 748J- H8]-l) gives evidence that the epigram (and 
the renovation of the depictions) was commissioned when the donor was elderly and probably 
became monk at the monastery. Since epigrams were dedicated to monasteries across the empire, it 
is not possible to identify the location of the monastery. A well–known Monastery of the Forty 
Martyrs was that on the island Plati (Yassıada), one of the Prince Islands (Janin 1975: 67). The 
monastery appeared in the middle of the ninth century. It is the only Monastery of the Forty Martyrs 
mentioned in documents dating from the reign of Manuel (Fr. Dölger, Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des 
Oströmischen Reiches, vol. 2 (Munich, 1995), no. 1418). It cannot be proved that our epigram refers to 
this monastery, but it is possible. 
150 No. 113, 3–4. Cf. PBW George 20149. 
151 No. 81, 9. 
152 In around 1134, St Hilarion became the bishop of the Episcopal see in Moglena thanks to the 
support of Manuel Komnenos. Moglena is most probably the village Chryse (Pella, Macedonia) and 
not the village Drougounthia/Dragovita at the borders of Kosovo and Bulgaria (as Angold 1995: 494 
states). St Hilarion established a Church of the Holy Apostles on the spot where Bogomils attacked 
him. Abbot Peter made his offering to this church. St Hilarion is said by other scholars to have 
established the monastery and not just the Church of the Holy Apostles. This monastery has been 
located near village Chryse and not near the village Promachoi/Bachovo. At village Chryse (= the 
castle of Moglena) a middle Byzantine basilica (dating from between the tenth and the twelfth 
centuries) and a smaller church, contemporary to the basilica, have been found. The second church 
has the shape of a ‘free cross’ and it is located just outside the castle. Both the shape and the location 
of the church suggest that this might be the katholikon of the Monastery of the Holy Apostles that St 
Hilarion established. Additionally, the local tradition speaks of the existence of a monastery at 
Chryse. See Karagianni 2010: Moglena no. 214 (pp. 185–6), Prodromos no. 207 (p. 184) and Promachoi 
no. 208 (p. 184); Eugenidou 1997 and 1988. On the findings in Promachoi and Prodromos, see 
Chrysostomou 1997: 485 (cf. Eugenidou 1997: 331 (note 23) and 336–7). 
153 ‘And he appointed a man named Peter as their leader, a virtuous and outstanding man, meek and 
wise like no other, whose virtue was known to everyone living in the area and [Peter] had studied 
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and to offer the foundation of the faith (K#_8(- ./0 M9$.*20) to the one who is the 

foundation of the church (with either a capital or small c). In other words, even if 

the name of the monastery is not mentioned, it is highly possible that Peter was 

abbot of the Monastery of St Hilarion dedicatd to Sts. Peter and Paul or to the Holy 

Apostles155. 

Abbot Gerasimos is the abbot of a monastery in Vodana/Vodena (now 

Edessa, Greece). It becomes clear that the monastery was dedicated to Sts. Kosmas 

and Damianos only after underlining that their grace (H#8"0) adorns this 

monastery156. As recently as 2007, at the location ‘Ypsili Pyli’ between present-day 

Edessa and Florina, a previously unknown monastic settlement was revealed. 

According to an inscription found there, the male monastery was dedicated to Sts. 

Kosmas and Damianos. Only future research will show whether this is the 

monastery of Gerasimos157. Vodena (Edessa) was in the borders of the bishopric of 

Moglena158, so Gerasimos did not reside far away from Peter. 

Texts do not always state clearly the rank of an ecclesiastical officer. 

Theodore, donor of an encheirion to Sts. Peter and Paul, is introduced as M("1D- 

(pastor) of Philippoi159. Only the title identifies him as the bishop of Phillippoi 

(Macedonia). 

On the other hand, John leaves no doubt that he is a priest (c*(? )]7(6 _E.40) 

and he asserts that he comes from the family of Chrysorophitae (Z86$(8(C9.40 e+ 

                                                                                                                                                               
under the blessed Hilarion for quite a few years and performed for him every service’. Life of Saint 
Hilarion of Moglena, § XIV, 175. 
154 No. 44, 4.  
155 No. 43, 5–6 and 44, 5–6. 
156 No. 46, 9–11:                                  y*8&$91(6 !L M9$."0 ^1J- (V%;.(6 

M"$.(? 1(-&H(? ./0 1(-/0 B7(61;-(6 
£- H#8"0 ^1J- e- X(!#-("0 '&1M8E-*". 

157 In the preliminary report, the monastic complex has been dated to the early thirteenth century. A. 
Petkos, ‘R"3= àb=*@ A$I3=’, 2000–2010. @M] .( &-&$%&C"%] ;87( .2- *C(8*"5- &8H&"(.=.2-, (Athens 
2012), 243–4 ( http://www.yppo.gr/0/anaskafes/pdfs/11_EBA.pdf). 
158 Th. Papazotos, ¨ X;8("& %&" (" -&(9 .40 (11(0–18(0 &".) (Athens, 1994), p. 57, note 117. 
159 No. 62, 4. See also Nunn 1986: 93; Stavros 2002: 99. 
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eM2-E1(6 7;-(60)160. The Chrysorophitae were not a well-known family. However, 

the details on his financial situation are a statement of humility; if he was indeed 

*A.*'D0...%&I 1"%8,0 .O M8,0 .EH4- (humble and of small fortune), then he would 

hardly have been able to sponsor the portraits161. 

The case of the monk Klemes and of his spiritual father, the patriarch of 

Jerusalem John, is unique. The donor of an icon of St Theodosius was monk Klemes 

(v. 9, 1(-].8(M(0 i'=140)162, but his spiritual father’s name also appears (vv. 10–11)163. 

In the epigram on the icon of St Jacob, which the same Klemes commissioned, 

patriarch John was depicted along with the saint. The patriarch appears as a donor 

in five more epigrams. He is introduced as simply Q M&.8"#8H40 ./0 ["a- \2#--40164. 

However, prosopographical information on this John is given whenever they are 

connected to the justification of the donation. This John is probably John IX 

Merkouropoulos, patriarch of Jerusalem between 1156-1166 and author of the lives 

of John of Damascus and Kosmas of Maiouma (BHG 395) 165. One of the epigrams 

states that John was the ‘recently’ appointed patriarch of Jerusalem166, following a 

decision by Manuel167. As a titular patriarch, he resided in Constantinople at the 

Monastery of St Diomedes, the New Zion, in Constantinople, where he used to be 

also the abbot: 

["a- M&'&"S0 e+#8&-.&0 *V0 -;&-, 
./0 \*8(6$&'=1 !* ./0 -*2.;8&0, 
1(-/0 C&-;-.&0 .J- 1(-&$.J- M8($.#.&0, 
*V0 '6H-9&- .;_*"%&0 s*8&8H9&0, 

10 .J- M&.8"&8HJ- e7%&_"!8E$&0 _8]-l168.  

Travelling from the old Zion to the new, and becoming protector for the monks of the monastery, you 
appointed me to the throne of the patriarchs.  

                                                        
160 No. 248, 15–16. See also Magdalino–Nelson 1982: 138–40. 
161 See pp. 180ff. 
162 Klemes was also a priest: see no. 297, 3. 
163 t-_;(6 !"!&$%#'(6 .(? M&.8"#8H(6 ./0 ["a- \2#--(6. No. 401. 
164 A formula which can conveniently be scanned in dodecasyllable (Plank 1994: 188). Nos. 256, 283, 
402, 403 (on an icon of St Theodosios), and 404. See Plank 1994: 176–83. 
165 See Papadopoulos–Kerameus 1897: 303–50. Papadopoulos–Kerameus 1897: 4, 5´. Englezakis 1973: 
508. Plank 1994: 176–83. PBW: Ioannis 20168. 
166 No. 256, 16. 
167 No. 297, 9–10. 
168 No. 256, 6–10; cf. 272, 6. 
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Furthermore, John also offered an icon of St Saba to the monastery of Mar Saba. On 

this occasion, the epigram asserts that John was a spring (_8;11&) of the monastery 

and that he used to be a monk169. The epigram refers to this not as a part of the 

formal presentation of the donor, but as a part of the justification of the donation: 

John is offering this gift to Mar Saba because he comes from there.  

To sum up, looking at the selected poems from the Anthologia Marciana, there 

are certain desirable formulae for presenting ecclesiastical donors. Generally, 

monks are presented only with their monastic names. Monks and nuns who offer 

entrance gifts are usually presented with their monastic name, but also with a 

reference to their family name. Higher church officials mention their title and their 

name. This type of presentation corresponds to the very moment that an epigram 

was written. The epigram was written at a specific moment and this is how, in this 

specific moment, the donor would introduce himself. For example, someone who 

presents an entrance gift would still mention his family. However, Klemes is 

presented as simply a monk and a spiritual child of John IX Merkouropoulos. 

Further details are mentioned only if they are somehow relevant to the donation. 

What was important for a Constantinopolitan poet (and a Constantinopolitan 

audience?) is that the abbots Gerasimos and Peter come from the regions of Vodana 

and Moglena respectively. Therefore, it is fully understandable that he decided to 

underline their provenance and not the convent’s name. 

 

  

                                                        
169 No. 404, 6. It is probable that this is the Monastery of Mar Saba in the West Bank in the east of 
Bethlehem, since one of the epigrams states that St Saba founded the monastery and the reference 
dates from before the massacre of the monks by Saladin (1187) – Typikon of Mar Saba monastery, p. 
1312. John IX is also mentioned as ~$:3+3#+E(#=, in the typikon of Koutsovendis monastery, 
implying that he became monk in this monastery. However, Koutsovendis monastery had strong 
connection with Mar Saba. In other words, the equalisation of the provenance from Koutsovendis 
and Mar Saba might be indicative of a twelfth-century network which directly connected the two 
monasteries (See Papacostas 2007: 39–41, 56–8, 61; Englezakis 1973: 507 and Plank 1994: 190–1). 
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iii. Secular donors 
 

In general, secular donors (high-ranking officials, aristocrats, members of the court, 

and other individuals) are presented using both their first and family name170 and 

their rank171. However, members of the higher ruling class are sometimes presented 

using just the surname172. Other donors can be introduced with their first name and 

their title173, or just with their titles174. The omission of further details is often 

connected to the function of the epigram. If an epigram was performed in front of 

or by the donor, it could omit certain details since the audience already knew the 

donor.  

Moreover, social status might also affect the presentation of donors. 

Occupations are not mentioned in relation to donors coming from low- or middle-

ranking social strata. For example, Andrianos Meles175, Theodore Tziros176, Photios 

Dryonites177, Michael Dryonites178, and Bardas Liparites179 are introduced with just 

their name and surname. None of them was a member of an aristocratic family or 

appears in another source, meaning it is hard to believe they had an important role 

in the court. 

Influential patrons, donors of different objects, are presented in multiple 

ways in the epigrams. For example, George Palaiologos Doukas Komnenos appears 

in five dedicatory epigrams in this anthology: 

no. 58, 5–6 [u 7(?- $*K&$.,- 1;7&- 3.&"8*"#8H4-  
y*587"]- 1* i(1-4-,- Ç(E%&- $%;M("0 

So you may protect me, the sebastos 
and megas hetaireiarches George 

                                                        
170 E.g. no. 308.  
171 E.g. nos. 58, 59, 83, 93, 95, 96, 99, 116, 255, 269, and 291.  
172 No. 118/369. See p. 160. 
173 Nos. 287 (Alexios protostrator), 303, and 325 (Nicephoros mystikos). 
174 Nos. 111 (protosebastos/protovestiarios) and 305 (protonotarios). 
175 No. 253. 
176 No. 258. 
177 No. 91. 
178 No. 41. 
179 No. no. 64. The Liparites family had Georgian origins. See A. Kazhdan, ODB s.v. and W. Seibt, 
‘Liparites als „byzantinischer“ Familienname in der Komnenenzeit’, in: Dedicatio. Ist'oriul–pilologiuri 
dziebani (= Festschrift Mariam Lortkipanidze) (Tbilisi 2001), pp. 123–131.  
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Komnenos Doukas. 
no. 240, 7–9 AV.J $*K&$.,0 .&?.& Y&'&"(']7(0 

y*587"(0, $,0 1;7&0 3.&"8*"#8H40 
i(1-4-(!(6%J- K'&$.,0 N-&%.*77]-2-… 

I ask you this, your sebastos George 
Palaiologos, your megas 
hetaireiarches, the offspring of the 
families of Komnenos and Doukas, 
who are his imperial grandfathers. 

no. 251, 9–11 y*587"(0 7O8 1;7&0 3.&"8*"#8H40, 
$*K&$.]0, e%Cu0 Y&'&"(']72- 7;-(60, 
i(1-4-(!(6%J- &A.(%8&.(8*77]-2-… 

For George, the megas hetaireiarches, 
sebastos, born of the family of the 
Palaiologoi, the grandson of the 
imperial line of the families of 
Komnenos and Doukas. 

no. 255, 7–8 
= no. 269, 19–
20 

y*587"]0 $(" .&?.& Y&'&"(']7(0 
Ç(E%&0 i(1-4-,0 %&I $*K&$.,0 N+9ã. 

I, George Palaiologos Doukas 
Komnenos, who hold the dignity of 
sebastos, [(tell) you this]. 

That said, in some cases the donor is presented in a similar, even identical, manner. 

The epigrams occasionally refer to more specific information. In no. 58, the 

connection of the donor to the family of Palaiologoi is not mentioned180, while his 

connection to the ruling family is presented in all the epigrams. Synonyms are 

employed to give variety: no. 240 states that George is a ‘spring’ of N-&%.*77]-2- 

and no. 251 states that he is the ‘spring’ of &A.(%8&.(8*77]-2-. There is no obvious 

reason for the different ways of presentation of the donor. These types are treated 

as interchangeable and the omission of a reference to the family from which the 

donor descends does not have a special meaning. The omission of a title perhaps 

corresponds to a different point in his career181. That said, the title of an epigram on 

an enkolpion indicates that its owner, Michael Alousianos Hagiotheodorites, was eMI 

.(? %&-"%'*9(6, whilst neither the main text of this epigram nor another epigram he 

commissioned give a hint as to his title182. Although it cannot be fully excluded, it is 

hardly believable that the title was given much later after the epigram was written. 

To put it differently, since the epigram is, among other things, an expression of 

                                                        
180 Cf. the two epigrams on behalf of Michael Alousianos Hagiotheodorites, nos. 42 and 252. 
181 No. 73 presents John Komnenos (Varzos 1984: no. 128) as protosebastos and protovestiarios. John 
acquired these titles after he was seriously injured around the year 1148. The same John became 
protostrator in 1170. It is tempting to assume that the epigram dates from before 1170, because 
otherwise the poet would surely have mentioned John’s new titles. 
182 No. 242, cf. no. 42. On Michael Alousianos Hagiotheodorites see:  Magdalino 1993: 256–9 and E. 
Madiaraga, ‘∑ ):4%/#5/@ +5.+2"/'5% #6/ ∞25+9'+06$5#M/ (µ): ò5.a*%+, ∞25+9'+06$(#=,, 
&%/5'$M#%#+, K=#$+!+*(#=, ∞9=/M/ .%5 à!"$#5E+,’, ByzSym 19 (2009): 149, note 8. 
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personal piety, it was not always necessary to mention the titles of the donor if 

there was not enough space to do so183. 

Donors who have connections to the nucleus of the imperial family usually 

highlight their connections. Manuel I was !&.8#!*'C(0 (brother of his father) for 

Alexios Komnenos184. It is said that Maria Komnene, daughter of John II, had the 

‘crown’ from the side of her grandfather, father, and brother (B M&MM(M&.8#!*'C(- 

&AH(?$& $.;C(0)185. Eirene Doukaina underlines her connection to the very core of 

the imperial family through their wives or husbands. In the epigram on her 

boulloterion, she states that she is the wife of Andronikos Komnenos, who is the son 

of Manuel’s sister (N!*'C(M&`0), purple-born Maria186. In other cases, the desire of the 

patrons to demonstrate their noble ancestry is such that they present not only their 

parents but even their great-grandparents. For example, Theodora Komnene 

beseeches the Virgin Mary with the following words: 

$u !x N''O %]$1(- '"_(1#87&8(-, i]84, 
c*(!58&0 !5841& i(1-4-/0 !;H(6, 
M(8C68(_&'(?0 e77(-/0 c*(!58&0, 

10 Ö0 M#MM(0 d';+"(0 &A$(-(%8#.28,  
M&.D8 !L K'&$.,0 M(8CE8&0 \2#--40, 
&A.(%8#.28 .8]M&"& 1689& !8#$&0, 
$E-&"1(0 G-&+ g&-(6D' íì5140 -;&0187. 

But You, Maiden, accept an adornment with pearls and precious stones, a gift from Theodora, the 
purple-born granddaughter of Theodora, whose grandfather is Alexios, the emperor of the Ausonians, 
and her father is John, the spring of the porphyra, who achieved millions of triumphs (and) her brother 
is Manuel, the emperor of the new Rome188. 

In the Komnenian system, it was important for a member of the court to be a 

descendant of a noble family. Originating from the family of the Komnenoi or the 

Doukai could guarantee a respectable social status and a stable place at the court189. 

In this context, it is possible to understand the reason for the stress placed on the 
                                                        
183 Both epigrams were intended to be inscribed on enkolpia. 
184 Varzos 1984: no. 132. No. 71, 32. 
185 ò+. 52, 6. 
186 No. 92. 
187 No. 373, 7–13. 
188 For a different translation see Pentcheva 2007: 126 
189 Cormack 1985: 181. Kazhdan–Epstein 1985: 102–4. For a comprehensive bibliography on the 
subject, see: P. Frankopan, ‘Kinship and distribution of power in Komnenian Byzantium’, English 
Historical Review 122/495 (February 2007): 1–34. 
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family name and ancestry. Theodora Komnene190 was the granddaughter of 

Theodora Komnene191, sister of Manuel Komenos192. Her place at the court was 

established thanks to her noble ancestry, since she married Andronikos Lapardas, 

who was not of a noble ancestry193. In turn, Andronikos’ main title, that of sebastos, 

was given to him thanks to his marriage with Theodora194. 

There is a tendency to specify whether the connection to a certain family 

comes from the side of the mother or the side of the father. Y&.8]_*- (or e% M&.8,0) 

and 14.8]_*- (or e% 14.8,,) are usually used in order to make this distinction195. In 

some cases, the donor feels the need to specify who his grandfather was. Leo Roger 

mentions the status of his grandfather196 and Nicholas Mavrokatakalon also 

mentions who his grandfather was, as well as his status197. Similarly, Leo Rogeros 

does not mention just his profession but also the ranks of his grandfather and 

father: 

$,0 (V%;.40 &V.J $* ≠(7;8(0 );2-, 
M#MM(6 $*K&$.(? M&7%'*(?0 M8(471;-(0, 
M&.8,0 !L '&1M8(? M82.(-2K*''"$91(6, 
'&."-(7'5$$(60 e%1*.&C8#R2- C8#$*"0198... 

I, your servant, Rogeros Leo, translator of Latin phrases, having a famous sebastos as a grandfather 
and an illustrious protonobellisimos as father…  

In a different context, the epigram on an icon of the two Sts. Theodores (Teron and 

Stratelates) and St Theodore Gabras is unfortunately hardly legible in the 

manuscript. However, in one of the few legible verses the connection of the donor 

to St Theodore Gabras is underlined: 

 
                                                        
190 Varzos 1984: no. 234. 
191 Varzos 1984: no. 79. 
192 See Varzos 1984: 2, pp. 362–3 (note 2). 
193 In fact, he is the only known member of the Lapardas family. See Kazhdan–Epstein 1985: 54–5. 
194 PBW Andronikos 20118. The rank of chartoularios was given to him. For a study of his career, see: L. 
Stiernon, ‘Notes de titulature et de prosopographie byzantines. Theodora Comnene et Andronic 
Lapardas, sébastes’, REB 24 (1966): 89–96. 
195 E.g. M&.8]_*-: nos. 83, 26–7; 93, 21; 99, 13–4; 291, 25; e% M&.8]0: nos. 90, 25. (Simple reference to the 
father (no. 73, 8); 14.8]_*-: no. 93, 20; e% 14.8]0: no. 83, 26–7. 
196 No. 116, 16. 
197 No. 291, 24. 
198 No. 116, 15–8. 
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M8(M&MM"%,- !L $(I y&K8ò .8;C2- M]_(- 
NM;%7(-(0 $,0 M&.8]_*-..........199 

and nourishing the affection appropriate for a great-grandfather for you, Gabra, (I) your great-
grandchild, from the side of my father… 

It is likely that the epigram did not mention at all the name of the donor200. 

However, it is stated that St Theodore Gabras was the grandfather of the 

anonymous donor201. St Theodore Gabras was martyred by the Seljuk Turks on 2 

October 1098 in Theodosioupolis (Erzerum)202. He was a renowned military leader 

and duke of Chaldaia. Intriguingly, St Theodore Gabras was a locally venerated saint 

and his cult was spread after the fourteenth century, although he was recognised as 

a martyr from the twelfth203. However, in this anthology a different donor, Michael 

Alousianos Hagiotheodorites, proudly declares that he owned an enkolpion with the 

relics of St Theodore Gabras204. Therefore, St Theodore Gabras, even though he was 

not yet officially venerated, was nevertheless venerated among the members of the 

twelfth-century court. It was thus extremely important for the donor of the Sts. 

Theodores’ icon to refer to his connection to the saint. 

When the donor comes from a royal family from a different country, his 

ethnic origin is mentioned. Kalamanos, for example, comes e% M&"(-"%J- p47"%J- 

p"R21#.2-205. Eirene-Bertha comes from d'&1&-J- *A7*-*`0 p/7*0 7;-(60 [...] M&`!*0 

%&"$#82- \(6'92- (noble reges from the nation of the Germans, children of Julii 

Caesares)206. Maria of Antioch is p47]K'&$.(0207, and more specifically she is born 

*A7*-(?0 e+ w$CE(0/d-."]H(6 7/0 p47(C6J- M8"7%9M2- (from noble loins, from princes 

                                                        
199 No. 119. 
200 The verses that can be read do not mention his name and also they do not hint that the name is 
missing. It is not possible to suggest identification for this anonymous Gabras since, although there 
are seals from the twelfth century of people bearing the name Gabras, none mention a connection to 
the martyr. 
201 On the marriages between the Gabras and Komnenos families, see Magdalino 1993: 191. 
202 Probably the grandson of Gregory Gabras Taronites (Bryer 1969/70: 176). 
203 Bryer 1969/70: 175. 
204 No. 42. 
205 No. 118/359, 5. 
206 No. 260, 6–7. 
207 No. 375, 4. Cf. no. 373, 7. 
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of royal descent from the lands of Antiochus)208. A short epigram of just three lines is 

dedicated to the enkolpion of c*]!28(0 ≠a0 e% C6'/0 K&$"';2-209. It should be noted 

then that those poems which refer to the foreign ethnicity of the donor do so in 

order to demonstrate noble ancestry rather than to highlight nationality. In other 

words, the ethnic label has exactly the same aim as referring to a noble Byzantine 

family: to record nobility. 

The titles of donors often reside next to the word N+9&, either in dative form 

or with the preposition e% + genitive or, occasionally, with e- + dative210. Modifiers 

accompanying the names of the donors come from a specific pool of words. They 

include the words !(?'(0 (servant)211, '#.8"0 (servant)212, (V%;.40 (servant of God)213 

and -*(687]0 (renovator)214. The reference to the family lineage of the donor or of 

one of his kin is made using a certain depository of words. In that vein, 7]-(0 and 

M&`0 for the donor and 7;-(0 +r C6'D for the family are the nouns most commonly 

used to introduce kinship215.  

Epigrams frequently promote the image of a family as a tree. The verb CE2 

and compounds from the same root are most prominent, including K(1-4-(C6D0 

(no. 50, 10) and Ç(6%(C6D0 (no. 92, 1)216. Members of the imperial family are 

identified as springs of the purple: M(8C68(C6=0, M(8C68&-_D0 etc.217 The synonym 

K'&$.,0 is also frequently used218. Furthermore, in an epigram on the portraits of the 

                                                        
208 No. 100, 6. Cf. 104, 11–12: M8"7%9M2- M&`0 g&89& [...] p47J- e%[7]][-]4. 
209 No. 282.  
210 d+9ã: nos. 255, 8; 269, 20; e% ./0 N+9&0: nos. 59, 8; 90, 26; 95, 5; 96, 23; 99, 15; 291, 21; e- N+9&"0: no. 73, 
6; Cf. also: C;82- .D- N+9&-: no. 65, 25; .D- N+9&- eR2$1;-(0: no. 71, 19. 
211 No. 403. 
212 Nos. 77, 79, 246, 259, 278, 309, 355, and 408. 
213 Nos. 54, 64, 74, 97, and 401. 
214 Name + Q %&I -*(687,0 $(? $*K&$19(6 .]M(6/.EM(6. Nos. 96, 24 and 265, 17. 
215 7;-(0 : e.g. ~ i(-.($.*C#-2- (no. 40, 16), e% 7;-(60 %&.471;-4 (no. 85, 12) Cf. nos. 116, 20; 258, 6; and 
275, 18; M&`0: ~ $*K&$.(%8&.]82- (no. 50, 10. Cf. no. 75, 6); 7]-(0 : ~ :"%4C]8(6 %&9$&8(0 *A.6H(?0 (no. 
63, 9). Unique: `. X:*G, (no. 293, 18; cf. 282, 3). 
216 Cf. nos. 73, 8; 251, 10; and 260, 7. 
217 See p. 198, note 122.  
218 Nos. 69, 13; 73, 16; 83, 2; 114, 18; 220, 10; and 373, 11. cf. K'#$.41&, nos. 71, 16; 88, 5; 111, 2; and 374, 
7. See also !(6%]K'&$.(0: no. 245, 12, %(1-4-]K'&$.(0 (no. 263, D2), and p47]K'&$.(0 (no. 375, 4 cf. 
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Comnenian emperors (Alexios I, John II and Manuel I), the three emperors are seen 

as three trees219. However, this simile is not limited to epigrams referring to the 

imperial family; many donors are presented as ‘springs’ or branches of a family220, 

while their family is seen as a root221. 

  

                                                                                                                                                               
Rhoby 2010 (b): 130). The term K'&$.,0 is used once for a saint, for St Theodore Gabras, the spring of 
Trebizond (no. 42, 4).  
219 No. 357, 7. 
220 Ç(6%]K'&$.(0 (nos. 71, 25; 24, 12; 367, 6), i(1-4-]K'&$.(0 (no. 263, D2) – K'&$.,0 (no. 240, 9) – 
)*83#=E%: no. 88, 5. Cf. young shoot – Ü8M4+ (no. 59, 9); %'#!(0: no. 101, 12–3; cf. no 291, 24. 
221 p"R(6H9&: no. 59, 9; p9R& (e+ UA7*-*"2.J-, no. 277, 10) cf. no. 291, 23. 
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iv. Who else? 
Members of the donor’s family are frequently included in the final supplication222. 

Occasionally, they had a role in relation to the objects. John Rogeros Dalassenos 

adorned an icon using the jewellery of his late wife, Maria Komnene, the sister of 

Manuel Komnenos. John not only supplicates for the soul of his wife, but also 

presents in detail her noble ancestry223.  

Basilikos Konstantinos and his family made a series of gifts to the Monastery 

of St John the Forerunner next to the shore of the River Jordan. An epigram 

accompanied each gift224. One of these epigrams makes clear that the River Jordan 

should: 

&o.*" M&8’ &A.(? T6H"%D- $2.489&- 
i2-$.&-.9-l M'48(?-." K(6'D- $6RE7(6 
d77*'(M5'2- e% 7;-(60 %&.471;-40225… 

ask Him for the salvation of the soul of Constantine, who fulfils the will of his wife, Helen, a descendant 
of the family of Angelopoulos (Angelos)… 

In this epigram, Constantine is speaking on behalf of his wife. In the next epigram of 

the series, Constantine appears to fulfil the will of their late son Manuel. Manuel 

appears as a descendant of the family of the Angeloi, the family of his mother. His 

father, Constantine, probably came from a little known family and, therefore, his 

origin is not mentioned in the main text of any of the epigrams226.  

However, at the end of the epigram, Constantine, Eleni and especially 

Manuel appear as donors: 

i2-$.&-.`-(- 1* %&I $E-*6-(- t';-4- 
%&I M&`!& C9'(- g&-(6D' $,- (V%;.4- 
d77*'(M5'2- e% C6'/0 %&.471;-(-227. 

(Save) me Constantine and my wife Helen and our dear son Manuel, your suppliant, who is descended 
from the family of Angelopoulos (Angelos). 

                                                        
222 See no. 71. 
223 Vv. 8–11. On John Rogeros Dalassenos, see Stiernon 1964: 185–7. This is not the only object 
commissioned in memory of one of the beloved ones. Eirene Dokeiane Komnene (Varzos 1984: no. 61) 
commissioned a golden cup in memory of her mother Sophia (Varzos 1984: no. 29). No. 263B.  
224 According to John Phokas (Account, § 22; cf. Jotischky 1995: 81) the monastery was entirely rebuilt 
by Manuel Komnenos.  
225 No. 292, 11–13. 
226 Cf. no. 408. 
227 No. 293, 17–19. 
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Finally, another epigram places Constantine in the most prominent place, 

suggesting that he is the main donor and that, thanks to his action, his wife will be 

favoured: 

i2-$.&-.`-(- $5R("0 1* $u- .r $6RE7l 
d77*'(M5'2- e% 7;-(60 %&.471;-à. 

May You (the Virgin Mary) save me and my wife, who comes from the family of Angelopoulos 
(Angelos)228. 

This series of epigrams is unique. As in the epigram, husbands and spouses are 

mentioned as co-donors229. This relationship is established by introducing the 

second ‘donor’ with 3U/ + dative230 or by asking to find him $E-("%(- on the heavenly 

abodes231. Furthermore, some female donors appear to offer donations on behalf of 

their husband. Most characteristic is the case of the epigram on the encheirion hung 

in the church of Chalke232. The otherwise unknown Maria Doukaina, the donor of the 

object and the narrator of the epigram, makes an extensive reference to her 

husband (vv. 15–19), but six verses later her name and family origin also appear (v. 

25)233. 

It is perhaps the high regard which John Merkouropoulos was held in that 

made the monk Klemes, his spiritual child, mention him in his offerings. The 

epigram On an icon of St James, the Brother of God makes clear that it refers to a portrait 

of Merkouropoulos next to St James, the Brother of God234. However, in the other 

epigrams there is no obvious connection between John and Klemes’ dedication: 

[u !’ N''O 78#T(- e- K9K'l $*$2$1;-2- […] 
1(-].8(M(- i'=1*-.&, .,- $,- (V%;.4-, 
M"$.,- 1&_4.D- e-_;(6 !"!&$%#'(6, 
.(? M&.8"#8H(6 ./0 ["a- \2#--(6235. 

                                                        
228 No. 85, 11–12. 
229 No. 237. 
230 Nos. 85, 11; 116, 18; 245, 12; 255, 8; and 261, 13. Cf. b1& + dat. no. 367, 6. 
231 No. 51, 4. Cf. %("-D- %&.("%9&-, no. 77. (V%*`- $6-#1&, no. 381, 9. 
232 No. 71. 
233 Cf. no. 251: On an Encheirion of the Most–Holy Mother of God. The donor of the object is the sebastos 
Goudeles Tzykandeles (PBW Goudelios 20102). The epigram ends with the name and the family 
lineage of his wife (Eudokia Komnene, Varzos 1984: no. 94), whose grandmother is Theodora 
Komnene (Varzos 1984: no. 38), daughter of Alexios I. 
234 No. 297.  
235 No. 401, 7 and 9–11. 
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May you write in the book of those who are saved […] monk Klemes, your suppliant, the lawful pupil of 
a pious teacher, the patriarch of Jerusalem John.  

Sometimes donors are not mentioned in the epigrams, such as in the epigram on the 

funeral portraits of sebastos and megas doux John Komnenos236 and his wife, where 

only references to John are embedded in the text. Thus, even though the title gives 

a clue that his wife was also depicted, she remains invisible in the text237. These 

portraits were followed by the portrait of the same John Komnenos as a monk, 

without his wife238. However, the epigram on this portrait mentions both of them. 

This is perhaps because the first epigram presents John as re-founder of 

Pammakaristos Church239, an action his wife was not involved in. Towards the end of 

their lives, both entered the monastic life. John was renamed Ignatios and Maria 

kept her name. The second epigram aims to inform the viewer about their new 

identity. It is not necessary to depict Maria again since, now they have the monastic 

habit, they live separately but will meet in the future life.  

 

To conclude, information about the donor is not always presented equally. Some 

formulae and several models are commonly used, although not without deviations. 

The introduction of the patron usually follows formulae adapted to the context of 

the epigram and fitted into the verses. Uniformity is reflected not only in the 

similar information given, but in identical vocabulary patterns. Different epigrams 

are presented by the omission or the preference of specific patterns. The context of 

the epigram is a decisive element for the presentation of the donor. The term 

‘context’ here includes not only the occasion for which these epigrams were 

written, but also refers to the sociological and political context, in the form of the 

                                                        
236 Varzos 1984: no. 23. 
237 No. 50. 
238 No. 51. This is not the only case that the donor appears as a layman and monk in the portrait 
above his tomb. See also Papamastorakis 1997: 296–9. 
239 Mango 1978: 5. 
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symbolic significance of the text in the social and spiritual sphere. I will return to 

this point at the end of the chapter. 
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3.4. The vocabulary of the epigrams 

The epigrams are written in simple language. The metre is the usual metre of 

Byzantine epigrams, the dodecasyllable240. Although tortuous parallels and 

abridgements occasionally confuse the reader, the language is generally 

unsophisticated. There is a good balance between adjectives and nouns. With nouns 

being the protagonists and words widely in use being employed, the text is 

smoothed and the meaning becomes clear. Words like NM($.8&%]2 and e86_8]78&C(0 

are used for the first time in a poetic context241. Obscure words are rarely used242. 

Other words, such as %("-(H&81]$6-(0 and K&86$.#_14.(0 are rarely found in other 

texts or have been newly coined243. Nevertheless, both are easily understandable 

since they are derivatives of words employed in everyday speech244. 

Exceptions to the unsophisticated language of the epigrams include 

classicising features, such as the word Q1&"H19&245, and mainly names of foreign 

people. Persians are the Turks246. Illyrians, Dalmatians, and Dacians are most 

                                                        
240 P. Maas, ‘Der byzantinische Zwölfsilber’, BZ 12 (1903) 278–323 and O. Lampsidis, ‘B-a*5% 'j, #C/ 
;.+:3#5.C/ E'#$5.C/ ):4%/#5/N/ 3#5-+:$2N/ j%E)5.+[ #$5E"#$+:’, d8H*`(- Y]-.(6 31 (1971/72) 234–
340. See also Kominis 1966: 51–66. 
241 dM($.8&%]2 (no. 243) mainly in a medical context. t86_8]78&C(0 (no. 305) used in poetry only in 
Ephraem’s chronicle (lines 8524, 8562 ).  
242 E.g. N-.".#'&-.(0 no. 112, 11. The word appears once in a hexametric poem by Gregory of 
Nazianzos (Poems, 94. Cf. Talbot 1994: 140–1). It was then cited in various lexica, a dictionary on the 
words of Gregory (Lexikon Casinense A 176), and then in Hesychius (A 5485). 
243 Cf. N$.*8]78&C(0: no. 376, 1 and Leo Choirosphaktes, Chiliostichos Theologia, 22, 16. i("-(H&81]$6-(0 
only in no. 102, 15 and Ananias/Anacharsis, 1153. Hapax legomena: d*9H'((0: no. 101, 28 and 112, 18; 
&V76M.(88(#0: no. 357, 14; N-_8&%;-!8($(0: no. 99, 4; N$.*8]78&C(0, w8%('E.40, N8H"C&'&77#8H40: no. 
376, 1, 14, 19; K&86$.#_14.(0: no. 258, 2; '"K&-($1E8-"$.(0: no. 367, 3; 168"&-!8&7&_9&: 118/369, 6; 
-6%.(!8(1J: no. 277, 15; ^M*8M#7H86$(0, NH*"8]+*$.(0: no. 373, 3 and 4.  
244 See also derivatives found in inscriptions, e.g. H86$(!#%.6'(0 (BEIÜ 2, Me 13). 
245 No. 94, 2. The word can be found in various lexica, E.g. Suda Oh 237; Etymologicum Gudianum Oh 427; 
Hesychios 671; Etymologicum Magnum Oh 623. Cf. Niketas Choniates, History, Man. 1, 156, 4. 
246 See also Papageorgiou 2011: 149 and 152. Kilidj Arslan is named ‘the first of the Persians’ 
(N8H"M;8$40) (Nos. 354, 10; 342, 5). Although the word is another hapax legomenon, its coinage is not 
complicated (Cf. Eugenianos, On the love of Drosilla and Charicles, Book 5, 338: N8H"M*8$($&.8#M&"). The 
first word N8H"– means ‘first of…’ The first or the leader of a group is often denoted with a word 
starting N8H"–. In relation to a leader of a nation foreign to Byzantium, it occurs only for the Serbian 
leader (N8H"R(6M#-(-) and is used by John Kinnamos (History, pp. 101–5, 109, 110, 112, 199, 287) and 
Niketas Choniates (History, Man 1, pt. 2, 92). Manuel appears as the ‘killer of the Persians’ 
(M*8$(%.]-(0). Words with the second compound –%.(-(0 (=killer) – are very frequent. For example, 
the word e_-(%.]-(0 (killer of the nations) is also used for Manuel in another of our epigrams (no. 61, 
19). Theodore Prodomos (Historical Poems, no. 16, 17) praises John Komnenos as $%6_(!&'1&.(%.]-(0 
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probably the Serbians247. Scythians are either the Pechenegs248 or the Cumans. 

Finally, Paionians are the Hungarians249. The audience of the epigrams for the 

emperor – mainly courtiers – was familiar with this archaising rhetorical 

vocabulary, since it was common in court literature250 and court rhetorical and 

historical works, such as that by Anna Komnene, habitually use the ‘ancient’ names 

of foreign peoples. 

I have already underlined regularities and similarities in the structure, and 

the presentation of the donor. However, uniformity is not limited only to these 

aspects. It can be found also in the motifs and vocabulary. The time passes and turns 

round like a wheel251 – a common simile in Greek literature (time motif). The donor 

asks a saint or the Theotokos to weigh his offering, also putting on a scale his 

devotion (scale motif)252. The donor expresses his fervent feelings with words such as 

M]_(0, C9'.8(-, and n820. Moreover, M]_(0 (love, affection, desire) is the most 

                                                                                                                                                               
and in our corpus appears as $%6_(M*8$]'*_8(0 (no. 114, 16). ∞lthough the word is hapax, the word 
M*8$]'*_8(0 is used by Theodore Prodromos (Historical Poems, no. 16, 17). 
247 John Kinnamos (History, §13, p. 69, Brand p. 60) makes it clear that the capital of Dacia was Naisos 
(Ni1, southern Serbia). Therefore, Dakia stands for Serbia. Furthermore, Ç&'1#.&" stands for the 
modern Serbians (Hörandner 1993: 118). John Kinnamos (History, § 12, 9–10. Brand p. 19 cf. 
Theophanes, Chronographia, 288) eloquently states:  
vM, .(?.(- .,- H8]-(- %&I [;8K"(", n_-(0 Ç&'1&."%]-, e0 NM($.&$9&- V!]-.*0 ., íì#$(- %&.&$.8;T&-.( 
C8(E8"(-... 
At this time [ca. 1129/30] the Serbs, a Dalmatian people, also plotted revolt and subdued the fortress of Rhas… 
Another name that is frequently used for the Serbians is Illyrians. In the first appendix of 
Synekdimos, it is specified that Illyria is Serbia. Claudius Ptolemaeus refers to \''68I0 as a synonym 
of Dalmatia (Geographia, 8, 29, 5, 5). However, John Kinnamos states that Sardika (= modern Sofia) is 
the capital of the Illyrians. 
248 Reinsch, Kambylis and Kolovou 2001: 71. 
249 Y&9(-*0 refers to the Hungarians. The title of no. 376 specifies that the epigram is written on a 
cross erected in Hungary (ÑA778"%D H58&), while the main text refers only to Paions. Another poetic 
name for the Hungarians was Y#--(-*0. John Kinnamos (History, §3, 261, Brand, p. 196) also writes of 
an epigram on a cross erected in Hungary at the same date as the aforementioned. That text speaks 
about the C?'& Y&--(-940 (tribes of the Pannonian race). 
250 Hörandner 1993: 118; cf. Cormack 1985: 203 (the case in the Typikon of Pantocrator). 
251 E.g. nos. 101, 5 and 113, 1. 
252 Usually expressed with words deriving from R67]0 (e.g. R67($.&.J). Nos. 52; 71, 9; 100, 1–2; and 258, 
1–2. Cf. N-."1*.8J: no. 116, 3. John Dalassenos states first that he has weighed his desire (M]_(0) for 
the devotion of Mary and for the material world and found that his M]_(0 for the Virgin Mary weighs 
more (no. 52, 1–3). At the end of epigram, he asks the Theotokos to help him by weighing his soul on 
the scale of the Final Judgement so that it goes to the side of the souls which will enter Paradise (vv. 
18–19). 
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prominent word of all253 and is frequently matched with words which mean 

‘burning’ (M?8, R;$"0, C']+) or are related to the donor’s soul (T6H=, T6H"%=), heart 

(e7%#8!"(0, %&8!9&), and loyalty (M9$."0)254, which again is commonplace in dedicatory 

epigrams255. Inscriptions found in situ offer ample examples256. A ‘maximalistic’ 

approach to this topos is expressed through the words of Theodore Styppeiotes to 

St Demetrius: 

)]7Hà M]_(6 $(6 %&8!9&- .*.821;-(0 
%&I C'*71(-D- n82.(0 e-_;(6 C;82- 
n$M*6$& 1#8.60 ./0 %&%/0 .&E.40 -]$(6 
C#81&%(- *^8*`- .,- 7'6%u- M&?(- M]-(-…257  

Having been wouden in my heart by the lance of the affection for you and carrying the fire of the 
divine love, I, a witness of this grave illness hasten to find remedy to cease the sweet pain… 

In hymnographic texts, the vocabulary of affection is comparably prominent. In 

Canons, the holy desire of the venerated saint for God and of the worshippers for a 

saint or Mary is highlighted with the same words. Hymnographers frequently refer 

to the ‘holy desire’ (_*`(0 M]_(0), which burns in the heart of the saint258. The 

memory of the saint is venerated with desire and faith259. Again, the word M]_(0 is 

the most prominent of the three (M]_(0, C9'.8(-, n820). Searching Analecta Hymnica 

Graeca in the online database Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, the dative of the word M]_(0 

alone appears 318 times and always signifies ‘veneration with desire on behalf of the 

                                                        
253 It can be found in forty–five epigrams in the corpus. {he word n820 can be found in only three 
epigrams (nos. 40 and 65 both include and the word M]_(0, cf. no. 373). The word C9'.8(- can be 
found in ten epigrams (nos. 90, 99, 262, 269, 279, 293, 308, 358, 374, and 375). 
254 E.g. no. 245: Y]_(6 !x e7a M?8 !*"%-E2 e7%&8!9(6. 
255 See Rhoby 2010 (c): 318–9. Drpi¥ 2011: 239–79. 
256 E.g. BEIÜ 1: Nr. 5, 12, 83, 84, 96, 175, 192, 221, 224, 236, M1. BEIÜ 2, Me5, Me13, Me 33–4, Me52, Me69, 
Me81, Me89, Me97; from earlier centuries: BEIÜ 2, Me44, Me50, Me70, Me96; and later centuries: BEIÜ 
1, 1, 63, 130 and BEIÜ 2, Ik12, Ik17. 
257 No. 65, 1–4. 
258 E.g. AHG, August 12, can. 11, 1. Cf. John Mauropous, Canons III, 1, 188: B %&8!9& $(6, .82_*`$& _*9l 
n82." / .k M]_l e+*%&E_4 Z8"$.(?. 
259 Usually it is expressed either with `. + genitive or simple dative. E.g. AHG November 3, can. 6, 6; 
May 16, can. 18, 4; September 2, can. 8, 9. Y9$."0 and M]_(0 E.g. AHG September 2, can. 3, 9. Cf. Hymn to 
saint Nilus the junior 2a, 96 and 2b, 413. Mitylenaios, Metrical Calendar, March, can. 180 Y#-.*0 (s M"$.(I / 
^1-(?1*- e% M]_(6 $*.  
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worshiper’260. All three words can be found alongside words meaning ‘to burn’261 or 

emphasising the hearty devotion of the donor262.  

The use of the word M]_(0 in a religious environment is also not a surprise. It 

was used even by early Christian authors, such as John the Chrysostom, while the 

idea of ‘holy love’ was widely discussed by Symeon the New Theologian. The use of 

the word M]_(0 in our epigrams is in conformity with hymnographic texts: it is used 

in a similar context to that of the hymns. Our epigrams are, in a sense, different, 

since they use the same word in order to express the devotion of the donor also to 

the emperor. Andronikos Doukas Kamateros depicted Manuel on the front wall of 

the entrance of his (F%(0. The epigram declares:  

… M8, .J- M6'J- $L !(6'"%k 78#T&0 M]_l…263 
... depicting you [the emperor] with slavish affection in front of the gates… 

The ‘humble’ priest John Chrysorophites sponsored a portrait of Manuel and his 

wife. The epigram expresses the motives of the donor: 

M9$.*" M]_(- $E7%8&.(- &A.(? !*"%-E2-,  
ä- M8,0 .,- &A.#-&%.& g&-(6D' .8;C*"264. 
…demonstrating love combined with faith which he has for Emperor Manuel. 

Likewise, Maria of Antioch expresses her love to Manuel with the word C9'.8(-265 

and donors state that they are servants of the holy figures266, but also express their 

!(E'2$"0 (servitude) to Manuel267. 

The vocabulary used for honouring saints and the Virgin Mary is strikingly 

similar to that used in hymnography. The Theotokos is similar to a gate (ME'4268, 

                                                        
260 {he rest of the grammatical forms appear 100 times in total. The word n820 appears 113 times and 
the word C9'.8(- just 14 (indeed, only seven times is it placed in a context similar to that of the word 
M]_(0). 
261 E.g. AHG December 22, can. 43, 8: &s %&''"M#8_*-(" / _*9l M68(E1*-&" / M]_l %&I n82.". Cf. AHG May 
22, can. 24, 8: M?8 -(4.,- e- %&8!9ã .(? M]_(6; and AHG July 13, can. 18, 3: ü820 Q _*`(0 / N-&C';+&0 
C&"!8J0 .D- %&8!9&- $(". 
262 E.g. AHG August 19, can. 22, 9: Ç;H(6, c*(.]%* M&8_;-*, / .O0 ./0 %&8!9&0 1(6 e% M]_(6 / -?- 
M8($C*8(1;-&0 $(" C2-#0. 
263 No. 83, 29. 
264 No. 248, 18–9. 
265 No. 374, 9. 
266 Nos. 375, 5 and 402, 17. 
267 Nos. 73, 27 and 111, 7. Cf. BEIÜ 2, Me68, 2. 
268 Nos. 93, 16–7 and 112, 5–6. 
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_E8&269). In verse 17, Maria asks Mary, ‘the gate through which Christ passed’, to 

become an intercessor in order to open the gates of Paradise. There are numerous 

references to the Virgin Mary as a gate in hymnographical texts, the most 

prominent being that of the Akathistos270. 

She is also seen as a heavenly ladder, as is the Mother of God271. The motto 

has its origin in the Akathistos272 and is one of the types which were influenced by the 

Old Testament273. Moreover, the Virgin Mary is also seen as a lamp ('6H-9&)274 – 

another topos in hymnography275. The source of this metaphor is the book of Exodus 

(25:31–40), where God asked Moses to get the Israelites to construct a golden lamp 

to be put in the tent for the book of the covenant276. This list of similes can be 

significantly expanded277. The main point here is that all these similes come from 

hymnography. 

Theotokos is praised as the ‘source of the living Logos secured by God’278. 

However, other saints are also compared to a source. For example, St John 

Chrysostom is seen as a ‘golden fountain’ (M47D H86$;&)279 and the saint of an icon at 

the Kosmosoteira monastery is said to have opened the fountains of prosperity for 

the donor280. Finally, St Sampson is the ‘fountain of myrrh with unnumbered 

                                                        
269 No. 80, 2. Akathistos 15, 7: H&`8* $*M.(? 16$.489(6 _E8&. E.g. AHG, January 2, 7, 8, 24; November 25, 41, 
4, 46; February 27, 29, 6, 21. See also Kalavrezou 1990: 167. 
270 Akathistos, 19, 7. For a survey of the epithets of the Theotokos in the Akathistos see Petlomaa 2011: 
109–16. 
271 Nos. 116, 2 and 405, 12. 
272 H&`8* %'`1&+ eM(68#-"*, !"x Ö0 %&.;K4 Q c*]0, Akathistos kontakion 3, 10. Cf. e.g. AHG December 17, 29, 
5, 53; February 2. 24, 4, 28.  
273 Linardou 2011: 136–7. 
274 Nos. 88, 8; 278, 3; 279, 2; and 404, 14. Cf. Kallikles, Poems, 15, 44. Only in one case is St George seen as 
a lamp lighting the way of the donor (no. 251, 3). In hymnographic texts, this has also been used for 
St Theodore (AHG, April 20, 25, 9, 22) and St Cyril (AHG, September 8, 12, 8, 61). 
275 E.g. AHG September 25, 29, 8, 28; October 25, 31, 4, 22; November 7, 16, 4, 16. 
276 Cf. AHG May, 16, 19, 6, 23. 
277 See e.g. nos. 64 and 278. 
278 No. 112, 3. Cf. 404, 6. Cf. e.g. AHG, September, 8, 12, 1, 18; June, 30, 20, 1, 112. 
279 No. 281, 1. 
280 No. 307, 2. 
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springs’281. In hymnographical texts, this also appears as a metaphor for other saints, 

who are usually praised as M47D .J- V&1#.2-282. 

The same materials are used for donations to both holy figures and the 

emperor. Donors offer gold, pearls, and precious stones283. A specific form of rhetoric 

accompanies their donation, the rhetoric of materials, which is adapted to fit the 

recipient of the donation. The same materials can also have a different symbolism. 

Maria of Antioch ascribes a certain meaning to an adorned golden belt, which she 

offered to Manuel: the gold is a sign of her pure love, the perfect spherical form of 

the brilliant pearls demonstrates her virginity, and the solid precious stones the 

stability of their marriage284.  

Donors of religious objects often claim their offerings to be unworthy of the 

holy recipient, since God has given them all the materials285. This is a common 

notion in Byzantine art. A good example of this is the inscription to be found around 

precious chalices: .O $O e% .J- $J-. It is of course the phrase that the priest 

pronounces at the moment the holy gifts are sanctified, but it also refers to the 

precious materials from which the object is made. From a different angle, the same 

materials can be connected to extracts from the New Testament. The pearls on a 

revetment remind the donor that the most valuable ‘pearl’ is Christ286, and the 

stones that the cornerstone is Christ287.  

The peculiarity of gold lies in the fact that its use is not juxtaposed in the 

epigrams with a story from the New Testament, as happened with the above-
                                                        
281 No. 114, 4. 
282 E.g. AHG, September, 10, 14, 4, 20; October, 18, 23, 4, 22.  
283 E.g. nos. 40, 71, 90, 93, 100, 257, and 269. 
284 No. 375.  
285 No. 71, 6; cf. nos. 100, 26–7; 279, 4; and 372, 1–6. Despite this, Nikephoros Sinaites states that the 
precious stones cry out the love that he feels for the Theotokos (no. 279, 4). Cf. BEIÜ 2, Me89, 3. 
286 See no. 40, 10–1. The simile was common in Byzantine reception of the material. See e.g. 
Physiologos (redaction prima) 44a, 18–21; 44b, 10–19 and 44c, 13–19. Cf. Mt. 13: 45–6, where Heaven is 
compared to a pearl of a great price. See also Parani 2003: 244. 
287 1Pet. 2:6 (cf. Mt. 21:46; Mk. 12:10; Lk. 20:17). No. 40, 12. Donors in their supplication ask Christ to 
clear their way, so that they will not hit their feet against a stumbling block. Cf. Mt 4: 6. No. 90 offers 
a different rhetorical use of the offered materials. 
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mentioned materials. Generally, in the New Testament, gold is a metal appropriate 

for venerating the divine: after all, it is one of the gifts brought by the three wise 

men from the East. However, this is not mentioned in our epigrams288 and thus the 

special significance of the gold should be sought in its social connotations and 

cultural meaning. The donors employed the same material in order to adorn 

themselves. Their jewellery must always have included golden items. Having this 

precious personal adornment was a way to demonstrate their wealth289. 

Furthermore, in Byzantine ceremonies, gold as part of a garment’s ornamentation 

represents ‘the sacred and the mighty’290. Hence, the dedication of a metal closely 

affiliated to a high social status serves to confirm the luxury of the dedication and 

thus the financial power of the donor291.  

A dedication by the influential donor John Doukas Komnenos speaks of the 

importance of gold. Having recovered from an illness292, John offers in return a 

revetment embroided with gold thread in order to replace another one for which 

silver thread had been used. The silver-embroided peplos is not as appropriate as the 

gold one, since gold is a more noble metal than silver. The epigram draws a parallel 

with the story of the golden shekel that Peter found in the mouth of the fish and 

that he used to pay the temple tax in Capernaum293.  

Gold is also appropriate for exalting holy figures. The Virgin Mary is ‘an alive 

golden lamp’ or simply ‘golden’294, St George is a golden yeast295, and St Chrysostom 

                                                        
288 Mt. 2:11. In a twelfth-century inscribed epigram the donor states that he offers gold instead of the 
myrrh that the sinful woman has given to Christ (BEIÜ 2, Te4, 1 and 6). The epigram dates from the 
twelfth century. 
289 Cf. Cutler 1981: 774–6. 
290 Kazhdan 1980: 17. 
291 E.g. nos. 39, 52, 59, 71, 112 and especially 249. The verbs %&''E-2, %&.&7'&jR2, %($1J are used to 
describe the offering.  
292 John offered the new encheirion as a tax to Christ, since he has been ‘snatched from the jaws of 
Hell’. On the offering as a tax, see Drpi¥ 2011: 188–90. 
293 Mt. 17: 24–7. 
294 ÆJ$& H86$/ '6H-9&: no. 279, cf. no. 88. Z86$;&: no. 278. Cf. ^M*8M#7H86$(0 W7-].4.&: no. 372, 3. 
295 No. 101, 3. 
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(the gold-mouth) a golden fountain and a golden hammer296. Authors and donors 

also see gold as a sign of purity, but also as a symbol of the Heavenly Kingdom. This 

is not uncommon since Paradise was often compared to one gigantic book written in 

golden letters, while the Heavenly Jerusalem was made of gold and precious 

stones297. Donors ask to be shown as being made of gold during the Final Judgement, 

and thus to gain a place in Paradise298. In this respect, gold has a parallel connotation 

when it is offered to the emperor: the emperor seems as if he is made of gold299, but 

also gold is the appropriate metal in which to depict his deeds300. 

The offering either to God or to the emperor must be exceptional. The 

rhetoric of metals underpins the non-material meaning of the donation, but it also 

testifies to the material value of the offering301. The epigram demonstrates that the 

donor not only has the financial means to make an expensive donation, but also 

that he is able to discern the special meaning of the materials. The rhetoric of the 

metals complements the vocabulary of affection, such that the donor, vigorously 

expressing his fervent feelings, thus underscores the importance of the donation. 

The epigram on the thirteenth-century Freising-Berlin icon offered by Manuel 

Dishypatos epitomises this relationship: 

Ø6H/0 M]_(0, G8768(0, %&I H86$,0 .89.(0 
$(I .r %&_&8ò M8($C;8(-.&" Y&8_;-l302. 

The desire of the soul, silver, and, thirdly, gold are offered to you, the pure Virgin. 
  

                                                        
296 Y47D H86$;&, H86$/ $CE8&: no. 281. 
297 See Lauxtermann 2003: 280. 
298 Nos. 90, 9; 278, 8; 281, 4. 
299 No. 354, 5. It is exceptional for a man to be characterised as gold, e.g. Eustathios of Thessaloniki, 
Letters, no. 3. 
300 Nos. 325, 1–2; 344, 3; 116/340, 3 and 7. 
301 A similar example by Mauropous is discussed in Bernard 2010: 48. 
302 BEIÜ 2, Ik12. 
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3.5. The ceremonial function of the dedicatory epigram 

In this chapter, there has been space only to touch upon the salient aspects of the 

language and style of the epigrams. The corpus under discussion is sufficiently 

substantial to prevent an exhaustive analysis. Thus this chapter has aimed at simply 

identifying and interpreting the formulae, models and patterns that appear in the 

majority of the epigrams. The common features, forms and patterns form la poésie de 

l’objet303, a toolkit of poetic utilities ready to be used by the poets. These literary 

points would enable them to easily write texts appropriate to their clientele. La 

poésie de l’objet is the bonding between inscriptional and performative epigrams. The 

same set of rules, models, patterns, formulae, and commonplaces is introduced 

irrespective of the actual function of the epigram. 

Turning to its initial significance, a dedication is a gift that aims to honour 

the saint, but mostly to confer kudos and status on the dedicator. The epigram 

underlines this double significance. It highlights the faithful feelings of the donors, 

but it also records the act of lavish dedication. A private ceremony, held in the 

private chapel of one of the donors, would have the same significance: the donor 

not only honours God or a saint but also demonstrates his wealth along with his 

piety.  

Therefore, the goals of the epigrams are similar to a private ceremony: a 

patron, initiating a ceremony, honours a saint or Christ and also shows his faithful 

feelings to his social circle. If the ceremony is lavish, or even if it takes place in the 

patron’s private chapel304, then he also shows off his wealth. A ceremony must be 

understood by an audience who are not necessarily initiated in its workings, but 

should also be complex enough to have major implications for those who have been 
                                                        
303 This term is borrowed (but re–defined) from Laurens 1989: 50. 
304 E.g. Manganeios, Poems, 72, title: ‘The present verses were read out in the church of the oikos of the 
sebastokratorissa, when the feast of the holy Theotokos the Hodegetria was also being celebrated in 
the same church’. 
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initiated. A ritual is a highly conservative event, since it is understood as a 

conventional act performed in a prescribed way305. The simplicity of the language of 

the discussed epigrams allows even non-experts to have a primitive interaction 

with the text. The hidden implications make the initiated feel special, since they are 

able to approach these texts in a more sophisticated manner. The standardised 

characteristics of the epigrams underline their symbolic significance, while the 

regulated vocabulary, the clear structure, and the motifs are appropriate for the 

specific audience.  

What is more, even the act of inscribing or performing verse has a 

ceremonial significance306. The metre makes a text appear special as the recipient 

can easily hear its rhythm, the musical aspect of the epigram307. Nonetheless, as 

discussed above, votive epigrams and hymns share the same vocabulary. They too 

talk about the fervent feelings of the pilgrim and praise saints and the Mother of 

God with comparable words. Similarly, secular dedicatory epigrams and other 

rhetorical works written for the emperor contribute to the projection of the 

imperial image in a specific way. They present the emperor as the bloom of the 

purple and of the tree of the emperors, as a great warrior, liberator, and, for the 

donor, as a second God. Consequently, the epigram can be seen as a brief personal 

hymn to the divine or the emperor, accompanying the specific gift. Moreover, since 

the object has been voluntarily offered to God or the emperor, the dedication is 

inevitably parallel to a sacrifice308. The personal aspect of the offering is underlined 

by the use of the first-person donor-narrator or the supplication of the third-person 

narrator on the part of the donor. The donor-narrator is the one who constantly 
                                                        
305 On an anthropological definition, see A. Buckser ‘Ritual’ in Barfield 1997. On the performative 
aspect of rituals, see Rappaport 1999: 38 and R. Schechner, ‘Ritual and Performance’, in Ingold 1994: 
613–45. 
306 There is a similar discussion on early Greek epigrams in Day 1994: 42–3. 
307 Cf. the discussion on the perception of the metre of Late Antique ‘new–style’ epigrams in Agosti 
2008 (esp. 198–207). 
308 Cf. Day 1994: 43.  
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speaks to the recipient of his gift. For the same reason, it is mandatory to mention 

who offered what, why, and what the donor expects in return. The presentation of 

the donor is done in a uniform way, appropriate to both his social status and the 

ritual aspect of the epigram.  

The presence of an epigram is therefore essential, since the link between the 

real dedicator and the object disappears immediately after giving the object. The 

epigram is thus a constant bond. :?- and e-.&?_& are consistent with the present, 

being expressive of both the time of the offering and of the reading309. The text is a 

focal point; it represents ‘a symbolic caption of an act of worship which takes place 

momentarily, but whose significance extends both backwards and forwards’310. Its 

importance extends ‘backwards’ because it discusses a past action (and sometimes is 

even related to earlier events) and ‘forwards’ since the epigram records a religious 

act that seeks ongoing recognition by both God and humans. Moreover, future 

readers/viewers will be able to re-enact the moment of the dedication or connect it 

to a specific person. Consequently, the viewer/reader/listener performs a private 

unveiling ceremony each time he or she re-enacts the content of the epigram311. 

So far, ceremonies and rituals are understood as synonyms, since it is very 

hard to find a clear-cut distinction312. Encoding, formality, and a lack of important 

variances are some of the basic features of both ritual and ceremonial actions313. It 

has been suggested that the notion of ritual, in contrast to the ceremonial, carries a 

reference to supernatural powers314. This distinction will be followed here in order 

                                                        
309 Cf. Tueller 2010: 43. 
310 Furley 2010: 151–2. 
311 According to Niall Livingstone and Gideon Nisbet (2010: 54), ‘the original function of a dedicatory 
epigram [in the classical world] is to articulate in language a ritual act, the pious offering of a gift to a 
deity; it may also invite the reader to re–enact the giving’. 
312 See Rappaport 1999: 38. 
313 Rappaport 1999: 32–36 and 46–50. 
314 Definition by Max and Mary Gluckman. See Rapapport 1999: 38–9. 
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to underline a difference between the secular dedicatory epigrams and the votive 

epigrams.  

As noted before, performance is a basic ingredient of rituals. But even if both 

votive and secular dedicatory epigrams were read aloud by the viewer315, a ritual 

requires something more, as it is ‘synesthetic and kinesthetic’316. The recipient 

(listener/viewer) of a votive epigram sees the artefact to which the epigram refers 

and also the words, if they are inscribed (sight). If the object is an icon (with a 

revetment), the viewer would see its changing appearance – what Bissera Pentcheva 

terms M("%"'9&317. If the epigram was on a mosaic, a fresco, or an encheirion, the eye 

line of the viewer will alter in order to read the epigram. In either case, movement is 

also strongly involved in the ritual. The recipient of the epigram would also hear the 

rhythmical pattern of the epigram, being read either by himself or by the donor 

(sound). Smell and touch could also be involved, given that votive epigrams refer to 

objects usually found in churches. The scent of the incense stays in the church after 

the liturgy. Praying to a saint includes touching and kissing his icon. The ritual 

significance of the votive epigrams is further supported by the use of the 

hymnographic code. Notions and words with strong reference to the liturgy, the 

central ritual point in the orthodox tradition, exist in a specific cultural and ritual 

context318. If the epigram was inscribed, then its reading would re-enact the ritual. If 

the epigram was performed, it would be a part of the ritual dedication of a gift.  

Secular dedicatory epigrams were not the focal point of a ritual, as votive 

epigrams were, but they were nevertheless part of a ceremony. They accompanied 

offerings to the emperor. Objects were given to him in order to celebrate a triumph 

or a special occasion, such as his wedding. The epigrams are an additional present, a 

                                                        
315 With the exception of epigrams on enkolpia and other places where it was hard to be seen. 
316 Alexiou 2004: 96; Rappaport 1999: 252. 
317 See Pentcheva 2006(b), 2011 (a), 2011 (b). 
318 Alexiou 2004: 99–100. Cf. Yatromanolakis–Roilos 2004: 19. 
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piece of literature composed following the conventions of court rhetoric. In either 

case, they were an additional part of a ceremony. Votive epigrams were the trigger 

for a ceremony. Reading them aloud, even in an empty church, the reader would 

rehearse the ritual of the dedication of the object. The viewer/recipient of the 

epigram entering the church would spend time reading the epigram; therefore, 

thanks to the epigram, he would hear, see, move, smell, and touch. However, the 

recipient of the secular dedicatory epigrams would be able to see the artefact and 

hear the epigram; movement on behalf of the dedicatee would perhaps be involved, 

if he would prostrate himself in front the emperor, but the viewer would remain 

still. An inscriptional secular dedicatory epigram is out of its context. The text will 

be repeated without the ceremonial music, the presence of the emperor wearing his 

special garments, and the courtiers surrounding the scene. It would be reminiscent 

of the ceremony during which it was offered to the emperor. What I am suggesting 

is summarised in the following table: 

 

 Performative Inscriptional  
Secular 
dedicatory 
epigrams 

Part of a ceremony Reminiscent of the 
ceremony 

Ceremony 

Votive epigrams Emphasises the ritual  Focal point: 
The ritual starts due 
to the existence of the 
epigram 

Ritual 

 

Fig. 35. Ceremonial vs. ritual aspect of the epigrams 

The standardised style helps with the ceremonial/ritual function of the dedicatory 

epigrams. It is not possible to discuss whether the dedication is a true act of 

devotion and thanksgiving or solely an act of social posturing or self-

aggrandisement. It is certainly true that writing such texts taps into a deep-seated 

need for recognition among a society’s members, but the intention behind 

participation in a specific social circle is hidden far behind the presentation of the 
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text. Members of the same ‘club’ can fully understand such epigrams and support 

their creation. People who would like to join this group then willingly sponsor 

similar texts.  

In this light, it can be better understood why variations appear mainly in 

epigrams for people with close affinity to the emperor. The following diagram 

illustrates how conventional the structure of an epigram was in relation to the level 

of the donor. 

 
Fig. 36. Level of the donor and structure of the epigram 

It becomes apparent that epigrams instigated by the higher echelons of society 

were more ‘experimental’: they are structured more freely, they include hapax 

legomena and rare words can be found mainly in epigrams of instigated by members 

of the higher echelons of the society. However, the difference is not only in the 

variations in the structure of the epigrams or the exceptional vocabulary (which is 

also indicative of a high level of literacy), but also in the real incidents that they 

refer to. I started the chapter by quoting an epigram on a stolen Eucharistic paten. 

The protonotarios of (we presume) Isaac Komnenos, brother of John II, implies in his 

dedication that someone tried to murder him319. Both examples show the 

acquaintance of both the recipients and the producers with the genre. They were 

confident enough to step away somewhat from conventions and the literary 

                                                        
319 No. 307, 6–7. 
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expectations of their audience. Members of the higher echelons of the society, 

connected by bonds of blood and marriage, were intellectually active and took part 

in the so-called theatra. Donations from people placed outside of this core 

demonstrate that the habit of writing an epigram was widespread. Dedications by 

people from different (even ethnic) backgrounds, inside and outside Constantinople 

show people wished to accompany their offering with an epigram. Perhaps those 

coming from level 2 or even 1.2 wished to one day become members of the upper 

echelons. By imitating the fashion of those close to the emperor, they showed they 

were fighting for their place. For some of them, it was a fight for survival. Members 

of families important in the eleventh and early twelfth century were trying to keep 

their place in the court. Commissioning such literature was a way to do so. In the 

following chapter, I will discuss in more detail the art market and the value of the 

epigrams. 

  



 

 

4 .  Speaking about objects 

4.1. Epigrams, objects, and use. 

Icons, wall mosaics and wall paintings, revetments, repainted icons, lamps, encheiria, 

clasps, processional crosses, reliquaries, crowns, belts, swords, patens, and enkolpia 

all became sources of inspiration for our anonymous poets1. The epigrams – always 

to be found only in our selection from the Anthologia Marciana – do not provide 

details about an object’s appearance (in terms of style, colours, materials, etc.). 

Rather, they have a loose relation with the actual work of art. For example an 

epigram On the icon of St John the Forerunner which has been adorned with gold by the 

emperor informs the reader how St John is depicted having ‘as cover clothes made 

from camel hair’ and ‘a thin leather belt tied around [his] waist’2. The description 

comes directly from the Gospels3 and it was the usual way to depict St John. In other 

words, the epigram does not offer any information on the details of the object. The 

same epigram continues asking St John to ‘accept the gold decoration, with which 

Manuel, the purple-blooming, adorns your revered picture and which he offers as a 

present, showing his faith, to your monastery’4. This is the closest the reader can get 

to the object.  

In other cases, the materials of which an icon was adorned inspire poetic 

metaphors. ‘If there is a river swelling with coal’s flame and flourishing with pale 

gold and the greenness of the stone, then it is the River Jordan in this work here’5, 

writes an anonymous poet for an icon of the Baptism that Manuel also adorned. The 

same poet attempts to explain this rather puzzling phrase in the following verses. 

                                                        
1 See Fig. 37. The offerings. 
2 No. 32, 1–2. 
3 Mt. 3:4 and Mk. 1: 6. 
4 Vv. 3–6. 
5 No. 39, 1–3. 
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The coal, according to Isaiah6, and the stone, according to David, is Christ (vv. 4-5)7. 

Furthermore, according to the author, the greenness of the stone symbolises the 

‘Earth that has sprung forth, the flesh of Christ’ (vv. 6–7). Despite the explanation of 

the poet, the meaning remains – at least to me – unclear without a more pragmatic 

reading of these verses. The word G-_8&+ can mean either coal or ruby, and the 

‘greenness of the stone’ can denote emeralds. In other words, the icon was adorned 

with rubies, emeralds, and gold. These materials according to the poet enforce the 

symbolic meaning of the depiction. However, even if it is possible now to decipher 

which materials were used for the ornamentation of the icon, it remains unclear 

how these materials were arranged. Perhaps, it was taken for granted that the 

viewer was able to see the artefact, or perhaps the author had never seen the 

artefact and thus he was not in position to give detailed information. Most 

importantly, however, the aim of these texts was not to describe a visual reality, but 

rather to connect an object with an act of material dedication. 

Occasionaly even the object to which an epigram refers can be hard to 

decipher, because of the terminology used by the poet. A rather confusing term for 

example is the admittedly common word 'j.P/ which signifies any type of 

representation8. In this corpus it may denote a portable icon, a fresco or a mosaic9. 

Epigrams referring to frescoes or portable icons are especially difficult to 

distinguish: only if the poet refers to the placement or the use of the *V%5-, can the 

object then be recognised. A good example of an epigram on a portable icon comes 

from the abovementioned *V%]-& of the Baptism of Christ. The title states firmly 

that it was a display icon presented only on the sixth of January, and thus it is clear 

                                                        
6 Is. 6: 5–7. 
7 Ps. 90 (91): 12. 
8 Cf. Maguire 1981: 10–1. 
9 There are no references to ivory or mosaic icons. 
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that it was a portable icon10. The title of epigram no. 91 is also useful for finding a 

prominent example of a fresco. The title reads: 

tMI .k M&8O .(? Ç862-9.(6 %68(? •2.9(6 -*(6874_;-." -&k %&I .r *V%]-" .(? W79(6 [.*C#-(6 
.(? M82.(1#8.68(0 

On the newly built church by kyr Photios Dryonites and the icon of St Stephen the first martyr. 

The content of the first four verses of the epigram is appropriate for a building 

inscription, while the rest of the verses refer primarily to the depiction, but also to 

the foundation of the church. Furthermore, the two parts are connected with the 

use of 0S at the beginning of the epigram of the depiction11. Therefore, the verses on 

the depiction were written next to the building inscription and thus the depiction 

was indeed a fresco. Similarly, even if the title of epigram no. 265 refers only to an 

*V%a- of Saint, Apostle and Evangelist Luke, the donor John Sgouros is, according to the 

epigram, the ‘renovator of the venerated place’; thus, the term *V%a- refers 

probably to a fresco placed on the walls of the church12.  

References to mosaics by the word *V%a- are more explicit, mainly because 

of the additional information offered by the text, since authors refer to gliming 

stones or to an ‘all-golden’ building. For example protosebastos protovestiarios John 

Doukas Komnenos invites the viewer to see the *V%]-&0 .J- K&$"';2- .(? .* %68(? 

d'*+9(6 (depictions of the emperors and Lord Alexios) with the following words: 

i&I H821#.2- 1L- $."'M-].40 %&I H86$9(6, 
%&I M("%9'2- $.9'K(6$& '&1M8].40 '9_2- 
!*9%-6$" C&"!8,- .,- %&.#H86$(- !]1(-é 
M'D- (A% NMx &A.J- n-!(- B H#8"0 .]$(- 
~$(- M*8 e%.,0 e% 78&C/0 .J- *V%]-2-13. 
Both the glittering of the colours and of the gold, and the glistening splendour of the variegated 
stones show the all-golden church to be radiant. But the beauty (of the images) is not so much inside 
as outside, namely, in the depiction of the images. 

                                                        
10 No. 39. UV0 *V%]-& ./0 K&M.9$*20 .(? Z8"$.(? M8(."_*1;-4- ~.* Q M&.8"#8H40 e- M&'&.9l M("*`.&" .O0 .J- 
•5.2- *AH#0, %($14_*`$&- M&8O .(? %8&.&"(? %&I W79(6 B1J- K&$"';20. On the icon of the Baptism of 
Christ, which is displayed when the patriarch gives blessings in the palace for the feast of Epiphany and which 
has been ornamented by our mighty and holy emperor. 
11 The two parts should be considered as two epigrams (91a and 91b). They can be found under the 
same title, but the scribe notes double dot and a dash at the end of v. 4. This sign signify the end of an 
epigram. 
12 No. 265, 19. 
13 No. 73, 1–3. 
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The viewer of another series of imperial portraits on the church of Hodegetria was 

called to admire the ‘beauty of the church’, and to ‘have it as a pure pleasure in his 

heart; for (the church) sparkles with the variegated gleaming stones and it is 

coloured all around with golden bliss’14. And the epigram on the depiction of Manuel 

being surrounded by the personified virtues refers to the all-golden house in which 

the depictions were placed15. 

 Although a relevant correspondence exists between the epigrams and the 

objects which carried an image, the connection between word and image becomes 

more complicated for artefacts which do not always have a concrete pictorial 

representation, such as lamps. Six epigrams refer to lamps: of these, three refer to 

simple lighting devices16 and three to trikandyla, complex lighting devices consisting 

of three joined lamps, each one flanked by two candleholders17. We are usually 

informed about which icon the lamp hung in front of18 or to which church the lamp 

was offered19. Moreover, sometimes the material the lamp is made of is also 

mentioned. Andrianos Meles offers to the church of St George the Gorgos a 

H86$#8768(- '6H-9&-20; and Manuel, following the wish of his father John II, wishes to 

light a H86$;&- '6H-9&-21. Although the material is mentioned, any ornamentation or 

even the shape of the lamp is of no interest to the author. The author does not give 

any further detail regarding the type of lighting device, since the audience could 

probably see the object or perhaps simply because everyone would have known 

what a church lamp looked like. It was more important to underline the high value 

                                                        
14 No. 251, 1–4. 
15 No. 271, 8. 
16 Nos. 245, 253, 294. 
17 See Bouras 1982: 479. 
18 Icon of the Crucifixion, no. 245. 
19 To the church of St George the Gorgos, to the church of the Holy Sepulchral in Jerusalem no. 292. 
On the uses of lighting devices in general (although based on an earlier example) see Bouras–Parani 
2008: 23–9. Lamps after the sixth century usually look like an open bowl suspended by chains. For 
examples see Parani 2003: 188–91. For earlier precious examples see: Boyd 1991: figs. 6.3, 6.4, 6.17–21. 
20 No. 253, v. 4 
21 No. 294, vv. 8 and 11–12.  
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of the material, since this adds prestige to the donation. An epigram is primarily a 

versified dedicatory text on the object, not an ekphrasis. 

 The author of a metrical inscription on a seal is also not interested at the 

form of the object22. Although depictions with a symbolic meaning (e.g. a falcon) or 

special saints could have been carved on seals23, seals usually have a standardised 

appearance. Furthermore, epigrams of this kind had a clearly practical use, in that 

they accompanied the personal seal of the prestigious sender. 

 Another question concerns the practical use of objects. The title rarely offers 

information on the afterlife of the donation. By looking at the themes of some of the 

icons it can be suggested that they were used or perhaps displayed on a specific 

(feast) day24. The title of no. 39 states this clearly: On the icon of the Baptism of Christ, 

which is displayed when the patriarch gives the blessings in the palace for the feast of 

Epiphany. Similarly, no. 259 refers to the icon of the monk Neophytos owned and no. 

51 is a supplication (perhaps written next) to the 1(-&H"%,- *V%]-"$1& of the 

protosebastos protovestiarios John25. The icons of Sts. Peter and Paul renovated by 

Peter, the abbot of the monastery of St Hilarion in Moglena, were possibly placed on 

the screen (templon) of the church of the Holy Apostles which was to be found in the 

vicinity of the monastery26. In other cases, icons could also stand next to the tomb of 

the founder27 or holy figures were depicted on tombs/arcosolia28.  

                                                        
22For metrical inscriptions see no. 92. 
23 Acts of Zografou, 15–6. 
24 E.g. nos. 41 and 40, which probably refers to a depiction of Christ in the Man of Sorrows type. Cf. 
Kosmosoteira typikon, §9. 
25 It remains unclear what a 1(-&H"%,- *V%]-"$1& is. The term could signify either a portrait of John 
depicted as a monk or an icon that John commissioned when he became monk. Unfortunately, the 
term does not occur in other texts. Examples, even if they date from the eleventh century, occur 
where the patron is depicted as a laic and monk. Christopher of Mitylene (Poems, no. 16) wrote an 
epigram on the tomb of Melias. Apparently Melias prepared his tomb before dying. His portrait as 
both a monk and an official was placed there, perhaps on an arcosolium. See also Papamastorakis 
1996/97: 297.  
26 Nos. 43 and 44. See above, p. 203ff. 
27 See Kosmosoteira typikon §109. 
28 No. 408. 
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The function of objects like endytae, encheiria, enkolpia or lamps is 

straightforward. Encheiria or peploi were ‘decorative hangings intended for 

adornment or protection of icons’29. Endytae or trapezoforoi covered altar tables30. 

Lamps were lit in front of specific icons, following the wishes of their donors. 

Protonovelisimos Nicholas Mavrokatakalon hung a lamp in front of an icon of the 

Crucifixion31. Emperor Manuel sent a golden lamp to the Holy Sepulchre. The 

patriarch of Jerusalem, John IX Merkouropoulos, not only donated an icon of St 

Sabas, but also gave a golden lamp to be lit in front of the offered icon. Nevertheless, 

even if the lighting devices have an apparently practical purpose, they are also 

personalised offerings with a special aesthetic function. This is demonstrated 

especially by twelfth-century monastic typika, which sometimes indicate how the 

lighting was adapted in front of certain icons according to the wishes of the 

founder32. Finally, enkolpia are also objects of personal devotion meant to be worn as 

amulets by their owners33. The acquisition of one of them would certainly confirm 

the high social status of the owner34. However, after the death of the owner, it is 

possible that an enkolpion was to be displayed in public view. Isaac Komnenos, for 

example in his typikon, wishes that his ‘enkolpion of the Mother of God to be fastened 

in a prone position in [a setting of] silverwork [...] in the centre of the lid’ of his 

tomb35. 

                                                        
29 Nunn 1986: 76. 
30 See Speck 1966 and Speck 1987. 
31 No. 245. 
32 Pantokrator typikon §7; Kosmosoteira typikon §65. 
33 See nos. 42, 54, 82, 242, 282, 283, 367, 406. For examples see G. Oikonomaki–Papadopoulou, Br. 
Pitarakis, and K. Loverdou–Tsigarida, The Holy and Great monastery of Vatopedi: Enkolpia (Mount Athos, 
2001); see also: http://www.ec–patr.org/mones/vatopedi/gr_engolpia.htm. 
34 Cf. Cutler 1997: 299, the case of the ring of Stryphnos. 
35 Kosmosoteira typikon, §89. 
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Some words should be dedicated to the renovations of pictorial 

compositions36 as donors payed special attention to the conservation of the icons 

and buildings they gave. Sometimes a ktetor of a monastery or church could have 

asked for such upkeep. John Komnenos in the Pantokrator Typikon clearly states 

that the abbot of the monastery should take special care regarding the conservation 

of Mary’s icon37. In our corpus, epigrams refer to renovations of both frescoes and 

portable icons. George Syropoulos38 restored the frescoes on the propylon of the 

Monastery of the Holy Forty Martyrs since: 

>8(H(? C(8O H8]-(6 1L- N$.&.(61;-4 
$.(S0 ., %#''(0 p6."!2_L- !*"%-E*", 
N!*'C"%,0 M]_(0 !* 1D 748J- H8]-l 
.(? [68(M5'2- e% 7;-(60 y*2879(6 
&î_"0 -*(687*` %&I ., 7/8&0 e+#7*"…39 

>he unstable turn of the wheel of time shows the beauty of the propylon to be old, but the brotherly 
love of George from the family of Syropoulos, which is not aged by time, renovates again (the 
propylon) and strips away the old age… 

An example of a twelfth-century fresco–renovation can be seen in the church of 

Kyriotissa (Kalenderhane Camii) in Istanbul. The surface of a panel where the Virgin 

i68"5."$$& (in the type of Nikopoiia) and the eleventh-century patron have been 

depicted was scored to receive a new layer of intonaco40. 

 Other epigrams themselves refer to the renovation of icons. The abbot of St 

Hilarion monastery in Moglena sponsored the restoration of the two panel icons41. 

Euphemia from the family of Kleronomos restores (-*(687J) a portable icon 

(M8($%6-4.D- *V%]-&)42. Other epigrams give further information on the problem 

                                                        
36 See also Drpi¥ 2011: 116–7. Ivan is currently undertaking a special study on this pretty much 
unexplored subject. To the examples of epigrams referring to restorations of icons can be added 
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, XXIII and XXV. 
37 Cf. Pantokrator Typikon, § 109: if ever over time their wooden parts [of the icons which stood at the 
donor’s tomb] should start to fall apart, the superior of the time must not fail to [employ] a first–rate 
craftsman to lay the images again with skill on to other boards [fashioned] out of elm wood. See also Drpi¥ 
2011: 117 (esp. note 115). 
38 PBW George 20149. 
39 No. 113, 1–5. 
40 Striker–Do∏an Kuban 1997: 124–6. A partial small restoration on the right eye and the nimbus of 
the Virgin. 
41 Nos. 43 and 44. 
42 No. 88, 6. 



Part III. The context | 240 

 

afflicting the icon. Bardas Liparitis decided to renovate an icon of the Theotokos 

because the wood had been affected by the passing of time43. We are lucky enough to 

have two similar examples in the Lavra Monastery. One is dedicated to the five 

martyrs of Sebasteia (UA7;-*"(0, @A+;-."(0, UA$.8#."(0, g&8!#8"(0, h8;$.40) and the 

second to St Panteleon. When the initial wood was rotten a technician could 

transfer the image using a piece of cloth44. The restoration of the first icon is safely 

dated to 15 March 1197. 

 Another donor, Michael Komnenos Tatikios, decided to ask for the 

repainting of an icon of St George because the colours had dimmed. The epigram 

clearly underlines the problem: 

$.8(CD .8(H(? H8]-(6 !L .(? %6%'(!8]1(6 
MS- *V0 C_(8O- G7(6$& ./0 C(8S045 pE1à 
o$H6$* .,- $,- e+&1&68J$&" .EM(-…46 

yet, the turn of the wheel of time, which runs in circles, bringing everything into corruption through 
its force, had the power to darken your depiction… 

The verb e+&1&68]2 describes the condition of the icon before the restoration, but 

also underlines the fact that these icons were used. The smoke from burning incese 

or candles might have damaged the icon. This is perhaps why Peter from Moglena 

ordered the renovations of the icons of the screen of the Church of the Holy 

Apostles. 

 Andronikos Doukas Kamateros cleans the 7/8&0 of the icon depicting the 

Three Youths in the fiery furnace. As he makes clear, once again the problem was 

the passing of time which obscures the colours of the icons: 

M'D- N''x eM"88;(6$& .(? H8]-(6 CE$"0 
o$H6$* 1"%8(? .J- .EM2- ., CJ0 $K;$&"...47 

..but the flowing nature of time had the power to almost quench the light of the depictions... 

                                                        
43 No. 64, 4–5. 
44 Chatzidakis 1986: 228. The technique is still in use, see Acheimastou–Potamianou 2002: 152. 
45 X9+$s, KL. 
46 No. 101, 5–7. 
47 No. 99, 10–11. 
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A famous example of a repainted icon is the ninth-century double-sided icon of the 

Crucifixion, which was repainted in the thirteenth century. The thirteenth-century 

painter followed the previous depictions but he also added elements in a 

contemporary fashion48. Another famous (but later) example of a repainted icon is 

that of the panel icon of St Peter in the British Museum, dated to the first decades of 

the fourteenth century. A seventeeth-century painter had painted Christ on top of 

St Peter’s portrait. The fourteenth-century icon came to light only in 1983 when the 

icon had been sent for restoration49. 

 Among such restorations, the renovation of buildings should be added. The 

most impressive one is that of the Church of St Demetrius in the oikos of Theodore 

Styppeiotes. The title reads: 

UV0 .D- *V%]-& .(? W79(6 Ç414.89(6 ú."0 �$.&.( e- .k -&k .k e- .k (o%l .(? M854- eMI .(? 
%&-"%'*9(6, .(? [.6MM*"5.(6 c*(!58(6, ~.* eK(E'*.( (ó.(0 1*.&_*`-&" .&E.4- NM, .(? 
H_&1&'2.;8(6 *V0 ., ^T4'].*8(-, õ$.* C6'&H_/-&" %&I ., %#.2 _6$"&$.=8"(-, %&I â.*8(- 
G-2_*- 7*-;$_&"50. 

On the image of St Demetrius which stood in the church at the oikos of the former eMI .(? 
%&-"%'*9(6, Theodore Styppeiotes, when he wished to move it from a lower to a higher level, in such 
a manner that the lower altar place was maintained and another one was constructed above. 

The main text specified even further what Theodore attempted to do but had to 

stop, since it was against the will of the saint: 

K8&Hu- 1L- Ü-.& .,- -*a- M8($*68E-&", 
!"M'(?- !L .(?.(- N-_x WM'(? $(" %&"-9$&", 
f0 !"M'&$"#R(".( $J- |1-2- H#8"0…51 

I wished to widen the church, which was small, and double it in size so that the grace of your hymns 
would also be doubled... 

In other words, Theodore Styppeiotes added a floor to the church. This was not 

unusual. Isaac Komnenos testifies in the Kosmosoteira typikon that he sponsored 

not only the renovation of the church of Y*89K'*M.(0, but also the addition of an 

extra floor52. 

                                                        
48 Acheimastou–Potamianou 2002: 154. 
49 Cormack 2007: 42–5. 
50 No. 65. 
51 Vv. 6–8. 
52 Kosmosoteira typikon, § 108. For more modest building restorations see no. 113. 
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 The answer to the question of the objects’ practical use is impressively 

straightforward in cases of secular dedicatory epigrams. The titles give specific 

information on the context and the use of the object. No. 375 is an Epigram written on 

the Holy Cross, which has been erected in Hungary53, while no. 94 was written on the 

cross that accompanied Manuel on his expedition against Ikonion. Other objects like 

buckles, swords and valuable vessels were offered to the emperor for display 

purposes, as well as for practical use54. 

 

A final point should be made regarding the titles of the epigrams and their 

connection to the actual objects. So far, cases where the title can help to reconstruct 

the object have been mentioned. However, there are some examples wherein the 

title and content of the epigram do not fully agree. For example, although the 

Gerasimos epigram is entitled tMI *V%]-" .(? W79(6 Y&-.*'*=1(-(0 (On the depiction of 

St Pantoleon), the main text makes clear that Gerasimos offered only a set of clasps 

for the peplos of the icon and not the icon55. Similarly, the title of the Kalamanos 

epigram suggests that it was written on a bowl depicting ‘the deeds of the emperor 

in Hungary’, without offering further details56. However, the text is quite clear: what 

was depicted on the bowl was the Israelites crossing the River Jordan and going to 

the Promised Land (with probably Joshua as leader)57. Although it cannot be 

excluded that Joshua was depicted having the facial characteristics of Manuel 

Komnenos, the River Jordan and not Ister was depicted on the bowl58. The epigram 

simply tells the emperor how to interpret the offering. 

                                                        
53 See p. 133. 
54 Nos. 375, 374,118/365, 260 and 359 respectively. 
55 See p. 123. 
56 No. 118/365, see pp. 160ff. 
57 Joshua 3:1–17. 
58 On the depiction of the River Jordan see Keiko 2004. 
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 It is also uncertain what exactly was depicted on the façade of the Church of 

Archangel Michael in Sofia. The title is quite clear in saying that Archangel Michael 

was depicted on the façade of the church along with the donor and his son59. 

However, the first verse reads: ‘∞0 M8I- g&-2L $6''&'(?-.# $* K';M2’. This can be 

translated either as ‘As Manoah once I see you speaking to me’ or ‘As in the past I 

see you speaking with Manoah’. The first case means that only St Michael and 

Manoah were depicted, but in the second St Michael, Manoah and Samson were all 

there. Although it cannot be excluded that the donor’s portraits could have been 

somewhere in the vicinity as the title implies, the epigram itself gives no such 

evidence. Instead, it makes clear that Manoah and St Michael were depicted. The 

epigram again intends to explain to the reader how to see the frescoes. 

There is a further case where the epigram’s comment on the object remains 

inconclusive. This concerns a golden vessel On which our Holy Emperor has been 

depicted defeating the sultan60. It has been suggested that this object was offered in 

1161 to the Sultan of Ikonion Kilij Arslan when the sultan came to Constantinople in 

order to seek friendship61. On this occasion, Manuel organised a lavish banquet. At 

the beginning, the epigram refers to the circumference of the object, suggesting 

that the $%*?(0 (vessel) was a platter62. Then, the pictorial composition is expressed 

in terms of hunting: 

$%*E(60 !L .(E.(6 %6%']_*- !"*78#C4 
Q M(8C68&67D0 (ó.(0 &A$(-(%8#.28, 
C(KJ-, !"5%2- %&I %&.O %8#.(0 .8;M2- 

10  .,- N8H"M;8$4- M8,0 1#H4- fM'"$1;-(-  

                                                        
59 No. 240. 
60 No. 353. 
61 A second object was most probably also offered to the Sultan: On a golden cover which depicts the 
events of the expedition (.&+9!"(-) against Ikonion (no. 372). The iconography of this object is stated more 
eloquently. The epigram states that ‘the chief of the Persians is depicted as a fugitive, avoiding the 
gates of Ikonion and escaping to the ravines, to the foothills of the mountains’ (vv. 5–7) and his army 
as ‘having thrown (themselves) on the ground’ (v. 8). Although the hunting vocabulary is not that 
prominent, the case that the emperor was depicted successfully hunting cannot be excluded. The 
emperor was certainly seeking to impress the Sultan: see also Magdalino–Nelson 1982: 132–5 and 
Kinnamos, History, § 3, 206–7 (Brand, pp. 156–7.) 
62 V. 7. 
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$u- 1689&"0 C#'&7+"- \%(-";2- 
%&I MJ0, N1;.8("0 e-.6Ha- H"'"#$" 
K(6-J- C&8#772- NC&-J0 N-471;-&"0, 
1(-5.&.(0 !"*`'* .D- Q1&"H19&- 

15 e%*` 1L- n-_*- N-!8"%J0 !]86 $.8;C2-, 
.,- H86$,- (|.2 .&?.& H86$(?$" M';(-.63 

But depicted on the circumference of this vessel was this purple-gleaming Emperor of the Ausonians, 
threatening, chasing and routing by all his force the chief of the Persians, who was armed [10] in order to fight, 
along with his innumerable columns of men from Ikonion. How when he met the uncountable men, which had 
been led up from the ravines of mountains, he, alone, destroyed their troops, [14] just by rolling the spear in a 
manly way in all directions; in this way, these (depictions) make even gold more golden. 
 

If the paten was indeed offered to the sultan as a gift (something which cannot be 

proved, but it is possible), it surely should not have been intended to insult the 

recipient and should have a symbolic value irrespective of the language64. It is 

therefore very tempting to suggest that the golden object would have carried a 

depiction of the emperor hunting. The comparison of barbarians to wild beasts 

comes from the earlier Roman imperial tradition and is common in twelfth-century 

court literature65. Therefore, the mighty hunter symbolised the Byzantine emperor 

who chases or kills the wild beasts, his enemies. The depiction of the hunting of the 

emperor would also serve a common language: as a demonstration of his power is 

familiar to cultures developed around Mediterranean, but also in the Near East. A 

parallel to this paten for example can be found on Sasanian plates, which date from 

between the fourth and seventh century AD and originate from India or 

Afghanistan66. As has been recently discussed by Henry Maguire, the eleventh- and 

twelfth-century iconographic type of the emperor playing the part of a falconer 

implied the influence of the emperor over foreign nations67. If a hunting scene was 

                                                        
63 Vv. 7–16. 
64 Secular vessels were often offered as diplomatic gifts; also hunting scenes were frequently depicted 
on plates (see Mundell-Mango 2007: 136–141). On the latter point see Magdalino 1993: 751. However, 
it has been suggested that the Psalter of Basil II (ms. Marcianus gr. 17, was intended to be sent to Otto 
III whom Princess Zoe was about to marry. In her arrival to Bari she learnt that her future husband 
died and she returned to Constantinople. Cormack 1992: 229 and n. 29. 
65 Spingou 2011. On imperial hunting in general see Patlagean 1997. 
66 British Museum, series of silver plates. See particularly the silver plate on which the king is 
depicted hunting the lions (5th–7th century, diameter: 27 cm; weight: 937.3 gr. 124092), and the deer 
hunting of Shapur II. 
67 Maguire 2011 (a). 
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indeed depicted, the performance of the epigram on this occasion would explain 

eloquently for a Byzantine the iconography of the precious object. However, for the 

sultan, it would have been a depiction of power, keeping unidentified whether it 

would have been the emperor’s or his (the sultan’s) power. That said, it should be 

noted that the emperor is frequently presented hunting enemies/wild beasts. 

Therefore, the reference to the hunt could in fact be nothing to do with the object 

itself, but instead simply a typical literary topos. A peplos has probably been offered 

to the emperor together with the vessel. The title of the relevant epigram reads  

tMI $%*M#$1&." H86$k e- ö *V%(-9$_4$&- .O %&.O ., .&+9!"(- ., %&.O ., \%]-"(-68. 
On a golden cover which depicts the events of the expedition against Ikonion. 

 The poet, after stating that it is difficult to depict the numerous deeds of the 

emperor on a golden vessel, describes the Sultan escaping across ravines and hills 

and offering captives to the Emperor (in place of gold). In this epigram, although 

the poet uses similes and vocabulary inspired by hunting, he states more radically 

that the deeds of the emperor were depicted on the peplos. This is not without 

parallel. Holobolos states that scenes of the emperor as founder of the cities, 

victorious general, courageous hunter, and dispenser of justice were depicted on 

peploi69.  

  To conclude, it is not always possible, even after a careful reading of the 

texts, to accurately reconstruct objects, their usage or their context based solely on 

the information given by the epigram. Comparison to extant buildings or objects 

may however suggest their appearance and function. For example, in a previous 

chapter I discussed the refectory of St Mokios Monastery70. If the refectory was built 

in the twelfth century, we can confidently state that it was probably a rectangular 

construction with an apse on its east or north end. Possibly, the portraits of the 

                                                        
68 No. 372. 
69 Macrides 1980: 29, note 88. 
70 See p. 136ff. 
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emperors were distributed as described above. If this was the case, the viewer would 

have been able to walk around the building and thus follow the epigram. 

Nonetheless, although this seems a likely arrangement, it remains speculation.  

 

Even if epigrams do not allow us to comment on the physical details of the artworks, 

they can reveal the mechanisms connected to their production. Their production 

happened in a radically different context to the modern one and, as will be 

discussed, the artist did not work for an anonymous market but rather for a 

commissioner. Nevertheless, the two basic components of supply and demand 

legitimise the use of the term art market, although we must constantly bear in mind 

that values were estimated differently to modern works of art and the artist was 

creating works of art only for a commissioner. In general, the information on the art 

market available to the modern scholar is scarce. However, a discussion of the 

Byzantine ‘art market’ allows for a systematic enquiry into the factors connected 

with the production of the artworks for which the epigrams of our corpus were 

written. 

 
Fig. 37. The offerings   
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4.2. The twelfth-century art market: evidence from the epigrams 

Then after he [Manuel] had deposited one hundred and eight gold coins on the whole altar, he 
departed with [the fame of] his generosity and splendour in everyone’s mouth. 

Kinnamos §2, p. 33 (transl. Brand, 35) 

Providing the ever-gushing-forth, sweet-flowing veins of the benefactions in time, and fenced off with 
cornices marked with the sign of Christ, he props up the great roof of the church, which had been 
destroyed, with a hundred litra of gold. 

No. 114, 24–2871 

You, oh Baptist of Christ, who had clothes made from camel hair for your cover and who tied a thin 
leather belt around your waist, accept this golden decoration, with which Manuel, the purple-blooming 
emperor, adorns your revered picture… 

No. 358, 1–572 

The first passage comes from Kinnamos’ narrative of Michael Oxeites’ appointment 

to the patriarchal throne and the coronation of Manuel Komnenos. According to the 

historian, the viewers of this action were impressed by the imperial generosity 

towards the church. Similarly, the monks of the Mokios Monastery commemorate 

the act of the emperor by stating that the emperor offered a substantial amount of 

gold for the repair of the church. Smaller offerings from the emperor also had 

special importance. He adorns icons with gold, pearls, and precious stones73. He also 

offers encheiria woven with golden thread74. Many of our donors do the same, at least 

those with the economic power to make such an offering. Gold, pearls, and precious 

stones were exceptionally costly materials, and the viewer must have been 

immediately able to appreciate the real value of the donation. The generosity of the 

donor, as here in the case of the emperor, is similarly appreciated by his peers. 

However, although not all the donations are equally impressive an important 

number are notably luxurious. Indeed, it can be estimated that just 20% of the 

epigrams is dedicated to icons with valuable revetments, 2% to mosaics, and 8% to 

                                                        
71 Greek text pp. 135ff. 
72 ê .O0 %&1='(6 .89H&0 *V0 $%;M4- nH2-, 
w$Cu- !L $D- !;81&." '*M.k $6-!;2-, 
K&M."$.O Z8"$.(? H8E$*(- %]$1(- !;H(6 
!"x (ó M&-(6=', M(8C68&-_D0 &A.#-&+, 
%&.&7'&jR*" $,- $*K#$1"(- .EM(-... 
73 Nos. 39, 249, 358. 
74 No. 69. 
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valuable objects, works of minor art. Simple icons or even restorations of icons have 

been offered to God and to various saints. Although these objects did not cost a large 

amount of money, they did carry a symbolic value.  

At this point, it should be stressed that most of these objects were objects to 

be used in worship. They were not to be placed in museums, but rather used for 

public or private devotion, in churches of various sizes. This aspect becomes more 

complicated when it comes to secular objects. Since these were offered primarily as 

tools for display and social posturing aesthetic appreciation comes into play. 

A work of art naturally has an objective, financial value regulated by the cost 

of the materials and labour invested in it. Pigments place the discussion on different 

grounds, since their financial value was low, given that they were made from 

natural ingredients. The value of an icon was low, if it was not adorned with metal 

revetments75. One of the donors, Leo Mesarites does not find these $#8%"-& -*%8O 

H851&.& (inanimate flesh pigments) worthy. He adorns the head of the crucified Christ 

with gold and silver and he embellishes ('&1M8E-2/glitter) the icon with precious 

stones76. In epigrams dedicated to simple icons77, and to restorations of icons, the 

donors underline their feelings or stress the occasion which urged them to make 

the dedication. 

Since the factor ‘value’ is involved in this discussion, it is right that the term 

‘market’ should also be used. As stated above, although the medieval art market 

differs drastically from the modern art market in that it does not involve 

speculative works of art but instead works that have been commissioned78, similar 

                                                        
75 For example in a household in Thessaloniki, in 1384, the value of an icon values around 2 to 7 
hyperpyra, while a horse worth 14 and the annual revenue of head of this household was 70–80 
hyperpyra, Cutler 2002: 566. See also pp. 271ff. 
76 No. 74. 
77 Unfortunately, there is no evidence on the value of the boards. See also Cutler 2002: 550–8. 
78 Heilburn–Gray 2001: 175. 
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factors nonetheless influence the productions of the medieval and modern 

artworks.  

The central point of the market are the producers, meaning the artists and 

their commissioners. The ‘produces’ are affected by the ecclesiastical, political and 

economic frameworks of their time as well from the aesthetic demands. However, 

specific information on either the ‘support networks’ on the twelfth century (which 

would include the connection of the painters to their peers) or the infrastructure 

(for example, how the artists learned their art) is not available today. 

Unfortunately, almost nothing is known about the relationship between the artist 

and their training. Evidence from the fourteenth and the fifteenth century suggests 

that painters were working in (usually family-based) teams79, while artists became 

members of workshops in order to hone their skills80. Elaborate objects – such as 

those included in the Anthologia Marciana – certainly required well trained 

practitioners.   

                                                        
79 Cutler 2002: 565, cf. ibid, 568 for icon painters. 
80 Kalopissi-Verti 1994: 149. 
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Producers 
…in the two parts of the church where my Supremely-good Christ and the Mother of God and 
Kosmosoteira are respectively represented with great skill (G7&- .*H-4;-.20), so that the images 
appear alive (n1M-(&) to the beholder (f0 !(%*`- .(`0 Q8J$"), and even I would say they [the images] 
would almost leave a beautiful voice from their mouths towards the viewers81. For it is a marvel to 
behold these likenesses in painting, that are alive and yet unmoving in space (õ$M*8 .D- n1M-((- %&I 
1D %"-(61;-4- .(M"%k !"&$.=1&."), and hence to praise the artist (.*H-(687,-) whom the First 
Creator and Lord endowed with the knowledge of how to paint in a novel fashion (%&"-(M8*MJ0). 

Kosmosoteira typikon, §9 (transl. Patterson ±ev≤enko, p. 802). 
 

I embrace your hand, painter; I kiss your paint-brush; I thank you in addition that you did not weave a 
rose into the crown of this true maiden, for chastity has nothing common with a rose. 

Hysmine and Hysminias, Book 2, sect. 6, 31–5 (trasl. Jeffreys, p. 187). 
 

During the middle ages, a painter (R278#C(0) is seen as a craftsman and an artisan 

(.*H-9.40), not having the special status acquired after the renaissance. However, 

this does not stop Isaac Komnenos from eloquently praising the aesthetic value of 

the depictions in the first excerpt. Makrembolites in the second one goes even 

further, expressing his deep admiration for the painter. He wishes to kiss his brush 

– though not because he appreciates the painter’s technique, but rather because of 

how the artist depicts his subject.  

This image of the artist and his connection to the donors in our texts is not 

different from the trends of the era. Artists are actually always seen as artisans82 but 

donors (and poets) are nonetheless happy to acknowledge their skills and ingenuity. 

The narrator of the epigram On the newly built kouboukleion in the chamber in the 

Blachernae initially questions the decision of the painter to depict the virtues 

separately from the emperor, since the emperor bears all of them inside him 

individually. However, he then praises him for his decision on the final pictorial 

                                                        
81 The suggested translation at this point is: ‘and as though letting out a beautiful sound from their 
[the monks] mouths towards him’. However, the Greek text reads: %&I &A!D- H&8".]*$$&- 1"%8(? != 
C41" NM(_'9K*"- M8,0 .(u0 Q8J-.&0 .(? $.]1&.(0. 
82 See for instance nos. 61, 1–2 (%&_x &^.O0 R278&CJ- Q .*H-9.40); 92, 12 (.]%(0/e+*"%(-9$_4 .k .*H-9.à 
R278#Cl). In the ninth-century Aook of the Eparch (§22), painters are actually included among the 
e87('#K(" (contractors). 
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composition83. Moreover, the epigram On an icon of St Paul the Confessor (6 November) 

reads: 

íì6$_*`$& !*"-/0 %&I M('6H8]-(6 -]$(6 
° 1S''(- ≥!(6 .J- M6'J- e+471;-4 
$&`0, Y&?'*, '".&`0, w8_(!(+9&0 $.E'*, 
n78&T& 1;- $* M9$.*20 .k %&'#1l 

            5    C9'.8(6 K&C&`0 H85$&$& %&8!9&0 1;$(-84. 

Because I was delivered by a terrible and long-lasting illness – or rather I was brought out from the 
gates of Hades – with the help of your prayers, Paul, the column of the right faith, I depicted you with 
the pen of piety, using the colours of the love inside the heart. 

The donor, Eudokia Doukaina, after she has been healed from an illness, decided to 

commission an icon of her patron saint. The colours that the donor used for the icon 

have a special significance, being mixed with her affection for the saint. UV%a- – as 

noted before – does not necessarily signify an icon, but it can well refer to a fresco or 

a mosaic. In general, donors, like Eudokia, are frequently presented as the persons 

who made the work of art. However, the reference probably signifies the 

commissioner of the artwork rather that the artist85.  

The case of the monk Klemes needs to be discussed further. Klemes – in one 

of the pictorial compositions that he patronised – depicts St James the Brother of 

God and his spiritual father, the patriarch John Merkouropoulos. The epigram reads: 

 
 t7%&8!9(6 M?8 M9$.*50 .* %&I M]_(6 
 *V0 M68$,- N;8"(- N8_L- !*"%-E2- 
 1(-&H,0 (V%.8,0 '(`$_(0 e- 1E$.&"0 i'=140 
 e- ^'"%(`0 H851&$" .,- .EM(- 78#C2 

            5        .(? M&.8"#8H(6 ./0 ["a- \2#--(6,  
.(? .J- 1(-&$.J- N8H*.EM(6 %&-]-(0. 
\#%2K(- !L $E77(-(- Z8"$.(? )]7(6 

                     $6-*"%(-9R2 ./0 ["a- M8J.(- _E.4-...86 

Displaying in my heart a fire of faith and desire, which has been elevated to an aerial torch, I, the 
piteous monk and last of the initiates, Klemes, depict with material colours the icon of John the 
patriarch of Zion, [5] the paradigmatic standard of the monks. I also depict James the brother of Christ, 
the Logos, the first priest of Zion... 

 
From the phrasing, the possibility that Klemes was actually the painter of the 

picture cannot be fully excluded. The subject of the pictorial composition required 

                                                        
83 No. 271, 1–6. 
84 No. 308, 1–5. 
85 See Lauxtermann 2003: 159. 
86 No. 297, 1–8. 
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familiarity on the part of the painter with the depicted person; Klemes had direct 

access to John IX Merkouropoulos and therefore he would have been able to paint 

him. Irrespective of whether Klemes was the painter of the icon or not, it is the only 

case in which a portrait appears alongside the image of the saint and the person 

portrayed is not the donor. Instead, the donor addresses the portrait of a third 

person, who is his spiritual father. The portraits of John IX and St James were most 

probably placed somewhere at the Monastery of St Diomedes: John, the abbot of the 

monastery, was the paradigm for the monks87. This depiction seems a modest 

precedent for the frescoes in the Enkleistra of St Neophytos in Cyprus88. 

St James’ depiction is not the only original subject in this anthology and, 

indeed, the depictions commissioned by George Palaiologos Doukas Komnenos have 

been mentioned in a previous chapter89. That pictorial composition is the only 

example in which Manoah is depicted along with the Archangel Michael. In 

literature, there are very few cases where Archangel Michael is identified as the 

angel that appeared to Manoah. To the best of my knowledge, none of the twelfth-

century authors connects Archangel Michael to Samson’s nativity90. The symbolism 

of this depiction was strong: George Palaiologos was the new Manoah, who sent his 

son Alexios to war as the new Sampson. Moreover, the icon/fresco portraying the 

Virgin Mary being surrounded by Heaven and angels is also unconventional. 

According to the epigram, the Virgin Mary appeared on a throne established on the 

                                                        
87 No. 297, 6. 
88 The portraits of Nikephoros the mystikos and Manuel could be found in the monastery of St Trinity 
at Boradion (Bosporos) are founders’ portraits. Nikephoros the mystikos is seen as the person who 
asked for the imperial favour to the monastery and Manuel Komnenos has sponsored the 
construction (No. 303; Magdalino–Nelson 1982: 146–7; Oikonomides 2001: 267–70).  
89 See p. 242. 
90 For example, Theodore Prodromos in his epigram on the annunciation of Samson’s birth does not 
mention anything relevant to Archangel Michael (Tetrasticha, Jud. 101). John Tzetzes, in his Histories 
(9, 254), does not mention anything relevant either. Looking at TLG, only the sixteenth-century 
Damaskenos Stoudites (Thesaurus, orat. 18, 350ff.) and one of the Pseudo–Romanos hymns (Cantia 
Dubia, Hymns 62, 10) mention this tradition. 
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shoulders of angels. Cherubim and other heavenly orders were depicted all around91. 

Finally, the title of a different epigram describes a depiction in which Christ appears 

to sit on a throne extending his hand to the viewer92. 

The depiction with St Theodore Teron, St Thedore Stratelates and St 

Theodore Gabras can be added to the ‘unconventional subjects’93. A member of the 

Gabras family asks for help from the .8"O0 N_'4.J- .(? c*(? c*(!58(" (the three 

athletes of Christ, Theodores)94. The decision for this depiction is quite intriguing since 

the cult of Theodore Gabras was not yet widespread95. 

Turning to profane objects, the epigram on an oyster made of stone at the 

Great Palace praises the dexterity of the carver96. To the best of my knowledge, it is 

the only example in which a stone oyster as a decorative, self-standing, element is 

mentioned. My guess is that it perhaps refers to the oyster-like sculpture, which is 

frequently incorporated in architectural structures as a decorative element. The 

themes of secular pictorial compositions tend to be freer in general. The case of the 

house of Leo Sikoundenos and the pictorial composition on the kouboukleion at the 

Blachernae has already been mentioned. A pictorial composition was displayed at 

the oikos of Andronikos Doukas Kamateros, depicting Emperor Manuel and above 

him the Theotokos holding Christ on her chest. Christ appears to crown the 

emperor whilst an angel proceeds in front of him and St Theodore Teron is giving 

him a sword. Finally, St Nicholas follows him97. At an unidentified place Christ was 

depicted whispering in Manuel’s ear. The Holy Spirit descends from above in the 

                                                        
91 No. 55. 
92 No. 280. 
93 No. 117. 
94 Vv. 4. 
95 See p. 211ff. 
96 See p. 261. 
97 The epigram dates from before 1155. No. 83. 
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form of a dove, while the apostles and the church fathers hand the emperor tomes 

of quotations98. 

These new pictorial representations introduce new themes, which often 

accommodate certain needs of the donors99. It is not specified whether it was the 

donor or the artist who conceived of the initial idea for the pictorial composition, 

but the few clues that exist suggest the final composition was shaped by both the 

artist and the commissioner. The themes seem to follow the wishes of the donors, as 

has already been noted, but the epigrams do praise the skills of the painter. 

The twelfth-century court environment, even if it was never openly 

expressed, certainly promoted originality. Literary genres, such as the romances, 

were revived and transformed100. New themes appear in art, and new features 

became prominent. Henry Maguire has shown that twelfth-century art is strongly 

connected to rhetoric101. Alexander Kazhdan and Ann Epstein argued that, after the 

later eleventh century, art became more dramatic, while everyday reality was 

better represented102. Objects of everyday use appear more prominently in twelfth-

century religious pictorial compositions103. Furthermore, one should not forget that 

this is a time in which secular depictions are most frequently new compositions104. 

By their nature, secular pictorial compositions are much less conservative than 

religious ones.  

Whether there was silent competition between the donors regarding the 

artefacts and what is the role of originality exactly is again hard to say. However, it 

is certain that such competition did exist in literary circles and therefore it is likely 

                                                        
98 The epigram should be dated to 1166. No. 343. 
99 Cf. also Cormack 1986: 620–4. See, for example, the implications behind the frescoes at Triaditsa 
(see above, p. .243) 
100 Kazhdan–Epstein 1985: 201–2. 
101 Maguire 1981: 106–7. 
102 Kazhdan–Epstein 1985: 206–20. See also Cormack 2000: 153–4. 
103 Parani 2003: 276. 
104 Kazhdan–Epstein 1985: 205–6. 
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that commissioners of works of art were also trying to outdo their peers105. A ‘new’, 

‘original’ pictorial composition would have been impressive, especially when put in 

front of the donors’ network. It shows the effort the donor had put in the 

production of his personalised gift. The artist remains unnamed and the new subject 

does not aim to offer him fame and allow him to live forever, as Roderich Beaton has 

suggested for originality in literature106. However, an artefact would not be 

appreciated simply because its composition was original107. Arguably, for the viewer, 

an artwork would have been esteemed in terms of its vividness and the relation of 

the figures to their prototypes108. Thus, even if the theme was new, the 

representations were based on well–known pictorial types. 

Additionally, the emergence of the individuality of the artists of the twelfth 

century suggests that the ingenuity of the artist can be taken into consideration. In 

the twelfth century, names of artists are found more frequently: in a bilingual 

inscription at the church of the Nativity in Bethlehem the artist, Ephraem, signs the 

mosaics109; Theodore Apseudes is acknowledged as the painter at the Church of 

Panagia tou Araka in Lagoudera (Cyprus); and, finally, looking at literary sources, 

Eulalios appears to renew the mosaics in the Church of the Holy Apostles in 

Constantinople, even including his picture in one the compositions and executing a 

depiction of the Annunciation in the church at the oikos of the protosebastos Isaac110. 

                                                        
105 On Byzantine Theatron see p. 170. 
106 R. Beaton, ‘Epic and romance in the twelfth century’, in” Littlewood 1995: 80–91. 
107 For the different understanding of ‘novelty’ in Byzantium see Spanos 2013. 
108 See A. Weyl-Carr, ‘Originality and the icon: the panel painted icon’, in Littlewood 1995: 115–24. See 
also p. 260ff. 
109 Cf. Jotischky 1995: 85–6. 
110 Manganeios Prodromos (Poems, no. 88) refers to the painter Eulalios. Henry Maguire (1981: 11) has 
suggested that perhaps ‘his name may have been preserved for posterity not so much because of the 
quality of his painting as because it enabled Byzantine writers to contrive puns between Eulalios and 
eulalos (eloquent)’. Even if this is the case, it is a fact that the poet felt the painter important enough 
to be mentioned. Eulalios was clearly not at the very bottom of the social ladder, as other scholars 
have argued about iconographers in general (Andreopoulos 2005: 24). See also Vassilaki 2007: 7. In 
general, Eulalios soon became from a person, a personification (See Drpi¥ 2011: 55–59). The case of 
the painter Pantoleon was different. True enough, the miniatures of the Menologium of Basil II (Vat. 
gr. 1613) bear the signatures of eight different painters. One of these signatures is that of Pantoleon. 
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After the thirteenth century, the number of known names of artists significantly 

increases111. If artists were not actively involved in the original conception of the 

theme, they would not be able to appear independently. Maria Panagiotidi, when 

discussing the iconographical programmes in Panagia in Lagoudera and the 

Enkleistra of St Neophytos, reveals a discursive process behind the formation of the 

iconographic programmes of the monuments. Both the donor and the artist 

(probably with Constantinopolitan provenance) influence the final choice of the 

scenes112. As noted before, this must also have been the case for the production of 

our artworks. 

In a thesis with primarily literary interests, the connection between poets 

and artists should also be discussed. In this relationship the donor appears to be the 

key person for two main reasons; firstly, because donor and poet could have been 

the same person and, secondly, because the donor urged the poet to write the 

epigram.  

An example of a donor-poet is epigram no. 47. The title specifies that the 

epigram was written on a depiction placed on the house of the person who ‘made 

these verses’113. Therefore, it should be in no doubt that poet and donor are the same 

person. Another example comes from the collection of Theodore Balsamon. 

Theodore wrote an epigram on the depiction of the Theotokos, which he 

commissioned for the monastery of Hodegon114. Furthermore, aristocrats – some of 

                                                                                                                                                               
His name and activity are attested also by the ancient Vita of St Athanasius of Athos. The references 
to his name had a completely different connotation to the names attested in the twelfth century. The 
miniaturist probably wrote their name next to the miniatures in order to get paid, while in the 
second instance is only attested so that the story seems trust worthy. See >ev?enko 1972. Therefore, 
it is not possible to use his name as an example of ‘emergence of the individuality of the painter’. 
Comparable to the twelfth-century attestations is the poem by Mitylenaios (Poems, no. 112): UV0 .,- 
R278#C(- gE82-&, R278&C(?-.& *V%]-& g"H&='. The poet urges the painter to paint with grace/N8*.=, 
so that St Michael would appear as to be alive (n1M-(60). 
111 See Kalopissi–Verti 1994 and 1992. 
112 Panagiotidi 1997: 77–105. 
113 See p. 125. 
114 Balsamon, Poems, no. 14. 
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them donors of our objects – appear to have been able to write poetry. For example, 

Leo Megistos in his monody for George Palaiologos Doukas Komnenos clearly 

mentions that George was able to write iambs115. Isaac Komnenos, who is connected 

with a donor in the Anthologia Marciana clearly mentions in the Kosmosoteira 

typikon that he wrote a book of poetry116. Furthermore, George Skylitzes, who has 

also served as protokouropalates, is known to have written the dedicatory epigram on 

Kamateros Arsenal117. The fact that epigram no. 277, On an adorned icon of St Nicholas, 

was probably presented just after his marriage, a very personal moment, invigorates 

– but does not confirm – the view that George was a donor-poet. 

However, a donor commissioning an epigram seems to have more often been 

the case. A prominent example in our corpus is the multiple epigrams on a drinking 

vessel118. The poet in these four epigram is ‘shuffling around the same words’119. The 

poet gives options to the donor and what is preserved in the Anthologia Marciana is 

clearly his draft. 

How exactly the composition of the epigrams was commissioned or what 

was the relationship between donor/commissioner and poet is not known but some 

indications come from external sources. We know that Tzetzes wrote an epigram (in 

dodecasyllables) at the request of one of his friends120. Something similar could have 

happened with the composition of many or at least some of our epigrams. Theodore 

Balsamon wrote a series of epigrams for the cup of Andronikos Kontostephanos, 

from which Andronikos could choose the one that he wanted inscribed. In a letter 

Balsamon flatters Andronikos and states clearly that he was commissioned to write 

                                                        
115 Sideras 1991: 218, 10–14. 
116 Kosmosoteira typikon, §106. 
117 See Bucossi 2009. 
118 No. 263. 
119 See p. 134. 
120 Tzetzes, Letters, no. 37. 
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these verses121. There is a later indication to be found in the correspondence of 

Planoudes. In one of his letters, Planoudes states that he wrote heroic verses to be 

inscribed on an icon. Again, he composed the epigram on receiving a request from 

his friend and recipient of the letter122.  

Planoudes sends the verses together with the letter, making it uncertain 

whether he had ever seen the artefact. In general, poets of the corpus under 

discussion seem to have a vague sense of what the objects looked like. Text and 

image appear to have a kind of loose connection, since visual details are not 

mentioned. As discussed at the beginning of the chapter, it is not possible to 

reconstruct an object in full detail. Sometimes it is also practically impossible for a 

poet to have seen an object. The anthology clearly has a Constantinopolitan origin, 

since the vast majority of the epigrams have been written either for donors living in 

the capital or with connections with the palace. However, a few of the epigrams 

have been written on behalf of donors from overseas. For example, it is unlikely 

Peter, abbot of St Hilarion’s Monastery in Pella, brought from Moglena to 

Constantinople the two panel icons in order for them to be repainted. It seems most 

probable that the restoration work took place in Pella and that Peter either visiting 

the capital or by sending a letter asked a Constantinopolitan poet for these verses123.  

Although there are certainly cases where the poet appears to admire the 

skill of the painter, it is not clear whether this is an expression of the true feelings 

of the author, or words connected to the conventions of the genre and the aesthetic 

demands of the era. Nonetheless, the observation that poets had not seen the object 

is not applicable to all cases. One should look for indications in the text. It is known, 

                                                        
121 ….J- %&.x eM".8(M=- $(6 78&C;-.2- $."H"!92-… Horna 1903: 214, VII. Lauxtermann 2003: 43. 
122 Planoudes, Letters, no. 73. Taxidis 2012: 46. See also Drpi¥ 2011: 16–8. 
123 The monastery should have had strong connections to the palace as Peter’s predecessor and 
founder of the monastery St Hilarion had the support of Manuel I (Life of St Hilarion, 73). Because of 
the problems with the Bogomils in the region of Pella and its strategic importance, it would have 
been essential for Manuel to keep these connections. 
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for example, that poets were urged by literary magnates to improvise texts in front 

of artworks. George Palaiologos Doukas Komnenos asked Leo Megistos to improvise 

some verses in front of a sculpture of Muse Kalliope and to write a poem (although 

not an epigram) on the artefacts124. 

The literati of the Komnenian era have been the subject of much discussions 

over the past years125. The ‘begging poet’ is a stock character, familiar to the twelfth-

century literary circles. In general, after the year 1000, poets constantly ask for 

favours. Many (or better most) of them were trying to climb the social (and 

financial) ladder. The composition of a poem was often related to favours that the 

author expected in return. Some of the authors of our epigrams could have been 

these ‘begging’ poets. Theodore and Manganeios Prodromos are known, for 

example, to have written epigrams on works of art. Also, the fact that the texts 

emphasise what the donor would like to emphasise – his status, the importance of 

the object, and his devotion – corroborate the view that most of these texts are 

products of the labour of craft-poets. Even if this is the case, the donor appears to be 

the person who organises the enterprise: he commissions the object from the artist-

technician (.*H-9.40) and the verses from the poet (p=.28)126. 

In all, artist, poet and primarily donor were responsible for the final 

appearance of the objects (and the texts on them). Nonetheless, the ultimate shape 

of an artwork is determined by a series of factors outside the commissioner–artist 

relationship. These factors have to do with aesthetic tastes, financial situation, and 

political and ecclesiastical context of the epigrams, each of which will be discussed 

individually in the following subsections.  

                                                        
124 Lampsidis 1997. 
125 Jeffreys 2010; Lauxtermann 2003: 34–45; Magdalino 1993: 346–52; Beaton 1987: 7; Mullett 1984: 
182–3. See also: Magdalino 2012: 22–3. 
126 The literati most often refer to themselves with this term in panegyrics. Some selected examples 
can be found in: Theodore Prodromos, Poems, 30, 106; Manganeios Prodromos, Poems, 4, 798; 8, 2. 
Intriguingly, Manganeios (Poems, no. 2, 9) thinks about his deed as: z .*H-"%]0 E+: *a2+,, since he 
follows the art (.;H-4) and the craft (.*H-"%D) of rhetoric. 
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Aesthetics  
 

Eudokia Doukaina was healed from a ‘terrible and long-lasting illness’ thanks to St 

Paul the Confessor, and for that she commissioned an icon of the saint127. Her 

decision to commission this icon is justified at length, with her saying that she 

wished to see her patron saint with bodily, material, eyes (not just with the ‘eyes of 

the heart’). This longing actually creates the context of the aesthetic features that 

an *V%a- should have and, consequently, its aesthetic value. By saying that she 

wants to see St Paul with ‘the pupils of the flesh’, Eudokia sets the standards of what 

someone is expected to see. The *V%a- has to be accurate, since the donor wished to 

see the true St Paul, as being alive. These two features (accuracy and vividness) are 

highlighted in the text of many epigrams: 

¥ .D- 3&6.(? R278&C*` )(6%S0 _;&- 
*V0 G%8(- &A.,0 ñ%8"K2%a0 .D- .;H-4-, 
° 7(?- 78#C(-." $61M&8/- .k R278#Cl· 
(|.2 M8,0 e1C;8*"&- e78#C4 .EM(0, 

       5      f0 G8& 1"%8(? %&I !(%*`- n("%; 1(" 
n1M-(6- 1L- *F-&" $J1&, M'D- $"7S- ~120…128 

Either Luke painted his own picture, having a thorough knowledge of pictorial art, or he assisted the 
painter while he was painting; the picture has been painted with such precision so that he almost 
seems to me to be bodily alive, but yet to be silent. 

The patron of this icon, John Sgouros, clearly admires the precision of the picture. 

He attributes this preciseness to the physical presence of the saint. Although the 

physical presence of the saint is a topos in literature, it is nonetheless indicative of 

certain expectations129. Another patron, Theodore Styppeiotes, refers to the M"$.D 

*V%a- of St Demetrius130. Accuracy, as suggested by the epigrams, is certainly far from 

what we term ‘realism’ or indeed from other modern standards. More likely, it 

refers to a set of standard features that a portrait was expected to include, allowing 

a saint, Christ or the Virgin Mary to be recognised and thus meaning the icon would 

                                                        
127 See p. 251. 
128 No. 265, 1–6. Cf. Manganeios, Poems, no. 112, 6–8. 
129 Cf. Manganeios, Poems, nos. 87 (Eulalios epigram), 111 and 112. See also Dagron 1991: 23. 
130 No. 65, 18–9. 
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be classified as ‘authentic’131. In a sense, this accuracy is familiar from the 

descriptions by Elpios-Oulpius Romaios, an idiosyncratic text which somehow 

reminds one of the much later handbook of painting by Dionysios of Phourna132. 

These standard characteristics must have helped Gerasimos to recognise St 

Pantoleon when the saint appeared in his dreams133. Even if Gerasimos had probably 

never read any of these texts, he was familiar with the individual characteristics of 

each saint thanks to his environment. From an early age he was able to see icons in 

his surrounding environment and hear stories about the saints. Therefore, this is 

probably the ‘accuracy’ our epigrams talk about: a set of characteristics that form 

the easily recognisable signs of every saint134. 

In a different context, the narrator of the epigram On the oyster carved in 

stone, which is in the Great Palace praises the dexterity of the artist: the artist managed 

to precisely imitate an oyster and therefore the sculpture seems to deceive the eyes 

of the viewer by turning artfully even the stone into an oyster135. This reminds one of an 

ekphrasis of a mosaic by Eustathios Makrembolites. Describing a mosaic, which 

portrayed four maidens, he states: 

On seeing them, you might say that the immiscible, fire and water, were mingled in the gem, and both 
were delightgful and both were charming. The one glows with its red hue while the other sparkles – so 
accurately did the craftsman imitate the nature of the gems136. 

It is not only a question of accuracy of the pictorial compositions, but also the 

‘truth’ (N'=_*"&) of the depictions is also evaluated. One of the donors, Leo 

Mesarites, as the narrator of the epigram, states that, with the icon that he offers, 

he recalls the ‘real memory’ (1-=14- N'4_/) of the Pavement. In this icon, according 

to the donor, Christ is depicted ‘to be immortally alive […] and to actually wear the 

                                                        
131 Cf. Lowden 1988: 55–61 and 63. See Dagron 1991: esp. 26–28 and Cutler 2011: 544–5. 
132 See Lowden 1988: 51–5 and 61–3; and Dagron 1991: 27, esp. note 28. 
133 No. 368. See p. 123. Cf. Dagron 2007: 206–11. 
134 Cutler 2007: 44–5. Parani 2003: 287–8. 
135 No. 243, 4–5. 
136 Hysmine and Hysminias, book 2, sect. 2, 17; transl. Jeffreys, p. 185. 
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dead flesh’137. The same need for ‘true’ compositions is also found in secular works of 

art. For instance, the narrator praises the painter because he depicted the emperor 

– in what he terms a trustworthy composition – surrounded by personified virtues 

on the vault of one of the porticoes at the Blachernae138.  

The next feature depictions must have is vividness. The key terms signifying 

such vividness are n1M-(60 and n1T6H(0139. Vividness is another topos for the 

description of art and it has been discussed extensively in respect to the rhetorical 

tool of ekphrasis140. The saint or Christ seems to the eyes of the narrator of the 

epigram to be alive. For example, Stephanos Kontostephanos, addressing Christ, 

says: 

o|.2 $%"O- -?- ^M(!u0 .J- H821#.2- 
1;-*"0 1L- n1M-(60, f0 78&C*I0 !L '&-_#-*"0; 
-&I %&I 7O8 (A!L- e-!;*"0 .J- e1M-]2- 141. 

…so too, wearing now the hue of the colours, You seem alive, while You are hidden, even if You are 
depicted? Ye, for You are not inferior to any human.  

In the same epigram, Christ seems to be ready to respond to the donor142. Empress 

Eirene, donor of an adorned icon of St George, says: 

ü1M-(6- Q8J $* 1#8.60· *FH* 7O8 .#H& 
H851&$"- %"8-S- %&I R2D- Q R278#C(0143. 

You seem to me alive oh martyr, for it is just as if the painter had blended even life into colours.  

Again, the donor imagines the saint is actually able to speak144. Indeed, some 

depictions did speak thanks to the inscriptions next to them. For example, on the 

apse of the late twelfth-century Church of St George in Kurbinovo (Republic of 

Macedonia, 1191), there is a famous fresco of the annunciation145. Next to both the 

                                                        
137 No. 74. 
138 No. 271, 6. 
139 E.g. nos. 296, 14 and 55, 1 respectively.  
140 For secondary literature see Maguire 1974 and p. 265 note 156. 
141 No. 40, 3–5. 
142 No. 40, 7. 
143 No. 237, 1–2. 
144 Cf. no. 246, 25. See also the anonymous epigrams of the tenth century (Browning 1963: 300, no. 16). 
145 See also Maguire 1981: 103–6. 
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Archangel Gabriel and the Virgin there is an inscription with poetry attributed to 

Psellos. The one verse replies to the other: 

– ê Z8"$.,0 e- $(9, H&`8*, 1/.*8 .(? )]7(6.  
– ∞0 *FM&0 &A.]0, y&K8"=', 7;-(".] 1("146. 

Archangel Michael: Christ [is] in You; Hail Mother of the Logos 
Virgin Mary: As you said, Gabriel, may this happen for me.  

Art historians have noticed the newly awakened tendency toward realism which 

distinguishes eleventh- and especially twelfth-century icons147. The increasing 

emotionalism invites the viewer to have a personal and sentimental involvement 

with the living icon148. Since the picture is alive, it is no wonder that donors liked to 

adorn the icons with objects that would be considered beautiful to their 

contemporaries. Leo Mesarites wished to add splendour ('&1M8E-*") to the material 

dead colours, since Christ is immortally alive in this depiction149. Similarly, Andronikos 

Doukas Komnenos adorns the icon of the Virgin Mary with materials which are .91"& 

(valuable, reverted, used for honour) according to the human senses150.  

A telling example is the case of the Theotokos icon which, according to the 

epigram, has been adorned with the jewellery of the donor’s wife. Caesar John 

Dalassenos was married to the purple-born princess Maria Komnene, who died in 

1144/5151. It is very interesting how the Greek text in this point underlines the 

parallel: the donor wants to offer (*V$C;82) to the Virgin adornments (%]$1(0), so he 

                                                        
146 BEIÜ 1, no. 10 = Psellos, Poems, 82. 
147 However, it should be noted that the idea of depiction to be n1M-(60 appears earlier in the 
literature. 
148 Cormack 2003. See also Belting 1980 and 1994: 240. 
149 No. 74 ,4 and 11–2. 
150 No. 90, 9–10. 
151 Varzos 1984: no. 75. The epigram is datable to between 1144/5 and 1151. Maria Komnene was the 
daughter of John II. Acting as the proxy of the Emperor when he was away, she was certainly 
powerful. In 1143, immediately after the death of John Komnenos, John Dalassenos tried to be put 
forward at the imperial succession, but she did not support him. Even after her death, John 
Dalassenos was a full member of the aristocracy. He appears first among the attendees from the 
imperial family in the synod of 1146. In 1151, he had been sent to Antioch to marry a princess. The 
princess did not accept him because of his age (ca. 50 years old). When he returned to 
Constantinople, Manuel gave him a new title. If the donation was not done immediately after the 
death of Maria, it is possible that John Dalassenos offered this jewellery, before going to meet his 
supposed new wife. 
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presents (C;82) to Her his most beloved ornaments (%]$1(0), the one that beautified 

the flesh of his wife (*FH*- *AM8;M*"&- *V0 ., $&8%9(-)152. The jewellery might have 

been altered in order to form a gold revetment or placed on the icon as it was, much 

as happened with the late thirteenth-century icon of the Virgin now at Fermo 

Cathédrale153. 

The splendour of the icons or frescoes’ revetments and the gleaming 

appearance of the gold mosaics has an obvious reference to Paradise but also it is 

related to everyday aesthetics. The emperor and aristocrats wore gold or silver 

jewellery combined with cloisonné, pearls and precious stones154. The emperor’s 

garments were most gleaming, being adorned with golden thread, pearls and 

precious stones. In other words, at least according to the examined corpus, the 

precious ornaments used in religious icons have, aesthetically speaking, a direct 

connection to the fashionable dress of high officials. In the Byzantine imagination 

and aesthetic understanding, saints were alive and tangible. Our donors use the 

same way they adorn themselves (in order to be distinguished from their 

contemporaries of the lower echelons of society) for venerating and distinguishing 

their patron saint, Christ or the Virgin Mary. It is possible to conclude the 

discussion by stating that a gleaming quality was seen as a sign of nobility. This is 

true not only for humans but also for objects. An epigram for John Komnenos 

invites the viewer to appreciate the splendour and the charm of the church that he 

endowed. These virtues of the building exist thanks to the all-gold depictions155. 

Such liveliness is a feature which can also be found as a characteristic of 

literary texts. Extensive comments can be found on the N'=_*"& (truth) and e-#87*"& 

                                                        
152 No. 52, 4–6 and 9. 
153 Grabar 1975: 44–5 (no. 17). 
154 E.g. The glory of Byzantium, nos. 146, 165–74, 210–1, 227–9. Byzantium 2010, nos. 74–89, 369. For a full 
discussion of the imperial and aristocratic garments see Parani 2003: 12–34 and 52–80. 
155 No. 73: 23–54, cf. ibid vv. 4–5. 
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(vividness) of literary texts. In a recent article, Stratis Papaioannou has extensively 

discussed the term e-#87*"& in the middle Byzantine rhetorical theory of 

representation156. As he notes, this term cannot be defined in one way since it had 

different meanings. I would like to draw here on Michael Psellos’ essay on Gregory 

of Nazianzos’ style. Psellos states: 

Gregory always delineates his characters ((A!&1(? N-4_(M(94.(0), and is everywhere vivid (e-&87=0) 
and assimilated to his subject (.(`0 ^M(%*"1;-("0 ~1("(0). He is both vigorous (e8851*-(0) and 
animated (n1T6H(0)…157 

 
In this quote, the term e-&87D0 is directly connected to the term n1T6H(0, a word 

widely used in the epigrams. If vividness in literature is created through the use of 

‘similes, analogies, comparison or […] metaphors’, as Eustathios of Thessaloniki 

believes, the artefacts acquire comparable vividness by making the depictions 

speak158. This is exactly the case in relation to the Kurbinkovo depiction, but also to 

many of the epigrams from our corpus. Michael Psellos also appreciates the 

vividness of the icons, the living painting159. Thus, at least as demonstrated by the 

sample from the epigrams, the aesthetics employed to evaluate both literature and 

the visual arts are parallel. 

It is outside the scope of this thesis to discuss in detail the definition of the 

term e-&87=0. µt must be noted, however, that this term was seen to signify not only 

vividness160 but also truth. Even more importantly, scholars affiliated to the 

intellectual milieu associated with the Anthologia Marciana understand the term 

                                                        
156 See Papaioannou 2011. Key studies on enargeia especial in ekphraseis are: L. James – R. Webb, ‘To 
understand ultimate things and enter secret places: ekphrasis and art in Byzantium’, Art History 14 
(1991): 1–17; R. Webb, Ekphrasis, imagination and persuasion in ancient rhetorical theory and practice 
(Farnham, 2009) and especially eadem, ‘Mémoire et imagination: les limites de l’enargeia dans la 
théorie rhétorique grecque’, in: C. Levy – L. Pernot, Dire l’évidence: philosophie et rhétorique grecque 
(Paris, 1997), 229–48. 
157 Translation after Papaioannou 2011: 58.  
158 Papaioannou 2011: 55–6. 
159 Cormack 2003: 236–9. 
160 See, for example, the use of the term by Theodore Prodromos, Historical Poems, no. 19, 139; no. 24, 
80; no. 44, 18. 
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e-#87*"& (initially meaning vividness) also as truth161. Indeed, most Byzantine 

authors have also seen e-#87*"& as signifying the truth162. Therefore, if this last 

remark is combined with the observation that most of the epigrams associate the 

vividness and accuracy/truth of the composition, it can be argued that an image, 

description or story cannot be vivid if it is not also truthful. 

In sum, the aesthetic requirements of the artefacts are mainly connected 

with the cultural background of the poet, i.e. the intellectual environment and the 

tradition. The most honourable icons must be gleaming, since the garment of any 

individual distinguished in society would include valuable/gleaming parts. 

Vividness was also a general aesthetic requirement of the period. This feature – 

which resembles literary standards – was strongly associated with the accuracy of 

the depiction and, thus, with the truthfulness of the composition. 

 

  

                                                        
161 E.g. John Tzetzes, Letters, 8, 15–19. For the connection of Tzetzes to the donors mentioned in the 
Anthologia Marciana see fig. 22. 
162 Papaioannou 2011: 50–1. 
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Ecclesiastical framework 
 

The twelfth-century artist addressed not only the aesthetic expectations of his 

audience but was also aware of contemporary and historical dogmatic issues and 

disputes, especially regarding iconoclasm. According to the decisions of the Seventh 

Ecumenical Council (787), the model of the figural depiction receives the veneration 

and not the image itself. St John of Damascus, in the First apology for images, argues 

that the making of images is justified because humanity was able to see the likeness 

of God through the incarnation of Christ163. The authors, following the decisions of 

the seventh ecumenical council, repeatedly state that the depiction of Christ, the 

Theotokos or a saint is justified because they have been seen in human form164. 

Donors – narrators thus make it clear that they venerate the original through the 

icon165. For this reason, the depiction is similar to the prototype166. In this sense then, 

the aesthetic requirement for faithful representation obtains a somewhat different 

meaning: the depiction must be similar to the prototype since the aim of the icon as 

an Q1(921& is to commemorate the original. It can also be argued that this dogmatic 

issue is also connected to the vividness of the icons. In fact, the emphasis on the 

corporality of Christ can also be seen in the style of the twelfth-century icons167. In 

this respect, aesthetics are directly influenced by the religious context. 

Moreover, the concept of the depictions as likenesses is extended to secular 

objects. The purpose of a depiction is, at least according to the epigrams, to bring 

about remembrance of the original. According to the St Mokios epigram, the 

                                                        
163 See Cormack 2000: 86–102. I did not find any direct or indirect references to the dispute over the 
sanctity of the materials that occurred at the very end of the eleventh century. See A. Weyl Carr, ‘Leo 
of Chalcedon and the icons’ in C. Moss and K. Kiefer (eds.), Byzantine East, Latin West. Art Historical 
Studies in Honor of Kurt Weitzmann (New Jersey, 1995) 597–84. Pentcheva 2010: 275–6. Pentcheva 
2011(a): 185–93. Pentcheva 2011(b): 263–4 and 274–7. 
164 E.g. nos. 40, 1–3; 55, 1–2; 74, 4–6; 280, 9–10. 
165 E.g. nos. 91, b, 3; 93, 24. 
166 E.g. no. 269, 6–7. 
167 Cormack 2003: 244. 
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portraits of the emperors on the refectory of the monastery urged the viewers to 

remember the deeds of each emperor168. Such depictions had to be justified, given 

that they were subject perhaps to monastic patronage. It should in no sense be 

assumed that the monks were venerating the emperors. In an intriguing apocalyptic 

text, probably dating from the twelfth century, the Revelation is said to start when 

an emperor, believing he is the second God, will depict on an icon himself next to 

Christ and will ask his people to venerate him169. In other words, the twelfth--

century audience could well have deemed unacceptable the depiction and 

veneration of the emperor. However, epigrams do go so far as to name Manuel a 

‘second God’ and donors certainly appear to bow in front of the emperor170. It is not 

peculiar to have an imperial portrait. As Euthymios Malakes puts it, since the 

picture of Christ exists in all cities, the picture of the emperor who is the 

resembrance of Christ (19141& c*(?) should also be depicted171. The imperial portrait 

indeed demonstrated the high authority of the emperor. However, some of our 

epigrams go a step further by naming the emperor as ‘second God’ and in the 

depiction the donor appears to bow in front of the emperor, as he would have done 

for a saint. Although, there is an open question who was able to read and 

understand the epigram, the pictorial composition was accessible to everyone.  In 

order to make these portraits acceptable for public display the donors strove to 

obfuscate somewhat the implied cult of the emperor. A way of doing this was by 

                                                        
168 No. 114, 6–7. 
169 Leo of Constantinople, On the end of world, §4, 84–119. The text follows the tradition of the 
apocalypse of Pseudo-Daniel (see Henze 2001: 121). Cf. Dan. 3:4–5.) and dates, at least in its modern 
edition, from some point before 1204. A possible author for this text is the patriarch of 
Constantinople Leo Styppes (1134–1143). The editor, Riccardo Maisano (1975: 22–3), dated the text to 
the ninth century. However, the manuscript tradition attributes the work clearly to Leo Styppes, 
who was first deacon of Hagia Sophia and later patriarch of Constantinople. In any case, the text 
probably dates from the twelfth century (cf. Magdalino 2005: 44, note 17), but the core dates to the 
reign of Nikephoros (801–811). Leo died three months before the accession of Manuel Komnenos. See 
also Wirth 1968. 
170 Nos. 73, 30 and 83, 30. 
171 Ed. in A. Papadopoulos – Kerameus, Noctes Petropolitanae (St Petersburg, 1913) p. 173. 
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never depicting the emperor alone, instead ensuring his portrait was just one part 

of a complex pictorial composition. 

In this vein, John Komnenos shows his ‘slavish devotion’ to Manuel 

Komnenos by commissioning a mosaic including the portraits of Alexios I, John II 

and Manuel172. John appears to bow in front the emperor. A second prominent 

example comes from a pictorial composition commissined by Andronikos Doukas 

Kamateros. Although the emperor was the central figure in the composition, the 

Theotokos, Christ, St Theodore Teron, an angel and St Nicholas were also 

portrayed173. Therefore, in both cases, the patrons were seen to offer a proskynesis to 

the triumphal emperor and not to a ‘divine emperor’. In contrast to this, in the text 

of the epigrams Manuel is named as a second God and a form of divine cult of the 

emperor is undoubtedly implied174.  

In all, while the epigrams appear to be very careful about the theology of the 

icons. An imperial portrait represents indeed the imperial authority, but the fact 

that the epigram names the emperor as a second God is indeed striking. In the 

language of the epigrams, theology interacts with icons and yet, in the secular 

epigrams, politics appear to take their place.  

 

                                                        
172 No. 357. 
173 No. 83. 
174 John Komnenos’ epigram becomes almost ‘blasphemous’, since he names Manuel ‘second God’. 
However, one must take into consideration that the viewer would realise that John names Manuel as 
second God only if he reads the epigram very carefully. Furthermore, naming Manuel ‘second God’ 
had by then become a topos (e.g. Glykas, Verses to Manuel Komnenos, 70; cf. Spingou 2011). It was also a 
commonplace to name the Emperor H8"$.]0, playing on the two meanings of the word, ‘anointed’ and 
‘Christ’ (e.g. Manganeios, Poems, 2. 153, 4. 187 etc., cf. Weyl Carr 1997: 84). 
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Economic framework 

The production of expensive objects, as well as the large-scale production of 

cheaper ones, requires economic strength and financial liquidity; after all, the 

donor must be able to pay for the materials and the artist. So far, scholarship (and 

common sense) has demonstrated that periods of flourishing church construction 

coincide with times of economic prosperity for the empire175. Even if an approximate 

estimation of the average cost of building a church were to be suggested, 

unfortunately there is no evidence on how much the production of luxury objects 

cost in the twelfth century. The cost of decorating a humble church was 12 

hyperpyra in the fifteenth century176; however, to the best of my knowledge, there is 

no evidence about the cost of manufacturing mosaics, minor objects of art and 

revetments. In the eleventh century, workshops selling primary materials (such as 

silk) earned between approximately 28 and 35 hyperpyra177. Furthermore, primarily 

taking into account the labour costs involved in manufacturing and then the 

material used, a mosaic must have been much more expensive than painted icons. 

For instance, Anthony Cutler has estimated that the Transfiguration Mosaic dating 

from 1200 (52x35cm) consists of 36,400 cubes of different material (gilded cooper, 

marble, lapis lazuli and coloured glass) and it needed work equal to 4,800 hours. In 

other words, in order to complete this small mosaic the artist needed to work 12 

hours per day for 13 months178. 

The cost of an artisan’s work varied according to his skill. This is 

demonstrated by the following passage by Eustathios of Thessaloniki: 

If a man is renowned in the market as being a master in some craft, we exert ourselves and invite him 
over in order to procure from him what we need, and if he does not turn up, we seek him out in order to 
obtain the object of our desire, sometimes paying extra, in order to beautify our flesh in some piece of 

                                                        
175 See Cutler 1997: 291–2. 
176 Kalopissi–Verti 1994: 150. 
177 22.5–28 nomismata. Kaplan 1998: 318. 1 hyperpyron = 4/5 nomismata. 1 litra = 72 nomismata or 140 
hyperpyra = 319 gr. of gold. In the twelfth century an hyperpyron contained 20 carats. Entwistle 2002: 
611; Morrisson–Cheynet 2002: Table 2.  
178 Cutler 2002: 567. 
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finery179. 

Unfortunately, in available figures, the wage of the artisan is usually included in the 

total expense180. However, the Book of the Eparch states that the commissioner 

(e87(!].40) provided to the artisan the materials necessary for the completion of the 

work181. To paraphrase, the commissioner paid separately for the materials and the 

artisan. In the same account, there are clear divisions between those selling 

different materials: N8768(M8#.&" were selling gold, silver, precious stones, and 

pearls for the precious revetments and the personal ornaments182 and %&.&8.#8"(" 

were selling silk for the encheiria and the altar cloths183. 

At any rate, in the eleventh century a gilded icon was worth 37.5 hyperpyra. 

The golden lamp Manuel offered to the Holy Sepulchre on the wish of his father was 

worth 20 pounds of gold or 1,440 hyperpyra184. In the early thirteenth century an icon 

cost 8.75 hyperpyra, and in the late thirteenth century icons cost between 2 and 7 

hyperpyra185. 

It is impossible to estimate the value of the renovations. Firstly, no evidence 

is available on how much such a job would have cost. Secondly, the epigrams refer 

to different kinds of restorations186. As mentioned before, not only do they refer to 

both icons and frescoes, but also to different enterprises. The only thing that can be 

stated with certainty is that donors funding renovations do not always come from 

the upper levels (levels 1.1 and 1.2), and sometimes they lack concrete connections 

to the very core of the circle, the Palace. The lack of a donor from the higher levels 

                                                        
179 Magdalino 1984 (b): 67. 
180 Cf. Cutler 2002: 556. 
181 The Book of the Eparch § 22, 1–2. 
182 The Book of the Eparch § 2. 
183 The Book of the Eparch § 7. Cf. 1*.&+(M8#.&" who were selling untreated silk (ibid, § 6).  
184 On the calculation see Morrisson–Cheynet 2002: Table 15. 
185 Morrisson–Cheynet 2002: Table 15. 
186 See p. 238ff. 
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among this particular group is perhaps an indication that renovations of icons were 

a more affordable dedication. 

In his typikon, Isaac Komnenos (founder of the Kosmosoteira monastery) 

wishes his grave to be adorned with ‘the icon from Rhaidestos of the Mother of God 

as the Kosmosoteira, [which was] sent down’ to him ‘from Heaven’ and which he has 

adorned with as much gold and silver as he was able187. Isaac most probably refers to 

a gilded silver revetment, but he does not give the exact value of the object, instead 

stating that he offers .,- %&.O !E-&1"-. There are some insubstantial pieces of 

information on the economic potential of the different social levels. According to 

the numbers cited by Cécile Morrisson and Jean-Claude Cheynet, the annual wages 

of civil high officials were around 25,000 to 30,000 golden hyperpyra188. Eustathios of 

Thessaloniki on the other hand earned 4,000 hyperpyra per year. However, a priest 

would earn a maximum of 7.5 hyperpyra189. In the early twelfth century, a didaskalos 

would earn between 7.5 and 11.25 hyperpyra per year. A grand interpreter earned 4 

hyperpyra for the compilation of a bilingual chrysobul (the overall expense was 10 

hyperpyra). Other professions, such as doctors, bakers and servants would earn 

between 3 and 7.5 hyperpyra per year 190. In general, a modest salary was estimated as 

                                                        
187 Kosmosoteira typikon, § 90: ….D- NM, ≠&"!*$.(? _*]_*- 1(" %&.&M*1C_*`$&- *V%]-& ./0 c*(1=.(8(0, 
.&E.4- !D .D- %($1($5.*"8&-, £- %&I %]$1(- M*8"*_;14- H86$(? %&I N87E8(6 .,- %&.O !E-&1"-… (cf. ed. 
Papazoglou, ll. 1717–8); [I want] the icon from Rhaidestos of the Mother of God as the Kosmosoteira, [which 
was] sent down to me from heaven, and which I framed with an ornament of gold and silver [as much as I 
could]. Cf. § 79: tM*"!D !L .k -&k %&''2M"$1,- e_;1*_& .,- %&.O !E-&1"- $u- c*k 1&81&867&`0 
1&81#82- %&I H86$&µ$1&$"... Since I arranged with the help of God for the church to be adorned as far as 
possible with gleaming marbles and gold... 
188 Morrisson–Cheynet 2002: Table 13. Before 1118, doux C. Gabras, earned 30,000 hyperpyra; Isaac 
Komnenos in 1183 earned 30,000 besants or 25,000 hyperpyra (1 besant = 5/6 hyperpyra). However, 
towards 1200 doux M. Kamytzes earned 14,400 hyperpyra. 
189 According to the Pantokrator Typikon (1136), a simple priest would earn 15 hyperpyra (+25 modioi of 
wheat), a chanter 12 hyperpyra (+ 20 modioi), the hospital priest 7 hyperpyra (+20 modioi). Morrisson–
Cheynet 2002: Table 18.  
The value of the wheat was relevant. 1 modios of quality wheat in ca. 1170, according to the act of 
Iviron monastery, was 1/3 hyperpyron. However, archives from Patmos give an estimation of 1/5 
hyperpyron per modios (Morrisson–Cheynet 2002: Table 15).  
190 Pantokrator typikon again mentions the annual wage of the chief doctor was 7.5 hyperpyra (+ 38 
modioi of grain), of a doctor 3–6 hyperpyra (+ 30 modioi of grain), of a servant 6 hyperpyra (+ 30 
modioi) and of a baker 5 hyperpyra (+ 30 modioi of grain). Morrisson–Cheynet 2002: Table 18. 
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being between 10 and 12 hyperpyra per year191. Therefore, there were significant 

differences in the distribution of wealth. Looking at the basic cost of living, it can be 

confidently stated that 1.24 hyperpyra per month would be enough for the feeding 

and clothing of a family on a middle income. 

The donors who appear in the corpus are mainly part of the civil and 

military elite or simply officials192. The majority were based in Constantinople and, 

therefore, the above-cited numbers can be considered representative of what many 

of them actually earned. Most were directly connected to the emperor or occupied 

high-ranking positions, and thus the social and economic status of many of the 

donors certainly enabled them to offer lavish objects. It is indicative that, in the 

eleventh century, a member of the same social class would spend 100 to 200 

hyperpyra each year on donations193. However, less well-off donors also appear in the 

anthology: priests, monks of uncertain financial background, an author, an 

interpreter and people who were trying to ascend the social ladder194. 

A telling example is that of John Chrysorophites, an otherwise unattested 

patron. He commissioned imperial portraits, following the aristocratic fashion of 

devotion. The epigram eloquently states: 

For the others, those with the highiest positions in life offer gratitude in the most conspicuous of ways 
depicting him in lofty places, announcing his power in speeches […] But John, the priest of the Logos of 
God [15] from the family of Chrysorophites, even if he is humble and of small fortune, demonstrating 
love combined with faith,[…] slavishly depicts him in colours and together with the Empress Maria…195 

 

                                                        
191 Morrisson–Cheynet 2002: 869. 
192 Merianos 2008: 257–9 for the relevant bibliography. See also Kazhdan–McCormick 1997: 170 and 
189. 
193 Morris 1984: 125. 
194 In twelfth century Byzantium there was a more immediate need for interpreters (Latin–Greek). It 
is indicative that the title of the ‘Great interpreter’ was introduced at the court at that time, while 
the corps of the interpreters gained autonomy in this century. See Ciggaar 2002: 169; Miller 1966: 452 
and B. 
195 No. 248, 5–21. For the Greek text see p. 181. 
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In this depiction, Chrysorophites both declares his affection for the emperor196 and 

sends his best wishes to the newly married couple197. He does exactly what more 

famous patrons do: he expresses his devotion to the emperor and to the imperial 

family by depicting him, with his wife, in a public space. Furthermore, he noticeably 

refers to his family, as if it was a famous aristocratic family. However, this family is 

unattested anywhere else. Thus, on these grounds, it can be suggested that, in aping 

the customs of the aristocracy, Chrysorophites longed to climb the social ladder.  

The promotion of a person who was not a member of one of the families of 

Komnenos or Doukas was exceptionally difficult and members of these two families 

occupied most of the positions in the administration. People like John Tzetzes had a 

high level of education but not a respectable position. Hence, those who could 

afford to display publicly their devotion to the emperor or make a public statement 

of their orthodoxy were hoping to gain access to the centre of the court198. 

Artworks included in this corpus were primarily seen as gifts of devotion, 

but they were at the same time a capital investment. In monastic typika, donors 

wished the object to remain inalienable199. Indeed, Manuel declared all sacred 

holdings inalienable in 1158200. Perhaps this event is connected to epigram no. 70, in 

which someone appers to have stolen a golden Eucharistic paten201. The paten was 

broken and rediscovered. Then, Manuel instead of melting it down, commissioned 

its restoration and restored it and offered again to the church. The symbolic 

                                                        
196 V. 25. 
197 Vv. 27–34. 
198 Kazhdan–McCormick 1997: 170–2. Cormack 1984: 168. 
199 Cf. Cutler 1997: 320. 
200 Pentcheva 2010: 145–7. 
201 Vv. 3–4. For the difficulty of distinguishing a Eucharistic paten and a plain plate see Kalavrezou 
1997: 220. See also p. 178 for the text. 
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function of this epigram is corroborated by the fact that the epigram was not 

intended to be inscribed, but instead to be performed202. 

Exceptionally, the typika of the Evergetis, Kosmosoteira and Kecharitomene 

monasteries ordered that precious offerings could be liquidated in the event of a 

calamity. More specifically, Isaac Komnenos again (copying the Typikon of Evergetis 

Monastery) initially excuses the alienations of movable and immovable properties 

only if the monastery collapses as a result of ‘a chance occurrence, perhaps one 

arising from a fire or a raid by some enemies or an earthquake’203. The only kind of 

disposal acceptable according to Isaac is for the offering to be sold, in public, to 

other churches204. Isaac also outlines some unacceptable (but possible) alienations: 

Never, through a deed, exchange, gift or any other form of alienation should any of these things be 
alienated, or the ownership of them changed, even if the price or equivalent value offered should be 
double, triple, or even ten times as much205. 

 
He continues by condemning anyone,  

...even though he be an emperor, or bishop, or high official, or private person, or anyone else, whether 
superior of the monastery or one of the monks in it, who will attempt to do this206. 

 
The above quotation confirms the high financial value of the objects, and that the 

objects could be used for financial purposes. The corpus under discussion further 

confirms the connection between the high price of the artwork and the social level 

of the donor. It should be noted, that this financial valued had nothing to do though 

with the quality of art. All objects in precious metals, including ecclesiastical objects 

were regarded as bullion to be melted down when required. Looking at the donors 

of the artefacts in the Anthologia Marciana, 21% of the objects/epigrams were made 

                                                        
202 It does not provide any specific detail on the incident (such as date, place etc). Its inscriptional use 
cannot be supported easily. The only reference to a specific artefact is given in v. 3 (.]!*). However, it 
is unclear how such a eight–verses long epigram could have been inscribed. Usually, only one or two 
verses were inscribed on the rim of patens. Furthermore, the author does not refer to a potential 
audience. The last point suggests that it was read aloud and may have been discussed afterwards (in a 
Theatron perhaps or in a smaller group of literati). 
203 Kosmosoteira typikon §45; Evergetis typikon §19. 
204 Ibid. 
205 Kosmosoteira typikon §58. 
206 Ibid. 
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on an imperial initiative and 56% from aristocratic donors from Constantinople207. 

Finally, the social status of 15% of the donors is not identifiable in the epigrams or 

by drawing on the relevant sources. Since the financial conditions of an individual 

involved with court affairs primarily depended on the favour of the emperor and his 

rank at the court, the economic aspect is inevitably embedded in contemporary 

politics208. 

 

  

                                                        
207 See also Cutler 1997: 162–4. 
208 See Kazhdan–McCormick 1997: 188–9 and 193–7. 



4. Speaking about objects ! 277 

 

Political framework 
 

The political framework chiefly influenced the production of secular epigrams on 

works of art. As has been noted before, portraits of the emperor on different 

materials have been offered even to the emperor himself. My concern is to show 

that his depictions have a parallel in the epigrammatic literary language, and that 

the meaning and symbolism of his image is based on well-established models. 

The emperor is usually depicted along with his family or taking part in 

important battles. Manuel is depicted with Alexios I and John II209. In another case, 

John II, Manuel and Alexios III are depicted210. The idea of the dynasty, an important 

feature of the Comnenian ideology, was also promoted in literature. By using the 

tree motif the poets refer to the idea of the continuity of the family line211. In other 

cases, they refer to Alexios II, son of Manuel, even if Alexios was not always included 

in the pictorial composition212. 

Another eloquent example is that of Manuel’s portrait on the portico or 

colonnade at the Blachernae. As I have mentioned before, Manuel appeared there 

surrounded by the virtues, depicted as maidens who were holding hands, but the 

depiction promoted the idea of the emperor as ‘a living house of the virtues’213. In 

another case, the poet connects the virtues – namely Wisdom and Courage – to the 

emperor as he is ‘the courageous house’ of all of them214. The two virtues were 

depicted on the façade of the house to which the epigram refers. According to 

Christopher of Mitylene, Michael IV was the animate catalogue of the virtues. 
                                                        
209 No. 73. 
210 No. 328. 
211 See also p. 94. Usually the virtues were four, see A.G. I, 93. Theodore Prodromos, the poem he 
wrote on behalf of the demes to convince the emperor to sit in the chariot of victory, Theodore 
Prodomos refers to four capital virtues: Justice, Wisdom, Courage and Good Judgement (5, 54–8). On 
the other hand, Eustathios Makrembolites, in Hysmine and Hysminias (A++. 2, sect. 2–6), defines the 
four virtues as: Prudence, Power, Wisdom and Justice. Cf. the depiction of Michael VII (labelled as 
Nikephoros Botaneiates) who appears with truth and justice. See also Hunt 1984: 139. 
212 E.g. no. 112, cf. no. 73. 
213 No. 269, v. 9. 
214 No. 61, v. 21. 
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Therefore, again art and literature served to promote the same image of the 

virtuous emperor. 

Similarities to earlier models can also be found. John Doukas Komnenos 

commissioned a depiction of the emperor similar in a sense to the famous depiction 

of Basil II in his Psalter215. The epigram eloquently states: 

e%*`_*- ÜT*" %&I g&-(6D' !*$M].4-, 
M(8C68(C6/, MS$" C8"%.,- K&8K#8("0,  
ö M8($%6-(?$" Ç&'1#.&", Y;8$&", [%E_&", 
d-."]H(6 7/ %&I i9'"%*0 %&I Z#'*M216. 

There you will also see Lord Manuel, the purple-born who is a source of fear for all barbarians and 
who receives obeisance from Dalmatians, Persians and Scythians, the land of Antiochus and the 
Cilicians and Aleppo. 

 
In other words, foreign nations bow in front of the emperor. Furthermore, in 

another depiction, St Theodore Teron was probably seen handing the sword to 

Manuel, in the same way an angel gave the sword to Basil II in the same miniature217. 

The emperors Michael and Constantine Doukas, Romanos Diogenes, 

Nikephoros Botaneiates, Alexios I, John II and Manuel Komenos were portrayed at 

the Monastery of Hodegon after the commission of George Palaiologos Doukas 

Komnenos. At the same place, the deeds of Manuel in Asia Minor, against the sultan 

of Ikonion, and in Sirmion, against the Serbians and the Hungarians, were also 

depicted218. Similar scenes, but not exactly the same, are mentioned in other 

epigrams. The martial deeds of the emperor were frequently depicted on golden 

plates219 or encheiria220. Representations of imperial battles could also be found on 

the walls of the early St Polyeuktos, sponsored by Anikia Juliana. Justinian’s battles 

were represented on mosaics in the Great Palace; following this tradition, Basil I 

                                                        
215 Marc. gr. 17, f. 3 (XI s.). Byzanz 2010: 103. 
216 No. 73, 19–22. 
217 No. 83, 13. 
218 No. 251. See also p. 129. 
219 Nos. 118/369, 354. See, for example, the early thirteenth-century plate with the ascension of 
Alexander the Great, The Glory of Byzantium, no. 267. 
220 No. 372. 
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depicted his triumphs at the palace of Kenourgion. The deeds of the iconoclast 

emperor Constantine V were depicted in public view in Constantinople221. 

The title of no. 370 reads: On the picture of Emperor Manuel, of our Lord Jesus 

Christ who was whispering in his ear, and of the Holy Spirit, which descends from above, in 

the form of a dove; and of the holy apostles Peter and Paul; and the holy patriarchs John the 

Chrysostom, Gregory Nazianzos and other priests who give him [Manuel] tomes of quotations. 

The epigram probably dates from around 1166, when the famous conciliar edict was 

published222. Most of the elements of the pictorial composition can indeed be 

visualised and Paul Magdalino and Robert Nelson have discussed this epigram in 

detail223. For the purposes of this discussion, I would like to highlight the similarity 

between this depiction and the famous miniature in ms. Vaticanus gr. 666, the 

manuscript of the Panoplia Dogmatica/Dogmatic Arsenal by Euthymios Zygabenos224. 

Alexios appears to receive the book from nine hierarchs, highlighting the emperor’s 

faith in the dogmas of the Church. 

The list of depictions of the emperor as presented by the epigrams with 

parallels to previous examples can certainly be expanded225. All of them have 

common elements and the imperial image was presented on the basis of pre-

existing patterns. As Euthymios Malakes puts it: ‘the towns bear [the emperor’s] 

images as teachers of the virtues by which he has saved the earthly order’226. The 

same author also attributes an instructive role to the placing in public view of such 

images in the cities. For this reason, Manuel was upset with Alexios Axouch, who 

inappropriately depicted on the exterior of his oikos the deeds of the sultan: 

                                                        
221 Grabar 1937: 39. 
222 Dölger 1995: 1469. 
223 Magdalino–Nelson 1982: 148–50 and Kalavrezou 1991: 32. See also Bucossi 2009: 40. The depiction 
is also accompanied by an epigram, see Spatharakis 1976: 124–5. 
224 Spatharakis 1976: 250. See also Kalavrezou 1991: 29–32; Weyl Carr 1997: 85. 
225E.g. Balsamon, Poems, nos. 17, 27, 43. 
226 Euthymios Malakes, Oration to the emperor, 173, 13. Magdalino–Nelson 1982: 132. 
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Alexios…commemorated the sultan’s deeds, foolishly making public in painting at his residence what 
should have been concealed in darkness227. 

 
Portraits, as the Mokios epigram states, urge the viewer to undertake an act of 

remembrance228. The commemoration of the emperor also had the significance of 

paying homage to him. John Chrysorophites clearly states that in the portrait of the 

emperor the viewer can see his sovereignty229. 

Novel elements, with special implications, also appear. The pictorial 

composition at the gates of Andronikos Doukas Kamateros’ house is a good example. 

The Virgin Mary was depicted there, holding Christ to her chest. Christ is crowning 

the emperor and an angel proceeds towards the emperor230. Two military saints are 

also depicted: St Nicholas and St Theodore Teron, who is giving the emperor a 

sword231. In the epigram, the martial deeds of the emperor are praised, together with 

the idea of world domination – Manuel was expected to fulfil the conquest of both 

East and West that his father John started. The reasons behind the depiction of the 

Theotokos, Christ and the angel are self-evident. However, why has Andronikos 

Doukas Kamateros decided to depict these particular saints? 

Before continuing the discussion of the epigram, a digression is necessary on 

Andronikos Doukas Kamateros (ca. 1110–1180),232 one of the most well-known 

magnete of the court of Manuel. He was sebastos, pansebastos sebastos, megas 

                                                        
227 Kinnamos 267, trasl. Brand p. 200. It has been argued that perhaps Alexios, being of Turkish origin, 
may in fact have depicted an ‘Islamic princely cycle’ ‘misinterpreted or intentionally misconstrued to 
represent a contemporary scene (Walker 2004: 3790; Hunt 1984: 138–57). 
228 No. 114. 
229 No. 248, 6. 
230 In numerous depictions, Christ crowns emperors and empresses, such as Michael VII Doukas and 
Maria of Alania (ms Coislin 79, f. 1v. Reproductions in The glory of Byzantium, 182; Parani 2003: fig. 19), 
and John II Komnenos and his first son, Alexios (ms Vaticanus Urbinus gr. 2, f. 19v. Reproduction in 
Parani 2003: fig. 21. Cf. also depictions of the emperor on coins such as the gold histamena of Romanos 
Diogenis (The glory of Byzantium, no. 147 I Reverse; Parani 2003: fig. 27). See also Wessel 1972: 746–50. 
231 See vv. 10–13. Cf. Walter 2003: 53. St Theodore Teron played an important role as patron saint of 
Manuel. Cf. the depictions in Kosmosoteira, which date from 1152; it is believed that the depicted 
military saints (and among them Theodore Teron) were given the visages of members of the royal 
family of the Komnenoi (Acheimastou–Potamianou and Doumas 1994: p. 217, figs. 31–32). For a 
contemporary example, see the icon of St Theodore Teron, dated ca. 1200, in the monastery of St 
John the Theologian, in Patmos (Evans–Wixom 1997: no. 76, pp. 129–30). 
232 Bucossi 2009 (a): 38. 
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droungarios tes biglas and epi ton deeseon233, and he even became eparch of 

Constantinople234. In 1173, Kamateros was commissioned by Manuel to write the 

Sacred Arsenal, a work of refutation of Latin and Armenian heresies235. John Tzetzes 

addresses three letters to him236. In the titles of the last two letters, Andronikos 

appears to hold the dignities of sebastos, pansebastos and eparch237. Both letters date 

from after 1155238. In the title of the first letter, which dates from before 1157239, he is 

refered to as sebastos. Interestingly enough, he is mentioned only as sebastos in the 

epigram. Thus, it can be suggested that the epigram dates from an early stage in his 

career. This early dating can be corroborated by looking at other epigrams in the 

Anthologia Marciana commissioned by Andronikos Kamateros, where we find the 

phrase 1;7&0 !L !8(677#8"(0 e% ./0 N+9&0 as a stock formula240. If this epigram had 

been written at a later stage, the poet certainly would not have omitted to mention 

this title. 

Focusing again on the epigram then, both Theodore and Nicholas are 

protectors and comrades-in-arms of the emperor241. Recently it has been proposed 

that the choice of St Theodore Teron (the Recruit) and St Nicholas is not connected 

only to Manuel’s foreign policy242. Earlier scholarship had suggested that, as St 

Theodore Teron was of Anatolian origin, he was the appropriate saint to celebrate 

Manuel’s Anatolian campaigns. In that line of thinking, St Nicholas, as the patron 

Saint of Bari, symbolises the western territory that Manuel needed in order to 

                                                        
233 Polemis 1968: no. 98 (p. 126); Bucossi 2009 (a): 37. Bucossi 2006, vol. 1. 
234 Bucossi 2009 (a): 37–8. 
235 Ibid; Bucossi 2009 (b): 111–30. 
236 John Tzetzes, Letters, nos. 90, 101 and 103.  
237 John Tzetzes, Letters, nos. 101 and 103. 
238 Grünbart 1996: 217, 220. 
239 Grünbart 1996: 217. 
240 See nos. 90, 26; 93, 22; 95, 5; 96, 23; 99, 15. 
241 Vv. 10–6. 
242 Bucossi 2009 (a): 39–40. She discusses the poem along with passages of Kamateros’ Sacred Arsenal, 
George Skylitzes (introductory) epigram on the Sacred Arsenal and epigram no. 340 
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continue his Anatolian campaigns safely243. However, there is another wall painting 

or mosaic (placed probably just behind the altar of a church) that Andronikos also 

commissioned and Theodore Prodromos wrote an epigram on244. Again, the Virgin 

Mary appears, this time with John Chrysostom and St Nicholas on the one side and 

Gregory of Nazianzos and Basil of Caesarea on the other. In this epigram it is stated 

that St Nicholas (as well as John Chrysostom) is the river of the right beliefs and of 

miracles. Thus, it seems likely that the choice of the two saints is connected with 

their usual connotation. St Theodore Teron, as a military saint, is connected to 

Manuel’s military campaigns245; the presence of St Nicholas is a reference to the 

ecclesiastical policy of Manuel (and perhaps especially to the West)246. This point is 

further supported by the fact that Andronikos Kamateros appears as one of the 

attendees of the council of 1157 and of the council of 1166, and indeed that 

Kamateros went on to write the Sacred Arsenal.  

Thus, a portrait on the propylon of his house, in which the patron declares 

his faith in Manuel in both military and ecclesiastical spheres, could have been very 

useful for his career in the court. Generally speaking, Andronikos had a very 

successful career. Roughly at the same time this epigram was commissioned, John 

Tzetzes addressed Andronikos in a letter in order to explain a dream Andronikos 

has had. In this letter, Tzetzes refers to Andronikos’ enemies at the imperial court: 

Y&-$;K&$.* $*K&$.; %&I b7"; 1(6 &A_;-.&, Q $,0 Ü-*"8(0 eH_8(? !4'(` ']7(- %&I $6$%*6D- 
M*"821;-(6 !"&$MS- NM, $(? .D- .(? K&$"';20 $.(87=-. N''x Q .(? &A.(%8#.(8(0 $C8"7J- %&I 
$.*88,0 '(7"$1]0, Q N8H"%,0 %&I M*8"%&''D0 -*&-9&0 e%*`-(0 (A% e#$*" .,- !=1"(- ä K(E'*.&" 
!"&M8#+&$_&". 

My pansebastos sebastos and holy lord, your dream reveals the words and the efforts of one of your 
enemies, who tries to remove you from the emperor’s affection. However, the vigorous and stable mind 
of the emperor (which is symbolised by the stately, and extremely handsome, young man of whom you 
dreamed) will not allow the villain to do what he wants247. 

                                                        
243 Magdalino 1993: 476; Bucossi 2009 (a): 40.  
244 Prodromos, Poems, no. 57. 
245 See Pentcheva 2006: 69. 
246 Bucossi 2009 (a): 40. 
247 John Tzetzes, Letters, no. 103. 
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In other words, Andronikos was afraid that he would fall out of favour with the 

emperor. Commissioning an imperial portrait was another way for the 

commissioner to re-affirm his loyalty and establish a better place for himself at the 

court.  

The imperial image projected by the portraits is the same one projected by 

any kind of rhetorical text. There is not enough evidence to suggest the existence of 

an imperial office or a cultural service responsible for manipulating the imperial 

image in this way. It appears that the projection of the ‘right’, standardised image 

was part of the game: if the donor knew the appropriate image, he was able to 

participate in the political life of the Constantinopolitan court. 

Offering an object to the emperor had political implications in itself. The 

reasons behind the offering of a golden patelion by Constantine Kalamanos have 

been discussed earlier248. Protosebastos protovestiarios John Komnenos249 offered a 

crown to Alexios II at the occasion of his coronation250. As also discussed earlier, this 

protosebastos protovestiarios was the most likely candidate to succeed Manuel, if 

Alexios II had not been born. By offering this gift he demonstrates his faithful 

feelings to the emperor. 

Furthermore, both Manuel’s wives offered him valuable gifts at a date near 

to their marriages (if not on the day of the marriage itself). Eirene-Bertha von 

Sulzbach, a German princess, offered Manuel a golden plate probably before their 

wedding (1144)251. The epigram, composed in the third person, underlines the grace 

of Eirene. Most significantly, the anonymous poet highlights the importance of the 

                                                        
248 See p. 161. 
249 Varzos 1984: no. 128. 
250 No. 111. 
251 dM&''&8;& (see Kriaras, s.v.). No 258. See also Garland 1999: 199–201. 
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wedding, noting that this marriage unified the old and new Rome252. Similarly, Maria 

of Antioch gave as presents a sword with gilded handle and scabbard and a gold 

belt253. According to the epigrams, the precious materials confirm the feelings of the 

princess254. Again, the objects date from around their wedding (Christmas 1166). In 

short then, it is possible to suggest that the foreign princesses offering their 

symbolic presents to the emperor wish to confirm their loyalty to him and love for 

him255, as well as to demonstrate that they are ready to accept their new identity. 

More epigrams on objects dedicated by Maria of Antioch are included in this 

anthology and two of them can be dated to around the imperial wedding. The first 

one is an adorned icon of Christ. Maria as a first-person narrator in the epigram 

states that this is a gift from Christ because: 

...R2(`0 1* M#'"- *A%'**$.;8ã M'#$*" 
^M*8.;82 M#-.2- 1* !(+#$&0 7#1l 
%&I 7O8 i(1-4-k g&-(6=' 1* $6-!;*"0[...] 
ä- K&8K#82- C89..(6$"- &s C6'&8H9&"... 256 

…You [Christ] give life again with a more glorious nature by glorifying me above anyone in marriage. 
For You unite me with Manuel … whom the barbarian tribes fear… 

 
The second epigram was possibly written on a marble slab257. It is dedicated to the 

Virgin Mary. The offering is again justified by the epigram: 

>, MS- !L K8&H*` $61M*8"%'*`$&" ']7l, 
.D- *A1;-*"&- eK8#K*6$&0 M'4$19&- 
.(? M(8C68&-_(?0 @A$]-2- K&$"';20, 
M"$.(? g&-(6=', MS$" C8"%.(? K&8K#8("0258. 

To say everything in a few words, You (Mary) rewarded the abundant kindness of the purple-blooming 
emperor of the Ausonians pious Manuel, whom all barbarians fear. 

                                                        
252 No. 260, 8 and 10. 
253 Nos. 374 and 375 respectively. 
254 Nos. 374, 8 and 375, 5–7. 
255 Cf. Hill 1999: 85. 
256 No. 100, 8–10 and 13. 
257 No. 112, vv. 2–3, 14, 16, 18. The multiple references to fountain and water might indicate that the 
epigram was composed for an icon or a sculpture, to which Maria offered a gold revetment, probably 
placed near to a fountain or W79&$1&. However, it is equally possible that Maria’s offering was either a 
golden revetment on an icon or golden leaves attached to a flat sculpture (Davies 2009: 34–41). The 
latter seems more probable, given the fact that sculptures (or better bas–reliefs) of the Virgin Mary 
were frequently placed near to fountains (Davies 2009: 160–94; see also Teteriatnikov 2005: 228–9; 
Velmans 1968: 134). There are examples of such sculptural decoration on the frames of which long 
epigrams are inscribed. 
258 No. 112, 7–10. 
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Both offerings have a very strong political implication, even if they have been 

offered in a sacred context. Maria of Antioch had just been brought to the Byzantine 

court259. By giving these objects to Christ and the Virgin Mary, she confirms her 

loyalty to orthodoxy as well as the emperor. The reference to the barbarians in both 

epigrams corroborates this suggestion. 

To sum up, the offering of certain artworks had a special political 

significance. The donor is trying to establish a relationship with the emperor. 

Members of the court have commissioned portraits of the emperor on frescoes or 

mosaics or on valuable works of minor art. Such portraits could follow previous 

examples or well-established topoi. It is not clear how a consistent imperial image 

was secured. A gift to the emperor was striking in expressing the loyalty of the 

donor; this has been illuminated especially by the dedications of the foreign 

princesses, soon-to-be empresses of Byzantium. The demonstration of loyalty to 

orthodoxy and therefore to the principles of the Byzantine Empire was the aim of 

the predominantly religious offerings by foreign princesses.  

 

  

                                                        
259 Kinnamos, History, §4, 209–11 (Brand, pp. 159–60). 
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Final remarks 
 

The twelfth-century anonymous epigrams on works of art from the Anthologia 

Marciana include a great range of offerings, from impressive luxurious donations to 

less prestigious gifts. The text and the title can help (with some limitations) to 

reconstruct the original object. However, they can help more to put the donations 

in their socio-political context. This analysis of the art market thus aimed to bring 

to the fore something of the context of the production of the offering. 

A lot of background information on the art market is missing, but some basic 

conclusions can nevertheless be drawn. The production of each object depended on 

a series of factors, including the economic, political, and ecclesiastical frameworks 

as well as the aesthetic demands of the era. The support networks and the available 

infrastructure remain a mystery. The degree to which each of these factors 

influenced the final value of the objects also cannot be stated with confidence. 

However, the market value of the objects was primarily connected to the value of 

the materials and this financial value is often analogous to the symbolic value. 

Donors replace the silver-sewed with gold-sewed encheiria260, since gold is the 

appropriate material for venerating great figures. However, although this holds true 

for luxury items, it is also the case that materials with little financial value become 

valuable thanks to their great symbolic value. Icons and their revetments were 

esteemed as worthy thanks also to the epigram refering to the donor and the 

donation. However, they were never put at the same level as a mosaic or an all-gold 

object. To summarise, the following diagram demonstrates the connection between 

the symbolic and the financial value of religious works of art: 

 

 

                                                        
260 No. 63. 



4. Speaking about objects ! 287 

 

 

 

Financial            Symbolic  
Value           Value  

 
Fig. 38. Symbolic and financial value of the works of art. 

The mosaics are placed at the top of the pyramid, as the labour and the capital 

needed for producing them was many times higher than for anything else. 

Moreover, it is possible to observe in our corpus that donors are most proud of 

them. The mosaics included in the corpus refer to pictorial compositions of 

significant size, such as imperial portraits placed on façades of buildings. The 

donors, being remarkably proud of their deed, often depict themselves and the 

longests epigrams in this corpus accompany these pictorial compositions261. 

Furthermore, when a representation was not placed on the oikos of the donor, the 

donor himself was represented next to the honoured figure, so that his significant 

offering would be remembered. 

The value of works of minor art can vary significantly, although it can safely 

be argued that many offerings cost a great deal to produce. Nevertheless, we must 
                                                        
261 Nos. 73 and 251. Perhaps: no. 357 (the reference to the golden order of the imperial family perhaps 
alludes to gold tesserae). 
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accept that there is no evidence about the material from which they were made. For 

example, a lamp could equally have been made in gold, silver, or bronze, or even 

iron, although probably not clay. Epigrams indicate the material only if it is gold, 

but again the exact value of the lamps is not given in our texts262.  

Encheiria and endytae often contained gold or silver threads263. Sometimes 

pearls and precious stones were added264. On at least one occasion, purple dye silk 

was used265, while in other cases the epigrams offer no information on the 

material266. Clasps for the arrangement of the encheiria were of little financial value 

since they were in themselves small267. A golden staurotheke accompanied Manuel 

and his army in the expedition against Ikonion. The cross on the tomb monument 

for Sophia and Eirene Komnene was made of silver268. However, a cross left in 

Hungary was probably made of iron269. Therefore, it is hard to suggest a single, 

unarguable position for crosses in the pyramid. 

The information given for icon revetments shows them to have been of high 

financial value; they were made of gold or gilded silver and frequently include 

valuable materials such as stones and pearls. The value of an icon perhaps varied 

according to its size270 and this is again something that cannot be confirmed through 

the epigrams. Furthermore, it is also impossible to say with certainty what the cost 

of restored icons was. Certainly it must have been lower than a newly crafted icon, 

since fewer materials were needed. Similarly, the cost of a fresco restoration is also 

unknown. 

                                                        
262 Gold: nos. 74, 253, 294, 404. Unknown material: nos. 307, 245. 
263 Gold: nos. 58, 63, 261. Gold and silver: 62. 
264 Encheirion: no. 59, 71. Endytae: no. 95, 257. 
265 Encheirion: no. 59. Endytae: nos. 95, 257. 
266 Encheirion: nos. 77, 88. Endytae: nos. 69. 
267 No. 368. 
268 No. 254. 
269 Nos. 376. See also p. 133. 
270 See, for example, the revetments on an icon of small dimensions in the Treasury of St Mark in 
Venice (Grabar 1975: nos. 42–5, p. 72–4). 
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Enkolpia are considered as being of less value and, at least until the end of the 

life of the beholder, they were objects of private devotion. Frequently, they were 

lavishly decorated with gold precious stones and sometimes enamel. Seals were also 

private objects. Most frequently, aristocrats sealed their letters with lead or even 

with wax (for informal correspondence). Lead was not a valuable material and 

certainly there is no evidence that it was melted and recycled. 

 The value stratification of secular objects was similar to that of the votives. 

Mosaics (sometimes placed on a church narthex) again justifiably appear at the top 

of the pyramid. Extended frescoes should follow. Small presents (such as drinking 

vessels, etc.) were offered to the emperor. Courtiers also wished to have golden 

vessels as an indication of their status. 

 
Fig. 39. The offerings and their donors 

Looking at the diagram above, it is possible to comment on the level of the 

donor in relation to the objects. This way the form of the art market becomes even 

clearer. The highly valuable objects, as expected, have been commissioned by 

members of either the imperial family or by people with strong affinity to the 

palace (levels 0 and 1.1). Furthermore, frescoes have been donated by mainly 
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members of level 1.1, while icons have been donated by members of all social strata. 

Hence, the dominant percentage of portable icons in our sample is to be expected. 

Expensive objects, such as carved stones, staurothekae, and secular objects of minor 

art (e.g. belts, drinking vessels, display patens, etc.) are also donated from those in 

level 1.1. Valuable revetments have been offered by either people with strong 

affinity to the emperor or by members of the governing elite (levels 1.1 and 1.2). It is 

also significant that local notables showed a preference for portable items. Perhaps 

this way they were able to take a ‘piece’ of Constantinopolitan culture with them. 

The only exception is the house of Leo Sikoundenos in Thessaloniki. The frescoes 

have been obviously executed in Thessaloniki, although it remains unspecified 

whether the artist was Constantinopolitan271. In any case, the very fact that the poet 

was from Constantinople secured a ‘Constantinopolitan’ status for the artefacts. 

That said, many objects were commissioned by Constantinopolitan donors in order 

to be donated ‘overseas’. The following map shows the places where such offerings 

were sent. 

 
Fig. 40. The geographical spread of the donations. 

 

                                                        
271 On the subject see M. Mihaljevic, Constantinopolitan Architecture of the Komnenian era (1080–1180) and 
its impact in the Balkans, PhD dissertation, Pricenton University (New Jersey, 2010), pp. 106–124. 
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In all, the modern term ‘Art Market’ has been cautiously used in this section in 

order to signify a phaenomenon with many similarities but still thoroughly 

different to the modern one. None of the objects examined here was initially 

constructed for a speculative market. However, the factor ‘value’ is involved in this 

discussion and legitimises the use of the term ‘market’ for Byzantium. This ‘market’ 

remains enigmatic, since the evidence is only scarce. But still the importance of the 

texts attached to the object becomes apparent. An object would become a 

personalised offering and even if its financial value was small, its symbolic value 

often increased thanks to the text. Thus, object and text co-operate allowing the 

donor to make his offering worthy for the eyes (and the ears) of humans and God.  

 



 

 

 

5 .  Conclusions 

The corpus of the 118 dedicatory epigrams on works of art examined in this thesis is 

substantial enough to help us draw more general conclusions on the perception and 

production of such epigrams. It also represents a random sample; there is no 

apparent pattern according to which the compiler collected these texts. It is 

composed of epigrams for people from different social levels, from the emperor to 

people trying to climb up the social ladder, and from well-established members of 

Constantinopolitan society to local notables. The majority of the donors are 

interconnected or they had a direct connection with the palace. Most appear to be 

members of a flourishing Constantinopolitan society, although some of the donors 

come from the fringes of  the Byzantine world. It is probable that by commissioning 

the epigrams they wished to access the Constantinopolitan cultural production. 

Additionally, the objects on which the epigrams have been written are also very 

different. Indeed, they vary a tremendous amount: from the belt of the emperor to 

valuable icon revetments, and from wall mosaics to tiny clasps for suspending an 

encheirion in front of the icon. 

Artworks, always commissioned, reflected the official policy on ecclesiastical 

and imperial matters. Furthermore, their production represents the financial power 

of the donor. The ability to financially support the production of luxurious artefacts 

is a clear demonstration of power. Also, the epigram is attached to the object in 

order to add to its prestige and enhance its value. This is most apparent in cases of 

less impressive donations (such as repainted icons), where the epigram seeks to 

justify the low-cost objects. 

Exactly what the connection was between the ‘artist’ (.*H-9.40/R278#C(0) 

and the poet is hard to know, or even to guess. The available evidence from the 
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epigrams suggests that the donor could either also be the poet of the epigram or, 

most frequently, have asked the poet to write an epigram for him or her. For 

example, Leo Sikoundenos probably described to a Constantinopolitan poet the 

mosaic on his house in Thessaloniki (no. 61). It is highly uncertain whether the poet 

had ever seen a sketch of the pictorial composition. The connection with the actual 

mosaic is quite loose and the epigrams give a vague, impressionistic idea of what 

was there. In most cases actually, it is highly uncertain whether the poet knew the 

artefact in detail. The epigrams on valuable revetments, for example, do not offer 

any details on how the valuable ornaments had been arranged. Epigram no. 52 does 

not mention for instance if the jewellery of the late wife of the donor, Caesar John 

Dalassenos, had been melted and re-arranged or just suspended in front of the icon 

of the Theotokos. Instead, the poets admire the valuable materials and explain their 

symbolism. Moreover, they offer details on the family background of the donor. In a 

few extreme cases (such the epigram on the patelion by Kalamanos), the epigram 

explains what the viewer should see, but it does not necessarily give an idea of the 

visual reality of the object. In other words, epigrams emphasise what could have 

been important for the donor.  

The titles of the epigrams can be better understood in this light. They offer 

information on mainly the social status of the donors, and the things that the donor 

would like to highlight. They look like the author’s notes on the epigram that he 

was writing. That said, titles were frequently changed by copyists. Prominent 

examples are the epigrams on Styppeiotes’ private chapel and the St Mokios 

epigram. On the one hand, Theodore Styppeiotes is named eMI .(? %&-"%'*9(6 in the 

main text, while the title refers to him as M854- eMI .(? %&-"%'*9(6 (no. 65, v. 25). In 

other words, the title was added at a point after Theodore fell into disgrace. Thus, 

the alteration in the title would have been a twelfth-century change (perhaps made 
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by the poet himself). On the other hand, Basil II is named the Bulgar-slayer in the 

title of the St Mokios epigram (no. 114). This modifier was used only after 1185, 

making it probable that the thirteenth-century scribe and compiler of the 

anthology did this alteration.  

Turning back to how an epigram was perceived, the role of the epigram as an 

expression of the dedication on behalf of the donor is strongly related to its 

ceremonial or ritual function. A dedicatory epigram aims to express a plea or the 

giving of thanks on behalf of the donor to a holy person or to the emperor. This 

expression can take the form of a ritual performed in a smaller or wider circle or an 

inscription eternally bound with the object. 

The distance of the human recipient from the donor’s action changes. If the 

epigram was performed, the recipients were standing, listening to the donor or a 

person who carried a letter-epigram. In the case of verse inscriptions, their reading 

is more complex. A verse inscription could have been placed at a point difficult to 

see, thus being directed exclusively to a saint, Mary or Christ, and thus their 

presence would take the form of a constant prayer. However, if the epigrams were 

written in a place they could be seen, the human recipients (if literate) were 

expected to read the text aloud by themselves, and thus they had to be active. The 

understanding of the epigram is further based on the cultural background of the 

viewer. Literacy is one aspect of this. However, literacy should not be understood as 

simply the skill of reading. It includes familiarity with the topoi of the court and 

devotional literature, with the Holy Scriptures, church hymns and 

Constantinopolitan rhetoric. The court and ecclesiastical elements point further to 

the standarised features of a ritual only the initiated were able to understand. 

Irrespective of how standarised this ritual was, there is always space for 

personal expression. The subjects seem to have been shaped by the donor and the 
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artist and many of them are strikingly original. This underlines personal piety, but 

also elements related to the twelfth-century social reality. It is not irrelevant that 

unconventional subjects are promoted by mainly members of a circle with strong 

affinity to the emperor and who were also promoting originality in literature in 

general. The roots of the evolutions of the genre should be looked for in this level. 

In all, the dedicatory epigrams on works of art preserved in subcollections B 

and C in ms Marcianus gr. 524 offer glimpses of a vibrant Comnenian society. I have 

tried to give a comprehensive picture of these texts in their social, literary and 

artistic context. However, many questions remain unanswered or at least partially 

unanswered. Some of the most important of these questions are connected to the 

production of the texts. The connection between artist and poet remains unclear. 

The way ‘the Palace’ commissioned an artwork and the epigram and also who 

decided on the contents of the epigram similarly remains a mystery. Was it the 

emperor himself or an office? Only further research, including a variety of evidence, 

can give answers to these questions. 
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A. Description of manuscript Marcianus gr. 524 

Library Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Venice 

Disposition place Thesaurus Antiquus 

Shelfmark Marcianus Graecus Zanetti 524 
(classification number 318) 

Title – 

Number of folia i + I + A, B + 292 + 293–295 + II–IV + ii 

Production Units I (1–23v) – scribe A 
II (24–39v) – scribe A? 
III (40–46v) – scribe B and A 
IV (47–88v) – scribes A 
V (89–96v) – scribe A 
VI (97–112v) – scribe A 
VII (113–120v) – scribe A 
VIII (121–152v) – scribe A 
IX (153–182v) – scribes A 
X (183–189v) – scribes A 
XI (190–193v) – scribe A 
XII (194–292v) – scribes A and C 

Scribal units A: ff. 1–39v, 45, line 29 – 292v, line 8 
B: ff. 40–45, line 28 
C: f. 292v, lines 9–30 

Folia in paper 297 

Quires 1x2 (B), 1x7 (7), 4x8 (39), 1x7 (46), 5x8 (86), 1x2 (88), 11x8 (176), 1x6 (182), 1x7 
(189), 1x4 (193), 12x8 (288), 1x4 (292) 

Material Paper without watermark 

Paper with watermark only A, B, 293–295 

Date Late thirteenth century (1280–1290?) 

Place  Probably Constantinople 

Date of restoration 1964 

Restoration details Cleaning; restoration of all deeply damaged folios; restoration of the back 
part; binding in leather – restoration of original boards (only the spine and 
the edges of the boards have been restored). 

History It is kept in the Biblioteca Marciana after 1700. It appears for the first time in 
the catalogue of manuscripts by Zanetti–Bongiovanni. None of the earlier 
inventories mention it. 

Place of restoration Monastery of Praglia, Italy (after the 20th of October 1964). 

Binding Between 1736–1741 (restored in 1964) 

State of 
preservation 

Good, however the paper seems to be brittle. 
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Book binding Western type. Paste–boards (pressed paper) from the early eighteenth 
century are preserved. The lion of Venice is blocked on the leather cover. The 
lion holds a book which reads  
P<ax> T<ibi> M<arce> E<vangelista> M<eus> 
Blocked decorative designs, which are contemporary to the lion, can be 
found in the four edges. The spine has been redone in 1964. 

Flyleaves: A–B and ff. 293–295 
Blank flyleaves 
Paper: Watermarked – Ancor in circle with a star on the top of the circle, ca. 1560–

1595 (Mo1in 1973: 50–2, nos 1532–78 (except 70, 73, 77). Type H. IV. 2.f). 
Measurements: Opening f. A, B = 25.4 x 32.31.  
Trim: ff. A and B, on the outer edge, not in a straight line  
Notes: f. A: 8 (in red ink red) 

Unit I : ff. 1–23 
Scribe  A 
Ruling  – 
Pricking On the four corners (ca. 19.2x12.8). 

1, 2–3, 4–6, 7–8, 9–11, 12–15, 16–19, 20–23 
Ink Brown: as indicated in appendix F 

Red: #+[ !$+0$aE+: (f. 5, line18), # (f. 5, line19), !'$Q p0a/#6/ (f. 9, 
line13), K (f. 9, line14) 

Quires 1x7 (7), 2x8 (23) 
Quire signatures f. 7v: π ) (last page of the quire / middle of lower margin / same ink as 

the text) 
f. 8: 2∫ (middle of the lower margin / same ink as the text) but Scribe A 
with black ink has erased it and wrote: (a cross below) 0W ∫  
f. 16: ' ∫(first page of the quire / middle of the lower margin / same 
brown ink as the text)  

Text columns 1: titles and f. 5, line18–31 
2: ff. 1–2v, line 24; 3 line9 – 5 line19, 5v–23v 
3: ff. 2v, line 26 – 3 line8 

Lines per page ca. 28–32  
Written surface Average: 19.2 x 13.5  
Measurements of the page2 f. 1 = 16.2 x 25.2 

f. 8 = 15.7 x 25 
f. 23 = 16.5 x 25.2 

Trim – 
Folding Quarto 
Openings 3–4: 31.8 x 25 

11v–12: 31.5 x 25 
19v–20: 31.8 x 25.3 

Approximate measurements 
of the folio 

33x50 

Blank pages None 
Lost leaves One leaf before f. 1 
Decoration 10v: The asterisk of scribe A  
Other f. 1, upper margin: 5363 written in pencil by a modern hand 

                                                        
1 Both pages are trimmed. All the measurements indicate cm. 
2 I measured one page from each quire (usually the first, unless it is damaged). 
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Unit II: ff. 24–39 
Scribe A 
Ruling Traces of bad ruling (?) in the inner side of 37v: plummet + ruler (pricking in 

19.2x12.8) 
Pricking On the four corners 

24, 25, 26–27, 28–30, 25–30, 31–32, 33–34, 35–38, 39 
Ink Brown: as indicated in appendix F 

Red: first letters f.24 and 31v. 
Gaps in ff. 24v–33v, line19. The first letters of each paragraph (inteded to be 
written in red) are missing. 

Quires 2x8 (39) 
Quire signatures  27v : , (same ink as the text / upper interior margin / middle of the quire).  
Text columns 1: ff. 24–33v, line19 (prose text) 

2: ff. 33v, line 20–39v (poems) 
Lines per page ca. 28–36 
Written surface Average: 19.2 x 13.5 
Measurements of 
the page 

24: 16.5x24.9               33: 16.8x25.2            39:16.8x25.2 

Trim No 
Folding Quarto 
Openings 27v–28: 32.8x25.2 35v–36: 33x25.2 
Approximate 
measurements of 
the folio 

33x50 

Blank pages None 
Lost leaves None 
Decoration None 

Unit III: ff. 40–46 
Scribe B: ff. 40–45, line28 

A: ff. 45, line 29 –46 
Ruling Yes 

Ruling type: 
ff. 40–45: Similar to the type 02A1 (see Leroy), although there are 
no lines drawn between the external borders.  
Ruling system: ><><><|><<<<> >< 
Ruling method: blind ruling / traces of plummet f. 40 

Ink Brown: as indicated in appendix F 
Quires 1x7 
Quire signatures None 
Text columns 1: ff. 40–45 (prose text) 2: ff. 45v–46v (poetry) 
Lines per page 35: 40 

36: 45v 
38: 40v, 41, 42v, 43, 44 

39: 41v 
40: 42, 43v 

Measurements of the page 40: 25.3x16.6 
41: 25.3x17 

46: 25.2x17.1 

Trim ff. 40–46 (on the outer edge: prob. approx. 1.1 – conclusion by a 
missing part of a drawing in f. 44v) 

Folding Quarto 
Opening 42v–43: 33.6x25.5 
Approximate measurements 
of the folio 

35.8x5.10 

Blank pages None 
Lost leaves None 
Decoration None 
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Unit IV: ff. 47–88 
Scribe A 
Ruling No 
Pricking No 
Ink Brown: as indicated in appendix F 

Red: crosses, drawings and first letters in ff. 47–49; first letters 
70v–71. 

Quires 5x8 (86), 1x2 (88) 
Quire signatures  f. 47: % (same brown ink as the text; same scribe; lower margin in 

the middle) 
f. 55: ) (the same) 
f. 63: 2 (the same) 
f. 71: 0 (the same) 
f. 79: ' (the same) 

Text columns 1 : 47–88, line14 
2: 88, line15 – 88v 

Lines per page Average: 36–45   
Written surface 47–87v: average 20x12.8 

88r–v: 20.6x14  
Measurements of the page 47: 25x17 

54:25.3x16.8 
61: 25.3x17.2 

71: 25.3x17 
79: 25.7x17.2 

80: 25.2x17.3 
86: 25.2x17.4 

Trim Yes. On the outer edges (see f. 88r) 
Folding Quarto 
Openings 50v–51: 33.6x25.3 

58v–59: 33.6x25.3 
66v–67: 33.7x25.3 

74v–75: 33.6x25.3 
82v–83: 33.8x25.3 
87v–88: 33.7x25.3 

Approximate measurements of 
the folio 

33.6x50.6 

Blank pages None 
Lost leaves None 
Decoration Flower-shape separators 

Unit V: ff. 89–96 
Scribe A 
Ruling No 
Pricking On the four corners, only ff. 89–94 (difficult to tell which were 

pricked together) 
Ink Brown: as indicated in appendix F 
Quire 1x8 (96) 
Quire signature None 
Text columns 2 
Lines per page ca. 31–34 
Written surface Average: 20.1x13.2 
Measurements of the page 89: 25.2x17.4 
Trim No 
Folding Quatro 
Opening 92v–93: 34.1x25.7 
Approximate 
measurements of the folio 

34.1x51.4 

Blank pages 96v (with imprint of cross–shape design from the following 
page) 
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Lost leaves None 
Decoration None 
Other  96v–97: {he imprint of the red cross in 97 is visible in 96v. This 

might suggest that the compilation of the manuscript was 
done in an early stage. The imprint is certainly done early: a 
hand wrote on the red cross with brown ink in order to stress 
its existence. 

Unit VI: ff. 97–112 
Scribe A 
Ruling No 
Pricking No 
Ink Brown: as indicated in appendix F 
Quires 2x8 (112) 
Quire signatures  – 3 
Text columns 2 
Lines per page 27–32 
Written surface Average: 19.6x13 
Measurements of the page 97: 25.5x17.2 

104: 25.2x17.5 
Trim No 
Folding Quarto 
Openings 100v–101: 33.6x24.7 107v–108: 33.9x25.7 
Approximate measurements 
of the folio  

33.6x49.4 
33.9x51.4 

Blank pages None 
Lost leaves None 
Decoration 97: simple flower-shape separators in red ink 
Other  96v–97: Units V and VI preserve the original order, since the 

imprint of the red cross, which adorns f. 97, is visible on 96v.  

Unit VII: ff. 113–120 
Scribe A 
Ruling Only ff. 113–115 (12x17.6) 

Ruling type: Similar to the type 02A1 (see Leroy), 
although there are no lines drawn between the 
external borders.  
Ruling system: ><<|<> 
Ruling method: blind ruling  
Tool used for ruling: compass (with one, two or three 
edges) 

Pricking Only the four corners. 
Ink Brown: as indicated in appendix F 
Quires 1x8 (120)  

                                                        
3 However, the lower margins of some folia are damaged (e.g. 97, 104). 
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Quire signatures  None 
Text columns 1: 113–115; 2: 115v–120v 
Lines per page ff. 113–115: 20–25 

ff. 115v–120v: 31–36 
Written surface 115v: 19.8x13 

116: 20x13 
116v: 19.2x13.8 
117: 19.2x14 

120: 19.9x13 
120v: 22.3x13.5 

Measurements of the page 113: 25.4x17.3 
Trim No 
Folding Quatro 
Opening 116v–117: 34x25.6 
Approximate measurements 
of the folio 

34x51.2 

Blank pages None 
Lost leaves None 
Decoration f. 113: drawing with the orientation of the winds 

Unit VIII: ff. 121–152 
Scribe A 
Ruling – 
Pricking On the four corners (19.1x12.8) 

121–124, 125–128, 129–135, 136, 137–142, 143, 144–148, 149–
152) 

Ink Brown: as indicated in appendix F 
Red: first letters: 121, 129, 132, 136, 138, 142, 151r–v, 152v 

Quires 4x8 (152)  
Quire signatures  %: f. 128v (middle of the lower margin–scribe’s ink/ same 

hand as ) in f. 7v) 
% : f. 129 (a bit lower than the previous one – black ink / 
similar hand to % f. 8) 
2: f. 137 (middle of the lower margin–scribe’s ink/ 
extremely similar hand to the one which erased r in f. 8) 
0: f. 145 (middle of the lower margin–scribe’s ink/ same 
hand as the previous) 

Text columns 1 
Lines per page 28–31 
Written surface Aver. 18.8x12.5 
Measurements of the page 121: 25.2x17.3 

129: 25.6x17.1 
137: 25.5x17.1 
144: 25.3x17 

Trim None 
Folding Quarto 
Openings 124v–125: 34.4x25.6 

132v–133: 34x25.6 
140v–141: 34x25.6 
148v–149: 34.2x25.3 

Approximate measurements 
of the folio 

34.4x51.2 

Blank pages None 
Lost leaves Between 152 and 153: at the bottom of the page a new work 

starts. 
Decoration Flower-shape separators in f. 132, 134, 136, 138 (cf. f. 97) 
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Unit IX: ff. 153–182 
Scribe A 
Ruling Only the borders  

Ruling type: Similar to the type 02A1 (Leroy), although there 
are no lines drawn between the borders. 
Ruling system:  
><><|<<<> 
><><|><<> 
><><|<><< 
><<|<>< 
Ruling method: blind ruling  
Tool used for ruling: ruler (something thick – 0.1 cm the line) 

Pricking On the four corners (19.1x12.6) 
Single: 153–154, 155–156, 157–158, 159–160 
Double: the rest of the pages. Difficult to be distinguished. 

Ink Brown: as indicated in appendix F 
Red: only the titles on ff. 153r–v, 155v, 156, 157r–v, 158v–160, 
165, 166, 168v, 169v, 170v, 171v–174, 175, 177, 178, 179 

Quires 3x8 (176) 1x6 (182)  
Quire signatures  % : f. 160v (middle of the lower margin–scribe’s deep brown 

ink) 
) : f. 161 (same) 

Text columns 1: 153–179v 

2: 180–182v 
Lines per page 29–36 
Written surface Aver. 13.1x20.1  
Measurements of the page f. 153: 25.6x17.5 

f. 161: 25.6x17.3 
f. 169: 25.2x17.2 
f. 177: 25.6x17.2 

Trim – 
Folding Quarto 
Openings 156v–157: 34.6x25.5 

164v–165: 34.6x25.6 
172v–173: 34.3x25.3 
179v–180: 34.2x25.6 

Approximate measurements 
of the folio 

34.6x51 

Blank pages None 
Lost leaves None 
Decoration Flower-shape separators in f. 156 and f. 157 (similar to those 

on f. 97) 
Flower-shape separators in f. 178 (cf. 97) 

Other On the middle of the inner margin of 182v there are two 
scratched-out red letters as imprints from the following 
page. The first reads Y (0.3width x 0.5height), the second ∞ 
or n (0.2 width x 0.1 height). However nothing similar can be 
found in the 183. 
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Unit X: ff. 183–189 
Scribe A 
Ruling Yes  

Ruling type: Similar to the type 02A1 (see Leroy), 
although there are no lines drawn between the 
external borders. 
Ruling system: ><>>|<<> 
Ruling method: blind ruling 
Tool used for ruling: something thick (line 0.1 cm) 

Pricking On the four edges: 183–186, 188–189 
On the two outer edges: 187 

Ink Brown: as indicated in appendix F 
Quires 1x7 (189)  
Quires signatures – 
Text columns 1: 183–189 

2: 189v 

4: 189v  
Lines per page 23–25 
Measurements of the page 183: 25.6x17.1 
Trim No 
Folding Quatro 
Opening 186v–187: 33.8x25.4 
Approximate measurements 
of the folio  

33.8x50.8 

Blank pages None 
Lost leaves The last leaf is missing, but the text is complete. 
Decoration None 

Unit XI : ff. 190–193 
Scribe A 
Ruling No 
Pricking No 
Ink Brown: as indicated in appendix F 
Quires 1x4 (193) 
Quire signatures  None 
Text columns 1: 190–192; 2: 192v–193v 
Lines per page 30–31 
Written surface Average: 18.9x12.8 
Measurements of the page 190: 25.2x17.2  
Trim No 
Folding quarto 
Opening 191v–192: 34.2x25.4 
Approximate measurements of 
the folio  

34.2x50.4 

Blank pages None 
Lost leaves None 
Decoration Flower-shape separator in f. 190 (cf. f. 97) 
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Unit XII : ff. 194–292 
Scribes A: 194–292v, line 8 

C: 292v, line 9–30 
Ruling No 
Pricking On the four corners (on average: 19.3x13) 

194–211 (very difficult to say which were together), 212, 
213, 214–6, 217, 218, 219–220, 221–223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 
228, 229, 230, 231–233, 234, 235–236, 237, 238, 239, 240, 241, 
245, 246–247, 248–249, 250–251, 252–255, 256–257, 258–259 
(reverse), 260–261, 262–263, 264, 265–266, 267–268, 269–270, 
271–272, 273, 274–275, 276, 277, 278–279, 280–281, 282, 283, 
284–285, 286, 287, 288, 289–290, 291–292 
Tool: Compass 

Ink Brown: as indicated in appendix F 
Red (first letters): 197 / 292v, line 28–32 

Quires 12x8 (288), 2x1 (290), 1x2 (292) 
Quire signatures 218: 0 (middle, of the lower margin/scribe’s brown ink) 

226: ' ( the same) 
234: 3# (the same) 
241: 4 (the same) 
273: 5% (the same) 
281: 52 (the same) 
289: 52 (the same) 

Text columns 1: 194–292 
Lines per page 26–34 
Written surface Average: 19.7x12.6 
Measurements of the 
page 

194: 25.6x16.5 
202: 25.6x16.7 
210: 25.6x16.6 
218: 25.6x16.6 
226: 25.4x:16.2 
234: 25.6x16.4 
241: 25.7x16.3 
249: 25.7x16.2 

257: 25.7x16.2 
265: 25.2x16.6 
273: 25.7x16 
282: 25.5x15.9 
289: 25.3x16.3 
290: 25.4x16.5 
291: 25.3x16.4 

Trim Possibly. See f. 264 (0.4–0.5 cm) 
Folding Quarto 
Opening 197v–198: 33.5x25.6 

205v–206: 33.6x25.6 
213v–214: 33.5x25.8 
221v–222: 33.1x25.7 
229v–230: 33.1x25.7 
236v–237 32.7x 25.7 
244v–245: 32.5x25.7  

252v–253: 32.8x25.7 
260v–261: 32.6x25.7 
268v–269: 32.4x25.7 
276v–277: 32.3x26.1 
284v–285: 33.6x25.4 
291v–292: 32.1x25.2 

Blank pages None 
Lost leaves Probably after 292. The text in 292v is incomplete. 
Decoration None 
Other 196, line 17 – 196v, line 11: someone has erased the text 

using black ink. 
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Contents 
Folia Verses L4 
1 1. |j, #L/ ä25+/ r$=2a$5+/ #L/ òI33=,, i68//=/ #L/ D*'@E+/%, 

F/#M/5+/ .%Q r$=2a$5+/ #L/ 9%:E%#+:$2ª/, `462$%X=E"/+:, 
zE+[. inc. /+[,, +�.#+,, `2.$8#'5%, #N/ 9%:E8#6/ )$I35,, v. 1. 

2. |j, #C/ 'j.a/% #+[ K+/+E8-+: £/ â3#a$=3%/ +â !%$’ %_#+[ 
3:E!%9=9"/#', l+22()%$0+5. inc. z 2G, ;/8336/ !$+3#8#=, 
E+/+E8-+,, vv. 6. Spingou 2013. 

3. Ej, #L/ !%#$58$-=/ K5-%C* ^, ;!L !$+3M!+: #+[ 05%.a/+: 
l%48$+:, ê#' %_#L/ `!+(=3' -%$#+:**8$5+/. inc. !$L #N/ 
!:*N/ )*"!6/ E' #+[ 9'(+: 0aE+:, vv. 8. Spingou 2013. 

4. |j, #C/ å2(%/ {$580% t2+:/ 'j, #L/ !%#"$% #N/ xE'$N/ 
.%9@E'/+/ `!Q 9$a/+: .%Q X"$+/#% `!Q .8*!(=,) #a/ #' 
~$53#L/ .%Q #L ä25+/ &/'[E% `/ 'w0'5 !'$53#'$s,. inc. .m/ 
3-=E%#53EL/ +_. ]-635/ +_0"/%, vv. 18. Lambros ed. v. 15.  

5. |j, #L/ #$5.*(/+/ #+[ K+/+E8-+: #L/ `/ #+V, K%228/+5,. inc. 
'�!+/ #( #'$!/L/ !%/#%-+[ 2G, `/ 0aE+5,, vv. 6. Spingou 2013. 

6. |j, #L/ hE635/ #L/ ∞j9(+!%. inc. +_. ]3#5 -$NE% *':.L/ 
ÑEX6 .%Q E"*%/, vv. 10. Lambros ed. v. 1. 

1 
 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
5 
 
6 

1v 7. |j, #L/ A+:EG 0%($+/#% #Z, 2:/%V.%, 2:E/Z, .%Q !*=$+[/#% 
#L !$a36!+/ %_#N/ %j98*=, .%Q +Y#6 0=E'I+/#%. Ed. 
Hörandner 2001: 1206. 

8. Untitled. inc. Ñ/9$%< ;9*=#q 0N$+/ `. K+/+E8-+:, v. 1 
9. |j, #L/ 3!a22+/. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, no. 137 

[=Byzantines Enigmas, no. 69]. 

7 
 
 
8 
9 

 10. |j, #C/ 'j.a/% #G, ;.%#%E%-@#+: R'+#a.+: £/ .%#'3.'I%3' 
H6/3#%/#V/+, )%35*'U, z K+/+E8-+,. 'j3Q 0S +â 3#(-+5 ;!L 
!$+3M!+: #G, 'j.a/+,. inc. #C/ ;.%#%E8-=#+/ ú E+/+E8-', 
vv. 2. 

11. º#'$+,. inc. ]-6/ E8-%5, 3IEE%-+/ ÑE%-+/ E8-+:, v. 1.  
12. {+[ F/0$5%/+:!a*'6, !$L, #+U, 3#(-+:, #+[ H'$.I$%, 

;/%2/639"/#%, `/ #q 3:/a0f. Ed. Lambros 1882: 41 (vv. 306–
10)  

13. |j, #C/ )()*+/ #+[ å2(+: i68//+: #+[ ~$:3+3#aE+: #C/ 
*'2+E"/=/ E%$2%$(#=/. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 141.  

14. {+[ %_#+[. |j, ;/%(39=#+/ #5/Z *+(0+$+/. Psellos, Poems, no. 
30. 

15. |j, #C/ 'j.a/% #G, å2(%, R".*=, *'*%#+E=E"/=/ ;!L !"#$%,. 
Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems 51 

10 
 
 
11 
12 
 
13 
 
14 
15 

1v–2 16. {+[ A+:*2%$(%, ;<5+[/#+, ò'V*+/ #5/Z (E+/)%-L/ ®/% 
\!'$*%*@3d %_#+[ #+[ EC 2'5#+/G3%5 #+[#f #L/ F/#(+-+/. 
Theophylaktos of Ohrid, Poems, 10. 

16 

2r–v 17. Untitled. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 42. 17 
2v 18. |j, #Z !'EX9"/#% `b:-$53E"/% .+:#$+I)5%. Christopher 

Mitylenaios, Poems, 45. 
19. |j, #L/ Ω$M0=/ !'$Q #G, #5E(%, .8$%, #+[ &$+0$aE+:. 

Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 74. 
20. |j, #C/ ;0'*XC/ F/%3#%3P #'*':#@3%3%/ .%Q ]#5 

18 
 
19 
 
20 

                                                        
4 If the poem is fully published only by Lambros, the incipit and the number of the verses are given. If 
Lambros has only partially published a poem, then the number of the published verses is given. If 
there is an edition of the poem different than Lambros, then the name is given next to the title of 
each poem. Only the latest printed editions of the works are indicated.  
5 It can also be found in manuscript Vat. gr. 579. 
6 It can also be found in manuscript Neap. III AA 6, f. 107v (XIII s.). There it is ascribed to Psellos. 
Hörandner 2001: 120. 
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!$+.'5E"/=/ ;/%.$'a/#'5+5. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 
75. 

3 21. D!Q #q `.X+$î #G, %_#G,. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 76. 
22. |j, #L/ ä25+/ l84%$+/ #L/ #+[ ~$53#+[ X(*+/ 05Z #C/ 356!C/ 

#N/ `.'V9'/. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 80. 
23. |j, #+U, /'.$+98!#%, ê#' `/ #g å2(6 l+:.î !+*:8/0$5+/ 

`/'!$@39= 05%$!84+/#%, #Z #N/ /'.$N/ ÑEX5%. Christopher 
Mitylenaios, Poems, 82. 

24. |j, #L #(E5+/ *'(b%/+/ #+[ å2(+: &%/#'*'@E+/+,. Christopher 
Mitylenaios, Poems, 89. Cf. no. 361. 

21 
22 
 
23 
 
 
24 

3v 25. |j, #C/ `..*=3(%/ #+[ å2(+: r'6$2(+: #C/ `/ #+V, K%228/+5,. 
Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 95. 

26. |j, #L/ `. E"3=, #G, p$+XG, #+[ æ8#+: B6#G$% .8#6 
)*"!+/#%. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 98. 

27. |j, #C/ 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: ø*5+I. Christopher Mitylenaios, 
Poems, 101. 

28. |w, #5/% 462$8X+/ 462$%X+[/#% #C/ 'j.a/% #+[ K5-%@*. 
Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 112. 

29. |j, #C/ 2"//=35/ #+[ #5E(+: &$+0$aE+:. Christopher 
Mitylenaios, Poems, 113. Cf. no. 362. 

30. |j, #L/ E+/%-L/ F9%/835+/ !'$Q #+[ !'EX9"/#+, 
Ö+0+3#%*82E%#+,. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 117. 

25 
 
26 
 
27 
28 
 
29 
 
30 

3v–5 31. {+[ .:$+[ F/0$+/(.+: #+[ !$6#'.0(.+: 2'2+/a#+, `/ #q #+[ 
R'+[ E'28*d `..*=3(Ü .%Q ;/#53=E'5ME%#+, #+I#+:, 
2'2$%Xa#+,. Andronikos protekdikos, Semeioma, 137–9 . 

31 

5–8v 32. {+[ &$+0$aE+:. Galeomyomachia, ed. Hunger 1968: 78–125 . 32 
8v 33. Note for the calculation of the hours. inc. Ñ/ #5, '\$@3'5 `/ 

°.83#f E=/Q #+[ `/5%:#+[ #Z, xE"$%, O$%/ x*(+: #C/ 2G/ 
.%#%*8E!+/#+,. 

33 

9 34. {+[ !%#$58$-+: A%*3%EN/ 'j, #L/ %j9(+!% K63G/ 
*+2%$5%39"/#% .%Q *:!+IE'/+/. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 
40. Cf. no. 177. 

35. {+[ %_#+[ 'j, '_/+:-a!+:*+/ Ñ$<%39%5 E"**+/ 
3-'0+2$%X(%,. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 41. Cf. no. 178. 

36. B#(-+5 'j, /5!#G$% ]/0+/ 0=E+35%.+[ *+:#$+[ #G, E+/G, #N/ 
¿0=2N/. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 42. Cf. no. 179.  

34 
 
 
35 
 
36 

9–10v 37. &'$Q p0a/#6/. inc. Ea*5, 05%3-P/ `< p0I/=, #L 3#aE%, vv. 168. 
Lambros ed vv. 1–2 and 167–8. 

37 

10v–18 38. {+[ H6/3#%/#(/+: E%ç3#6$+, .%Q 050%3.8*+: #+[ B#5*)G 
3#(-+5 j%E)5.+Q `!Q #g 3:E)8/#5 `/ H6/3#%/#5/+:!a*'5 
9'=*8#f E'28*f `E!$=3Eg E=/Q i+:*(f .'7 ]#+:, ´,b'´. 
Constantine Stilbes, On the great fire of 1197, 8–44 . 

38 

18,  
line23 

39. |j, 'j.a/% #G, )%!#(3'6, #+[ ~$53#+[ !$+#59'E"/=/ ê#' z 
!%#$58$-=, `/ !%*%#(f !+5'V#%5 #Z, #N/ éM#6/ '_-Z,, 
.+3E=9'V3%/ !%$Z #+[ .$%#%5+[ .%Q å2(+: xEN/ )%35*"6,. Ed. 
Spingou 2010: 38. 

39 

18v 40. D!Q 'j.a/5 #+[ 36#G$+, xEN/ i=3+[ ~$53#+[. inc. EC BN#'$ 
O3!'$ !$+3*%)P/ !$Q/ 3%$.(+/, vv. 24. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 
15–24. See p. 74. 

41. |j, 'j.a/% #G, 3#%:$M3'6, #+[ .:$(+: xEN/ i=3+[ ~$53#+[ 
.+3E=9'V3%/ !%$Z #+[ n$:6/(#+:. inc. t.+:3'/ F0ZE 3N/ 
!+0N/ T-+/ *a2', vv. 12. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 11–2. See p. 75. 

42. |j, `2.a*!5+/ K5-%C* #+[ F*+:358/+: ]-+/ E"$+, #G, 
.'X%*G, #+[ å2(+: R'+0M$+: #+[ r%)$s . Ed. Horna 1906: 198. 

43. |j, #C/ 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: &"#$+:. inc. ä0+: !I*%5 ES/ +_ 
.%#53-I3+:3( 3+:, vv. 8.  

40 
 
 
41 
 
 
42 
 
43 
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44. |j, #C/ 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: &%I*+:. inc. /:-9=E'$'I3%, `/ ):9g 
!$M=/ &%[*', vv. 8. 

44 

19 45. |j, #C/ 'j.a/% #G, .+5E@3'6, #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+:. Ed. 
Hörandner 1994: 131. 

46. |j, #Z, 'j.a/%, #N/ å2(6/ F/%$2I$6/ .%Q #G, E=#$L, %_#N/ 
R'+0a#=,. Ed. Tserevelakis 2009/10: 272. 

47. |j, #C/ 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: r'6$2(+:, 2$%X"/#+, Ñ/69'/ #+[ 
!:*N/+, #G, #+[ !+5@3%/#+, #+U, !%$a/#%, 3#(-+:, +j.(%,á 
ê#' `E!$=3E+[ 2'2+/a#+, .%Q .%:9"/#6/ !8/#6/ #N/ 
°#%5$5.N/ +j.=E8#6/ #N/ !*=35%4a/#6/ #g /%g #+[ 
Ö=9"/#+, å2(+: #g 3:/=/6E"/f #q #+5%I#d .%#+5.(Ü, 
05'X:*8-9= %Y#= !%/#'*N, ;)*%)@,. inc. z ES/ .%9WxEN/ ![$ 
!/"6/ 3%#Z/ 0$8.6/, vv. 20. 

45 
 
46 
 
47 

19v 48. |j, ;!+.%9@*635/. Ed. Tserevelakis 2009/10: 275. 
49. |j, #L/ #8X+/ #+[ ~$53#+[. Ed. Tserevelakis 2009/10: 277. 
50. D!Q #+V, 'j.+/(3E%35 #+[ !$6#+3')%3#+[ .%Q E'28*+: 0+:.L, 

.:$+[ i68//+: #+[ H+E/=/+[ .%Q #G, !$6#+3')%3#G, `/ #q 
E+/q #+[ |_'$2"#+:. inc. /%L, ES/ +_0'Q, +_0S !s, .a3E+: 
#a!+,, vv. 30. 

51. D!Q #g E+/%-5.g 'j.+/(3E%#5 #+[ %_#+[ !$6#+3')%3#+[. inc. 
3.=/C/ `2'($%, ^, /"+, K63G, /"%/, vv. 15. 

48 
49 
50 
 
 
51 

20 52. |j, 'j.a/% #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+: .+3E=9'V3%/ !%$Z #+[ 
.%(3%$+, .:$+[ i68//+: #+[ n%*%33=/+[ ;!L #N/ .+3E(6/ 
#G, 3:4I2+: %_#+[ #G, !+$X:$+2'//@#+: .:$s, K%$(%, #G, 
H+E/=/G,. inc. 4:2+3#%#@3%, !%$W `E+Q !a9+:, 0I+, vv. 20. 

52 
 
 
 

20r–v 53. D!Q ;/%2/M3'5 #+[ ïE'**'/ Ñ$%. Ed. Tserevelakis 2009/10: 
278–9. 

53 

20v 54. |j, `2.a*!5+/ ]-+/ #C/ \!'$%2(%/ R'+#a.+/. inc. `/ .%$0(%, 
]-6/ 3' !*%<( !%$9"/', vv. 4. 

55. |j, 'j.a/% #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+: ]-+:3%/ .:.*a9'/ 
+_$%/L/ .%Q ;22"*+:, !%$'3#N#%,. Ed. Tserevelakis 2009/10: 
283. 

54 
 
55 
 

20v–21v 56. {q 3')%3#+.$%#+$(3d .:$î |j$@/d. inc. m/ '_/+'V/ !"X:.' 
0'3!a#=, .I6/, vv. 125. 

56 

21v–22 57. {q %_#q `!Q #q .%9'.83#=/ 050+E"/d #G, #$%!"4=, +j.+/+E(Ü 
.%Q #+V, \X83E%35/. inc. XI35, ES/ `2/M$53'/ ΩE"$%, #"./+/, 
vv. 74. 

57 

22r–v 58. |j, `2-'($5+/ #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+: 2'2+/L, !%$Z #+[ 
3')%3#+[ .%Q E'28*+: °#%5$'58$-+: .:$+[ r'6$2(+: #+[ 
&%*%5+*a2+:. inc. .%Q #+[#+ -$:3a3#5.#+/ 'j3X"$6 !"!*+/, 
vv. 6. 

58 

22v 59. D!Q `2-'5$(f #+[ .:$(+: .%Q R'+[ xEN/ i=3+[ ~$53#+[ `< 
p<"+, \X83E%#+, 2'2+/a#+, !%$Z #+[ .%(3%$+, .:$+[ 
i68//+: n%*%33=/+[. Ed. Nunn 1987: 92. 

60. D!Q #q 'j.a/5 #G, ;$'#G, ;/0$'(%,. inc. b:-C/ ]262' .$%#I/6 
.%Q 3%$.(+/, vv. 2. 

59 
 
 
60 

22v–23 61. D!Q #g .%#Z R'33%*+/(.=/ /'+:$2=9"/#5 +w.f #+[ 
B5.+:/#@/+: l"+/#+,, ]-+/#5 05%Xa$+:, !%*%5Z, â3#+$(%, .%Q 
#L/ %_#+.$8#+$% .[$ K%/+:C* #L/ H+E/=/a/. Ed. Spingou 
2010: 45–6. 

61 

23 62. D!Q `2-'5$(f 2'2+/a#5 !%$Z #+[ E=#$+!+*(#+: é5*(!!6/ 
.:$+[ R'+0M$+:, j%9"/#+, ;!L /a3+: 0:358#+:. inc. `. 
3+:0%$(6/ `. 3.5s, !$M#=, Ea/=,, vv. 10. 

63. D!Q `2-'5$(f #+[ K:$(+: .%Q R'+[ xEN/ i=3+[ ~$53#+[ 
2'2+/a#5 !%$Z #+[ n+I.% .:$+[ i68//+: #+[ :â+[ #+[ 
.%(3%$+, `.'(/+: .:$+[ ò5.=Xa$+: #+[ A$:'//(+:. inc. j-9U/ 

62 
 
 
63 
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;2$'I3%, ^, `!'#$8!= &"#$+,, vv. 11. 
64. |j, 'j.a/% #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+: ;/%.%5/539'V3%/ !%$Z #+[ 

l5!%$(#+: A8$0%. inc. x ES/ .5)6#L, #G, 3.5s, !$Q/ &%$9"/', 
vv. 12. See p. 179. 

 
64 
 

23r–v 65. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: n=E=#$(+: c#5, ®3#%#+ `/ #g /%g #g `/ 
#g +w.f #+[ !$M=/ `!Q #+[ .%/5.*'(+:, #+[ B#:!'5M#+: 
R'+0M$+:, ê#' `)+I*'#+ +e#+, E'#%9'V/%5 #%I#=/ ;!L #+[ 
-9%E%*6#"$+: 'j, #L \b=*a#'$+/, O3#' X:*%-9G/%5 .%Q #N 
.8#6 9:35%3#@$5+/, .%Q §#'$+/ Ñ/69'/ 2'/"39%5. inc. *a2-= 
!a9+: 3+[ .%$0(%/ #'#$6E"/+,, vv. 32.  

65 

23v 66. |j, #C/ å2(%/ A%$)8$%/.  
inc. #L/ #'./+Xa/#=/ ^, 0+.'V, 3")6/ H$a/+/, vv. 6. 
inc. !%#$L, #'./+3X%2+[/#+, +_ !%#$L, #8-%, vv. 6. 
inc. /%Q .%Q 3U #"./+/ T39% E53a!%5, !8#'$, vv. 6. 
inc. #5Es/ #'.a/#%, EC R'+[ 0S !$+.$(/'5/, vv. 6. 
inc. Ñ$2:$+, x !%V, `. !%#$L, E+*5)0(/+:, vv. 6. 

66 

24–33,  
line 27 

67. F!L #+[ ¿!!5%/+[ i<':#5.N/. inc. +â ;'#+Q !*'V3#+/ \!'$#'$+[35/. 
Garzya 1963: 1–49. ff. 24–32v: I, 3, 21 (p. 2) – III, 21, 1 (p. 48); f. 33, line 
1–27: III, 22, 2 (p. 48) – III, 25, 7 (p. 49). 
It misses three lines of the printed text. The scribe completes the 

paragraph in f. 32v; but in f. 33 he starts copying in the middle of a 
sentence.  

67 

33, l. 28–
33v, l.19 

68. Untitled. Excerpts from John Tzetzes, Commentary on Lycophron, 
1,10–6; 2, 2–18; 2, 22–8; 3, 5; 3, 11; 2, 16; 3, 27; 4, 10; 4, 15–8.  

– 

33v, l, 20 69. |j, #$%!'4aX+$+/. Ed. Spingou 2010: 69. See also p. 138.  68 
33v–34 70. |j, 0(3.+/ /'+:$2=9"/#% E'#Z #L .*%!G/%5 .%Q 9$%:39G/%5.  

Ed. Spingou 2010: 58. See also p. 178. 
69 

34 71. D!Q !"!*f ;/%$#=9"/#5 'j, #L/ `/ #q ~%*.q /%a/. inc. 0N$+/ ES/ 
+_0S/ Ñ<5a/ 3+5 #+[ .$8#+:,, vv. 34. 

72. Acclamations to the Emperor. Untitled. 
i. inc. `<@*9+E'/ ú .$8#53#' ¡6E%(6/ %_#+.$8#6$, vv. 10.  
ii. inc. O$53' !8*%5 ò5/':5#N/ #C/ !a*5/, vv. 11. 

70 
 
71 
 

34r–v 73. |j, #Z, 'j.a/%, #N/ )%35*"6/ #+[ #' .:$+[ F*'<(+:. Ed. Spingou 
2010: 61–3. 

72 

34v–35 74. |j, 'j.a/% #G, 3#%:$M3'6, #+[ ~$53#+[. inc. ^, `/ <I*f /[/ 
BN#'$ `3#%:$6E"/+,, vv. 19. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 8–19. 

73 

35 75. |j, #$5.8/0=*+/. inc. #Q, #N/ !$L, xEs, 9%:E8#6/ 3+: &%$9"/', vv. 
16. 

76. |j, `2-'($5+/ #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+:. Ed. Nunn 1987: 97.  

74 
 
75 

35r–v 77. |j, #8X+/. inc. `. #G, 3.5s, Ñ/9$6!' #N/ 2$%EE8#6/, vv. 36. 75 
35v 78. |j, #8X+/. inc. ]9*5b" 3' .%Q Ea/= x 9"% <"/', vv. 29. 

79. |j, #L !$+!I*%5+/ #G, E+/G,. inc. #%I#=/ /'+:$2'V #C/ !$L 
!:*N/+, 3#"2=/, vv. 6. 
80. |j, #L %_#a. inc. R'+[ *a2' !I*=/ 3' #C/ .'.*'53E"/=/, vv. 12. 

81. |j, .5)M#5+/ ]-+/ E[$+/ #+[ å2(+: E8$#:$+, n=E=#$(+:. inc. 
9'33%*+/5."6/ ES/ x !a*5, X"$'5, vv. 16. 

 

76 
77 
 
78 
79 
 

35v–36 82. |j, `2.a*!5+/ #G, å2(%, 0'3!+(/=,. inc. *I6/ p/'($+:, n%/5C* 
)%35*"6,, vv. 4. 

80 

36 83. |j, #Z, !I*%, #+[ +w.+: `/ %ì, 'j.+/(39= z )%35*'U, .%Q Ñ/69'/ 
%_#+[ x \!'$%2(% R'+#a.+, ]-+:3% `2.8$05+/ #L/ ~$53#L/ 
3#"X+/#% #L/ )%35*"% .%Q Ñ22'*+, !$++0'I6/, z ä25+, #S 
R'a06$+, {@$6/ -'5$(46/ %_#g #L <(X+, .%Q z ä25+, ò5.a*%+, 
ñ!539'/ °!aE'/+,. Ed. Spingou 2010: 71–72. 

84. |j, #L/ #8X+/ #N/ F/#5+-'5#N/ R'+0M$+: .%Q i68//+:. Inc. 'j 
#'$!/L/ +_0S/ ^, n%:Q0 b8**6/ 2$8X'5, vv. 18.  

81 
 
 
 
 
82 
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36r–v 85. |j, 'j.a/% .+5E@3'6, #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+: 06$=9'V3%/ #q `/ 
i+$08/d E+/q #+[ &$+0$aE+:. inc. #L/ E:3#5.a/ 3' .%Q 
9'a0$+3+/ !a.+/, vv. 12. 

83 

36v 86. |j, #L )8!#53E% #G, !+$X:$+2'//@#+: .:$s, h//=, 2'2+/L, 
.%#Z #L ä25+/ E"2% B8))%#+/.  

i. inc. `/ #8Xf 3@E'$+/ ~$53#L,, ;**Z /'.$+U, `2'($'5, vv. 14. 
ii. inc. ^, 'y 3+5 !+$X:$+2'/C, h//%, #+[ !$M#+: #a.+:, vv. 11. 

 iii. inc. \08#6/ !$M=/ ø*5+U #$533'I3%, #Z, \0$(%,, vv. 10. 
87. |j, !'$5X"$'5+/ #+[ #8X+: ;$2:$+[/. inc. z #IE)+, +e#+, E=#$a, 

`3#5/ '_#"./+:, vv. 8. 
88. |j, `2-'($5+/ #+[ #$5.%/0@*+:. inc. !+**N/ #:-+[3% 06$'N/ 

3+: &%$9"/', vv. 10. 
89. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: B:E'P/ #+[ 9'+0a-+: )%3#84+/#% #L/ 

~$53#a/. inc. `/ -'$3Q #+[#+ #L )$"X+, X"$6/ 2'$a/, vv. 8.  

84 
 
 
 
 
85 
 
86 
 
87 

37 90. D!Q #q !%$Z #+[ !%/3')83#+: 3')%3#+[ .%Q E'28*+: 
0$+:22%$(+: .+3E=9'(3d 05Z -$:3+[ .%Q *(9+: .%Q E%$28$6/ 
'j.a/5 #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+:. inc. m/ `3X:$=*%#'V#+ #+[ 
3#@9+:, XI35,, vv. 26.  

91. D!Q #g !%$Z #+[ n$:6/(#+: .:$+[ é6#(+: /'+:$2=9"/#5 /%g 
.%Q #q 'j.a/5 #+[ å2(+: B#'X8/+: #+[ !$6#+E8$#:$+,. inc. #g 
3g !a9f !$M#%9*' .%98!'$ *(9f, vv. 24. 

92. D!Q )+:**6#=$(f. inc. 3X$8253E% 2$%XN/ 0+:.+X:o[, |j$@/=,, 
vv. 4. Ed. De Gregorio 2010: 55. 

88 
 
 
 
89 
 
 
90 

37r–v 93. D!Q 'j.a/5 #G, 2'//@3'6, #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+: .+3E=9'(3=, 
!%$Z #+[ !%/3')83#+: E'28*+: 0$+:22%$(+: #+[ H%E%#=$+[ 
.:$+[ F/0$+/(.+:. inc. `< ;3#8-:+, .a..+, Ñ$#+, `. 4IE=,, vv. 
30. 

91 

37v 94. D!Q #g 2'2+/a#5 !%$Z #+[ å2(+: xEN/ )%35*"6, #5E(f .%Q 
46+!+5g 3#%:$g `/ #g .%#Z #+[ i.+/(+: #%<'50(f. Ed. Spingou 
2010: 79–80.  

95. |j, `/0:#C/ #G, ¬2(%, #$%!"4=, ]-+/ 'j.+/53E"/=/ #C/ å2(%/ 
#+[ ~$53#+[ ;/83#%35/. Ed. Speck 1966: 364 (11).  

92 
 
 
93 

37v–38 96. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: !$+X@#+: n%/5C* °3#N#+, `/ E"3f #N/ 
*'a/#6/ .%Q ;22"*6/ #+[ ES/ 3#"X%/+/ %_#g !$+382+/#+,, #+[ 
0S #L/ !$+X@#=/ FE)%.+UE 05%.+E(4+/#+, `!5X'$aE'/+/ #C/ 
#$+XC/ #N/ 2'6$2N/. inc. #(, +_. m/ `/ *8..f 3' n%/5C* 
)*"!6/, vv. 24. 

94 

38 97. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ ;$-53#$%#@2+: K5-%C* .+3E=9'V3%/ !%$Z #+[ 
:â+[ #+[ {$5bI-+:. inc. ß !(3#'6, -'Q$ !8/#% #+*EN3% 2$8X'5/, 
vv. 16. 

98. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: &%I*+: .+3E=9'V3%/. inc. m/ 3U 3'%:#L/ 
;2/+'V/ &%[*' 2$8Xd,, vv. 7. 

99. |j, 'j.a/% #N/ #$5N/ !%(06/. inc. ]0'5 #L *'V!+/ #N/ å!8/#6/ 
.#53E8#6/, vv. 20.  

95 
 
 
96 
 
97 

38v 100. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ H:$(+: .%Q R'+[ .%Q B6#G$+, xEN/ i=3+[ 
~$53#+[, .+3E=9'V3%/ !%$Z #G, å2(%, xEN/ 0'3!+(/=, 05Z 
-$:3+[, E%$28$6/ .%Q *(96/. Ed. Spingou 2010: 92. 

98 

38v–39 101. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: E'2%*+E8$#:$+, r'6$2(+: 
;/%.%5/539'V3%/ !%$Z #+[ K5-%C* #+[ {%#5.(+:. inc. #$+-+[ ES/ 
+_. w3-:3'/ ;2$(+: #835,, vv. 32.  

99 

39 102. |j, 'j.a/% #G, å2(%, h//=, [#G,] 0'3!+(/=, *'2+E"/=,. inc. 
#(.#'5/ ES/ `.$(9=3%/ `/ *I!%5, #"./%, vv. 14. See p. 77. 

100 

39r–v 103. Acclamations to the emperor. Untitled. 
i. inc. !$N#+/ !$+3XM/=E% ~$53#+[ /'.$N/ `<%/%3#8/#+,, vv. 6. 

ii. inc. 3#+*q *':.q ES/ t3#$%!#', #+U, )*"!+/#%, `98E)'5, vv. 6. 
iii. inc. 'j .%Q #L !$Q/ +â )%35*'V, E'#Z .%Q #N/ ;$-a/#6/, vv. 6. 
iv. inc. ~$53#L, z !8/#6/ )%35*'U, `*':9'$(%/ 2$8X6/, vv. 6. 

101 
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v. inc. #L/ *(9+/ ES/ `.I*=3'/ Ñ22'*+, !$Q/ #+[ #8X+:, vv. 6. 
vi. inc. -9S, ES/ #+[ <I*+: .%9'*P/ `)83#%3'/ `!’ ≤E6/, vv. 6. 

vii. inc. `3'(39=3%/ #g Xa)f 3+: !s3%5 X:*%Q )%$)8$6/, vv. 6. 
viii. inc. ;/+(2+E"/ 3+5, )%35*'[, #N/ .%$05N/ #Z, 9I$%,, vv. 7. 
ix. inc. `<G*9', ^, `. .5)6#+[ #N/ 3N/ `< ;/%.#a$6/, vv. 8. 

39v 104. Three epigrams on saint Mark. Untitled:  
i. inc. .%*'V 3', K8$.', ~$53#L, `< ∞(2:!#(6/, vv. 4. 

ii. inc. #+V, 3+V, .$%#(3#+5, !$+3!'3a/#% 3-+5/(%, vv. 4.  
iii. inc. 'j &"#$+, `3#Q !"#$% #G, `..*=3(%,, vv. 4. 

105. Untitled. inc. .%5/a, #5, +e#+, #IE)+, o/ )*"!'5,, <"/', vv. 50. 

102 
 
 
 
103 

40–45, 
line 28 

106. [{+[] A_#+[. 050%3.%*(% 3I/#+E+, .%Q 3%X'3#8#= !'$Q #' #N/ 
0".% .%#=2+$5N/ .%Q #N/ !$+#83'6/ .%Q #N/ 3:**+253EN/ !'$Q 
û/ #(, !$+050%-9'Q,, 'j, !s3%, ES/ .%Q Ñ**=/ `!53#@E=/ .%Q 
#"-/=/ `<%5$"#6, 0S 'j, #C/ Ö=#+$'(%/ '_.a*6, `E!+$'I3'#%5. 
{+[ \!'$#(E+: .:$+[ K5-%C* #+[ ©'**+[, Michael Psellos, 
Philosophica Minora I, op. 52, 1–555 

104 

45,  
lines 28–
33 

107. Notes on grammar. Inc. j3-I'5 0S #$a!+:, .%#Z #"-/=/ +ì+/ 
05083.%*+, !$L, E%9=#@/, .%#Z #I-=/ ^, 0'3!a#=, !$L, 0+[*+/, 
.%#Z !$+%($'35/ ^, X(*+, !$L, X(*+/, .%#Z XI35/ ^, !%#C$ !$L, 
:âa/. 

 

45v 108. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ ~%5$'#53E+[. Ed. Tserevelakis 2009/10: 105.  
109. |j, #C/ √!%!%/#@/. inc. z ES/ n%/5C* #C/ R'+[ 0a<%/ )*"!6/. 

Ed. Tserevelakis 2009/10: 287. 
110. Untitled. inc. !+**Z, ES/ ]3-+/ 06$'N/ Y*%,, .a$=, vv. 20. 

Lambros ed. v. 1. 
111. |j, #L 3#"EE% #+[ .:$+[ F*'<(+: 06$=9S/ %_#g !%$Z #+[ 

!$6#+3')%3#+[. inc. !$+#'(/'#%5 ES/ \ba9'/ 3+5 #L 3#"X+,, vv. 11. 
112. Untitled. inc. `. 3+[ ES/ xEV/ -%$(#6/ !+*:#$a!6/, vv. 18. 

105 
106 
 
107 
 
108 
 
109 

46 113. D!Q #+V, 'j.+/539'V35/ `/ #g !$+!:*%(f #N/ ¬2(6/ 
#'33%$8.+/#%. inc. #$+-+[ X+$Z -$a/+: ES/ ;3#%#+:E"/=, vv. 14. 

114. D!Q #$5.*(/f /'+:$2=9"/#5 -8$5/ #$%!"4=, #N/ E+/%-N/ !%$Z 
#+[ )%35*"6, .[$ K%/+:C* ]/9% 'j.+/(39=3%/ 3U/ %_#g .%Q z 
!8!!+, %_#+[ )%35*'U, .[$ F*"<5+, .%Q z !%#C$ %_#+[ )%35*'U, 
.[$ i68//=, .%Q z A+:*2%$+.#a/+, .[$ A%3(*'5+,. inc. m/ '�-' 
.$%:2C/ .%Q 0+E=E8#6/ XI35,, vv. 42. See p. Error!  Bookmark 
not defined. . 

110 
 
 
111 

46v 115. |j, `2.a*!5+/ ]-+/ E"$+, #+[ å2(+: *(9+: `/ í E'#Z #C/ 
;!+.%9@*635/ ]9'#+ #L/ ~$53#L/ z i63CX .%Q E"$+, #G, 3!89=, 
#+[ å2(+: r'6$2(+:. inc. 3#"$/+5, X"$+/#5 #EGE% ~$53#S #+[ *(9+:, 
vv. 4. 

116. |j, 'j.a/% .+3E=9'V3%/ #G, å2(%, R'+#a.+:. inc. #+[ 3+[ ES/ 
Yb+:, Ñ<5+/ .a3E+/, Ha$=. vv. 24. Lambros ed. vv. 1, 15–20 and 24. 
See p. 78. 

117. D!Q #8Xf #5/L, 2:/%5.L, %jX/50(6, 9%/+I3=, 05Z .:/82-=,. inc. 
#'$X9'(, F0ZE X8$:22% .%$!g #+[ <I*+:, vv. 12. 

118. D!Q !%#'*(f -$:3g 2'2+/a#5 !%$Z #+[ 3')%3#+[ #+[ H%*%E8/+: 
.%Q 0+9"/#5 #g å2(f xEN/ )%35*'V ê!'$ '�-'/ 'j.+/53E"/% 058X+$% 
.%#Z #C/ ë_22$(%/ #$a!%5%. Cf. no. 340. See p. 79. 

119. D!Q 'j.+/(3E%#5 #N/ å2(6/ R'+0M$6/ .%Q %_#+[ #+[ å2(+: 
R'+0M$+: #+[ r%)$s #+[ `/....#....35. )%$)8$6/ ;/%$#=9"/#5. inc. +ì, 
.*@3'6/ R'+[ `3#5 .%Q .+5/6/(%, vv. 12. See p. 79. 

112 
 
 
 
113 
 
 
114 
 
115 
 
 
– 

47–88, 
line 13 

120. D!5E'$53E+Q 3U/ R'g #+[ b%*#G$+, ;!L X6/G, r'6$2(+: 
050%3.8*+: #+[ `!(.*=/ -+5$+)+3.+[. George Choiroboskos, 
Epimerisms on Psalms, ed. T. Gaisford, Oxford 1842, 1, 1 – 188, 25. 

116 

88 121. Ignatios the Deacon, Fables, no. 42. 
122. Ignatios the Deacon, Fables, no. 28. 
123. Ignatios the Deacon, Fables, no. 35. 

117 
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124. Ignatios the Deacon, Fables, no. 36. 
125. Ignatios the Deacon, Fables, no. 37. 
126. Ignatios the Deacon, Fables, no. 38. 
127. Ignatios the Deacon, Fables, no. 39. 
128. Ignatios the Deacon, Fables, no. 40. 
129. Ignatios the Deacon, Fables, no. 41. 

88r–v 130. {+[ A+:*2%$(%,. |j, #L/ X5*+*+2M#%#+/ F%$P/ .'.%95.a#% 
%_#L/ 'j, #C/ #"/#% %_#+[. Theophylaktos of Ohrid, Poems, no. 11. 

118 

88v 131. º#'$+5. Theophylaktos of Ohrid, Poems, no. 12. 
132. |j, E+/%-L/ K+:48*6/% 356!N/#%. Christopher Mitylenaios, 

Poems,4. 
133. Collection of Gnomes:  

i. inc. %â 36E%#5.%Q ;!+*%I3'5, !*"+/ #L p0:/=$L/ ]-+:35 #+[ 
x0"+,. G26, M5. 

ii.             inc. ;!=**82=3%/ +â *5!a/#', #L/ )(+/. G 108. 
iii.             inc. Ñ#%.#a, `3#5/ z X9+$'U, #G, .%$0(%,. G 109. 
iv.             inc. ;28**'#%5 3%XN, 2' 0GE+,. G 110. 
v.              inc. Ñ/9$6!+, +_0'Q, !*=EE'*=E8#6/. G 111. 
vi. F$53#+#"*+:,. inc. Ñ/9$6!+, ß/ ê*6, `2P ;/9$M!f. G 118. 
vii.              inc. ;/0$a, 2"$+/#+, +â 2/89+5. G 119. 
viii.              inc. ;/C$ E%-=#C, `/ *a2+5,. G 137. 
ix.              inc. ;/C$ 3.a*5+, +_. ]-'5. G 139.  
x.              inc. ;/0$L, !%/+I$2+: X'[2' #Z, zE5*(%,. G 140. 
xi.              inc. ;/C$ X$a/5E+, +_. ]-'5. G 141. 
xii. {+[ R'+*a2+:. inc. )(+/ #L/ ;**+56#L/ '_*%)N,. G 166. 
xiii.              inc. )$%0U, EC w395 !$L, '_!+5ç%/. G 167. 
xiv. ∞j3M!+:. inc. )")=*+, o, E/=35.%.'V. G 194. 
xv. A%)$(+:. inc. 2/ME= !+/=$Z -$=3#L/ T9+,. G 227. 
xvi.               inc. 2"E'5 3#'/%2EN/ x 0(%5#%. G 233, M 88. 
xvii. inc. 2"*6, #Z #q0' !8/#% .%Q .'/L, 0$aE+,. G 234, 

                      G 276. 
xviii. inc. 0'5/L/ 0$8.+/#', .%Q .%.+[$2+/. G 326, F 47. 
xix.               inc. '_=E'$N/ E"E/=3+ .%Q #+[ 9%/8#+:. G 395. 
xx.               inc. 9/=#L/ *%-P/ #L 3NE% EC X$a/'5 E"2%. G 483. 
xxi.               inc. *+253#5.L, /+[, '5, #L 0'<5L/ Ö"!6/. G 631. 
xxii. inc. /+[/ *'!#L/ ñ2.+, `.05M.'5. G 706, F 18. 
xxiii. inc. Ö'V9$% 2*:.%3E+[ 2*N33% )*I4'5. G 914, F 13. 
xxiv. inc. #(.#'5, ]-50/% EC X+)+[ #Z, Å0V/%,. G 1016, F 50. 
xxv.               inc. #$"X6/ #L 3NE%, EC #$:X@3d,. G 1017. 
xxvi. inc. #I-=/ ]-'5, Ñ/9$6!' EC E8#=/. G 1026, 0 17. 
xxvii. inc. \*N/ 2'=$N/ E'3#L, ß/ )$+#N/. G 1032. 
xxviii.          inc. \!'$X"$+:35 #N/ !%9N/ #Z !89=. G 1034. 
xxix. inc. Y06$ !+#L/ Ñ$53#+/. G 1043, F 16. 
xxx. inc. X(*+5 X5*+[35/ .%Q ≠ #+V, X(*+5,. G 1051, F 14. 
xxxi. inc. XI*%##' 3%:#L/ EC X*+2(. G 1091. 
xxxii. inc. -$:3+[ *%*+[/#+,, !s, ;!$%.#'(#6. G 1124, F 58. 
xxxiii. inc. O3!'$ #g !:$Q %_#+E8#6,. G 1189, 0 45. 

119 
120 
 
121 

89–94 134. B#(-+5 #+[ 2'2+/a#+, -%$#+XI*%.+, /+E+XI*%.+, !$M#+: #N/ 
A*%-'$/N/ .%Q !$6#+3:2."**+: .:$+[ R'+0M$+: #+[ A%*3%EP/ 
E'#Z 0" #5/%, -$a/+:, .%Q !%#$58$-+: F/#5+-'(%, 'j, #L/ i63CX 
;!+2:E/+IE'/+/ #C/ %j39G#% !%$Z #G, 2:/%5.L, #+[ &'/#'X$G ^, 
`$6#+E%/+I3=,. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 17. 

135. Ej, #L/ ..(4+/.… !%$Z !+$/N/ 0I+ X%*%.$+IE'/+/. Theodore 
Balsamon, Poems, 2. 

136. |j, #L/ n%:ƒ0 .*%(+/#% #C/ E'#Z #G, A=$3%)'S E+5-'(%/. 

122
– 
160 

                                                        
7 Most of the titles are illegible in the manuscript; for this reason I relied on the printed edition. The 
editor, Konstantin Horna, states that he is editing on the basis of the Marcianus. So one can assume 
that the titles, written in red, were probably legible in 1903 (Horna 1903: 176–7). 
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Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 3. 
137. |j, #L/ B%EbP/ <:$54aE'/+/ \!L #G, n%*50s,, Theodore 

Balsamon, Poems, 4. 
138. |j, #C/ 9:2%#"$% #+[ é%$%P *+:+E"/=/ `/ #g !+#%Eg .%Q 

'\$+[3%/ #L/ K6≈3G/. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 5. 
139. |j, #L/ .%9%$53EL/ #G, *"!$%, #+[ ò''E8/. Theodore Balsamon, 

Poems, 6. 
140. |j, #$8!'4%/ ]-+:3%/ â3#+$=E"/+/ #L/ 0'V!/+/. Theodore 

Balsamon, Poems,7. 
141. |j, #L %_#a. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 8. 
142. |j, #L .'**(+/ %_#+[ #L ñ/ 'j, #C/ E+/C/ #N/ ∆5!N/. Theodore 

Balsamon, Poems, 9. 
143. |j, )5)*(+/ #%.#5.L/ .%Q E=-%/5.a/ 0+9S/ !%$Z #+I#+: #g 

)%35*'V .:$g i3%%.(f. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 10. 
144. |j, #L/ #8X+/ `/#L, ñ/#% #+[ /%+[ #G, å2(%, h//=, #5E6E"/=, 

`/ #q E+/q #N/ J0=2N/. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 11. 
145. |j, #L/ #8X+/ #+[ 3')%3#+[ .:$+[ B#'X8/+: #+[ H+E/=/+[ 

`/#L, ñ/#% #G, %_#G, E+/G,. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 12. 
146. |j, #L/ #8X+/ #+[ 3')%3#+[ .:$+[ |_E%9(+: #+[ 

K%.$'E)+*(#+:. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 13. 
147. |j, #C/ \!'$%2(%/ 'j.+/53E"/=/ J0=2@#$5%/ .….. !%/#"-/5+/. 

Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 14.  
148. º#'$+5, Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 15. 
149. {+[ %_#+[ 2$%X"/#', 'j, D<%262C/ #+[ E=#$+!+*(#+: 

é5*5!!+:!a*'6,. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 16. 
150. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ `!53.a!+: B50a/+, ]-+:3%/ 'j.+/(3E%#% 

)%35*"6, .%Q #+[ !%#$58$-+:, ;**Z…â3#%E"/+: ñ!539'/ !'$Q #+U, 
!a0%, #+[ !%#$58$-+:. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 17. 

151. |j, -$:3+[/ .69M/5+/ ]-+/ â3#+$=E"/%, #$'V, 9'8,, #C/ 
FX$+0(#=/, #C/ «$%/, #C/ F9@/=/, .%Q #L/ F*"<%/0$+/ 050+[/#% 
EG*+/. Theodore Balsamon, 18 ∞. 

152. |j, #L %_#L. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 18 A. 
153. Untitled. Theodore Balsamon, 18 C.  
154.  |j, #8X+/ #+[ 3.':+XI*%.+, .:$+[ i68//+: #+[ å2(+: 

é*6$(#+:. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 19. 
155. |j, #L/ ;$-822'*+/ K5-%C* E'#Z <(X+:, â3#8E'/+/ 'j, #Z 

E:$'b5.Z `$2%3#@$5% #G, E'28*=, `..*=3(%, Ñ/69'/ #G,… 
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 20 ∞. 

156. º#'$+5. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 20 A. 
157. |j, '_/+:-a!+:*+/. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 21.  
158. |j, `!5."$/=/ E%.$a/, ^, ;!L #+[ '_/+:-+!+I*+:. Theodore 

Balsamon, Poems, 22. 
159. B#(-+5 `.0+9"/#', #g '_/+:-+!+I*f. Theodore Balsamon, 

Poems, 23. 
160. |j, å2(%/ 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: R'+0M$+: #+[ 3#$%#=*8#+:. 

Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 24 ∞. 
161. |j, #C/ %_#C/ å2(%/ 'j.a/%. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 24 A. 
162. |j, #L/ '_/+-a!+:*+/. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 25. 
163. |j, #L/ 9'V+/ /%L/ #+[ +w.+: #+[ *+2+9"#+: #a/ !+#' ñ/#% 

*+:#$a/. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 26. 
164. |j, #L/ â3#+$=9"/#% )%35*"% .[$5/ i3%8.5+/ `/#L, #+[ å2(+: 

*+IE%#+, #G, å2(%, R'+#a.+: #G, J0=2@#$5%,. Theodore Balsamon, 
Poems, 27. 

165. |j, #:!5.L/ #G, E+/G, #+[ 3')%3#+[ .%Q !$+.%9=E"/+: .:$+[ 
F/0$+/(.+: #+[ ÇÉ+2'$(+:, #G, *'2+E"/=, ~$:3+.%E%$56#(33=,. 
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 28. See also De Gregorio 2010: 49. 



Words and Artworks | 314 

 

166. |j, ä25+/ n=E@#$5+/ '\$'9"/#% !%$Z #+[ )%35*"6, 'j, #C/ 
+j.(%/ #+[ ;!+3#8#+: B9*%)+!"#$+:. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 
29. 

167. |j, ;/%0'/0$80% !%#$5%$-5.+[ .'**(+: ]-+:3%/ 3#%X:*8,. 
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 30. 

168. |j, /"$%/#4%/ #G, E+/G, #+[ F$2:$+!M*+: .%:9'V3%/ \!L 
-'5EN/+,. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 31. 

169. B#(-+5 2$%X"/#', 'j, #L 05Z #+[ *(9+: w05.#+/ #+[ .:$69"/#+, 
0a2E%#+, !%$Z #+[ )%35*"6, .:$+[ K%/+:C* .%Q ;/%3#=*69"/#+, 
`/#L, #G, å256#8#=, #+[ R'+[ E'28*=, `..*=3(%,. Theodore 
Balsamon, Poems, 32. 

170. B#(-+5 2$%X"/#', 'j, 'j.a/% å2(%, R'+#a.+:, .$'E%39'V3%/ 'j, 
#C/ E+/C/ #+[ å2(+: {$IX6/+,. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 33. 

171. |j, #:!5.L/ 2:/%5.'(%, E+/G,. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 34. 
Cf. De Gregorio 2010: 56–7. 

172. |j, #L/ ä25+/ {$IX6/%. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 35. 
173. |j, #C/ E+/C/ #N/ ∆5!N/. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 36.  
174. |j, #L .'**(+/ %_#+[. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 37. 
175. Untitled. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 38. 
176.  |j, #L !%$W %_#+[ 3:/#'9S/ /+E+.8/+/+/ !$L, #L/ å25M#%#+/ 

!%#$58$-=/ .[$5/ r'M$25+/ #L/ »5X5*V/+/. Theodore Balsamon, 
Poems, 39. 

177. |j, #L/ ∞j9(+!% K63G/ *+2%$5%39"/#% .%Q *:!+IE'/+/. 
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 40. Cf. no. 34. 

178. |j, '_/+:-+!+:*(05+/ Ñ$<%39%5 E"**+/ 3-'0+2$%X(%,. Theodore 
Balsamon, Poems, 41. Cf. no. 35. 

179. |j, /5!#G$% ]/0+/ 0=E+35%.+[ *+:#$+[ #G, E+/G, #N/ ¿0=2N/. 
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 42. Cf. no. 36. 

94v–96 180.  Manasses, Hodoiporikon, vv. 1–269.  161 
96v Blank.  
97 181. |j, #L/ !"!*+/ #L/ .$'E%39"/#% !%$Z #+[ i68//+: 3')%3#+[ 

#+[ F$)%/#=/+[ 'j, #C/ \!'$%2(%/ R'+#a.+/ #C/ ¿0=2@#$5%/. {+[ 
H%**5.*"+,. Kallikles, Poems, 1. 

162 
 

97r–v 182. |j, #C/ 'j.a/% #+[ B6#G$+, #C/ .+3E=9'V3%/ \!L #+[ )%35*"6, 
.%Q ;/%#'9'V3%/ #q E+/q #+[ &%/#+.$8#+$+,. Kallikles, Poems, 2. 

 

97v 183. |j, #C/ 3#%I$635/ #+[ .:$(+: xEN/ i=3+[ ~$53#+[ .%Q #+[ 
å2(+: &"#$+:. Kallikles, Poems, 32. 

184. {+[ %_#+[. Ej, #L/ ä25+/ r'M$25+/ `/ *':.g *(9f #:!69"/#%. 
Kallikles, Poems, 3. 

185. º#'$+5. Kallikles, Poems, 4.  
186. |j, #L/ ~$53#L/ .+3E=9"/#% !%$Z #+[ .[$ i3%%.(+: 05Z -$:3+[ 

.%Q *(96/. Kallikles, Poems, 8. 
187. |j, #C/ 'j.a/% #C/ â3#%E"/=/ Ñ/6 #+[ #8X+: #+[ 3')%3#+[ 

.:$+[ F/0$+/(.+:. Kallikles, Poems, 11. 

 

97v–98 188. |j, §#'$%/ zE+(6, 'j.a/%. Kallikles, Poems, 13. Cf. no. 268.  
98 189. {+[ %_#+[. |j, #Z, °!#Z 3:/a0+:, #+[ ~$53#+[ E"3+/ â3#%E"/+:. 

Kallikles, Poems, 14. Cf. no. 267. 
 

98r–v 190. {+[ %_#+[. |j, #C/ R'+#a.+/ .+3E=9'V3%/ !%$Z #+[ )%35*"6,. 
Kallikles, Poems, 15. 

 

98v 191. |j, #L .%:.(+/ 0+9S/ !%$Z #G, !+$X:$+2'//@#+: .:$s, 
|_0+.(%, #g !%#$Q %_#G, #g )%35*'V xEN/ #g å2(f. Kallikles, Poems, 
16. 

192. Untitled. Kallikles, Poems, 17. 

 

98v–99 193. {+[ %_#+[ 'j, #L/ ~$53#L/ â3#8E'/+/ `!Q #g #8Xf ^, `. 
!$+3M!+: ;EX+#"$6/ #+[ #' *+2+9"#+: .%Q #G, 3:E)(+: %_#+[ 
.:$s, |j$@/=, E'#Z #+[ E+/%-5.+[ 3-@E%#+, â3#%E"/6/. Kallikles, 
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Poems, 18. 
99 194. |j, #C/ J0=2@#$5%/ #+[ %_#+[. Kallikles, Poems, 20. 

195. {+[ %_#+[. |j, #L/ #8X+/ #+[ H%E%#=$+[ *+2+9"#+:. Kallikles, 
Poems, 21. 

 

99v–100 196. {+[ %:#+[. |j, #C/ n+.'5%/C/ ^, ;!L #+[ ;/0$L, %_#G,. 
Kallikles, Poems, 22. 

 

100 197. |j, #C/ 'j.a/% #+[ 36#G$+, #C/ .+3E=9'V3%/ !%$Z #G, 3')%3#G, 
.:$s, h//=, #G, n+:.%(/=,. Kallikles, Poems, 23. 

198. {+[ %_#+[. |j, #C/ `/ !%*%#(f 0':#"$%/ !%$+:3(%/. Kallikles, 
Poems, 24. 

 

100r–v 199. {+[ %_#+[. |j, #L -$:3+[/ .+:)+I.*'5+/. Kallikles, Poems, 25.  
100v 200. |j, #L/ p<'a-$:3+/ !"!*+/ #L/ .$'E%39"/#% `/ #q J0=2=#$(Ü 

!%$Z #G, 3')%3#G, .:$s, h//=,, #G, 3:4I2+: #+[ 3')%3#+[ 
i68//+: #+[ F$%)%/#=/+[. Kallikles, Poems, 26. 

201. |j, #L/ 3#%:$L/ #L/ .+3E=9"/#% !%$Z #G, !+$X:$+2'//@#+: 
.:$s, |_0+.(%,. Kallikles, Poems, 27. 

 

101 202. |j, #L/ #8X+/ #G, 0'3!+(/=,. Kallikles, Poems, 28.  
101–102 203. |j, #Z Öa0%. Kallikles, Poems, 29.  
102r–v 204. |j, #L/ BE:$/%V+/ `.X$83%/#% #L/ #'*':#@3%/#% :âL/ #+[ 

!$6#+3#$8#+$+,. Kallikles, Poems, 30. 
 
 

103r–v 205. ëâ !%$a/#', 3#(-+5 \25%(/+/#+, #q #+[ R'+[ -8$5#5 #+[ .$%#%5+[ 
.%Q å2(+: xEN/ %_9"/#+: .%Q )%35*"6, i68//+: !+$X:$+2'//@#+: 
#+[ H+E/=/+[ `2"/'#+ .%#W `/#+*C/ `.'(/+: ^, `!Q #g #8Xf %_#+[ 
2$%X=3+E"/+5. Kallikles, Poems, 31. 

 

103v 206. {+[ &$+0$aE+:. |j, 'j.a/% ]-+:3%/ #L/ ~$53#L/ â3#+$=E"/+/. 
Theodore Prodromos, Historical Poems, 53. 

163 

103v–104 207. {+[ %_#+[. |j, Ñ/9$%.% `!53#+*C `!Q #+[ H%/5.*'(+:. Theodore 
Prodromos, Historical Poems, 72. 

164 

104 208. {+[ %_#+[. |j, `2-'($5+/ #G, J0=2@#$5%,. Theodore Prodromos, 
Historical Poems, 73. 

209. |j, #L/ H:$5%.L/ .%Q R'a06$+/ #+U, 9:E'*5.+U, ;!+.%$"/#%,. 
Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 138. 

210. |j, #L/ E+/%-L/ #G, E+/G, K%/+:@*. Christopher Mitylenaios, 
Poems, 120. 

165 
 
166 
 
167 

104r–v 211. |j, #L/ ä25+/ i%.6)+/ #L/ &"$3=/. Christopher Mitylenaios, 
Poems, 121. 

168 

104v 212. |j, #C/ 2"//=35/ #+[ ~$53#+[. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 
123. Cf. no. 333 

213. |j, #L/ EI$E=.%. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 125. Cf. no. 
334. 

214. |j, #C/ F/8*=b5/. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 126. Cf. no. 
335. 

215. |j, #L/ `<6/=9"/#% )a*+/ #+[ 05.#I+: !%$W %_#+[. Christopher 
Mitylenaios, Poems, 127. 

216. |w, #5/% 'j!a/#% )0'*I##'39%5 #Z !=*Z .%5 05% #+[#+ #G, +j.(%, 
EC ;!5"/%5. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 132. 

217. |j, #L/ .%#+$I##+/#% #L -$:3(+/ !*+I35+/. Christopher 
Mitylenaios, Poems, 134. Cf. no. 336. 

169 
 
170 
171 
172 
 
173 
 
174 

105 218. On St Aarbara. Untitled.  
i. inc. Ñ3#+$2' !8#'$ A%$)8$% #'EP/ <(X'5, vv. 6. Lambros ed. v. 1. 
ii. inc. 3U ES/ #L ![$ «X%53#+/ `<:E/N/ *"2'5,, vv. 6. Lambros ed. v. 1. 
iii. inc. ≤X9=, E:3%$L, %_#a-'5$ !%#C$ #"./+:, vv. 6. Lambros ed. v. 1. 
iv. inc. T/ m/ #L .$'V##+/ 'j !%#C$ Ñ**+, X983%,, vv. 6. Lambros ed. 1. 
v. inc. )*"!6/ X*"2+/ ![$ !%#"$% !%50+.#a/+/, vv. 6. Lambros ed. 1. 
vi. inc. +_- ^, E'*(33=,, ^, 0S .=XG/+, 2a/+,, vv. 6. Lambros ed. 1. 
vii. inc. #( .%Q !8*5/ ![$ +_$%/L, .8#6 )$"-'5, vv. 7. 

 
175 
176 
177 
178 
179 
180 
181 
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105r–v 219. D!Q 'j.+/(3E%#5 #G, R'+#a.+: Ñ/69'/ !I*=, E+/%3#=$(+:. inc. 
c/!'$ !$+'V0'/ z !$+X=#'I6/ !I*=/, vv. 22. Lambros ed. vv. 1–2. 

182 

105v–106 220. |j, #Z ä25% #N/ å2(6/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: I.  
221. |j, #L/ -%5$'#53Ea/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: II.  
222. |j, #C/ ~$53#+[ 2"//=35/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: III.  
223. |j, #C/ \!%!%/#@/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: IV.  
224. |j, #C/ )8!#535/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: V.  
225. |j, #C/ E'#%Ea$X635/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: VI.  
226. |j, #C/ ]2'$35/ #+[ l%48$+:. Ed. Hörandner 1994: VII.  
227. |j, #C/ )%v+Xa$+/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: VIII.  
228. |j, #L/ 0'V!/+/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: IX.  
229. |j, #L/ /5!#G$%. Ed. Hörandner 1994: X.  
230. |j, #C/ !$+3':-@/. Ed.Hörandner 1994: XI.  
231. |j, #C/ !$+0+3(%/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: XII.  
232. |j, #L/ ~$53#L/ °*.aE'/+/ `!Q #g 3#%:$69G/%5. Ed. Hörandner 

1994: XIII.  

183
–
211 
(sic) 

106 233. |j, #C/ 3#%I$635/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: XIV.  
234. |j, #C/ ;!+.%9@*635/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: XV.  
235. |j, #L/ `/#%X5%3Ea/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: XVI.  
236. |j, #C/ ;/83#%35/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: XVII.  
237. |j, #C/ ;/8*=b5/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: XVIII.  
238. |j, #C/ !'/#=.+3#@/. Ed. Hörandner 1994: XIX.  
239. |j, #C/ .+(E=35/ #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+:. Ed. Hörandner 1994: 

XX.  
240. |j, #L/ ;$-53#$8#=2+/ K5-%C* 'j.+/539"/#% `/ #g !$+!:*%(f 

#+[ /%+[ %_#+[ #+[ ]<69'/ #+[ .83#$+: {$5%0(#3=,, !%$Z #+[ 
3')%3#+[ .%Q E'28*+: °#%5$'58$-+: .:$+[ r'6$2(+: #+[ 
&%*%5+*a2+: ]/9% 3:/'5.+/(39= %_#L, #S .%Q z :âL, %_#+[ z 
3')%3#L, .[$ F*"<5+,. inc. ^, !$Q/ K%/+:S 3:**%*+[/#8 3' )*"!6, 
vv. 9. 

241. |j, #L/ `/ #g %j25%*g #G, {5)'$580+, Ñ$53#+/. Ed. Hörandner 
1994: XXI.  

242. |j, `2.a*!5+/ #+[ F*+:358/+: K5-%C* #+[ 2$%EE%#5.+[ ;!L 
#+[ .%/5.*'(+: #+[ ¬25+9'+06$(#+: ]-+/ #(E5+/ <I*+/ #+[ B#%:$+[ 
#+[ ~$53#+[á <I*+/ ;!L #+[ #8X+: ]/9% `!+5@3%#+ #C/ !$+3':-C/ z 
~$53#L, `/ #q /:.#Q #+[ !89+:,á *(9+:, ;!L #+[ å2(+: #8X+: #+[ 
~$53#+[á #+[ #8X+: #G, R'+#a.+:á #+[ ñ$+:, #N/ D*%5N/á #+[ 
#a!+: #+[ r+*2+9s .%Q #+[ ñ$+:, #+[ B5/s. Horna 1906: 198. See p. 
126, note 15. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
212 
 
213 
 
 
 
214 
 
215 

106v 243. D!Q #g `/ #g E'28*f !%*%#(f `22'2*:EE"/f [p]3#$'(f `/ *(9f. 
inc. ]+5.'/ ^, XI+:35/ \08#6/ 0(-%, vv. 5. Lambros ed. v. 1. See p. 
80. 

244. |j, *(9+/ ;!L #+[ å2(+: #8X+: #G, R'+#a.+: `/ í T/ %Y#= 
'j.+/53E"/=, vv. 5. Lambros ed. v. 1. 

245. |j, .%/0I*%/ ;/%$#=9'V3%/ 'j, 'j.a/% #G, 3#%:$M3'6, #+[ 
~$53#+[ !%$Z #+[ !$6#+/6)'*533(E+: .:$+[ ò5.+*8+:. inc. 
3#%:$g 0I/%,, c*5' #G, 0a<=,, la2', vv. 13. Lambros ed. vv. 1–2 and 
7–13. See p. 80. 

246. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ ~$53#+[ #+[ &'$5)*"!#+: .+3E=9'V3%/ !%$Z 
)%35*"6,, ã, ñ!539'/ z %_#L, 'j.+/(39=. inc. 'j .%Q #I!+: !(/%.% 
.+3EN/ 3' *a2', vv. 17. Lambros ed. vv. 1–4 and 16–17. See p. 81. 

216 
 
 
217 
 
 
218 
 
 
219 
 
 

106v–107 247. |j, #L/ `/ #q E+/q #+[ &%/#+.$8#+$+, #8X+/ #+[ 
3')%3#+.$8#+$+, .%Q !+$X:$+2'//@#+: .:$+[ F/0$+/(.+: ^, ;!L 
#G, 3:E)(+: %_#+[, #G, 3')%3#+.$%#+$(33=, .:$s, h//=,. inc. ß 
#IE)' !5.$Z .*G35, ;*2'5/C 9"%, vv. 36. Lambros ed. v. 1.  

220 

107 248. |j, 'j.a/% ]-+:3%/ â3#+$=9"/#% #L/ )%35*"% [.%Q] #C/ 221 
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0"3!+5/%/ '_*+2+:E"/+:, !%$Z #+[ ~$53#+[. Ed. Magdalino–
Nelson: 137–8. See p. 180.  

107r–v 249. |j, #C/ ;!L H+$(/9+: ;/%.+E539'V3%/ 'j, #C/ E'2%*a!+*5/ 
'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: R'+0M$+: .%Q %y95, ;!+3#%*'V3%/ `.'V3'. inc. .%Q 
#+[#+ 0'V2E% )%35*5.G, .%$0(%,, vv. 26. 

222 
 

107–108 250. D!Q #g #8Xf #+[ B:/%0=/+[ .:$+[ F/0$+/(.+: #+[ 2%E)$+[ 
#+[ 0'3!a#+: #+[ F22"*+:. inc. m/ #IE)+, j0P/ .%$0(%/ 9*5)q, 
<"/', vv. 49. 

223 

108r–v 251. D!Q #q /'+:$2=9'(3d E+/q `!’ p/aE%#5 #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+: 
!%$Z #+[ !%/3')83#+: E'28*+: °#%5$'58$-+:á ã, `/ #g !$+/8f 
'j.+/(39=3%/ +â )%35*'V,, `< û/ x 3'5$Z #+[ 2"/+:, #+I#+: 
.%#82'#%5 .%Q E'$5.Z #5/Z .%#+$9ME%#% #+[ !+$X:$+2'//@#+: .%Q 
%_#+.$8#+$+, .:$+[ K%/+:C* #+[ H+E/=/+[. inc. ^, *%E!$L/ 
`/#$IX=E% .%$0(%, X"$'5,, vv. 64. 

224 

108v 252. |j, #L/ EI%.% #+[ `/ #g )+:/g #N/ A*%-'$/N/ /'+:$2=9"/#5 
#$5.*(/f. inc. `/ 3+Q #L )89$+/ ;3X%*N, x0$%38E=/, vv. 5. 

253. |j, .%/0(@)*(%)/ -$:3G/ 0+9'V3%/ 'j, #L/ /%L/ #+[ å2(+: 
r'6$2(+: #+[ r+$2+[ !%$Z #+[ K"*=#+,. Ed. Tsolakis 1979: 479–80, 
Hörandner 1970: 111 (no. 111).  

254. |j, {(E5+/ B#%:$L/ #'9"/#% `/ #g #8Xf #G, 3')%3#G, .:$s, 
B+X(%, #G, H+E/=/G, .%Q #G, 3')%3#G, 9:2%#$L, %_#G, .:$s, 
|j$@/=,. Ed. Hörandner 1987: 243.  

255. B#(-+5 2$%X"/#', 'j, `2-'($5+/ #G, \!'$%2(%, 0'3!+(/=, xEN/ 
R'+#a.+: #G, J0=2@#$5%,. inc. !$L, #Z, 9%*833%, #N/ -%$(#6/ 3+: 
.a$=, vv. 8.  

225 
 
226 
 
 
227 
 
 
228 

109 256. B#(-+5 2$%X"/#', 'j, 'j.a/% #G, å2(%, ;/%3#83'6, #+[ H:$(+: 
.%Q ;*=95/+[ R'+[ xEN/ i=3+[ ~$53#+[ â3#+$=9'V3%/ !%$Z #+[ 
å256#8#+: !%#$58$-+: i'$+3+*IE6/ .:$+[ i68//+: #+[ 
2'2+/a#+, .%9=2+:E"/+: #G, E+/G, #+[ å2(+: n5+E@0+:, #G, 
*'2+E"/=, ò"%, ≥'$+:3%*@E. inc. !8*%5 ES/ ö.#'($=3%,, ^, n%:Q0 
2$8X'5, vv. 21. Lambros ed. vv. 1–2. See p. 82. 

257. |j, `/0:#C/ #G, å2(%, {$%!"4=, 0+9'V3%/ #q E+/q #N/ B#+:0(+: 
!%$Z #G, !+$X:$+2'//@#+: .:$s, h//=,. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 6–
8. See p. 83. 

258. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: ò5.+*8+: .+3E=9'V3%/. inc. m/ 
`4:2+3#%#'V#+ .%$0(%, !a9+:, vv. 14. Lambros ed. vv. 1–2 and 14. 
See p. 84. 

229 
 
 
 
 
 
230 
 
 
231 

109r–v 259. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ E+/%-+[ ò'+XI#+: ]-+:3%/ #C/ \!'$%2(%/ 
R'+#a.+/ .%Q #L/ ä25+/ n=E@#$5+/ â.'#'I+/#%, #L/ .I$5+/ xEN/ 
.%Q 9'L/ i=3+[/ ~$53#a/. inc. Ñ/9+, 3' #L )*%3#G3%/ `/ .a3Ef 
*a2', vv. 8. Lambros ed. vv. 1–3. See p. 84. 

232 

109v 260. |j, -$:3G/ ;!%*%$"%/ 2'/+E"/=/ !%$Z #G, %_#+.$%#+$(33=, 
.:$s, |j$@/=,. inc. #L -$NE% -$:3+[/, x 0W `/ %_#g 3#5*!/a#=,, vv. 
10.  

261. |j, `2-'($5+/ #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+:. Ed. Nunn 1987: 102.  
262. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: r'6$2(+: .+3E=9'V3%/. inc. ]E!/+:/ z$N 

3' E8$#:, '�-' 2Z$ #8-%. Papamastorakis 2002: 42, n+ 21. ed. vv. 13–
20. See p. 84. 

233 
 
234 
235 

109v–110 263. |j, .69M/5+/ ]-+/ 'j.+/53E"/%, #Z, ;$'#8,. Four epigrams. 
i. inc. #Z, ;$'#Z, 05bN3% #+[ !(/'5/ !*"+/, vv. 3.  

ii. inc. #Z, ;$'#Z, 2$8b%3% .$%#G$+, .I.*f, vv. 3. 
iii. inc. -$:3+[, .$%#C$ )8.-%5 0' !+[ n5+/I3+:, vv. 4. 
iv. inc. X"$+:3% .*G35/ ;$'#N/ \!'$#"$%,, vv. 4. 

236
–
239 

110 264. &'$Q #G, '_*+2(%, #N/ #'338$6/ 3#+5-'(6/ #+[ .a3E+:. inc. #C/ 
2G/ !%#@3%, '_*+2'V, #%I#=, la2', vv. 18. Lambros ed. v. 1. 

265. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: ;!+3#a*+: .%Q '_%22'*53#+[ l+:.s. inc. ¢ 

240 
 
241 
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#C/ °%:#+[ 462$%X'V l+:.s, 9"%/. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 17–18. See 
p. 84. 

 

110r–v 266. |j, #8X+/ #+[ H+/#+3#'X8/+:. inc. m/ `/ 3.5%V, Ñ/9$6!' .%Q 
2$%X%V, 9"*d,. Sternbach 1904: 365–6. 

242 

110v 267. |j, #Z, 47 3:/a0+:, #+[ ~$53#+[ E"3+/ â3#%E"/+:. Kallikles, 
Poems, 14. Cf. no. 189. 

268. Untitled. Kallikles, Poems, 13. Cf. no. 188. 

243 
 
244 

110v –111 269. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: r'6$2(+: .+3E=9'V3%/. inc. 'j, .%$0(%, 2G/ 
3+[ )%*P/ !a9+: 3!a$+/, vv. 20. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 16–20. See p. 
86. 

245 
 

111 –112v 270. ø9+!+5(% #(/%, m/ 'w!'5 *a2+:, x 3')%3#C .:$s |j$@/= x 
9:28#=$ #G, 3')%3#G, .:$s, B+X(%, #G, #+[ 3')%3#+.$8#+$+, !'$Q 
#N/ 'j, %_#C/ 3:E)')=.a#6/. inc. o_. ]3#5 E+5 ES/ '_-%$53#(%, 
*a2+,, vv. 201.  

246 

112v 271. |j, #L .%5/+:$2=9S/ .+:)+I.*'5+/ `/ #g .%#Z #Z, A*%-"$/%, 
.+:)+:.*'(f. Ed. Magdalino–Nelson 1982: 142. 

247 

113 –115 Philosophical and grammatical works. 248 
113,  
line 1–20 

Titl. 272. Untitled: On the winds 
Inc. [ê#5] ;!=*5M#=, *"2'#%5 ê#5 z (c*5+,) 05W %_#+[ 

05"$-'#%5 .%Q %_#L, `. #G, !$M#=, #+[ x*(+: 
;/%#+*G, !/'V  

Des. .%Q #%[#% ES/ !'$Q #N/ #'338$6/ ."/#$6/ .%Q #N/ `/ 
%_#+V, ;/"E6/ 

113, line 20 – 
113v, line 7 

Titl. 273. Untitled: On the causes 
Inc. i3#"+/ ê#5 #L %w#5+/ °!#%-N,. !+5=#5.L/ %w#5+/… 
Des. .%Q p$2%/5.L/ .%Q !%$%0'52E%#5.L/ !a$$6 #5, 9'(%, 

.%Q ;!'5$+0:/8E+: XI'5. 
113v, line 8 – 
114, line 14 

Titl. 274. Untitled. On the conceptions  
Inc. 05%#Q EC *"2+E'/ .%Q #L +_ !%/#Q 3:/82'39%5 `!Q #+[ 

#5/Q `!'50C +_. ;*=9S, #+[#+ 
Des. .%Q `/ #+V, *+5!+V, E'$5.+V, 3#'$=#5.+V, 3:**+253E+V, 

#+V, ]/ #' #g 0':#"$f .%Q #$(#f 3-@E%#5 
114, line 15 – 
115, line 9 

Titl. 275. Untitled. 
Inc. 05%X+$8 `3#5 !*'+/84'5 #L '�0+, #+[ 2"/+:, 'j 2+[/ 

!*'+/84'5 #L '�0+, #+[ 2"/+:, #G, 05%X+$s, 
Des. ;**W `<:!+.'5E"/6/ #5/N/ #Z ñ/#% #L/ R'+[ 

0=E5+:$2G3%5 \!+*%)'V/ F$53#+#"*=, 0S !$M#+5, 
+_3(%, #Z .%9".%3#% *"26/ *=$60'V, ;XG.'/ #L/ 
&*8#6/%. !$+≈X'3#8/%5 #Z, j0"%, #N/ !$%2E8#6/ 
;!+X'5/8E'/+/ 

115, line 10 – 
23 

Titl. 276. Untitled 
Inc. 05E"$+: ñ/#6/ #G, X5*+3+X(%, 9'6$=#5.+[ .%Q 

!$%.#5.+[. !'$Q #+[ 9'6$=#5.+[ E8*53#% z 
F$53#+#"*=, `3!+I0%3' 

Des. 'w$=#%5 *a26/ xEV/ `/ #+V, !'$Q .5/@3'5. 
 

115v 277. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: ò5.+*8+: .+3E=9'V3%/. inc. m/ 
E=0S/ %j#N/ E=0S *%E)8/6/ !8*%5, vv. 28. Lambros ed. vv. 1–
5, 20–2 and 28. See p. 87.  

278. |j, 'j.a/% #G, R'+#a.+: .+3E=9'V3%/ !%$Z #+[ 
B.*=$+[. inc. 3+[ .%Q #I!+5 3#(*)+/#', T3%/ -$:3(f, vv. 10. 
Lambros ed. vv. 1, 6–7 and 9–10. See p. 88. 

279. |j, 'j.a/% #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+: .+3E=9'V3%/ !%$Z 
#+[ B:/%…#+:. inc. `. E%$2%$5#N/, `. *(96/, `. -$:3(+:, vv. 7. 
Lambros ed. vv. 1–3. See p. 88. 

280. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ ~$53#+[ .%9=E"/+: `!Q 9$a/+: .%Q 
x!*6E"/%, ]-+/#+, #Z, -'V$%,. inc. 'j #C/ 3+X(%/ .%#50'V/ 

249 
 
 
250 
 
 
251 
 
 
252 
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)+I*'5 <"/', vv. 12. Lambros ed. v. 1.  
116 281. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ ~$:3+3#aE+:. inc. b:-C/ `EC/ Ñ$0':', 

!=2C -$:3"%, v. 4. Lambros ed. v. 1. See p. 88. 
282. |j, `2.a*!5+/ ]-+/ #(E5+/ *(9+/ #+[ #8X+: #+[ ~$53#+[. 

inc. #L #EGE% *(9+: #+[ .%*Ib%/#+, #8X+:, vv. 3. 
283. |j, `2.a*!5+/ ]-+/ *(9+/ ;!L #+[ #8X+: #+[ .:$(+: 

xEN/ i=3+[ ~$53#+[. inc. #E@E%#5 BN#'$ *%#+E=#+[ 3+: 
#8X+:, vv. 4. 

284. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: K%<(E+:. inc. 'j EC E%9P/ ™0'5/ 3' 
K8<5E' X983%,, vv. 6. Lambros ed. v. 1. 

285. |j, 'j.a/%, #N/ å2(6/ R'+0M$6/. inc. 'j, !(3#'6, 
3I2.$%#+/ ;.$%5X/G !a9+/, vv. 17. Lambros ed. v. 1. See p. 89. 

286. |j, #L/ ;!L #G, &a*'6, !$+3%-9"/#% 3#"X%/+/. inc. #Q 
*%E!80+, -$C #g X'$%:2'V X63Xa$f, vv. 14. 

253 
 
254 
 
255 
 
256 
 
257 
 
258 

116r–v 287. |j, 'j.a/% #G, R'+#a.+: #G, !%/%2(%, 0'3!+(/=, xEN/. 
inc. !+**%Q B+*+EM/ X=35 #N/ 9:2%#"$6/, vv. 16. Lambros ed. 
vv. 1 and 14–6. See p. 90. 

259 

116v 288. |j, #L/ #8X+/ #G, B.*=$%(/=,. Bees 1921: 52.  
289. B#(-+5 2'2+/a#', ê#' z :âL, #+[ `!Q #+[ .%/5.*'(+: 

!'3P/ ;X’ \b=*+[ #$5.*(/+: `/ í T/ z ~$53#L, 'j.+/53E"/+,, 
+_0a*6, `)*8)=. Ed. Koufopoulou 1989: 361.  

260 
261 

116v – 117v 290. ø9+!+5(% #(/%, m/ 'w!d *a2+:, z :âL, #+[ `!Q #+[ 
.%/5.*'(+: ;)*%)C, 05%X:*%-9'(,. Ed. Koufopoulou 1989: 
362–5.  

262 

117v 291. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ ~$53#+[ 0+9'V3%/ `/ F0$5%/+:!a*'5. inc. 
`. #+[ 05M.#+: .%Q 3!%$8.#+: ES/ !8*%5, vv. 29. Lambros ed. 
vv. 1–2 and 20–9. See p. 91. 

263 

117v – 118 292. |j, 'j.a/% #G, #+[ ~$53#+[ )%!#(3'6, 0+9'V3%/ 'j, #L/ 
`/ #g i+$08/d /%L/ #+[ &$+0$aE+: !%$Z #+[ )%35*5.+[. inc. 
!$Q/ ES/ .%#50P/ ![$ 9'v.G, +_3(%,, vv. 19. Lambros ed. vv. 1–
3 and 11–9. See p. 92. 

264 

118 293. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ !$+X@#+: n%/5@*. inc. ]+5.' #+V, 
#$"X+:35/ ;.$%5X/'V, !a9+:,, vv. 19. 

294. |j, #C/ ;!+3#%*'V3%/ !$L, #L/ #+[ ~$53#+[ #8X+/ 
-$:3G/ .%/0@*%/. inc. ~$53#+[ ES/ `/ 3+Q !$Q/ .%*:X9"/#+, 
#8X', vv. 14. 

295. |j, #8X+/. inc. 'j EC 9%*833=, ¢ !'#$N/ ]X:, <"/', vv. 
18. Lambros ed. vv. 1–6 and 14–8. 

265 
 
266 
 
267 

118r–v 296. |j, #L/ ~$53#L/ °*.aE'/+/ `!Q #g 3#%:$69G/%5. inc. 
].*5/'/ +e, t.+:3'/ x0I/9= !8*%5, vv. 15. Lambros ed. vv. 1–
2 and 14–5. 

268 

118v 297. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: i%.M)+: #+[ ;0'*X+9"+:. inc. 
`2.%$0(+: ![$ !(3#'M, #' .%Q !a9+:, vv. 12.  

269 

118v – 119 298. |j, #8X+/. inc. #'$%3#(% #5, ú0' #+[ #IE)+: XI35,, vv. 
50. 

270 

119 299. |j, #L/ #8X+/ #G, 3')%3#G, .:$s, B+X(%,. inc. 'w #5, 
)*'X8$6/ `.!'#83%, #Z, !#:-8,, vv. 56. 

271 

119r–v 300. Acclamations to Manuel Komnenos.  
i. inc. ]3#5 !53#L, `/ +_$%/g E8$#:, #N/ 3N/ #$+!%(6/, vv. 13. 

272 

119v ii. inc. `. #+[ R'+[ #+[ !*83%/#+, .%Q 3#'X%/M3%/#a, 3', vv. 11. 
iii. inc. t.+:3'/ Yb+, +_$%/+[ 2G, !*8#+, ó/6#(39=, vv. 14. 

301. |j, #L/ #8X+/ #+[ !$6#+b8*#+: i68//+: #+[ 
K%/+:2$s. inc. m/ `/ !+#%E+V, #G, A%):*N/+, 2$8Xd, vv. 25. 
Lambros ed. v. 1. 

 
 
273 

119v–120 302. |j, #L 9%[E% #+[ #:X*+[ 'j.+/539"/. inc. XN, `< \08#6/ 
#+[#+ /5.î #C/ XI35/, vv. 10. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 10. 

274 
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120 303. |j, #L 9%[E% #+[ !%$%*I#+: 'j.+/539S/ `/ #g %_#g 
*+:#$g. inc. !$+)%#5.G, ES/ !$Q/ .+*:E)@9$%, Y06$, vv. 10. 
Lambros ed. v. 1. 

304. |j, #L/ #8X+/ #+[ H+E/=/+[. inc. 'j .%Q !$L, Ñ**+:, 
;X+$N/ #IE)+:, <"/', vv. 38. 

275 
 
276 

120r–v 305. |j, #Z 'j.+/539"/#% `/ #q 3')%3E(Ü E+/q #G, ¬2(%, 
{$580+, #q .%#Z #L B#'/a/. inc. !+**Z, X:#'I3%, 06$'N/ 3N/ 
;E!"*+:,, vv. 18. 

277 

120v 306. |j, #C/ %_#C/ E+/C/ #G, ¬2(%, {$580+,. inc. %}#= 
E+/%3#N/ x .%#+5.(% <"/', vv. 16.  

307. D!Q #g ;/%$#=9"/#5 #$5.%/0@*f `/ #g /%g #N/ A@$+:. 
inc. !+**Z, ;!’ ;$-G, E"-$5 .%Q /[/ E+5, E8.%$, vv. 12. 
Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 9–12. See p. 93. 

308. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: &%I*+: #+[ zE+*+2=#+[. inc. 
Ö:39'V3% 0'5/G, .%Q !+*:-$a/+: /a3+:, vv. 10. Lambros ed. 
vv. 1–2 and 7–10. See p. 93. 

309. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: B#'X8/+: #+[ !$6#+E8$#:$+,. inc. 
#L/ 0(-% -'5$L, `< ñ$+:, #'#E=E"/+/,vv. 16. Lambros ed.vv. 1–
2 and 11–6. See p. 94. 

278 
 
279 
 
 
280 
 
 
281 

121–152v 310–327. Arethas, Orations, nos. 57–738.                                                     282–298 
153–159v 328–338. Michael Psellos, Letters. See Moore 2005: nos. 6, 66, 83, 177, 85, 

241, 266, 277, 308, 67, 98.  
299 

160–165 339. Michael Psellos, On the character of Gregory of Nazianzos (BHG 729). 
See Moore 2005: no. 1011.  

300 

165–166 340. Michael Psellos, Letter to Constantine protekdikos. Sathas V: no. 86. 301 
166–167 341. Michael Psellos, Philosophica Minora II, Op. 4. 302 
167v–168v 342. Michael Psellos, Philosophica Minora II, Op. 5.  303 
168v–169v 343. Michael Psellos, Philosophica Minora II, Op. 6. 304 
169v–170v 344. Michael Psellos, On music, 89–105. See Moore 2005: 885.  305 
170v–171v 345. Michael Psellos, On rhythm. See Moore 2005: 1004.  306 
171v–172v 346. Michael Psellos, On astronomy. Unedited. See Moore 2005: 777.  307 
172v–174 347. Michael Psellos, Philosophica Minora I, Op. 14 308 
174–175 348. Michael Psellos, Philosophica Minora I, Op. 8. 309 
175–176 349. Michael Psellos, Philosophica Minora I, Op. 9. 310 
176–177 350. Michael Psellos, Philosophica Minora I, Op. 12. 311 
177–178 351. Michael Psellos, Philosophica Minora I, Op. 13. 312 
178–179 352. Michael Psellos, Philosophica Minora I, Op. 11. 313 
179r–v 353. Michael Psellos, Philosophica Minora I, Op. 10. des. +_ Ea/+/ ê#5 

`/0"-'#%5 EC \!8$-'5/. The work breaks off at the middle of the 
page. 

314 

180 354. D!Q 3.'I'5 -$:3g `/ í 'j.+/(39= z ä25+, xEN/ )%35*'U, 
.%#%#$+!+IE'/+, #L/ 3+:*#8/+/. inc. `. -$:3(+: #L 3.'[+,, x 0S 
3#5*!/a#=,, vv. 16. 

355. D!Q 'j.a/5 #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+: .+3E539'(3d [.+3E=9'(3d]. inc. 
%_#82%9a/ 3' .%Q X5*'I3!*%2-/+/ XI3'5, vv. 12. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 
12. See p. 94. 

356. D!Q 'j.a/5 #+[ å2(+: R'+0M$+: .+3E=9'(3d !%$Z #+[ B'$)*(+: 
.:$+[ i68//+:. inc. !$L, 06$'N/ 98*%33%/ û/ ]3-+/, E8.%$, vv. 10. 
Lambros ed. vv. 1, 5–6 and 10. See p. 95. 

357.  D!Q 'j.+/(3E%#5 #+[ #' ;+50(E+: )%35*"6, i68//+:, #+[ :â+[ 
%_#+[ .:$+[ K%/+:C* .%Q #+[ :â+[ #+I#+: .:$+[ F*'<(+:. inc. !8!!+,, 
!%#@$, !%V, )%35*'V, /"%, ÉME=,, vv. 19.  

315 
 
 
316 
 
 
317 
 
 
318 

180r–v 358. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: i68//+: #+[ &$+0$aE+: 0'9'V3%/ 05Z -$:3(+: 
!%$Z #+[ )%35*"6,. Lambros ed. vv. 1, 4–6, 12. See p. 95. 

319 

                                                        
8 See also Jenkins, Laourdas and Mango 1954: 1–40. Darrouzés 1955.  
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180v 359. Untitled poem on the coronation of Manuel. inc. !8*%5 ES/ 'ì, 
;$-5'$'I,, K'*-53'0S. z E"2%,, vv. 11. 

360. ∞w/52E% 'j, #"/#%. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 71. 
361. |j, #L #(E5+/ *'(b%/+/ #+[ å2(+: &%/#'*'@E+/+, )*I4+/ å2(%3E%. 

Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 89. Cf. no. 24. 
362. |j, #C/ 2"//=35/ #+[ #5E(+: &$+0$aE+:. Christopher Mitylenaios, 

Poems, 113. Cf. no. 29. 
363. |j, #C/ 2"//=35/ #+[ B6#G$+, xEN/ i=3+[ ~$53#+[. Christopher 

Mitylenaios, Poems, 123. Cf. no. 212. 
364. |j, #L/ EI$E=.%. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 125. Cf. no. 213. 
365. |j, #C/ ;/8*=b5/. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 126. Cf. no.214. 
366. |j, !*+I35+/ .%#+$I##+/#% #L -$:3(+/. Christopher Mitylenaios, 

Poems, 134. Cf. no. 217. 

320 
 
321 
322 
 
323 
   
324 
 
325 
326 
327 

181 367. D!Q `2.+*!(f ]-+/#5 E"$+, #+[ å2(+: *(9+: `/ í `3E:$/(39= z 
.I$5+, .%Q R'L, xEN/ i=3+[, ~$53#a,. inc. z 4N/ 9'v.N, .%Q 9%/P/ 
3%$.L, /aEf, vv. 6.  

368. D!Q 'j.a/5 #+[ å2(+: &%/#'*'@E+/+,. inc. ;/%$2I$6, ES/ !$Q/ 
!%$'V-', #C/ -8$5/, vv. 8. Lambros ed. vv. 1–2 and 8. 

369. D!Q !%#'*(f -$:3g, `/ í 'j.+/(39=3%/ #Z .%#Z #C/ ë_22%$(%/ 
#$a!%5% #+[ )%35*"6,. Cf. no. 118. 

370. D!Q #+V, 'j.+/(3E%35 #+[ )%35*"6,, #+[ ES/ .:$(+: xEN/ i=3+[ 
~$53#+[ 3:**%*+[/#+, %_#g !$L, #L +y,, #+[ 0S å2(+: &/'IE%#+, `/ 
'w0'5 !'$53#'$s, `< +_$%/+[ .%#'$-+E"/+:, #N/ 0S å2(6/ ;!+3#a*6/ 
&"#$+: .%Q &%I*+: .%Q #N/ å2(6/ !%#$5%$-N/, #+[ ~$:3+3#aE+:, #+[ 
R'+*a2+: .%Q °#"$6/ ;$-5'$"6/ `!5050a/#6/ %_#g #aE+:, #N/ 
-$@3'6/. Ed. Magdalino 1982: 147–8.  

371. |j, #L 9%[E% #N/ !"/#' Ñ$#6/. inc. *%)P/ ;XI$#6, XI$%E% #+[ 
3%$.(+:, vv. 13. Lambros ed. vv. 1–2 and 13. 

328 
 
 
329 
 
330 
 
331 
 
 
 
 
 
332 
 

181r–v 372. D!Q 3.'!83E%#5 -$:3g, `/ í 'j.+/(39=3%/ #Z .%#Z #L #%<'(05+/ #L 
.%#Z #L i.a/5+/. inc. #%-W m/ )5%39q .%Q 9%*%33N/ x -I35,, vv. 12.  

333 

181v 373. D!Q 'j.a/5 #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+:. inc. -$:3L, ES/ +_0S/ +_0S 
*%E!$a#=, *(96/, vv. 24. 

374. D!Q #g <(X'5 #+[ )%35*"6,. inc. <(X+:, ES/ ;/#%I2'5% 3:2-"'5 
.a$%,, vv. 12.  

375. D!Q -$:3g 463#G$5. inc. `. E%$2%$5#N/, `. *(96/, `. -$:3(+:, vv. 
10. 

334 
 
335 
 
336 

181v–182 376. D!(2$%EE% 2'2+/L, `!Q #g `E!%2"/#5 E"36 #G, +_22$5.G, -M$%, 
{5E(f B#%:$g. inc. o/ !$Q/ .%#50P/ ;3#'$a2$%X+/ #I!+/, vv. 29. 

337 

182 377. {+[ &$+0$aE+:. |j, .8#+!#$+/ ]-+/ ñ!539'/ 2'2$%EE"/+/ #L/ 
«*5+/. Theodore Prodromos, Historical Poems, 55. 

378. {+[ %_#+[ 'j, *%E!80% ;!+3#%*'V3%/ 'j, 'j.a/% #G, !%/:!'$82/+: 
0'3!+(/=, xEN/ R'+#a.+:. Theodore Prodromos, Historical Poems, 67. 

379. {+[ ©'**+[. |j, .M96/% 2:/%5.L, ;$2:$+[/. Michael Psellos, 
Poems, no. 34. 

380. |j, <I*+/ 08X/5/+/ ñ/ `/ p!q. inc. n8X/= #( .$I!#d; EC #L/ 
F!a**6 !8*5/, vv. 2.  

381. F!L /%$.(33+: X:#+[ !$L, ∆"X:$+/. inc. !%[3+/ ∆"X:$' EC 
3X+0$N, !/"'5/ 9"*', vv. 2. 

382. |j, /8$.53+/ X:#L/ .*(/+/ 'j, Y06$. inc. /8$.533' #( 0$î,; 'j, 
Y06$ )*"!6/ !8*%5, vv. 3. 

383. |j, #C/ H:$5M#533%/ ê#' ;/"2/6. inc. .%Q ÇÉ6E%/g 0"3!+5/% #g 
*8#$'5 !8*%5, vv. 6. 

384. |j, #L )8!#53E% #+[ ~$53#+[ x$65.8. Christopher Mitylinaios, 
Poems, 3. 

385. |j, #L/ ä25+/ B:E'P/ #L/ B#:*(#=/. Christopher Mitylinaios, 
Poems, 5. 

338 
 
339 
 
340 
 
341 
 
342 
 
343 
 
344 
 
345 
346 
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182v 386. |j, #L ;/%.%9%$9S/ !=2805+/ #G, E+/G, #G, R'+#a.+:, *"2+/#%5 0S 
!$L, #C/ R'+#a.+/ ^, ;!L !$+3M!+: #+[ ;/%.%9%$9"/#+,. Christopher 
Mitylinaios, Poems, 7. 

387. |j, #L/ !%#$(.5+/ K'*(%/ .%Q !%$%9%*%33(#=/. Christopher 
Mitylinaios, Poems, 15. 

388. ∞w/52E% 'j, #L 4:2L/ t#+5 #L 4:2(+/. Christopher Mitylinaios, Poems, 
21. 

389. |j, #C/ K'#%Ea$X635/. Christopher Mitylinaios, Poems, 25. 
390. |j, !#6-L/ l"+/#%. Christopher Mitylinaios, Poems, 29. 
391. |j, #Z, `/ #q `..*=3(Ü Ö%5/+E"/%, 08X/%, .%#Z #Z, °+$#8,. 

Christopher Mitylinaios, Poems, 32. 
392. ∞w/52E% 'j, #C/ `/ #g +_$%/g �$5/ t#+5 #L #a<+/. Christopher 

Mitylinaios, Poems, 35. 
393. |j, #L/ Ö@#+$% K=/s/ X5*+!a#=/ ñ/#%. Christopher Mitylinaios, 

Poems, 37. 
394. |j, #C/ √!%!%/#C/. Christopher Mitylinaios, Poems, 41.  
395. |j, *+'#$a/. Christopher Mitylinaios, Poems, 53. 
396. |j, #L/ )%35*"% H6/3#%/#V/+/ #L/ K+/+E8-+/. Christopher 

Mitylinaios, Poems, 54. 
397. ∞w/52E% 'j, #Z, `/ #g ^$+*+2(f O$%,. Christopher Mitylinaios, 

Poems, 56. 

347 
 

348 
 
349 
350 
351 
352 
 
353 
 
354 
 
355 
356 
357 
 
358 

183–189 398. Commentary on Aristotle’s Little Physical Treatises, 87–98. 359 
189v 399. |j, #L/ ä25+/ B#"X%/+/. inc. `.%$#"$'5 B#"X%/+, ;/0$5+X$a/6,, 

vv. 6. 
360 

190–192  400. F$-C 3U/ R'g #+[ )5)*(+: #N/ !'$Q 2'6$2(%, `.*+2N/. Geoponica, 
3, 1 – 6, 18. 

361 

192v 401. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: R'+0+3(+: #+[ .+5/+)58$-+:. inc. #G, !(3#'6, 
.8*%E+/, vv. 11. 

402. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ ~$53#+[ `3#%:$6E"/+: ;!L #+[ !%#$58$-+: 
≥'$+3+*IE6/ .:$+[ i68//+:. inc. .*(/%, .'X%*C/ .%Q 9%/P/ `!Q 
<I*+:, vv. 18. Lambros ed. vv. 1–3 and 17–8. See p. 97. 

362 
 
363 

 403. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: R'+0+3(+: #+[ .+5/+)58$-+:. inc. b:-G, 
R'+0a35' #q !$+9:E(Ü, vv. 14. Lambros ed. vv. 1–2 and 10–4. See p. 98. 

364 

192v–193 404. |j, 'j.a/% #+[ å2(+: B8)%. inc. `. !$8<'6/ XN, -$=E%#(3%, 
`/9"6/, vv. 15. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 9–15. See p. 99. 

365 

193 405. |j, 'j.a/% #G, \!'$%2(%, R'+#a.+: .+3E=9'V3%/. inc. !o**N/ 
;2%9N/ ó/"f<8, E+5 !I*%,, vv. 20. 

366 

 406. |j, `2.a*!5+/ ]-+/ E[$+/ `. #+[ )*I4+/#+, ;!L #G, 'j.a/+, #+[ 
å2(+: r'6$2(+: #+[ K'3%E!'*(#+:. inc. 3U .*GE% ~$53#+[ #G, /+=#G, 
;E!"*+:, vv. 4. 

367 

 407. |j, #8X+/ #G, »=$%(/=,. inc. 'j EC 350=$s, `<'-%*.'I9=, <"/', vv. 
26. 

368 

 408. |j, #L/ %_#L/ #8X+/ `/ í 'j.+/(39= x \!'$%2(% R'+#a.+, 
â.'#'I+:3% \!S$ #G, .'5E"/=,. inc. j0+U R'+[ !%V, !*83#% E+:, #"./+/, 
*a2', vv. 11. 

369 

193v 409.∞cclamations. Untitled: 
i. inc. +_ -$ 4'5 Ö@#+$+, å!*N, +_0’ YE/6/ ;/9$6!(/6/, vv. 10. 
ii. inc. x !a*5, x )%35*'(% E@#=$ x 3C .%Q 0+I*=, vv. 10. 
iii. inc. `98E)=3%, #+V, ]$2+5, 3+: .%Q #%V, #%-:!$%<(%5,, vv. 10. 
iv. inc. c*5' 2(2%/ X'$%:2S, /:EX(' #G, xE"$%,, vv. 10. 
v. inc. -%V$' E+5, 9I2%#'$ B5P/, !a*'6, !83=, EG#'$, vv. 10. 

370 

194–292v,  
line 8 

410. D!53=E'(635, #N/ ;!+#'*+:E"/6/ `. #G, !$M#=, )$+/#G, .%9W 
§.%3#+/ ]#+, E'#Z #C/ .:/L, `!5#+*@/. Various fragments from the 
Geoponica. 

371 

292v, 
 lines 9–22 

411. On the ten categories 
inc. /:/Q 0S !'$Q #N/ !$%2E8#6/. 

372 
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 des. ®!!+, .%*L, E"3+, `/ *:.(f -9S, .%*N, `-%*5/6E"/+, 'â3#@.'5 `!'Q 0C 
!'$Q #N/ 0'. 
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B. Contents 

Prose 
Instructional 
works 
Commentaries 
Orations 
Letters 

Attributed 
works/ Named 
authors in the 
manuscript 

Ixeutica (ff. 24–33, line 27) 
Commentary on the ten categories by Michael Psellos 
(ff. 40–45, line 28) – Scribe B 
George Choiroboskos, Epimerisms on Psalms (ff. 47–
88, line 13) 
Orations of Arethas of Caesarea (ff. 121–152v) 
Prose works by Michael Psellos (ff. 153–179v) 
Geoponica (ff. 190–192, 194–292v, line 8) 

Unattributed 
works or 
anonymously 
transmitted in 
the manuscript 

Note on the calculation of hours (f. 8v) 
Excerpts from John Tzetzes’ Commentary on 
Lycophron (ff. 33, line 28 – 33v, line19) 
Collection of gnomes (f. 88v–) 
Excerpts from various anonymous works (ff. 113–
115, line 23) 
Commentary on Aristotles’ Little Physical Treatises 
(ff. 183–189) – Scribe C 

Poetry 

Attributed 
works/ Named 
authors in the 
manuscript 

Michael Psellos (ff. 1v and 182) 
Andronikos protekdikos, Semeioma (ff. 3v–5) 
Theodore Prodromos (ff. 5–8v, 103v–104, 182) 
Theodore Balsamon (ff. 9, 89–94) 
Constantine Stilbes (ff. 10v–18) 
Theophylactos of Ohrid (ff. 88r–v) 
Nicholas Kallikles (ff. 97–103v, 110v) 

Unattributed 
works or 
anonymously 
transmitted in 
the manuscript 

Epigrams, poems, acclamations (ff. 1, 18–23v, 33v, 
line 20–39v, 45v, line 29 – 46v, line 29, 105–12v, 115v–
120v, 180–182, 189v, 192v–193v)  
Ignatios the Deacon, Fables (f. 88)  
Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems (ff. 1v–3, 88v,  
104r–v, 180v, 182r–v) 
Constantine Manasses, Hodoiporikon (ff. 94v–96) 



Appendices ! 325 

 

C. Quires 

x 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 
32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 
40 41 42 43 44 45 46 x 
47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 
55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 
63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 
71 72 73  74 75 76 77 78 
79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 
   87 88    
89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 
97 98 99 100 101 102 103 104 
105 106 107 108 109 110 111 112 
113 114 115 116 117 118 119 120 
121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 
129 130 131 132 133 134 135 136 
137 138 139 140 141 142 143 144 
145 146 147 148 149 150 151 152 
153 154 155 156 157 158 159 160 
161 162 163 164 165 166 167 168 
169 170 171 172 173 174 175 176 
 177 178 179 180 181 182  
183 184 185 186 187 188 189  
  190 191 192 193   
194 195 196 197 198 199 200 201 
202 203 204 205 206 207 208 209 
210 211 212 213 214 215 216 217 
218 219 220 221 222 223 224 225 
226 227 228 229 230 231 232 233 
234 235a 235b 236 237 230 239 240 
241 242 243 244 245 246 247 248 
249 250 251 252 253 254 255 256 
257 258 259 260 261 262 263 264 
265 266 267 268 269 270 271 272 
273 274 275 276 277 278 279 280 
281 282 283 284 285 286 287 288 
 289 290 291 292 x x  
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D. Proposed units 

Production 

Unit 
Folia Lambros 

Mioni 

Odorico–Messis 

I 1–23v 

1 1 
II 24–39v 

III 40–46v 2 2 

IV 47–88v 3 3 

V 89–96v 4 

4 VI 97–112v  

VII 113–120v  

VIII 121–152v 5  5 

IX 153–182v 6 – ff. 153–179 6 

X 183–189v 7 – ff. 180–189 7 

XI 190–193v 8  8 

XII 194–292v 9 9 
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E. Papers 

 Folia  Surface/colour Pâté Transparency Laid 
l ines 

Chain l ines 

a.   1–15 
89–104 

dull / dark 
yellowish 

irregular 
badly 
disintegrated 

3 ±2.9 cm not visible 

b.  16–39 
105–112 
190–209 

smooth; glossy / 
yellowish 

irregular 
badly 
disintegrated 

2.5 ±2.7 cm not visible 

c.  40–46 rough; dull / 
brownish 

irregular – 
souple 

3.5 ±2.5 cm not visible 

d.  47–88 dull /light 
brownish 

irregular 
badly 
disintegrated 

3 ±2.7 cm not visible 

e.  113–120 a bit rough; dull / 
yellowish 

regular – 
souple 
badly 
disintegrated 

2 <less 
visible> 

less visible 

f.  121–152 rough / dull : 
smooth/dull / 
ivory yellowed 

regural 
badly 
disintegrated 

3 ±2.6 cm 
 

almost invisible 

g.  153–182 smooth; glossy / 
yellowish 

badly 
disintegrated 

3 ±3 cm 
irregular 
width 

visible using 
regular light 

h.  183–189 
 

dull / ivory 
yellowed 

regular 
a bit badly 
disintegrated 

2.5 ±3.6 cm 
irregular 
width 

simple 0.18 
(25.6/142) 

i.  210–217 
273–292 

smooth / ivory 
yellowed 

irregular  
badly 
disintegrated 

3 not visible measurement 
not possible 

j.  218–225 smooth/a bit 
brilliant:a bit 
rough; 
dull/yellowish 

irregular  
badly 
disintegrated 

2 not visible less visible 

k.  226–240 rough / 
yellowish; beige 

very irregular 
badly 
disintegrated 

2 less visible 
vergeures 
obliques 

less visible 

l.  241–272 a bit rough; dull / 
brownish 

regular 
badly 
disintegrated 

3.5 less visible less visible 
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F. Ink 

Family Variation Hue Description Scribe Folia 
a 1 a Brown to light brown ink 

which sometimes becomes 
waterish 

A 1–23v 

97–112v 
1 b A 33v l. 20–39v 

45 l. 28–34 
45v–45 
marginal note on 
184V 

2 a A 24–33v l. 19 
194–254 l. 3 

2 b A 180–182v 
189v 
259–292 

2 c A 115v–120v 
190–193v 

3  A 47–59v 

4  A 60–88 l. 12 
5  A 45, ll. 22–28 

88 l. 13–89v 
89–94 

6  A 121–150v 
7  A 152v ll. 22–28 
8  C 292v ll. 26–31 

b 1  Dark brown B 40–45 l. 27 
c 1  Light blackish brown A 160–178 ll. 9 & 13–14 

183–189 
2  Dark blackish brown A 94v–96 

113–115, l.23 
151–152v l. 21 
153–159v 
183–189 

3  A 178 l. 11 & 14–179v 
4  A 254 l. 4–258v 

292v l. 1–8 
5  C 292v ll. 9–26 
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G. Table of irregularities 
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H. Quire signatures 

Folio Placement in  
the gathering 

Unit  Letter Placement on 
the page 

Ink Notes 

7v last page I ) middle of the 
lower margin 

1a (same 
as the 
text) 

Erased by 
ink similar 
to 2c 

8 first page I 2 middle of the 
lower margin 

1a (same 
as the 
text) 

Erased by 
ink similar 
to 2c 

8 first page I 0 middle of the 
lower margin 

2c ‘accent’ 
next to the 
letter / cf. 
f. 16 

16 first page I ' middle of the 
lower margin 

1a ‘accent’ 
next to the 
letter / cf. 
f. 8 

27v middle of the 
quire 

II , upper inner 
margin 

a2a (same 
as the 
text) 

It doesn’t 
follow the 
sequence 
of the 
previous 
quire 
signatures 

47 first page IV % middle of the 
lower margin 

a3  

55 first page IV ) middle of the 
lower margin 

a3  

63 first page IV 2 middle of the 
lower margin 

a4  

71 first page IV 0 middle of the 
lower margin 

a4  

79 first page IV ' middle of the 
lower margin 

a4  

128v first page VIII % middle of the 
lower margin 

a2c  

129 first page VIII % middle of the 
lower margin 

a2c erased by 
the scribe 

137 first page VIII 2 middle of the 
lower margin 

a2c  

145 first page VIII 0 middle of the 
lower margin 

a2c  

160 last page IX % middle of the 
lower margin 

a5  

161 first page IX ) middle of the 
lower margin 

a5  

194 first page XII % middle of the 
lower margin 

a2c smaller 
size than 
regular 

218 first page XII 0 middle of the 
lower margin 

a2c  

226 first page XII ' middle of the 
lower margin 

a2c the same 
hand wrote 
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it twice, 
erased it 
once 

233v last page XII , middle of the 
lower margin 

a2c  

234 first page XII 3# middle of the 
lower margin 

a2c  

241 first page XII 4 middle of the 
lower margin 

a2c  

273 first page XII 5% middle of the 
lower margin 

a2c Hard to tell 
whether 
there is 
text 
missing 

281 first page XII 52 middle of the 
lower margin 

a2c  

289 first page XII 52 middle of the 
lower margin 

a2c  
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I. Proposed Scribes 

 

 
New 

identif icati
on 

Lambros Mioni Odorico-
Messis  

A  
1–39v 

45, lin.12–
292v, lin.7 

1–39v 
89–120 

190–193v 

1–39v 
45v–46v 

88, lin.13–120v 
180–182v 
190–193v 

1–39v 
45v–46v 

88, lin.13–152v 
178, lin.10–182v 

189v 
190–292v 

B  40–45, lin.11 40–45  40–45 40–45 
 B*  45v–46v   

C   47–88 47–88, lin.12 47–88 

D *  121–152 121–150v 

178, lin.10 – 179v  

E 
   151–154v 

183–189 
153–154v 
183–189 

E*  153–179   
F    155–178, lin.9 155–178, lin.9 
G   180–189   

H   194–292v 
maybe D 194–292v  

I  292v, lin.9–30    

N
ot

es
 

    

Les mains sont 
toutes de la même 

époque et fort 
ressemblantes 

entre elles et en 
général exemptes 

de fautes d’ 
orthographe 

(Odorico–Messis 
2003: 197). 
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J. Scribe A 

The following table includes some of the characterist letters for Scribe A. The different colums represent different 
sections of the manuscript, for which the hand has been previously disputed. I have noted using crosses the 
sections in which the letter appears.  

   

ff. 1–
39v, 
45v–
46v, 
89–
120v, 
190–
193v 

 
ff. 

180–
182v, 
189v 

 
ff. 

121
–

150 

ff. 
47
–

88
, li 
12 

 
ff. 

151–
154v 

 
ff. 

178
–

179v 

 
ff. 

155v–
177v 

ff. 
183

–
189v 

ff. 
194

–
292 

f. 
155 

 
1 ; + + +   + + +  + 

 
180 ; + + + +     +  

 
181v %($) + + +  + + + + +  

 
94v %) + + (+) + + + +   + 

 23 %5 + +   + +     

 
38v %5 +  +       + 

 
177v %5 + +    + +  +  

 
177v ;**      + +    

 
3 s/ + + +      + + 

 
32v %< + + +    +    

 
180 ;$  + +   + + + +  

 
1 8$ + + +        

 
108 %_ + +      +   

 
1v ) +        + + 

 
22v ) + + + + + + +    

 

3, 

22v ) + + + +  + +   + 

 
32 )  + + + +  +  + +  

 
45v ) + + +  +   + +  
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45v ) + + + +  + + + +  

 
107v ) +    + + +   + 

 
178 ) + + +   + + + +  

 
178 )     + + +  + + 

 
1 2 + + +   + +    

 
3 2 + + +    + +  + 

 
107v 2Z$ +  +        

 
1 2('V) + +  +  +  +  + 

 
32 2. + + + +  + + +   

 
182v 2*≈  +  +   + + +  

 
94v 2$ +  +      +  

 
181 2$  +  + + + + + +  

 
153 0     +  + + +  

 
181v 0W;**Z  +        + 

 
32 0S + + +   + + + +  

 96 0S +   +  + +   + 

 180 0S  +     +   + 

 
96 0(C) + + +  + +    + 

 
1 0(5) + + +     +   

 
177v 0(5)  +    + +    

 
23 058 +  +  +    +  

 
22v 0(50+:) + +     + + +  
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1 0(a) +      +   + 

 
22v ' + + +  + + + + + + 

 
 '5 +  +      +  

 
1 '5 + +    + +  + + 

 3 '5 +       +   

 96 '5 +       +   

 
182 '5 + + +      +  

 
184 '5    (+) + + + + +  

 1 'j + +   +  + + +  

 
179 'j    + +   +   

 
34 'j, + +     +  +  

 
180 'j(,) + + + + + + + + + + 

 
1 `. + +         

 
 `/ +  +  + + + + +  

 
1 `< +   + +      

 
3 `< + + +  +      

 
153 `!      +  +  + 

 
1 `!Q + + +    + +   

 

1, 3 '$ + +   +  +  +  

 121 '$ + + +   +    + 

 
121 '$   +   + + +   

 
23 '(}b:-

+/ 
+    + +  + +  
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3 4 + + +  + + + + +  

 
94 v 4 + + +  +  +  + + 

 
34 4(G) + + +    +  + + 

 
33v = + +      +   

 
118 = +      + + +  

 
1 C/ + + +  +  +  + + 

 182 9 + +   +  + +   

 
1 9(I3) +  +  +  +   + 

 
23 v + + + + +  +    

 
 ç +      +  +  

 
177v 5 + + +  +  + + +  

 
1 . +    +  +  +  

 
3 . + + +     + + + 

 
3 . + +   +     + 

 
32 . +      + +   

 
33v 

. + + + +  + + + + + 

 
94v . + + + +  +  + +  

 
94v . + + +  + + +  + + 

 
182 . + +       +  

 
1 .%Q +    +  +    

 
3 .%Q + + + +   +  +  
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33v .%Q +   +    +   

 
181 .%Q + + + + + + + + +  

 
190 .%Q +  +        

 
1 * + + +  +  +    

 
2 * +  +  + +     

 
2 * + +   +    +  

 
34 *5/ +  +  +      

 
180 E("2%) + + + + + + + + + + 

 
3 ES/ + + +    +  + + 

 
32 EE +  +  +  + + + + 

 
94v / + + +  +  +   + 

 
3 / 

(final) 
+ + +  + + +    

 
94v v + + + +  + +    

 
1 < + +   +    +  

 
3 < + + + + +  + + + + 

 
37v < + +  +   +  +  

 
122 <   +   +  +   

 
190 <  + + +       

 
3 ñ + +     +    

 
23 +5, + + +        

 
32 z. +    + + +    
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34 ê($!=<) + + + + + + + + + + 

 
181v 

+,, + + +  +      

 
178v ê#%/      + +    

 3 +y/ + + +    +  +  

 
180 +:, + + +     +   

 
177v (!)'$(Q) + + +  +  +  +  

 
177v !'$Q + + +  + + +    

 
22v !$L, + +   +  +  +  

 
1v !: +    +   + + + 

 
182 !N,  +  +       

 
2 $ +  +   + +  + + 

 
181v $  + +  +   + + + 

 
181v $ + +        + 

 
181v 

$  +   +     + 

 
23 $$     +  +    

 
108 3 + + +      +  

 
1 3(Z$<) + +  +     +  

 
181v 3(ç/) + + +  +   + +  

 94v 3%3, +    +   + + + 

 
180 3C/ + + +    +  + + 

 
3 3+/ + + +  + + +  + + 

 
182 3+/  +     +    

 
37v 3!(*8) + + +  + + + + +  

 
1 3# + + +    +  +  
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23 3U/ + + +  + + +  + + 

 
94v 

# + + + + + + + + + + 

 
1 #% + +      +   

 
32 #% + +   +     + 

 
37v #"*+, + + +     +   

 
1v #C/ + + +  +  + +   

 
3 #C/    + +  + +   

 
94v #C/ +    + + + + +  

 
94v #ç    +   +    

 
108 #+ + +     + + +  

 
135 #L +  +   + + + +  

 
178v #L  +  + +  +    

 
1 #L/ + +   + + +    

 38v #´!+/ +    +    +  

 
178v #(N)    +   +   + 

 
118 \ + + +  + + + + +  

 
133 \   +  + + +    

 
94v ≈ +    +   +   

 
96 ≈ +    +  +    

 
37v ´ + + + + + + + + + + 

 
193 ´ +  +  + + + + +  

 
153 : +      +    
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1 X + + +  +  +    

 
1 X +  +  + + +  +  

 
3 X + +    + + + +  

 
22v 

X +  +  +    +  

 
33v 

X + +   +  +    

 
94v X + + +  +  + + +  

 
96 X +  +  +      

 
96 X + +  +      + 

 
2 - + + + +   +  +  

 
138 - +  +   +     

 
1v -$ + + + + + +   +  + 

 
23 b +  +    +  +  

 
38v b +  +    +  +  

 
3 6 + + +    +  +  

 
108 6 + + + + + + + + + + 

 
181 6 + + +  +  +  +  

 
181v 6  + + +       

 
181v 6   +   + + + +  + 

 
94v Å +  +    +   + 

 
32 M + + +  +  +    

 3 6, +   (+)   +  + + 

 
33v 

^, + + +  + + + + + + 
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K. Scribe B 
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L. Scribe C 

 
  



Words and Artworks | 346 

 

M. Facsimiles 

 
Fig. 41. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 7v–8. Biblioteca Marciana© 

 
Fig. 42. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 39v–40. Biblioteca Marciana© 
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Fig. 43. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 46v–47. Biblioteca Marciana© 
 

 
Fig. 44. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 87v–88. Biblioteca Marciana©   
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Fig. 45. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 112v–113. Biblioteca Marciana© 
 

 
Fig. 46. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 151v–152. Biblioteca Marciana© 
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Fig. 47. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 153v–154. Biblioteca Marciana© 
 

 
Fig. 48. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 179v–180. Biblioteca Marciana© 
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Fig. 49. Ms Marc. gr. 524, f. 45v. Biblioteca Marciana© 
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