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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thirty-five unpublished dedicatory epigrams on works of art.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.



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. 94-96). 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. 97-103") 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. 103"-104", 1-3"). The Semeioma
by Andronikos Protekdikos follows (ff. 3'-5), with the Katomyomachia by Theodore
Prodromos after that (ff. 5-8"). He re-copied three poems from the collection of
Theodore Balsamon (ff. 8'-9) and he continued by copying a poem on toothache (ff.
9-10") and Constantine Stilbes’ poem on the great fire of 1197 (ff. 10'-18).
Subsequently, he compiled a collection of anonymous poetry dating from mainly
(but not exclusively) the twelfth century (Sylloge B, ff. 18-23", 105-112", 115'-120",
33'-39", 192'-193", 45"-46"). 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. 180-182", 189"). 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
n[é]tpa. 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.



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 TepifAentog 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.

277.0n 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 Pantoleon.

391. On the miracle of the five loaves.

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

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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sentenzioso del monaco Giovanni (Vienna, 1986), pp. 257-66.

* 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 1 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, 1 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 unknown', 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 Tiepolo’. The manuscript cannot be found in the early
inventories of Bessarion’s library®. Most likely, it came to the library after 1679, i.e.
after the composition of the manuscript catalogue by Ambrogio Gradenico®, The
word sei (=six) is written on f. A in black ink®. 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 Marciana®.

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 Psellos’. 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).

! Mioni 1985: 399.

? Zanetti-Biongiovanni 1740. See also Labowsky 1979: 105.

* 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.

* Ms. Marc. lat. XIV 20 (coll. 4323). Cf. Coggiola 1906: 107 (no. 163).

® Above this indication someone wrote 8 in red pencil. It is not known either what this number is. On
flyleaf I, number. XCIL.7 can be found. This was added when the library was transferred to Palazzo
Ducale in 1811.

¢ The number on the banco. Information given to me from the library on January, the 17 2011.

7 See Appendix B.
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Bongiovanni®. The authors of the catalogue date the manuscript to around the
fourteenth century’. 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 works™.

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 1903". However, although he
published some of the attributed works, he never published the entire anthology™.
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 century®.
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 1985". 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

® Zanetti - Bongiovanni 1740: 282-3. Cf. the website of the Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana.

® Cf. Kurtz 1903: XII; Horna 1903: 176.

' Hence the Z (for Zanetti) in the catalogue number Marcianus Graecus Z 524. Librarians use the shelf
mark (collocazione), which is 318.

"' T 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).

2 Horna 1903: 177-202; Horna 1904: 325-45. Lambros 1911: 3-4.

" Lambros 1911: 3.

' 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 century®.

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

schoolteacher".

' Cf. Rhoby 2010 (b): 114-5. See also De Groote 2012; XLVIII-XLIX; Diethart - Hrandner 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.

' 0dorico - Messis 2003: 191-213.

7 0dorico - Messis 2003: 199-201.
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2. General description

Thirty-one gatherings compose the manuscript®. 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 paté is either irregular or
regular and the fibres are generally badly disintegrated®. 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 500/514”. 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)*. 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 1595%). The manuscript was sent for restoration to the monastery of

' For a detailed description see Appendix A. On the quires see Appendix C.

" For a detailed description see Appendix E.

 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, 87-88").

*! Cf. Labowsky 1979: 29 (no. 82). Cf. Valentinelli 1868: 1, 77.

2 MoSin 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-1V 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 year?.

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 signatures®.

The first unit (ff. 1-23") includes poetry, and a note on the calculation of the
hours. A quire signature can be found on f. 7. It reads ‘B’, which suggests that there
is not only a folio missing, but also the whole first quire”. However, this quire
signature was erased by the scribe. Furthermore, while the quire signature on f. 16
reads ‘e’, the quire signature in the second gathering (ff. 8-15) originally read ‘y’, but
this has been erased with a stroke and replaced with ‘¢’ (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 manuscript®. 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. 24-39". It contains a paraphrasis of the Ixeutica of Pseudo-

Oppian?, 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).

% Information given to me by officials of the Biblioteca Marciana on January the 19" 2011. I am most
grateful to Dr Silvia Pugliese for her help.

* 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).

% Cf. Odorico - Messis 2003: 194.

% See Appendix E.

%7 According to the editor of the Ixeutica, Antonio Garzya, ms. Scoraliensis Y.1.9 (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. 27", 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. 40-46" consists of a new unit (no. IIT). 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 [Tod] Avrod (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. 45'-46", anonymous epigrams,
which can be dated to the reign of Manuel Komnenos, can be found.

The fourth unit (ff. 47-88") 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. 89-96",
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. 33" cf. Scoral.
Y.L.9, f. 197"). 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. 97-112") 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. 113-120") 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. 113-115"). However, after f. 115,
it contains poetic works.

The eighth unit (ff. 121-152") consists of four numbered quires, all on the
same paper and in the same ink®. It contains orations by Arethas of Caesarea.

Three quaternions and one trinion, all of the same paper, form the ninth unit
(ff. 153-182). Prose texts, specifically Psellos’ works, are written on ff. 153-179",
while in ff. 180-182" the poetic works are copied in ink different from that used for
the prose works.

The tenth unit (ff. 183-189") starts with anonymous commentaries on
Aristotle’s works. F. 189" 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 gathering®. It is written in different ink, on different paper,
and is based on different ruling type to that employed previously.

A single bifolium (ff. 190-193") 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

*® The second quire (ff. 129-136) is faultily assigned to ‘a’. 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.

? Only the first two quires are numbered.

% A leaf is missing between 183" 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. 194-292". This suggests that ff. 192'-193" were initially
blank.

The last unit (no. XII) consists of twelve quires and two bifolia (ff. 194-292").
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. 292"), a note on the ten categories has been copied. This unit is

distinguished from the rest because of the new series of quire signatures®.

*! Quire signatures can be found in ff. 218 (8), 226 (¢), 234 (o1), 241 (Q), 273 (1), 281 (1y) and 289 (vy).
The numbering of the quires is correct, given the fact that the first quire is ff. 194-201. The vy in f.
281 is just a scribal mistake. In any case, the scribe uses the same number (1y) 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 East”. 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 area®. The lack of a zigzag is also an
indication that the paper is Arabic from the Middle East rather than Arabic from
Spain*. 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 yellowish*, the souple formatting, and the straight or curved laid lines®.
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)".

Elpidio Mioni dedicates only a sentence to the paper*® and Spyridon Lambros
only occasionally refers to the paper, and then only briefly*. 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

%2 Trigoin 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.

* 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.

* Canart, di Zio, Polistena and Scialanga 2008: 1015.

% Not yellow which is near to white, as is usual for Italian paper.

% Cf. Trigoin 1950: 196.

*” Humbert 1998: 17-8, 28. Astruc - Géhin 1989.

% Chartae orientales parvi pretii iniurias temporis haud paucas passae sunt, Mioni 1985: 399.

** 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 paté 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)®.

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 152" and 153 is quite
similar. However, the similarity in colour exists only if it will be compared to f. 152",
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.

0 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 hands®. He distinguishes the hands on the
basis of the ink used and the general layout®.

Elpidio Mioni also observes seven different hands, this time in a slightly
different arrangement®. Unlike Lambros, he states clearly that Scribe A wrote folia
45"-46", 88 (after line 13) - 120", and 190-193" (i.e. the pages that Lambros does not
comment on) and ff. 180-182" (attributed to Scribe F by Lambros). He also believes
that Scribe B also wrote from f. 121 up to f. 150" (instead of only ff. 121-152", as
Lambros suggested) and ff. 178, line 2-179". Then, Mioni states that Scribe E wrote ff.
151-154" 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 Mondrain*, mainly
follow Mioni’s observations®. They further suggest that Scribe A was the scribe of
the folia 121-152" (Mioni believes that Scribe D wrote ff. 121-150" and Scribe E ff.
151-152"), 189" (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.

‘1 A: 1-39Y, 89-120; B: 40-45, 190-193"; B*: 45"-46; C: 47-88; D: 121-152; E: 153-179; F: 180-189; G: 194~
292°.

2 B: 1] Ypaq1) TOD TUHUKTOS TOUTOV £lve §AANG xeipos ki ueAavtépa Ti¢ TV f. 1-3%; C: 1] ypaor) elve Kippd;
D: 1) 8¢ ypagn mukvotépa kai uedavréoa; E: Sidopog eive 17 yoaer; F: kippotépa 1) ypagr- GAA ko uetadt
ToUTWVY Sid@opx €ive To @. 183 K.£., SetkviovTa Yoany VewTépav mws kol ueAavréoav; G: eive 8¢ 17 ypaqn
TOUTWV TUKVI) Kad Kippd, ouotd{ovoa udAdov mpog Thv 100 ypdpavTog T0 TEURTOV TUUA.

“ Mioni 1985: 399. See table in Appendix I.

* 0dorico - Messis 2003: 194, note 8.

* 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. 1-39", 45 lines 28-34, 45'-46",

and 190-193". One can find many examples of fettaugen elements % ”
F3
[l
2

and, more specifically, of the less calligraphic fettaugenstil. The lobe
Fig. 1. Forming
the fett B
of the alpha is sometimes formed by an ?sf:rig:g;;

exaggerated circular loop, which stands above

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

Fig. Z-Th(es {iggzeu%n omega  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,

“ On the so-called fettaugenstil see Hunger 1972: 105-13; Hunger 1961 (a): 101-2.
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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
Fig. 3. The epsilon

(Scribe A)
the beta. With a similar movement, but from right to left, the e

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 script”. 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 parchment®. 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 ouv*; even the flower-

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

“ Hunger 1972: 109.

*® Coxe 1853: 483.

* See also Turyn 1980: 53-4 (plate 32) and Canart 2000: esp. 680.
0 Cf. ff. 521" and 544.
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while their differences are mainly connected with the individual hand of each
scribe®.

Scribe A also copied the poems in ff. 180-182 and 189". This is quite easily
observable. The handwriting and the layout™ of the page are identical to that of ff.
1-39", 45"-46", 89-120, 190-193". 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. 121-150" and
194-292" have also been copied by Scribe A”. 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. 121-152" 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 kai and §¢*. 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. 33'-39", 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)*. However, the letters become more compact

and the overall appearance is ‘stuffed’.

*' F. 196" 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.

*2 The written surface of the ff. 180 and 182" measures between 13.5x21mm and the number of the
lines per page varies between 33 and 36. F. 182" is the only not fully written page.

> Odorico-Messis 2003: 197.

* 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.

> Cf. the pricking in units T and II. See p. 298 -299.
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If one compares the hand in ff. 194-292", 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. 121" 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
naturale*). Indeed, after f. 127", the fettaugen letter shapes and the

impressive types, which follow contemporary fashion, are =

d |

/, i

:
TR

|
!

eliminated. Characteristically, in f. 129", very few examples of the f
| .\\_/

gross letterforms can be found. Undoubtedly, the hand and the ink  pig 4 The delta

(Scribe A)
continue to f. 150". At f. 151, the scribe ‘re-changes’ his pen. The cf. f.153
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 Ducktuswechsel”. This is not the only case that the scribe practices
pleionography in the manuscript.

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

begins. The dark (almost black) brown ink continues to f. 153° and Scribe A’s écriture

*¢ Cf. Mondrain 2007: esp. 188-96.

*’ Hunger 1991: 71-7.

*® Lines 22-28 on f. 152" must have been added in a later stage by scribe A. He uses a compact writing
style and the same ink as in ff. 97-112".
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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 il

edge of this lobe starts descending, connecting the letter to the next f*(\*\

ittt it

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 s T
ig. 5. The

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

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 scribe®. The writing style and the ink undoubtedly
continue to f. 154",

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. 154" 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. 155", line 19) and the peculiar upsilon
appears in a more compact way (f. 155", line 27). The fettaugen A continues to f. 159",
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

*E.g. see line 22.
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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 scribe®. 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. 177", 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. 179", where the scribe leaves the work
unfinished®.

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. 153-159", 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 top®;
- the habitual form of Scribe A for the abbreviations for §¢ and kai;

- 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);

% Interestingly the first line of the text is written in pen c1. The text continues from the previous line
and to the next one.

* The work breaks at the middle of the page, thus there is not a missing page.

% See f. 183: Siatu.
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- the cross-like psi;
- the chi with the curved edges; and
- the regular fettaugen omega as it has been described above®.

Furthermore, the peculiar upsilon from f. 153 can be found in f. 187", line 11
and in f. 185", 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. 153", lines 33-35 and in f. 155,
line 24. Finally, Scribe A wrote a marginal note in f. 184" 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. 95"), either by magnifying their total

shape or by elongating the ending of a stroke

SN
| ]
/ >
L\ ‘~-—/ /
Fig. 6. Forming the Fig. 7. Forming the Fig. 8. Forming the
gamma (Scribe A) upsilon (Scribe A) fettaugen beta

(Scribe A?)
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

% See especially w in f. 183.
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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
descenders®. 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.
75", 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 red®, 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. 55", line 39), there is a considerable distance between the two edges.

% Cf. oxn from f. 47, but in nevray@g the chi is formed as habitual for A. See also the different forms of
beta in the same page.
& Cf. ff. 24'-33",
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Contemporaneous with the main scribe must be the hand of Scribe B*. 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  Fig. 9. The fettaugen
beta (Scribe B)
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 §¢ and kai are written in a more curly way. The
only evidence that could suggest that the same scribe copied these pages is the
flower-like separators”, 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. 292", lines 9-30%, a new scribe

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

% See Appendix K.
7 Cf. also ms. Roe 22, f. 544.
% See Appendix L.
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of Aristotle, which has been preserved unfinished, because the next folio is missing.

The script probably dates from the second quarter of the fourteenth century®.

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/p-y style (ff. 1-39", 88, line 130 -150",

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

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

naturale’® are mixed with all the aforementioned styles and they give the strongest

evidence that one person alone was the main scribe of the manuscript™. 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. 292",

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

 cf. Prato 1991: Tav. 12b and 13a.

4--..- PN PN PN PN PN PN PN PN PN

.r*..w.' o S S e e S i e S P e R S S

7® A good sample of his handwriting can be found in f, 155,
"' 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 above™. 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
paper”. 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 111, 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. 121-152"), IX (ff. 153-179""), 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.

2 See p. 12ff,
7 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 XII"* 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. 24-39"), VI (ff. 47-88"), XI (190-193") 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. 23", 39", 104", 182", 193" and
especially 120%, where he makes his writing even more compact”). 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. 189" 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

7 1t 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.

7 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 1I), 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 I1I). 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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PRODUCTION STAGES

A B (e

One manuscript I 6th-century bookbinding 18th-cent. bookbinding

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

f | f.7'

are numbered with quire signatures. Not all the

quire signatures start from the beginning, since

the scribe preferred to enumerate quires in =
P 9 i CY f.8
which a single work is running continuously. For :
example, f. 128" is the last folio of the first quire '
e 4
C o f. 16

with the orations by Arethas of Caesaria and for

this reason has been numbered by the scribe with

Fig. 15. Quire signatures

. 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. 7'-8, where
Katomyomachia is copied, and at ff. 15'-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.
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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, 7' (last page of the quire), reads f". It
is written in the same ink as the text. The same scribe (ink ala) wrote y" at the
beginning of the next quire (f. 8, first page of the quire). But then the same person,
using ink a2c, erased both " and y, and wrote &' at f. 8. Then, he writes €' in ink a2c,
at f. 16. The text continues from f., 7" to 8 (Katomyomachia) and the text from f. 15"
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 97-104" 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 - 103, line 2),
Theodore Prodromos (nos. 31, 53, 72 - ff. 103", line 3 and 104, line 23), and
Christopher Mitylenaios (ff. 104, line 24 - 104"). 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. 96'-97.
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Turning now at the first unit, ff. 1-3" 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. 97-104" preceded initially ff. 1-23", 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 104™ contains the following sequence of Mitylenaios poems: nos. 138,
120, 121, 123, 125, 126, 127, 132, 134. In folio 1", poems 137, 141 and 51 are cited as in
a random placement. But at ff. 2" 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 anthologies™. 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. 96" 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

7¢ 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. 23" contain anonymous
poetry, which - whenever possible - is datable to the twelfth century. The last title
in f. 23" reads On St Barbara (Ei¢ trjv ayiav BapPdpav) 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. 23" 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. 105-112"
contain only anonymous poems which generally date from the twelfth century
corroborate the argument that f. 105 follows f. 23",

An additional argument for the re-arrangement of ff. 16-23" 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. 23" containing 31 lines and f. 105 30 lines.

Then, the script from 112" seems to continue first to ff. 115'-120" (written by
a thick pen in a waterish brown ink), then to ff. 192" to 193" (continuing in the same
thick pen with the waterish ink), to ff. 33", line 20 - 39" (by a waterish ink which is
fading) and finally to 45'-46" (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. 32-39" and
40-46"). The last gathering (ff. 40-46) is missing its final folio. The case of gatherings
190-193" is also unique™, because the scribe wrote some excerpts from Geoponica and
then - with the same pen - continued writing the poems. In folio 8", 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, 24-33", 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:

i Folia Folia
Quires of the on which the Works
quires work is written
1 89-96 89-94 Nos. 134-179. Theodore Balsamon’s collection of poems
94"-96 No. 180. Constantine Manasses’ Hodoiporikon (unattributed)
97-103" Nos. 181-205. Nicholas Kallikles’ collection of poems
2 97-104 103'-104" Nos. 206-208. Theodore Prodromos (Poems and epigrams)

Nos. 209-217. Christopher Mitylenaios (unattributed)

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

3 127 (unattributed)
No. 16. Theophylaktos of Ohrid
No. 17-30. Christopher Mitylenaios (unattributed)

3'-5 No. 31. Andronikos Protekdikos
5-8" No. 32. Theodore Prodromos, Katomyomachia
8" [No. 33. Note on the calculation of the hours - Prose]
. 815 8'-9 Nos. 34-36.Theodore Balsamon (doublets)
9-10" No. 37. Poem on tooth-ache
10"-15 No. 38. Constantine Stilbes’ poem on The great fire of

7® Gathering 190-193" 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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16-18 1197
18-20" Nos. 39-55. Epigrams on works of art
5 16-23 20"-22 Nos. 56-57. Poems for sevastokratorissa Eirene
22-23" Nos. 58-65. Epigrams on works of art
1235 Nos. 66 and 218. Poem on St Barbara
105-106 Nos. 219-246. Epigrams on Works of Art
6 105-112 106'-107 No. 247. Epitaphs
Nos. 247-269. Epigrams on Works of Art and epitaphs
107-111 . .
(duplicates by Kallikles)
111-112" Nos. 270-271. Ethopoiia and an epigram
115"-116 Nos. 277-285. Epigrams on Works of Art
116 No. 286. Deme-Hymn
; 113-120 116" Nos. 287-288. Epitaphs
116" No. 289. Poem for the son of Theodore Styppeiotes
116'-117" No. 290. Ethopoiia on the same subject
117'-120" No. 291-309. Epigrams on Works of Art and Epitaphs
33'-34 Nos. 69-71. Epigrams on Works of Art
34 No. 72. Deme-Hymn
8 32-39 34-39 Nos. 73-102. Epigrams on Works of Art and Epitaphs
39 No. 103. Deme-Hymn
Nos. 104-105. Epigrams on Works of Art
9 190-194 192"-193 Nos. 401-408. Epigrams on Works of Art and Epitaphs
193" No. 409. Deme-Hymn
10 40-46 45'-46" Nos. 108-119. Epigrams on Works of Art and Epitaphs

The poems in f. 180-182" and 189" 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, 2’ and 104. More specifically, Mitylenaios’ poems appear in two different
‘contexts’ in ff. 180'-182": firstly they are written among anonymous twelfth-
century epigrams” and then following Theodore Prodromos’ and Psellos’ epigrams®.
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. 180". Thus, Mitylenaios’ poems nos. 89 and
113 re-appear after f. 2" and 123, 125, 126 and 134 after f. 104. The second® and the

fourth® duplications are identical in both instances. The titles of the first®, the

7 Mitylenaios, Poems, 71, 89, 113, 123, 125, 126, 134. Nos. 360-366 of the description - f, 180".

8 Mitylenaios, Poems, 3, 5, 21, 25, 29, 32, 35, 41, 53, 54, Nos. 384-397 of the description - ff, 182",
¥ Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 113.

% Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 125.

% Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 89.
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third* and the sixth® of the duplicated poems are slightly different® and also
differences can be seen in the main text”. The fifth of the doublets has some minor
variant readings in the main text®. Indeed, the doublet on ff. 180" 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. 103'-104" and 1-5). The second sylloge, which is also
the longest one, contains mainly twelfth-century court poetry (ff. 16-23", 105-120",
192'-193", 33'-39" and 45'-46"). The third contains eleventh and twelfth-century
poetry (180-182" and 189"). At section 8 of this first part, I will discuss in detail the

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

# Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 123.

% Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 134.

$Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 89 - Ei¢ t0 tiutov Aefpavov to0 ayiov Mavtederuovos, f. 3: Eis T0 tiutov
Aeipavov 100 ayiov MavteAefiuovos PAG{ov t6 ayioouc, f. 180". Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 123 - Ei¢
v yévvnow tob Xpiotod, f. 104" : Ei¢ th)v yévvnow tod Zwtfipog AU@Vv Tneod Xpiotod, f. 180", Christopher
Mitylenaios, Poems, 134 - Ei¢ tov KatoppUtrovra 10 yxpuoiov mAovowov, f. 104": Eic mAovoiov tov
KaToppUTTOVTX TO XpUoiov, f. 180",

¥ Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 89 - v. 3. ndfet, f. 3 : ndBoug, f. 180". Christopher Mitylenaios,
Poems, 123 - v. 3. Aéyg, f. 104" : Adye, f. 180"; v. 4. kriow, f. 104": ktiot, f. 180". However, they both share
the mistaken reading fporov instead of Bpot@v in v. 2. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 134 - v. 1, uvdg,
f. 104" : uvag, f. 180%; v. 3. cavtov yA 8¢, f. 104" : gavtd vij b, f. 180"; v. 4. : vmelDeiv...ubvog, f. 104"
omeABwv...mdAo, f. 180",

% Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 126 - v. 3, avépyet, f. 104" dvépyn, f. 180" (corrected from Gvépén by
the same scribe); v. 4. f. 180" missed &nav at the end of the verse.



Part I. The manuscript | 44

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 used®. 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)®.

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 century”. Thus, on the
basis of the fettaugenstil script, Alexander Turyn has tentatively suggested a
Constantinopolitan origin for manuscript Bodl. Roe 22, However, as many scholars
moved from Constantinople to Thessaloniki and elsewhere®, the writing style
became widespread. As a result, the origins of the manuscript cannot be determined
solely on the basis of palacographical 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,

¥See pp. off.

*® 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.

°' Cf. Géhin 2005: 93. See also Pérez Martin 1997: 77.

2 Turyn 1980: 51.

 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 situ*. 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)”. Thus, at least the modifier Bulgar-slayer is a
later addition, which dates from the late twelfth or the thirteenth century*.

The scribe includes collections of poems of well-known authors and prose
works, but he also copies the anonymous poems in a sloppy way”: he writes a

manuscript for his own use, with things that he was interested in, either in terms of

*No. 63. Cf, some titles of Philes poems also provide additional information (Talbot 1999: 76).

% Stephenson 2003: 90-9, 136.

% Tbid 89-90. Most probably the scribe added this to existing title.

°7 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. 88",
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heritage or literature or as models®. 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. 121-152", 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,.

% See p. 63f.
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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 poetry”, 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. 46" 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 poem'. The Hodoiporikon written by the well-known

% See Lauxtermann 2003: 68.

1% No. 132: Zzixot1 To0 yeyovdTog xapTopUlakos vouopUAakos Tpwtov T@v BAaxepv@dV kol TpwTtoovykéAdov
KUpoU Beodwpov To0 Badoauwv perd 66 Tivag xpévous Kol marTpidpxov Avrioxeing i oV Twong
amoyvuvovuevov thv €0bijta mapd Thg yuvaikos tob Mevrepp] we épwtopavovorg. Theodore Balsamon,
Poems, 1. Cf. no. 34: Tob narpidpyov Baloau@v gig tov aifiona Mwofjv Aoyapiaofévra kai Avmobuevov.
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 40. No. 179: Ei¢ 70v némAov TV KpeuaoOévta nopd 100 Twdvvov oefaatol Tob
ApPavrnvob el thv vnepayiav Ocotdkov thv ‘0dnyritpiav. Tod KaAlikAéog. 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 title. Yet full details are offered on the
identity of the author of the poem on the Great Fire of 1197, Constantine Stilbes'®.
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 poems*:

a. the collection of Balsamon’s poems (ff. 89-94, nos. 134-179);

b. the Hodoiporikon of Constantine Manasses (ff. 94'-96, no. 180);
the collection of Kallikles” poems (ff. 97-103", nos. 179-203);

d. Sylloge A: eleventh- and early twelfth-century unattributed poetry (ff. 103"~
104", nos. 204-215 and 1-3", nos. 1-30);

e. Andronikos Protekdikos, Semeioma (ff. 3'-5, 31);

f.  Theodore Prodromos, Katomyomachia (ff. 5-8", 32);

[A short note on the calculation of hours interrupts the flow of the poetic
collection: f. 8", no. 33]

g. Three epigrams by Theodore Balsamon (f. 9, nos. 34-36; doublets);

h. Long poem on toothache (ff. 9-10", 37);

i. Constantine Stilbes’ poem on the Great Fire of 1197 (ff. 10'-18, no. 38);

j.  Sylloge B: Twelfth-century poetry with some eleventh-century epigrams (ff.
18-23", nos. 39-66; ff. 105-112, nos. 218-272; ff. 115'-120, nos. 277-309; ff.
192"-194, nos. 401-409; ff. 33'-39", nos. 70-105; ff. 45'-46", nos. 108-119;
(perhaps) f. 189", no. 370); and

k. Sylloge C: eleventh- and twelfth-century poetry (ff. 180-182", 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

1% See no. 178.

2 No. 38: Tod Kwvatavtivov uaiotwpos kal dibackdlov to0 ZTiABA otiyor laufikol émi t@ ovuPdvr év
Kwvatavtivovmoder Oenddtw ueyadw eumpnou@ unvi Tovdie ke” €tovg e’

'% On the arrangement of the quires see p. 30.
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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, Mitylenaios'* 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
Mitylenaios'®,

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 poetry'®. Looking at the contents of both the manuscript and the poetic

anthology, Scribe A and the compiler of the anthology were in Constantinople. The

' The manuscript that Scribe A used was most probably similar to the Grottaferrata manuscript.
Lauxtermann 2003: 74-5.

1% Some of their poems can be found twice in the manuscript. See p. 30ff,

1% 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 scribes'”. 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 scribe'®, 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
renaissance'”. People looked back to classical and late antiquity. The current scribe
copied court poetry because he was interested in it"°. 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 thriving', Planoudes compiled the so-called Planudean Anthology, based on the

Greek Anthology™. Even though there are many similarities between the writing style

197 See list in Mergiali 1996: 43-8.

1% See the professional manner in which he copied the Arethas works.

1 Fryde 2000: esp. 91-102, 44-82; Sev&enko 1984: 144-71; Mergiali 1996: 34-62.

10 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.

" Pérez Martin 1997: 73-96; Mergiali 1996: 34-42; Constantinides 1982: 66-89.

121t 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’ hand', The
script appears to be non-fettaugen letter-shape. Only the (almost) fettaugen (but not
gross) beta seems to be prominent™, Interestingly, this seems close to Scribe’s A
fettaugen beta'®. The gamma (another characteristic letter-type of hand A) appears
to be prominent in f. 20", 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
occasionally**);

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

Planudes'”. Unfortunately, this does not place our scribe within a specific school.

' Mioni 1985: 276-483.

" E.g. Marc. gr. 481, f, 52, line 11; f. 53, line 4; f. 65, line 11 and f. 20" in many lines).

"5 E.g. Marc. gr. 524, f, 19" and Marec. gr. 481, f. 65, line 11.

" E.g. ff. 46", 115.

W cf, the letters B, v, K, &, T, X, the ligature for -nv and the abbreviation for kai. See Pérez Martin
1997: 77-80 and 91; Giinther 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:
n[é]tpa (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.

Fig. 17. Ms Marc. gr. 524, f. 194.
Biblioteca Marciana®
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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.
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Even closer to the hand of Scribe A is the scribe of manuscript Laurentianus
Plut. 69.23, Manuel Angelos. Laurentianus Plut. 69.23 contains an epitome of
Josephus’ Jewish-Roman History', According to the scribal note, Manuel Angelos was
Aoyioti¢ thi¢ avAfi¢'. 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  [2eStetetet et teataltacady

R e

e S 0N N P S S T 0 S

(where also the scribal note is offered), an annotator of :%/&g&%}&gax}&gxﬂ%%%/&gxi%

e e

the manuscript (=annotator a) has copied a poem [ttt atatataiaiateteted

e S 0N S S S S T N S

without title or ascription'?, the epigram to St Loupos

by probably Theodore Prodromos' and, anonymously, [ aaiaaad
by Chri her of Mitvl fi 125 The oot or ettt ottt
poem no. 99 by Christopher ot Mitylene ( 1g. 18)'*. The S P I B

hand of ‘annotator a’ in the Laurentianus is even more [ s s sy

similar to that of our Scribe A. In the admittedly small ¥t AAAAAiiiins,
Fig. 18. Ms. Laur. Plut. 69.23, f. 317".

example I have looked at, the duct of all the letters is the same: the rho with the

18 Although there is a scribal note at the end of the manuscript (f. 317%), 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.

" Bandini 1764: vol II, pp. 642-3. Bandini dates the manuscript to the fourteenth century.

20 F, 317", The title must be Aoyapuxotr¢ tfic avAfic, but the note is written in dodecasyllable and so
the scribe ‘adjusted’ the word to his needs. D’Aiuto 2002: 205-7.

! Inc. Dépuke 8iddokovoa toic pihoatdpyois (cf. Bandini 1764: 642-3).

2 The poem is attributed to Theodore Prodromos in this manuscript (Hérandner 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.

'2 The epigram bears the title; Ei¢c tiva poPodvta pobxov dAacoav kai nadaidbev dvriotpéat avtd. The
Laurentianus offers different readings to the printed text (v. 1: kavov Laur. : ppiktov Kurtz; v. 4 k&v
Laur. : & Kurtz; v. 4. anoéfjow Laur. : dnofdow 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. 48" and 49"
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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 23™
of February 1303'*. Presumably Manuel Angelos must have died shortly after. A note
written by a later hand at f. 321" of ms. Lauentianus Plut. 69.23 (the autograph of
Manuel Angelos) suggests a further connection to the Petra monastery: unvi
lavv(ova)p(iw) & Nuép(a) o« (v8.) 1f” [ére]devtnolev] ¢ meplik(d)o(ng) ua(vovnA) kai
étdo(n) [é]v tij uovij tob mpodpduov (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 century'”, while
Francesco d’Aiuto, in his most recent article on Manuel Angelos, believes that the

note refers to either 1299 or 1344'%,

% No. 76. Osodwpas t(fig) Séomov(ag) t(fig) madarodoyiv(ag). No. 77. MavoviA tod Ayy(€)A(ov). De Gregorio
2001: 161 (notes t and u), 178-179; D’Aiuto 2002: 212,

1% 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

iﬁ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ

e e e e e )

EAs M R R R AR A ARAAN the abbot of the Evergetis monastery?, but he
B & Yo

R\ . ? 1 ke Ié e ~ ~
gﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁ undersigns: Twakeiy igpouovayos 0 meTpaiog ToU

P e e e e e ) , . . . . .
“MAMAM/&M/&M/&MQN Evepyérov (Joachim Hieromonk, (originating)

Se6es SIS RN .
aﬁ”ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁmw from the Petra monastery, (coming) from the

RSN NNANNANNANNNNSY Evergetis rnonastery). The manuscript was

4 e . . .

o e A e e e e e e e e e r lnl i lh h Petra mon r fr
MﬁMﬁMMﬁMﬁM?‘M certainly deposited with the Petra monastery fo
KM%M%M%M%M%M%M some time®, Joachim’s handwriting is
.

B A sufficiently similar to the handwriting of the
HEI ISR O S I CI OO y &

“MAMMAMAM/&M/“N main scribe and especially the style he uses in
K K S K S,

e e e Y a-. i"\ 4-. a-. 4,
A i fﬁf&{x‘fﬁf\f

SN tttetataiasietetetes|  order to copy the poetry and the Geoponica. This

:-. B e e e e e )

Fig. 19. Ms Marcianus gr. 494, notes
from f. 11. Biblioteca Marciana®.

'?” The possession note reads: Evexeipion toi¢ TimwTdrols wovayoic tovs (sic) &no ti¢ facidikis wovis tod
[oatov] ‘YaxivBov vrép xpéovs Thg dvakdupews thv napodoav PipAov dvti motripiov dpyvpdv, émtpayriiiov
kol Oroudvike ééduira ypvookAaPapikd kokkiva, Todéa ééquitos xpvookAafapikn kokkivy, égovoa oTHANY
Tfi¢ Umepaying Osotdkov ueta Evdvuaros uetawtod Kitpivov, téooepa modéa dévkdrog xpvookAafapikn
&ovon oTavpov uetd Evivuatos kokkivov uetawtol. Tavta napedéOnoav map Euol To0 Hyovuévov ToD
owtfjpog Xp1oToU ToU eVEPYETOV UovayoD Twakely Evwmiov diakévov kvpol Twdvvov tod T'aPald, kvpol
Tewpyiov t00 EavBomovdov 10U &mo avTfig MOVA iepouoviyov, kupol ABavaciov kai kvpod Tewpyiov
Siakdvov tod Amodwviaditov (cf. Mioni 1985: 307).

12 See note on the same flyleaf: ‘H BifAog alitn tii¢c uoviic tod Mpodpduov tiic kewévng éyynota (sic) tod
Aetiov | dpyaixt) (8¢) th uovi kAfjois Mérpa.
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note probably dates from the late thirteenth century or the early fourteenth
(exactly when our scribe compiled the manuscript)'”. 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 Aetios™. It has been suggested that it was a late antique
foundation™'. However it appears in the historical sources for the first time at the
eleventh century?, when John Mauropous wrote an Encomion to St Baras'®

(suggesting basically that the monastery was built by this Aegyptian monk™).

“Mioni proposes a fourteenth-century dating for the manuscript. However, the ‘immature’
fettaugenstil elements (see gamma or upsilon) do not support such dating.

% 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,
1. 130-67) - the monastery did not posses anything (Majeska 1984: 340).

B! Malamut 2001: 222-3; Janin 1969: 427-8. However, Michael Angold (1995: 275) suggests that this
was mainly an oral tradition.

2 Cataldi Palau 2008: 209-10; De Gregorio 2001: 140, n. 80.

' 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: to0 Mavponddov. This type requires a
nominative such as Mavponddn¢. Xanvier Lequeux (2002: 104-7) unconvincingly argues that John
Mavponddrs 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 (uovidpiov) - which might indicate a late antique
establishment'”., 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 monastery™*. John the Faster established a vigorous
monastic community” and a second, twelfth-century donor John Ioalites,
originating from Constantinople'®, granted and sponsored the erection of additional
buildings to the monastery'.

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.

" 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: Eiye uév
yop...qpxaixy tig fipAog avaypanta Soo te mepl TO YEVOG TMPOOTKE TR UOKXPIW Kol 0lovs €oXNKE TOUS
yevvhropas... ) towvth PiPAog anddwle kai Anbng Buboic Soov Aidn t& to0 matpog vmevexBiivar cuvéPaive.
Thus, he values the tradition as of outmost importance: nadod §¢ ti¢ mapddoois dypagos, T0 Trig
dAnbeioag doparés kad éavthv Tij dpxadtnti ovvtnproaoa, uéxpt Kai & Nuds Siwdédotar €€ Alyvnrov te
npoiévaa (Encomion to St Baras, § 2, p. 39).

1 Cf. Malamut 2001: 221-3.

B¢ Enel 8¢ #i0n mpog mAatvoudv te kal adénow 1 ayla uovn Nu@v tfj To0 Oeol émbédwke xdpiti, kol Tfj
avriMjper tij¢ BeopuAdktov ayiag Nu@v deomoivig kal untpos o0 Oe00TePOls Kol KPATIOTOU NUGOV
Baoiréws kvpoD AMeéiov toG Kouvnvol (Anna Dalassene), éri 8¢ kai to0 dyiwtdrov Seondrov kol
olkovueVIKoD TaTpidpxov KupoD Nikoddov (Nicholas Grammatikos, 1084-1111), Typikon of Petra
monastery, 350, 9-13. The manuscript gives the title ‘H §iabrikn to0 ktiitopog tfi¢ doing povijc ToU Tipiov
Tpodpduov th¢ émkekAnuévng s Métpa (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.

37 See Encomion to St John the Faster 77, 20-4.

38 Encomion to St John the Faster 83, 26-32.

% Encomion to St John the Faster 84, 4-7: kol TPo0TiONOW GOPUADS Kol KATAOKEVAOURT® TOLHOEMEVO,
doamep 1idn toig dnoot kabop@vTal, ava Kai uovii¢ tijs Tob Oeiov vaol £ykabidpUoews Kol oVOTATEWS Kol
énowkodouric Ppaxéwv Tivav keAMwv kal pikpod mepiPdlov. 1t is useful to note that loalites was a high
official of the Byzantine court and more specifically a mpwroaonkprzic (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: kal ynpokoueiov 0 tfj¢ kowrs aoBeveiag Porbnua
avoikodouroeie Kai tpdneav, mpod€ti ¢ ki aptokomeiov, dAAd 1 ki payeipeiov.
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Thus, someone was sent to the monastery to ask for help. Finally, the monks
provided all the necessities for the celebration. 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 view,
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 beliefs'2. 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™®. Furthermore, a
reference to Petra monastery is not be found in any papal document of the period™*.

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 prominent'*, Events took place there. The ordination of George of Cyprus took
place at the small church of the monastery in April of 1283, while Manuel

Holobolos dedicated an epigram on an icon'”.

0 Eustathios of Thessaloniki, On the monastic life, § 66, pp. 230-1.

"l See Janin 1969: 422; Asutay-Effenberger 2007: 198; Cataldi Palau 2008: 203; Malamut 2001: 225;
Hoérandner 1970: 117-8.

2 The title of the letter reads: Tepuavol 00 dyiwTdTov TATPIEPXOV TTEOS TOUS MOVEXOVS TOVS €V T} MOV
T00 ueydAov évéootdrov mpogritov kai fantiorod Twdvvov th¢ émideyouévng Métpag Sre ovk encibeto Toig
§dypaot T@v Aativwv (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).

" Gill 1974: 139.

" 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.

5 See also the chrysobull of Andronikos Palaiologos (De Gregorio 2001: 144-6, Schreiner 1977/78).

"¢ pachymeres, Historical Relations, 3, 55, 24-29. Cf, Janin 1936: 57.

7 De Gregorio 2001: 142-3. The epigram is preserved in the famous ms. Scor. Y.I.10. Another
epigram is preserved in ms. Vind. med. gr. 32 (f. 1). It was most probably written during Holobolos’
residency at Petra (cf. Horandner 1970: 116-7).
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In the fourteenth century, a school was also attached to the monastery™,
The scriptorium of this monastery was of upmost importance. The first scribes
coming from this monastery appear in the eleventh century'. The scribal activity
will continue from the twelfth century through the fifteenth®!, 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 monastery'’, 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.

% The scribal notes became more complicated at that time (Kakoulidi 1968: 18-24; Cataldi Palau 2008
(a): 201-3).

15! Cataldi Palau 2008 (a): 201-7; Kakoulidi 1968: 24-9.

152 Cataldi Palau 2008 (a): 212.
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Prodromenos. He wrote theological'®, philosophical, medical, and grammatical
treatises, and also some poetry™. 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)**, 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.

'3 Mainly hesychastic texts.
B4 For a full list see Kakoulidi 1968: 24-26.
1% 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 scribe’, 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 Martin, who has
recently discussed the Parisian manuscript, characterised it as a personal
encyclopaedia'”. 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 A,

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 Pardos™. The following verse is quoted as an example of brief but
meaningful verse:

&vOpag dOMNTH S@pov €k Movoudyov™

136 Canart 2010.

157 pérez Martin 2011.

158 pérez Martin 2011: 379.

1391t is not clear what the connection between the two treatises is (Hérandner 2012: 88). The account
has been characterised as ‘the most accurate account of the rhythmical structure of the
dodecasyllable’, Lauxtermann 1998: 11.

' No. 8. The ruby is a gift of (Constantine) Monomachos to the athlete (of Christ). Hérandner 2012: 107 (1.
152) and 128. Cf. Joseph Rhakendytes, ch. 15, p. 562.
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This verse can be found only on f. 1" 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 culture', Trying to
find further parallels to the composition of the Marcianus, 1 have looked at
manuscripts Scoraliensis Y.11.10 (de Andrés 265)** and Barocci 131**, 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
letters'®. 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.

'? de Andrés 1965: 120-31.

' 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.I.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. 230'-213, and Scor. Y.I1.10, ff. 342"-343", 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.I.L10 was copied by one scribe, perhaps in
Nicaea'®., 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.
471" 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 Tornikes',

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 expanded'?”: manuscripts Petropolitanus gr. 250 and Marcianus gr. XI 22
(with all its peculiarities'*) 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 centuries®. The main copy of the
occasional poems by Manganeios Prodromos, manuscript Marcianus gr. XI1.22, dates

also from the late thirteenth century. In many cases, the scribes seem to be

' 1 have not seen the manuscript. I follow the information of the manuscripts catalogue of the
Escorial library by Gregorio de Andrés.

1% 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.

'8 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. X1.22 is said to have the same archetype (Sideras 2010).

1 Romano 1980: 43 and Horandner 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 Mitylenaios™™.

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 century”. The main
manuscript containing the work of John Kinnamos also dates from between the
thirteenth and the fourteenth centuries’2. Many of the manuscript of the verse Brief
Chronicle by Constantine Manasses (and despite its meandric manuscript tradition)”
date from between the late thirteenth century and the middle of the fourteenth
century', 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

70 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.

" 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.

72 Scor. Y. 1110 (s. XIII), Vat. gr. 163 (s. XIII), Vat. gr. 1409 (s. XIII). Neapolit. N.B. IT 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/).

' See Lampsides 1996; LXXVII-XCVIIL

'7* Athen, EBE 108 (s. XIII), Biblioth. Royale 102 (11376) (s. XIII), Bibl. Commun. 93 (B 48) (s. XIV/XV),
Matplapxikf BipAtoOkr, xoAr Eunopiky, 151 (1319), Scoral. R 111 17 (de Andrés 51) (s. XIV), Lond.
Arund. 523 (1313), BipAoBrkn Apxiemokonfic Kompov, 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.
X1V), 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 century'”, Finally, the Comnenian Romances have also been copied
in manuscripts dating from the same time"®. 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 century””. 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 palace™,

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

17 Papaioannou 2012.

76 Wilson 1966: 305; cf. Agapitos 2006: 53. It is uncertain whether Barocci 131 had been copied in
Nicaea (see Wilson 1966: 306).

77 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 tomb'”, 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 Justinian'®, 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 church®. 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
renaissance™. The church was established ex novo by members of the Comnenian
imperial family in the twelfth century'®. 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 century'. Interestingly enough, Tarchaneiotes was connected to

17 Kosmosoteira typikon, § 89, cf. Ousterhout 1987: 21.

'8 Qusterhout 1987: 12-4 and 20. Underwood 1967: 46. Cf. Teteriatnikov 1996: 192,

'8! Historia Romana, eds. 1. Bekker and L. Schopen (vol. 1, Bonn, 1829) p. 459 1L, 6-7.

821t 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.

'® Belting, Mango and Mouriki 1978: 4-5, 15.

'8 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™®. The technical term ‘prokypsis’ is first used in
1244 in Nicaea for a group of ceremonial poems by Nicholas Eirenikos™. However,
the beginnings of this ceremonial practice go back to the Comnenian court, most
probably to the reign of Manuel Komnenos'’. 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 predecessors',

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 I'*. 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 onwards®. Also the rhetoric used for the renewal
under Michael shows a clear connection with the Comnenian court. For example,

Michael VIII is characterised as émotnuovdpyng (a chief scientific expert) in order to

1% Jeffreys 1985: 39. Cf. Heisenberg 1920: 85-97, esp. 88-9.
'8 Heisenberg 1920: 102-3 (cf. 97-9). Jeffreys 1985: 40.

'8” Heisenberg 1920: 92-5.

' E.g. Pietsch-Braounou 2011: nos. 52 and no. 362.

'8 Macrides 1994,

% 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 Komnenos'.

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 Il and mother of John vV
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*

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

I Macrides 1994: 273. See also Magdalino 1993; 284-5.
2 Gregory of Cyprus, Encomion, 321. See also Sev&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 detail'.

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, 1 have preferred to keep the
accentuation as it appears in the manuscript. For the convenience of the modern

reader [ 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, “O Mapkiavog kwd€ 524, NE 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.

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 =1, Vassis, Initia carminum Byzantinorum, Berlin 2005.

P

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

' See p. 19ff.
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I. Unpublished epigrams

No. 40. ’Enti €ikovi To0 ZwTFpog NU@V Thood XptotoD.

MH, Z@tep, DoTep TpocAafwv Tpiv capkiov,
©ed¢ uév Noda, cbv Ppotoic § dveotpépov,
oUTw oK1V VOV DTOdUG TOV XPWUATWY
UEVELG LEV EUTVOUG, WG Ypagelg O¢ AavBdveg;
vat Kai yap o0dEv EVEEeLg TOV Eunviwv.
gywye unv mé@pika tpooPavely BEAwv,
«Patd pov Tig», un TaAv wg Tpitv @pdonc
oUtw Aéyetv meibet pe 6od timov ndbog

00 ip dvAPa kapdiag Eufic uéocov.

TOALV & UIOOTAC, Womep EUToPOg, TOVOV,
EKTNOAUNV OF, TOV KAAOV papyapitnv:

WG AKPOYWVR TPOSTUXWV € cot Al
PuxA¢ Eung Ndpaca TOV TOADV Epov.

HiKpav de TupcoDd Kpuiov detkvug PAGya
KOOU® TUTOV 6OV Uapyd&polg, Xpuo®, Aiborg,
TOPPLPOPLOTG TTKIG "AvvTG, TwAVVNG,

Ao ZTeEPEVoL KovtooTeavwy YEVOUg.

oV & GAAX xaAkoDv t6Eov €v pdyaig tibet
v de&idv pov kapdiag d¢ tag Pdoeig

of]g iox00g otNpile TG oTePp® Abw.
TPOOoKOUUATWY O avtag €xipwv AiBoug
¢€evpapilorc tol Piov pot tag tpifouc.

€ig kpioewg Opovov de kabicag téAog

guol t0 vedua ouunabeg kATvov TOTe.

23 ¢ L | 24 kAivov ML,

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. Ei¢ €ikova TFi¢ 0Tavpwoews To0 Kvpiov Nu@v Tnood Xpiotod koounbeioav

TP To0U ApLWVITOV.

"Hkovoev Aday cv moddv nxov, Adye,
fA01G 81 a0TOV E0QUPNAATIUEVWV
Kal KpUTTETAL 6OV THV Tapovsiav TPEUWV.
€k 0¢ EOAOL 6V TNV KeEPaAV 6oL KAIVWV
v 2 \ n A 7
£o1Kac adTOV K&V KaAomTntal PAEnery:
«0UK €kpOPn yap amd col», AaPid Aéyel,
«0 KpuPiwg EMAacag avTOG OGTEOVH
ANV KAV AQUTIVOIG QUoEWG BVATKWY VoUW,
TAELPAV EVUXONG WG AVaOTHG €V TAXEL

\ ~ Vé 2 /4 b \ Ve
Kal xoOv ouva€ne i¢ véav Adayu TAdotv.
001G d¢ KAUE, MixanA Apvwvitny,

xpuoapyvpodvta ToAyoOd cov Tov ToTOV.

1 fikovoa L | 7 6v M.

4J0.19:30 | 6-7 Ps. 138 (139):15.
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No. 74. Eig elkGva Ti§ 0TAUPWIEWS TOU Xp10TOD.

Q¢ &v E0Aw mpiv, ZQOTEP, E0TAVPWUEVOC
ko vekpdg Roba kail oD {Bvtog Adyog,
oUtw Aoyiln Kol YPOQELG €K XPWUATWY
(v pev Oeik®OG Kal map adT® TG TOTW,
POPETV O VEKPOV aVTOXPNUX capKioV,
wg eimep 1) xelp N SraypdPpacd oe

€K 0UpKIVWV EYpae VEKPOV XpWUATWV.
¢KeTVoV o0V a0TOV ot mioTebwWVY PAéneLy
Meoapitng 060G oiKETNG ToTOG AfwV,

TNV 0NV KEQAATV €V GTEPEL XPLOAPYVPW
™V mpiv dkavBdoTentov 1800 KAAAUVW
T01¢ TIHWTdTolg 88 Aaumpuvw Alboig
UvrunVy GAn07 tod A1bootpdtou PEpwv.
o0 & GAN EkAvag TV ke@aAnV £v E0Aw
Kal «de0TE TPOG UE TAVTEGH WOTEPEL PPATAG
aitodvtt Kai vOv kATvov a0tV pot, Adye,
Kal KATAVELWV THV TapaKAn oty déxour
EUOV de Tab®OV TaG AKAVOAG EKOTIAGAG,

Belag tpuerig 80¢ Evtpuadv ve Tf] XAon.

|f.35

1 post E0Aw ... M Tl prop. L cwthp ML éotavpwuévog MV £otpwuévog L | 10 Ekotépel L | 14 oU

daAN’ M 0 kAivag L | 15 Gomepel 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. Ei¢ Thv elkdva tri¢ ayiag "Avvng [tric] Seomoivng éykuuovouor.

Tiktewv pev ékpibnoav év Admaig tékva
yuvaikeg EVag duomabods Buyatépeg

oV & "Avva, Xp1oTo0 UntTpouftop Kooula,
Xaipovoa TIKTelg ThG Xapdg th[v aiti]av:
OTELPWOEWS Y&p TNV UIep UGV AVoLy
WG TOV TéKOV YOOV £ixeg éEnAAayuévov
Kol petpiv av noddavov tov w[dilvwv:

TAVTWG Yap &V Kal ToOTou TPodpayelv €3¢t

ait® o€ Tolvuv, Tprykinwyv maic Mapia
Pwung véag dvaooa, pnydv €k[ylé[vin
KOUPLOMOV €VPETV ThG Plag TV wdivwy
WPAG KAAOVONG EKTEKETV £V TTOPPLPA
Kal Kowvoxapudouvov Eufpvov tékov

dvaxtt deiot MavounA t@ ouldyw.

Title "AvvNG Tvveevrnee. ng Aeyouévng L | 2 SuonmaBoig.... L | 4 tikteg TAG.... L | 5-6 om L [8 &..vwv M
@[d{]lvwv L |10 gpiktol... L |12 éx.6.n M éxyévn L |15 éxPpiev L| 16 dé€o L.
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No. 116. Ei§ lk6va koounOeioav Ti¢ aying O£oToKOv.

To¥ 600 pev Goug G€rov kdouov, Kopr,
WC OVPAVOOSTHPIKTOG 00X €UPNG KATHAE:

Tl Kol Yap dv TIg AVTIHETPNoaLTd o0t,

el 8¢ Taneivwoig &ppntog Adyw

T00 TTPOG 0€ PPIKTOG cLYKaTaPavTog Adyou
06En¢ enePpdPevoe Thv TdonV xdpLv,
VEUOUL TOV Y10V, TOV ObV 60U Kal Ppépoc:
KAl CUUUETPLACOON GUUTAOET VOUW

70 Bpaxv d@pov wg moAvotaduov déxov,
Cuy® tadavtevovoa QrAavOpwniag

TV ioTy dua Kol TOV €v oTAdyvolg mTé0ov.
XPLOApYLPOV YOOV KdouUoV €100edeyuévn
oUK €l auotPrv &AA’ gig onv xdprv didov
¢ de&1d¢ cov TNV €V AMAGL OKEMNV.

060G OIKETNG ait® o€ Poy£pog Afwv,
nanmov oefactod maykAeoUG Tponyuévog,
Tatpog 8¢ Aaunpol tpwtovweAAisipov,
AaTIVOYAWG60UG EKUETAPPAlWY QPATELS,
oLV Eiprivn 8¢ tf) Bonb@ tod Piov,

116 Tasitat o0 yévoug dpxnyétal.

VOV uév voowv €aye, nav OAifov Ave,
KAA®V andvtwyv éykatakAvle Ppooeig:
téhog & émPpdPeve kal oknvrv plav

TPLPRC Tap abTnV TtV deifAactov xAdnv.

12 elodederypévn M | 20 "Idoitar M.
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No. 118/340. Eni mated xpvo@ yeyovdt mapd tob oefaotod Tob Kahaudvov ko
800vTL T( aryiw MUV PactAel OTep eiyev elkoviauéva Sidkpopa kKata THv Ovyypiav
TpomaLCL.

dwVNV pev "ToTpog €k Aauid TpocAaufdvwy

Kpalel MavounA adTavaKTog TO KPp&Tog.

"Iotpov 8¢ TOTOV €V KPaTipl XPLOEW

Ypdag oefaoctdg dovkdmaig Kalaudvog,

€K TTALOVIKOV PNYIKOV Pré{wudtwy,

Kal TAG £ abT® puptavdpayadiag

QWY dvupodv xpuoéav Toltov BéAeL

Kal T@ BaotAel SovAikov d&pov @épet.

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. 46", M2 = Marc. gr. 524, f. 181.

Title 8mep eixev M1: [#xovti] L1 katd thv O0yypiav M1IM2L2: katd [Bapfdpwv;] add. L1 "Emi mateAi
Xpuo® &v ¢ eikovicOnoav T katd TV OVyypiav tpdmata Tod PaciAéwe M2L2 | 1 mpocAaupdverv L1 |7
QwVi...xpuoéa M1 | 9 Sovkikdv L2.

1Cf. Ps. 113a (114): 3.

No. 119. Eni eikoviouati TV ayiwv Oeodwpwv kal xvTob T00 dyiov Og0dwpov ToD

Tp1AG GOANTOV TOD B0 O0dWpwYV,
OUEG GLVATITW KAl YPaPT] TOV EIKOVWY
WG OTPATNYETNG €K ,LaXDV VIKNV QEPOLG
€M......0G cLUUPePactAevkdot

\ \ \ ~ V4 14
npomanmikov 6¢ col Fafpd tpépw ooV
GTEKYOVOC 00G TATPOOEV ...

6LV T01G GLUVABAOLG TOLYXPODV HOL GUUAXEL

Title T00 v td....T...01 PapPdpwv M? Bapdapwv ss M? | 1 kAfoig fort. | 5 ypdew M? | 7 cpaydv M?.
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No. 243. Emi T v T ueydAw nadatio eyyeylAvuuéve [6jotpeiw év Aibw.

"EOIKEV WG PUOVGLV DIGTWV dixa
Sotpela Aibot dfidov €k ToD ketuévour
Op&V yap avTo un Aedaedobat kpivw,
b \ ~ \ Vé 1 4

€mel MAavQ pov trv B€av 0 Aatvmog

ATOGTPAKWONG Tf TEXVN Kal TOV Aibov.

Title .otpeiw M [ya]otpeiw L.

No. 245. Ei¢ kavdvAav avaptnbeioav €i¢ K6V THG 0TAVPWIEWS TOU XP1oToD Topdr
T00 mpwtovwPeAMaiuov kvpod NikoAdov.

Ttavp® duvag, fidte thig 86&ng, Adye,
AoV Aueiacag Evéuua okOTOoUg,

wg & amd Oaruav 6pO1og Aduag tagou
POG YVWoEWS NUyacag avOpwmwy YEVEL
né0ov & éyw mdp detkvowv Eykapdiov
ToTeL TPoapT® AVXVING PWTOTPOPOUG
oTAVPWOEWS of|¢ ToAyoBd Oeiw Tomw.

oV & €0QPochVNG GVTIAGUTION POG HEYQ
MavpokatakaAwv Ue 6OV S0UAOV OKETWV
aUXOTVTA TNV TpwTovwReAAioipov,
TOV NikOAaov, Kai Tpuedv téAog didou
oLV EO@pocivy dovkoPAdotw cullyw,

NU®V T€ Tékvoig thig Edeu xAong péoov.

Title kavdAAav L &veP M dvw* (= mpwtovoPeAiosiuov) L | 10 mpwtovoPeAiisipov L | 14 fudv te L.

3. Hab. 3:3.
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No. 246. Ei¢ eikdva to0 Xpiotod tod IMepipAéntov koounbeioav napd Baoideiov, ¢
0mo0ev 0 aAUTOG ElkoVioO).

Ei kai TOmoL mivaka Koou®V ot, AGYE,
Smiobev abToU TNV EUnv ypdew Béav
ToTOG AdTpI 60¢ BaoiAgtog ZepPAiac,
AN 0 davidetov EGdw péNog
«Emi@avov pot ooV tpdownov, Mavrdva,
Aapov Supa kai @AGvOpwmov pénwy,
ocwBnoouat ydp». dkodg ¢ pot didov
EURDV TIPOCEVXDV CUUPEPOVTWS €1G TEAOG
OV yap XepouPiu o0 otéyovta mpooPAEneLy
TPOOWTX KPUTITEL TOIG TTTEPULELY €V TPOUW,
TG 00X OpaV GV KAl YEYPAUUEVOG TPEUW;
OMIoB0YPaPAOV TOLYapoDV oL TOV TOTIOV
KAV Tf] Ypa@fi onuavtpa tol @ofouv gépw.
oV & GAAX TO TPOGWTOV 0UK GTTOCTPEPWY,
XEPOG Xapilov 8e€1dg pot trv otdory,
Stav kabiong eic mepifAentov Opdvov

KONV dveykAftevtov €Edywv Kpiotv.

Title mapd faciAéwg ML | 4 ££G8w ML | 11 00X’ M Tpépwv M.,

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.



Part I1. The text | 82

No. 256. XTixo1 YpaQEvTes €i¢ €IKOVa TAG aylog avaoTdoews ToU Kuvpiov Kai
aAnBvod g0l Nu@v ‘Tnood Xpiotol ioTopnBeionv mapd TOU dylwTATOV TATOLXOXOU
TepoaoAvuwv KvpoD Twdvvov ToD YEYoVETo§ KabBnYyouuEVOL THi¢ UoVFAS TOU &yiov
Awoundoug, trig Aeyouévng véag TepovaaAnu.

«ITdAat pev QKTeipnoag, wg Aavid ypdet,
10V GvaoTag €K Tdgov, MMAactovpyE pov,
Aooag 8¢ vuktdg Thic Stwk([tpi]ag okdrog
avipag fUTV yvoews ofv Aaurndda:

vV § ad01g udc AoV Gkrelpag tpémov,
1wV TeAaidg e€Gpavtag i véay,

Thi¢ TepovoaAnu d¢ TG VEWTEPAG

UOVAG QAVEVTAG TOWV HOVACTAOV TPOSTATAG,
eig Avyviav tébeikag tepapyiag,

TOV TaTpLapx@v eykatidpivoag Opdvw
1wV yepatdg évOa texOeic Mapbéve,
dpdoag d¢ karva kai pBovnOelg ddTkwg,
€1¢ oTavpoOV fpdng, kpvPng tdgov Abw,
ARV €€avésTne Qv Od¢ KAV TG TdPW.
vOv & GAAX Kal onv €v Ziwv KAnpovyiav
MG &pTiog TéBetkag udg motuévag

f0n necodoav é€avdotnoov TaAty

Kal Toi¢ v a0TH], Kaba Taic pupoPdpolg,
npdoelne Xaipetv TG EYEPOEWS XAPLV».
"Twdvvng oot talta 60¢ 0UTNG, Adye,

0 TaTpPLdpXNG TG Ziwv TG dylag.

1ndAwv L dxreipnoag ML | 3 Swk...dg M | 13 fpbe M.
1Ps. 101 (102) :14.
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No. 257. Eig évdvtnyv tij¢ ayiag Toané(ng Sobeioav tfj uovij t@v Zrovdiov mapd Tij¢

TIOPPUPOYEVVHTOV KUPGS "AVVIS.

Yol T po mdBovg EvOLOEVTL TopPLpav

€K TTOPPLPAC VPACHX TPOTPEPW, AOYE,

Kal TV Tpdnedav WG TAPOV TOV 0OV OKETW.
70 Tpiv 3¢ ABdoTPWTOV EKTUTOVUEVN
GTAVPOV TUTTQ GOV UAPYEPOLG, XPLo®, AiBo1g.
o0 & GAAG Tpamélng e T ofig a&lov

"Avvav Kouvnviv mopeupavOi matpdev

KovTtooTtepdvy oLV Zte@dvy oul0yw.

600l L

1 Mc. 15:17 | 3 Cf. Mt. 27:59 (Mc. 15:46; Lc. 23:53) | 4 Jo. 19:13.

No. 258. Ei¢ €lkova ToU ayiov NikoAdov koounOgioav.

"Av £Quyootateito kapdiag mé0og,

v &v Papuotdduntog, dv TPdG ot TPéPw,
apxlepdpxa Mupéwv, pupoPAvtar

VOV & GAAX pikpoiq TOvOe petp® otabuiorg
XPLOAPYLPOV 60V TOV 5ePEopLOV TUTTOV.
avTOG 8¢ TNV TAdoTIyya TOV 6@V Xapitwy,
WG UEXPL UOL VOV, ATIAPEYKALTOV PETOLC,
™V aApvpav yAvkale tod Pfiov {GAny,
GUPKOG VOOWV PpLOV Ue Kal Puxiig TAfov,
TV oLvOABOVTWY aibpiale TOV yvopov.
&v xo0v mat® yiig, &v BaAdooaic EumAéw,
EKTELVE XETPAG Kol d1evOETEL OKETWV-

©e0D &¢ Ye kplvovTog OPOEIG TPOOTATNG

owtnpiov 80¢ t@ T{ipw O£0dDpw.
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No. 259. Ei¢ lkova ToD uovayol Neogutov éxovoav tnv Umepayiay O0TéKoV Kol TOV
dylov AnuNTPIOV IKETEVOVTAS TOV KUptov U@V Kai Oeov Tnaodv XpioTov.

"AvOo¢ o€ To PAaotiicav év kKGopw, AdYE,

Kal QUOIKAG GveLOev IKUAdOG ypapwV

Ned@putog 60G €V HOVOTPOTOLG AATPLg If. 109
Kal Thv aAndn papdov adtnv £yypdew

Kal PAaoTOV GANOV HapTUPLKAC GuTEAOV,

oOmep OABévToc SaktOAoig Aoyxnedpotg

aelppoov O Hudpov WG TNYRG péet,

81" v xAdnv ot i "EdEu kAfpov §idov.

2 puoIk®G L.

No. 262. Ei¢ lkova ToU ayiov ['ewpyiov koounOeioav.

«Eumvouv 0pG o€, udptug iye yap Tdxa
XpWHaoLy Kipvav kai {wnv 6 {wypdeoc.

€1 8’00 AaAeiv €o1kag, w¢ dokelv €xw,

WG TOAAX KAUWV UAPTLPIKOIG €V TOHVOLG
Kal TVELOTLAGG TOU TPOXOD Tf] GLVTAOEL
Kal TQ TEGU® To0 Tpo To0 otriBoug Aibov,
vV 1joLxdLe1g GoBua cUANEyeLY B WY,

WG TPOG OOV cVUPWVA TQ TTaOAW Ppaong
«fvuoa mavta th¢ dOARoEwS dpduov,

Thi¢ TloTewg dyputtvog epEONV PUAAE,
dikatoo0VNG Agimetal yoOv ot 6TEPOGH.
Kal ToUTO PEV Xelp TOO Oe0D dwoel TdTE,
Tewpyte xpuoodv de KGGUOV OV PEPW

T00 TTPOG o€ PiATpou delypa yvnoiwg déxouvr
otav 8¢ Xp1ot® mPosAdAng cov tovg dOAoug,
w¢ oV Tévwv EnabAov €aitel mAfov
€uod O AUTpoV Kai cuVELVOUL deoTIOTOV
ToPPLPOPLOTC VoePolG AAeEiov

Kal BactAelag oOpav@dV Adyog didouv»

1 PaotAig ait® oe mot®d¢ Eiprvn.

13. 8¢ P | 16. 8¢Eaito P | 18. edoePiog P
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No. 265. Ei¢ €IkOva TOU &yiov &iooToAov kol eDxyyeMaToU AOUKG.

«"H tv €autol {wypagel Aovkag Béav

€1¢ dkpov abTO¢ NKPIPWKWG TV TEXVNY,

1l YOOV ypd@ovtt suumapiiv @ {wypd@w
oUTw TTPOG EUPEPELAV £YpA@n TUTOG,

WG dpa uikpoT Kai SoKeTv £01KE pot
gumvouv ugv eivat odua, TANV otydv Suwc,
wg mpiv map” avtnv Eupoaoug dratpifwv
Ypa@ag dravoiyovtog abt® tol Adyov,

1] VOOV GUVAYELV TIpOG YPAPTV Ttpootuiov
€0AYYEAKQV EVOEWV EVTOAUATWY

oV & GAAX priTop Kal Kpitd Kai {wypd@e
BiPAoig Oc0d pe ypdpov, gig Puxig TAGKAG
TUTIOV TOV A0TOD GWOTIKWTATOV POPov,
Otav kabiong kploewg €mi Opdvou

(PAVELG UEGITNG LTEPHYOPOG TAEOVY
Mtdletar Zyovpog o€ vOv Twdavvng

0 Kal veovpyog 6od oefacpiov toémour

€0ayYeALoTd, oV 8¢ TV XdpLv VEUOLG.

4 oUnw M | 17 tomov L.

7 Lc. 24:13 | 8 Lc. 24:27.
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No. 269. Ei¢ lkova ToU ayiov ['ewpyiov koounOeioav.

«Eig kapdiag yfv 600 padwv ndébov ondpov,
Thig miotewg 6 ToUToV dpdediong dpdow

Kal pilav €vOeig Gppayfi trv éAntida,

TOV Kapmodv adpdv ebpov eVkaipw xpdvw
KTNOGUEVOG OGNV TTPOCKLVNTHV €lkOVa

1l Kol TA€0V €' XElp Yap 1] TOD TEXVITOU

oUTw TTPOG EUPEPELAV EIKOVIOE OE.

Kal vOv AlBoig o€, papydpoig, Xpuo® oTtéQw, 111
Tewpyte, (Eovtt Kal Oepud moOw

oV & GAA’ 0 oitog T O£0D yewpylag,

OV 00 KatnAONoeV 1 TpoxoU TAo1g

fl TV E1le&OV otéuwotg i Pdpog Aibov,

AaBOV UIKPOV KEPTELUA UF) UIKPOV KPIVG,
T0 QIATpOV €10W¢ Kal UETP&OV TODTO TALOV.
MKUGOV O YaKPAV TTAIOUATWY MOV KAAGUNY,
v Tupdg OTEKKALUA GLANEERG Pépw,

€1¢ amodnkag ovpavv Evdov Tibet,

oitov Kabapov of] Xapttt Setkviwv».
Tewpytog oot tadta MalatoAdyog

AoUkag Kouvnvog kai oefaoctog aéia.

1 kapdiav Tod 600 L |11 & 00 M.
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No. 277. Ei¢ €lk6va ToU ayiov NikoAdov koounOgioav.

"Av undev ait@v unde Aapufavwv mdAat,
gbepyetelv Erouov eixeg kapdiav,
apxiepdpxa Mupéwv, uupoPAita,

vV, oida, udAAov cuunabéotepog yévn
Xpuodpyvpov kdounua 6ot Aafwv tomov,
0 t00 mdBov uev vrebepuavon (éoet,

€’ dxuovi 8¢ miotewg Ndpaouévng

€K KapdlaKii¢ KaTexaAKeVOT o@ULpac.
OUKOUV 0 TpI®OV eVPEDELG TIPLV €V UEGK

ol katéfnoav {Hvteg €ic "Adov yvogov
Piov b &G kKatedoV €V ool devTépou
(tod Yaiuikol pnoévtog fuépag PéAoug),
0 TPEiG aBw®V oD POGVOL KaTakpitoug
€V VUKTEPOLG dvakTog eDogPolg poporg,
VUKTOdpou®V d¢ Kal 6LV adp@ xpuolw
VUOUPOOTOADV Tpeic GOAlov Tatpog kopag,
péoog map’ uag ddpo kai vOv tovg dvo,
TeWpy1ov pe TOV ZKUAIT(NV €K yévoug,

¢€ Eyevelwt®v d¢ Tii¢ pilng "Avvay,
guol Quyeicav OO 601 VUUPOOTOAW
yevoD 8¢ @povpdg tod Piov pev év Piw
PuXNV TE Kail voUV Kal TO KOLVOV 6apKiov,
GUolv QUAdTTWYV Gy Ttdong PAGPng
NU@V SimArv Tprada thpdv wg plav

WG OV HadnTng tod TapdvTog &V UEs
dvoiv, & adT® Kol TPLOV CUVNYUEVWV:
€V Tf] Kploel O¢ TPOoTATAONG YVNOIWG

@& Tp1adog d0¢ tAg povapxikig PAEmeLy.

1 undév...un 8¢ M | 5 kéounua cov M corr. L | 7 dkpovog M | 12 puBévtog M.

12 Ps. 90 (91):5.
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No. 278. Ei¢ €lkova Tij¢ Og0ToK0ov KoounbOgioav mapd To0 ZkAnpou.

200 kai TOmot otiAPovTeg foav xpuaiw,

TG XPLUOENG VOOV, XPUGENG TO GAPKIOV
oTauvog, Kipwtdg, Bupiatrip, Avyvia.

Ti¢ TPWTOTVTOL TOLyapoDV 6oL TOV TUTOV,
dvavdpe Mitep, KAIAOVW T@ Xpuoiw
Kwvotavtivog 60¢ Adtpng €k TkANp&OV yEvoug.
oV & €v dokiuf] ToU TUPOG TV TPAKTEWV
Xpuodv ue deifov, kabapdv, cecwopévov,
&vOpat1 oig X&pitog EKTEPPOTOA oL

v €pyov OTIOXAAKOV O TpEPeL PASY.

2vabv M | 7608 M |10 eAdya M @Adyag L.

No. 279. Ei§ €lk6va Tij¢ Umepayiog OeoTokov KoounBeioav mapd Tob Zvvaitov.

"EK papyaptt®dv, €k Aibwv, €k xpuciov,
KOOU® tUmov 66V, {Boa xpuoi] Avxvia,
N1kn@6pog 060G 0iKETNG Tuvaitng,
e10w¢ pev we G€lov o0deV elogépw,
ANV Tva kv 1 YA@ooa un AaAelv éxn,
T0 TpOG o¢ Pidtpov ékPodaotv ot Aibot.

oV & €v Plw okémorg pe kai 6wlo1g TENOG.

Title Zuvaitov L.

No. 281. Ei¢ lk6va ToU XpvoooTauou.

Yoxrv eurv &pdeve, TNyn Xpuota.
XpLoti o@Upa, udAatte 010Npag PEVag.
Adywv 8¢ upl TOV TaOOV VAAG PAEyYE,

WG T0D TLPOG KPivovTog OPO® xpusiov.
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No. 282. Ei¢ ikdéva tob ayiov Maciuov.

Ei un pabwv fidewv og, Ma&iue, pBdoac,
tunOévta yA@ooav Omep 6pO&OV doyudtwy,

EKAPTEPOLV AV 0QV EmakoDoatl Adywv

EUTVOUV 0 KPIVWV KAV SOKTG YEYPAUUEVOG.

ANV TIPS O€dV HOL Kal o1y@V DTEPAGAEL

GKOUOETAL YAP WG G1YOVTOC MWOEWG.

No. 285. Ei§ IKOVa¢ TOV ayiwy O0dwpwv.

Eig mioTewg oOyKkpatov akpaipvii mdébov
BaPag aiAwg Tob voog Thv ypapida

&v kapdiag Eypapa mtAaél capkivaig

OUaG, duac ouVabAE TV O£0dWDpwV,

Kal TAiG VONTaig EYKATONTEDW KOPALG:
dimholg 8¢ mAaobeig €k voOg kal capkiov
avaddywg thv Pty €€ dugoiv O w:

€K YOOV EVOAWYV GUYKPABEVTWV XPWUATWY
cuvepULyévTog avdic adToic ol Téou
¢€erkovilw Toug LUGV Belovug TOTOUVG

WG av ypagévtag kai kat aicbnov PAEnw.
OuUEig 8¢ ovumpdtroite mavti pot Plw
dimAoDg pev €xOpoleg 6 TtpatnAdtng tpéne
thpet 8¢ THpwV KUKAGOEV pe Kal okEne
KAV EUQPAVAE TIG, K&V Kpu@T] PdAAety BEAn,
TéNog d¢ oLVIPAUOVTES €ig YVOUNV piav

BiPAw pe mpooypdorte TOV cWIWUEVWY.

17 mpdg yp&orte M.
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No. 287. Ei¢ €lkova Tij¢ O€0TOKOU T§ mavaryiog SE0T0IVIG NUAV.

MoAAai, ZoAouwv @not, TV Buyatépwy
dUvaury gipydoavto, ov d¢ MapOéve
Xapiol doag Unepfipag motkiAaig,

oTelpag mPoépxn, mapOEvog suAAauPdver,
TiKTELG OedV, TeEKOoDOA TapOEVOG HEVEL,
Ovnokelg, mdAwv {fic évOéw YeTaotdoel.

Tl KoavOV imep (v SOKEIG yeypaUUEVT;
00 XpWHETWV- olpat yop éviéxvw kpdoel
BaAAeLY TO 6OV TIpdoWTOV, €K de Kapdiag
KAAAEL TPLEWONG TOD Ttap” dykaAaig Ppépoug,
WG VOV €yw oov Kal Adyoug EKaptépouv

€1 Ur) TO YUGTNPLOV EVVOOLUEVTY

Eyvwv o€ otydv womep kBaufovuévny.
TATV GAAX kKGopov eOuevQRC de€apévn
TpwtooTpdtopog dwpov €€ AAegiov

UmepAGAEL HOU HLOTIKWTEPOLG AGYOLG.

1 ZoAou®v L | 6 évBéw petaotinel M | 14 kdopnoov L | 16 UnekAdAer L.

1-3 Pr. 31:29.

|f. 116"
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No. 291. Ei¢ eikova To0 Xp1otol Sobeioav €v Adpiavovmolel.

«EX T0D S100KTOV KAl OMapAKTOL UEV TAAAL
€000TEPOV O KIPLUKOG 600 YVNoiov

Exev pabwv og, Tov BdvOpwmov Adyov,
UEAAOVTA TapdkAnToV £ig TOV Matépa
(kad yap Tatpi, Mveduatt Kol 6avt®, ASYE,
T® 0@ KATNAAdynuev dppritw Tdbet)

TOV 60V YpApw Tavayvov v tdbw tumov
TEPLYPAPEVTOG €K TTAXOVG TOD Gapkivov,
kv 008V ATTOV Kai OdG TEAV Uévng
TNV oV QUAGTTWYV drepiypantov QUL
niotel 8¢ TODTOV TPOSPEPWV EYKAPOTIW
GTOGTOAOVL GOV TTPOSKLP® UOVT] VEQ.

o0 yoOv 10 AUtpov, Gvrep Audptnkd cot,
otav kabiong ic kpiowv, PpdaPevé pot.
aitel o€ TOUTO Kol LOVAOTQOV TO OTIPOG

ol kai kaBuméoyovto ATdg 6ot QEpeLy
KaOnuépav NuUAOV te pepvijodat, Adye,
&paic Eavtolg EuPardvreg Evdikaig

€l un mépag d1dovot toig dedoyuévorgy.
N1kOAad¢ 601 TaDTA MOTOC IKETNG
npwtovwPeAliotuog €k th¢ &&lag,
MavpoKatakaA®V de TATPOC €K YEVOUG,
EV@poovvn te Soukikiig pidng kAddog
TPWTOOTPETOPOG MixanA to manmndbey,

8¢ adtavdoong Av cuvatuog EipAvng,
@e0dwpov d¢ mavoefdotov matpdbev,

o0g 6@ e, ZOTEP, TPOG TPLPTC PEPWV XAONV
©e0dWpw cuvdpa Kal T Mapiq

TEKVOLG CUVATITWYV EDPPOGUVNG £V TOTIOLG.

2 ¢obotepov M | 9 péveig M corr. M | 11 mepipépwv M | 17 pepvibar M | 20 oikétng L | 21

npwtovofeAiopog L |22 8¢ L | 27 ag L.
5-6 Rom. 5:10.
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No. 292. Ei¢ eikéva tri¢ To0 Xp1otol fanticews dobeioav g Tov v () Topddvn vaov

00 Tpodpduov mapa o0 factAikoD.

Tpiv pev katidwv mdp Oeikiic ovoing
peiBporg utyev 60ig capkikig UAnG maxet,
POPw tapaxOeig éotpdpng, Topdavn.

VOV & GAAX T payOévta oot Tote PAETwY
TOTOLG YPa@EVTa Kapdiag motig o0
TPOG TOV OOV 6TpdPnOL oLV Xapd TAALY
davitik®¢ afpetv O TV Qwvnv Exwy,
TAVTWV TOTAUOV HEAAOV EDAOYWTEPWG,
WG TOV Adyov oxwVv €vdov EKTEMAVUEVOVY
QwVvT§ Podvtog daktvAoig Twdavvouv.
aitel map’ avTOD PuXIKNV cwTnpioy
Kwvotavtivw mAnpotvtt fovArnv cullyov,
AYYEAOTIWA WV €K YEVOUG KATNYUEVTG,

¢ ‘EAévng, kat tdvde tov Ogiov tomov
d186vt d@pov T povi] Tod Mpodpduov
Taig oaic map 8x0aig e0oePiG 1dpuEvn,
WG av TpLYTG Tivwot Thig Ogiag BOwWp
TINYTG ToTap®v €€ 'Edey mponyuévwy,

KOLVQG HET a0TOD 6V{LYOG TE KAl TEKVA.

19. kovog M.

7 Cf. Ps. 113a (114): 3 10 Mt. 3:3; Mc. 1:3; Lc. 3:4; Jn. 1:23.

If. 118

* 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. Emi T() avaptnOvTL TpikavOnAw v Td vad t@v Bripov.

MToAAGG &1’ &pxAG UEXPL KAl VOV pot, UAKap,
TG GVESTOUWOAC EDTPAYNUETWYV.
TavTog eUAKE &ypumvog eLpEng Plovr

ToV Taida mpiv fipracag £€ “Adov TUANG,
Ayelpag ek Aibwv pe vOv TOv matépa,
€0pavoag ExOpov 06¢ TETpav pot okavdGAov
v taic tpiforg téOeikev 1 udAAov @ovov.
KAV TTalopdtwy Konua ta OAiBovtd pe,
TV YoOV @BacavTwy vrepaipwyv TtV Xdptv
(0 TpwTOVOTApLOC CiT® Kal TAALY)
pupoPAita, ppovpet ye, Taidag, Eyydvoug,
télog d¢ mdot th¢ 'ESEU KATpov VEUOIC.

Title TpikavdOAw ML | 11.@poUpel ue M | 12 toig M.
6 1Petr. 2:8.

No. 308. Ei¢ ikova ToU ayiov [TavAov To0 opodoyntod.

‘Puobeioa dervii kai moAvyxpdvou vooou

1l udAAov “A1dov TV TUAGV €ENyuévn
oaic, MabAe, Aitaic, dpfodofiag oTVAE,
gypada Uév o€ ToTEWS TG KOAGUW
@iAtpou Baaic xpwoaoa kapdiag pécov.
ANV kabopdv BEAovoa Kat capkOg KOPALG,
E0Sokia AoUKa1va 6OV ypapw TUTOV
pi€aoa Toic xpwuaoct Kal vov Tov méov.
oV & €v Plw UEV TPOOTATEL LOV KAl OKETE,

TéNog O¢ TPpLPTIG EyKaTacKvoL XAn.

1 puBeioa M corr. L | 4 &ypdpauév M.
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No. 309. Ei¢ lk6va TOU ayiov ZTEQEVOV TOU TPWTOUEPTVPO.

Tov dixa xe1pdg £€ Spoug TeTunuévoV
AiBov, ToV dxpdywvov, €v Puxii eépwy,
0¢ ouvdétng Umfjpe kdouwv TV dvo

€1g oTavpov apbeig v AbooTpwtw Tonw,
otéyelg Ot avTov pupiwv BoAdg Aibwv
Kal Tp@OTOG aLTOg AMbivwv €k Paduidwv
HapTLPloL KATUOKA KALVIV TNYVUELG.
0UKOUV 0TEPOG VOV avTl TOV AMbaoudtwy
oUK €k ABwv oot Tipiwv mpocenAdkn,
AN €k xapitwv Mvedpatog tpiooAPlwv.
BaociAeiog 8¢ KapOkng, motodg AdTpig,
nétpav ndbov cov kapdia tpooedpdoag,
of]G €lkOVOG Tivaka Xpuo® KAAAVVEL.

oL & év Plw, mpwtadAe, mpootdTng yivov,
[kal] pakpav adtod duoyepec nav EkTpénolg,

v T kploel d¢ v "ESEU kAT pov VEUOIG.

1 te oknuévorg L | 6 Abikwv M | 12 tétpa M métpa L méAov L cob L |13 [..Jg M ofig L | 14 mpwotdtng M

corr.M | 15 kai ante pakpdav add. L.

2 1Pet. 2:6 | 4 Jo. 19:13.
No. 355. ’Eti €lk6V1 TH¢ Uteparyiog OgoTdkov koounOeion.

AUTAyaddv oe kai giAevomAayxvov @UoEL
606 01de AdTp1g puotikdg Nikngdpog:
Puxc 8¢ ToAANV trv Temoibnotv tpépwv
npoPdAAetat tpéoPiv pe ool TNV UnTépa,
TAAGTOVPYE KOLVE, K&V d1emAdoOng OEAwv
€€ aiudtwv pov capkiov Aapwv @ootv.
XELpag o€ Aotmov NykaAiopévag PAETwy
TPEOPEVTIKAOG TPOG VPOG EKTETAUEVAG

WG V10G aidéabnTt unTpikoLG Adyoug,

w¢ & obv Oed¢ PpdPeve TGV e0X®V TéPaC
Kal TTAOUATWV S0UG HuptomAdkwv AVt
oknvodvta todtov €ig Edey dei€ov xAdnv.

1 @0 M @UoelL | 6 Uoig M | 10 taig e0xaic M | 11 Aboig M | 12 §ei€an L.
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No. 356. Emi gikovi to0 ayiov Ocodwpov koounbeion mopd to0 ZepPfAiov kvpod
Twdvvov.

«I1pd¢ dwpedv BdAacoav wv £oxov, udkap,
600 TPOoTATODVTOG, O B0l dWpov uéya,
pavig To dpov €k 8¢ piltpov kapdiag.

oV & GAAX ouVHOWC UE Kal TTAALY OKETOLG,
d1800¢ Mavoun, adtavaktog ADGOVWY,
€VEPYESLOV TAG PpUoelg delppdoug,

eaivwy d¢ mdoaig wg Avxvog pov taig tpiforg,
GUVEKGTPATEDWV, CUUHAX DV, VOG0oUG AVwV,
TéNog O TpLPTiG Eykatotkilwv XAdn».

"Twavvng 60 dodAog ait® ZepPAiag.
Title koopioOeion M corr. kopicBeion M | 7 AMixvog M.

No. 358. Ei¢ eik6va to0 ayiov Twavvov tob Ipodpduov debeioav Sk ypvaiov mapd
T00 PaciAéws.

‘0 TG KapuNAov tpixag €ig okEMNV EXwYV,
doLV O¢ otV dépuatt AenTt®d oLVIEwY,
Pantiota Xp1otod XpUoeov KOOV d€XOU
81" 00 MavouA, mopgupaver|g adtdvag,
KatayAailer 60V ogfdoyiov TOTOV

povi] 8¢ tf] off miotewg dGDpov vEUEL |180"
WG OV UEV aUTH TTPOC OOV UEGOC Yivov,

0 100 Ao Kal VEOU VOUoL UEGOG,

K&V 00pavoig oxelv thv Pacilelov otdoty,
70 8’ €bAoyolv e TOV HOVOTPOTWV OTIPOG
Op&@V O dQDpoV Kai d1a UvHUNG e€pov,

&0V duowi] To0 dedwKATOC XdpLV.

Title doBeicav M corr. L | 7 utcog M | 9 facileiov M.
1 Mt. 3:4; Mc. 1:6.
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No. 368. ’Eti €lk6v1 TOD &yiov [TavTeAeNuovos.

AVapy0pwe UEV TIPLV TAPEIXEG THV XAPLV:
vOv & 00 ToB&®V dpyvpov, 00d¢ xpuaiov,
diknv 8¢ un dodvar pe tod Pevdoug BEA WY,
VUKTOG Bpogic SokoDvta ooV QLAelv TOTOV
nénAov 8¢ deopu® ovykatioxeobat v,
UvAUNY £w¢ EoxXNKa TPIXPOVOL XPEOUG,

0 VOV tepat®, Mavtelefipov pdkap,

Tepdoipog 60G TOVOE 01 KOGUOV PEPWV.

4 dokoDvTog M.

No. 391. Ei¢ t0 OaOua T@V MEVTE &PTWV.

AaPwv &UpTwG PUPapR TOD 6apKIOv

€K TapOEVIKOV DIEPAYVWY alUATWYV,

0 Matpdg Yiog dxpdvou untpog dixy,
&PTOV GEAVTOV 00PAVOT, ZWTNP, AEYELC.
WG &ptog ovv EBpepag dpTwv TEVTAS
&vopag XIALlKG TEVTAKIG UETPOVUEVOUG
AVEL YUVAIKGDV GUVTPAPELGQDV Ttadlo1g,
Kal vOv ToAotndv, wg mAGg @épwv QUOELS,
QU HEV APTW TG KA NUEpav TPEPE,
v kapdiav 8¢ 600 otduartog toig Adyorc.
télog d¢ mavtag mpooAaPwv dartvpdvag
TG ofi¢ Tpamélng, €ig aeldpooov xAénv,

KOLVQG TO KALVOV GUUTIIOLG NIV TTOUA.

4]Jn. 6: 32 | 5-7 Mt 14: 14-21,
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No. 402. Ei¢ eikova to0 XpioToD E0TAUPWUEVOV, &0 TOU TATPLXOXOV TEPOTOAVUWY

KvpPoU Twdvvou.

KAivag kegaArv kai Oavav €mi EOAov,

O Pp1kTE vekpé, (D O0d {BVTog Adye,
€01k WG AvOpwog aitnotv gépetv

TQ Tatpl T 6@ TNV PPoT®OV o@oat YOGV
&PXLEPELS YO KOl TAPAKANTOG UEYAG

o0, ZOTEP, DPONG, WG 0 60¢ MadAog ypdgeL.
oL yoOv 0 00oag kal Tubeig, MAaotovpyéE pov,
TNV OTEP UV 0NV o@aynv dedeyuévog
Kal Ty dénotv fv dédwkag Aaupavwy
guol T0 AUTpov ¢ Oed¢ dDpov VEUOIG

Tl yap mAéov Tic €i¢ TAaoud oot pépet

1] 10 mpoxvOEv aiua [60D] oTavpovuévou;
Th¢ TepovoaAu 8 60D THg arylag

Opdvw e cenT® Tatprapx®V 1dpvoag,
K&V 00pavoig 80¢ ool Overv Enading

Kal TG TpamélnG CUUUETAOXETV THG AVw
kal dodAov dvta mpocAaPod dartvpdva
TOV TaTPIapXNV THG Z1wv Twdvvny.

Title [to0 avtod] add. L | 12 afua M.

6 1Cor. 15: 5-8.
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No. 403. Ei§ lk6va T0U ayiov ©odoaiov Tob KorvopPidpyov.

Yoxiig, O0ddote, tf] mpobuuiy

\ \ b 7 bl ~ 14
TNV 00pKOG GoBEVELRV EKVIKAV OEA WY,
0XOlVW GEAVTOV EKKPEUQDV UXN TAEOV.
€vte0fev EAKeLg Kal Katdyelg LPOOev
nacav teAeiav €k O@eod Beiav doorv-
v \ \ \ ~ 7
&yxeig O¢ Tatav kal dronpeic mayidag

\ .o ~ \ \ 14 b4

Kol daVITIKQDC TPOG OOV Aéyelv Exelg
«&&1xviaoag trv Eunv oxoivov, Adyer.

k) /4 ~ ~ bi \ Ié
avTd¢ de kAfpov Thi¢ 'ESeU oKNVWUdTWY
€V 0XO1VIW 001 HUOTIKG HEyav VEUEL
ToToV 3¢ TOV 60V £k TéBoL TOAAOD ypdpet
0 TaTPLapXNG TG Ziwv Twdvvng,
OV Kal okémolg vV kai katevbovorg, Ndtep,

TéAog d¢ kal 60oKNVOV abTOG TPOSAdPo1c.

Title [Tod avto0] add. L | 1 thv capkdg post mpobupia exp. M.
8 Ps. 138 (139):3.
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No. 404. Ei¢ lkova ToD ayiov Zdfa.

Ex mpd€ewv @&¢ xprnuatioag EvOEwv
gunpooBev eEEAaupac avBpdnwy, Zapa.

0 yoOv 6dny&v ToparA mupdg oTOAW

Kol 601 Tupog deikvuoty €€ Gpoug otiAov
£0TOTA PPIKTAOC £V BEOKTIOTRW TOTW

¢v @ poviv f{dpacag avtdg dyiav.

GAANV KIPWTOV CWOTIKNV HOVOTPOTIWYV,

MG Opéupa @aveic, fic mpoackroag mdAa,

0 TaTPLAPXNG THG TV Twdvvng,

600 TOV TUTOV VOV dua T@ 0TOAW Ypa@et
ndp detkviwv kpOPLoV 0 Tpé@et EOOV.
o0 & GAAX TadTnV TNV TupdPAekToV PATOV
Atale wtog Avxviav trv xpuoéav

TO TPLOCOPEYYEG PQOC Oe0D TovTOV PAETELY

Kal 601 GUVETVAL K&V Hovaig oDpaviaig.

| 193

Title [to0 avtod] add. L | 4 otoAov M | 7 EAAnv [6¢] kifwTdv culijv TdV povotpénwy | 11 mé6ouv M corr

L |12 mupigAektov L.
3 Ex. 13:21 ; Num. 14:14; 2Esdras 19:12.
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II. New readings

43

44
47
52

59
65

71
75
79
80
81
85
38
39
90
91
92
93

95

96
97
99

101

109
111

112

2 métpag M: métpog L | 3 katioxve M: katicxvoe L | 6 To0 MoyAévwv M: T@V
MoyAévwv L.

2 @opd M: @Bopd L | 5 T00 MoyAévwv M: TGV MoyAévawv L.
16 pakpav M: pakpov L.

10 mopupavdric M: mupeupavOrg L | 18 kAivag M: kAivaig L | 20 véuor M:
véuoig L.

20 de M: € N.

1 600 ss. ©60ov M | 10 8Ang M: 88¢e L | 14 Gmep M : Umap L | 15. kp10évtd por M
|18 cemtrv M: miotrv L | 20 8¢ M: 8e L | 27 Tpéxwv M: Tpéxw L.

4 yfig M: orig L.

8 Alxvog M Aiyvog corr. M : AUxvog L.

Title voufig M: uovAg L | 4 o0 & 6 oteydlwv M: ov 8¢ oteydlwv L.

1 Aéyov M: Aéye L | 6 bG M: kai L.

5 epipAvlovoav M: mepipAvlovoa M.

12 'AyyedonwAwv M: AyyehomovAwv L.

3 pdkog M: pdxog L | 4. uikpdv M: pakpdv L | 7 tpirtag ML: ToitThg R.
3 @€d¢ ydp éotiv M : @06 ydp £oTv L | 6 6 M : 600 L.

3 otiAmvétnTag M: otiArtvétnta L | 20 (¢ 8 €€ M: g €€ L.

6 WPoPocd M: wpopwadunv L | 23 xAénv M: xdpiv L.

2 Euvelhyn ML: cuvelOyn P | 3 adtokpatopodvtog M: aUTokpatodvTog LP.

Title koubeiong M: koounbeiong L  Kapatnpod kvpod 'Avdpovikov M:
Kapatnpod Avdpovikou L | 30 ékpAeyéviwv M: éxtpipévtwv L.

1 mpiv M: pog L | 3 Kapatepdg M: Kapatnpdg L | 4 Adtpng M: Addtpig L | 9 T M:
te L.

9. ti¢ M: ¢ L.
14 Gnavtag M: andvtwv L.

12 @iAtpov @Aoyl M: @iAtpov Ao L | 16 Efw 8¢ M : Eéw TO L | 19 pAbyag M:
@AGya L.

1 &ypiov tdoig M: dypdtov Tdoig L | 10 v M: oxwv L | 14 &..Eéwv M: dvaéwv
L| 19 cupuétpel M: cuupéet L | 20 pe M: oe L | 24 émdv M: €mei L | 25 &pUktov
M: dUkTwG L | 29 #vdov &v..1..0¢1¢ fyvicuévov M: €vdov £v...qyvonuévov L |
30 Xpioto0 M: Xpioté L | 31 Beiag M: Oglotg L | 32 ye M: pot L.

1 mpoTeiveTal UV M : poTeiveL...uév L.

4 TvpomwAwv M: ZvpomwAwv L | 7 mapbévov M: mapBévov L | 9
ékhedovuévwv M: Ekdalovuévwy L | 14 katatpugdv M: katatpu@®v L.

17 x0oe1g M: Adoeig L | 24 yAukuppdoug M: wkvppdoug L | 31 A[f]yev M: Aderv
L | 34 kpatvval M: kpatdvat L.
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238

240
246

249

261
269

292

295
303
325
328
341

343
344
345
346
347
376

Title Tp1aditlng M: Tpraditong L | 1 Mavwe M: Mavouvg L | 2 yi M: yivetai L | 4
nop M: matrp L | 5 oaic M: taig L.
Title émi to0 kavikAeiov M: &md To0 kavikAelov L | 1 @épw M: @épwv L.

Title kail ante thv add. MaN ebAoyovuévoug M: gbAoyovuévny LMaN|
3mpocAadel M: mpovAadel MaN | 4 @w¢ M: kai MaN | 6 & adt@v M: dndvtwv
MaN | 10 &wdflovtec M: Swayyeilovieg MaN| 14 tovg ocvvrpiPévrag
ékdpouaic ML: TV cuvTpiPnV T®OV £kSpoudv MaN | 17 k&v ML: k&v MaN | 18
niotiv prop. L mé0w Mcorr.MaN | 19 MavounA M: MavouAA MaN | 25
KEKPAY®DG M: kekpatw¢ MaN | 27 cuvipev M: cuvije MN | 29 t¢ Bpbvw M:
100 Opdvov MaN | 33 xeiv M <€>xe1v MaN a0T®v M: abtod MaN.

6 11 M: | L | 15 éykateotnpryuévov M: éykateotnprypévn L | 44 o0k Tivvoel M:
o0 kTivvoel L | 56 dovAaywyel M: dovAaywyeic L | 61 cvykekpauévog M:
OUYKEKPAUEVOV L.

4d dua M: Suped L.

2 Sypdpwv M: Saypdgeic LMaN | 11 ocuvvevvoeiv 8¢ kail t1 potr M:
ouvevvoeiv kal tf pot MaN | 12 mépeiotv M: ydp eictv MaN | 15 méAov M:
otdAov MaN | 16 keaA®V M: ke@aAiic MaN | 17 8&dac M: Adkag MaN.

Title mpdg TOV T00 Xp1oT0D Tdov M: Tpog TOV Xp1otod td@ov L | 5 PaciAéwg
M: Pacidéa L | 12 PovAnot M PovAnowv L | 14 ovupepiocacOar M:
ovppetpioacOar L.

7 Adyouv M: Adyov L.

12 8AANV M: 8AAwc L | 17 {wfig M: (fiv L.

6 Tdoaig M : mdong L | 11y ss. post A @dAa&rv M.
18 tavtng M: TavtnV L.

1 @00 mod M: Be@ mav L @ moi MaN | 2 &v MMaN: & L | 3 €1 60 ML: 60 MaN
80¢ M: 8vo L §ic MaN | 6 ékmdpevot M corrMaN | 7 mot®d¢ M: miotoic MaN
plav M: pav MaN.

7 Ao M: Aé@oug L | 10 OAGTon M : OAdtat L | 12 xpuoéwv M: xpuciwv L.
6 WOTPAKWUEVOS M: Gotpakwuévog L | 17 £oxov M: €oxev L.

10 @pitre, minte, Agixe M: @pitrte, Agixe L ntépvng M: mtépvag L.

7 uapydpwv M: uapudpwv L | 9 d0vaut o M: §vvauiv ot L.

19 8e M: oe L | 20 81eA0eiv M: mpoeABeiv L | 25 otigel M: otéqet L.

1 [MJoAAdg M: ...0v (;) L | 10 oike M: oikog L | 17 tpifoig M: tpifouc L | 20
EMEVTPLPAV M: EMeVTpLP®V 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 IIl. 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 history'. Poetry as a rhetorical device was performed
in official and unofficial ceremonies: acclamations were sung by the demes, long
‘speeches’ (Adyor) 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™. To this list of texts, epigrams must be added.

It is hard to define what a Byzantine epigram is’. Certainly, it is different to
the modern perception of a brief text which makes a point at the end‘. It has been
defined as ‘either a “text written on (an object)” or a “text written next to a piece of
literature”.” The work of Theodore Balsamon (1 after 1195) - a famous canonlawyer

and scholar - provides a good example of the subjects of epigrams from the late

' Angelov 2007: 30.

’ For a general introduction to Comnenian poetry see Lauxtermann 2004: 327-35. See also Jeffreys
2009: 222-5. On court poetry see Hérandner 2003.

’ Lauxtermann 2003: 142-4.

*1bid. Cf. OED, s.v.

® Lauxtermann 2003: 30.
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middle Byzantine era. He wrote epitaphs®, book epigrams’ and epigrams on works of
art®, 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”. 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:

Message
Sender

- poet Recipient

® E.g. Thedore Balsamon, Epigrams, XI: Ei¢c T0v td@ov évto¢ 8vta to0 vaoD tii¢ dyiag Avvie TwUEVNS T
uovij Tav 0dny@v.

’ Balsamon, Epigrams, XXVIII and XXXIV.

® 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),

’ Lauxtermann 2003: 152,
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It is hard to define the identity of the recipient. Following principles adopted
from New Historicism® and the related Archaeo-Historicism®, 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 audience® 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)®. 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.

' 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 spdtbyzantinische Sophistik. Studien
zum Humanismus urbaner Eliten in der friihen 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.

! 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’.

" 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 court™. 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

' 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 retrieved®, 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 them®, 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'"V. Admittedly, the term context is ‘a vague
concept™. Robert Hume understands it as ‘the events, values, circumstances,
judgements, and Weltanschauung of a particular past time and place™. Similarly,
David Myers sees the context as the social and political circumstances in which a
text emerged®. Gabrielle Spiegel, on the other hand, sees the context as being
formed by different ‘texts of everyday life’, which have an intertextual connection?.

Convincingly, Marc Lauxtermann notes: ‘[the term context] includes anything

" Hume 1999: 46.

' Hume 1999: 71.

Y 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’.

'8 Cf. Lauxtermann 2003: 26,

' Hume 1999: 2.

“Myers 1988-9: 27.

*! Spiegel 1990.
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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™. 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’.

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.

2 Lauxtermann 2003: 26.
2 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. 1t 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 text*.
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’ fagades. 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

2 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 Trier”. 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 Il 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)*.

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)”, members of the donors’ family that are mentioned in the epigrams

 http://www.vennmaker.com.,

%% 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).

7 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 supplication®, 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)”. Two actors are noted as
unspecified: Nikephoros Serblias and Stephanos Meles. Nikephoros Serblias was the
mystikos of Manuel Komnenos®. 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 was”. They were most likely members of the same family, but nothing
more than this. The same unspecified family connection is true for logothetes
Stephanos Meles* and Andrianos Meles™.

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

% See pp. 212ff.

» For the social network of Theodore Prodomos, see Magdalino 1993: 510 and Griinbart 2005; of
Manganeios Prodomos, see Magdalino 1993: 510-1; of John Tzetzes, see Griinbart 1996 and 2005.

** Magdalino 1984 (c): 232.

*' One more member of the Serblias family, Basil, appears as the donor in no. 244,

*2 Theodore Prodomos, Poems, no. 69.

»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 1166*. 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 Komnenos®. 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 Kontostephanos*, became
monk in the monastery that Nikephoros the mystikos founded in the time of
Manuel”. 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 transition®.

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

* See Magdalino 1993: 504-7.
% See p. 214, note 224,

**No. 257.

7 Magdalino 1993: 245.

% See p. 203.
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(f) level 1*: local notables®. 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
time*.

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 Bryennios*. 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

* The suggested classification is parallel to National Statistic Socio-economics stratification
(http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/classifications/current-standard-
classifications/soc2010/s0c2010-volume-3-ns-sec—-rebased-on-soc2010--user—
manual/index.html).

“* 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.

! Varzos 1984: no. 66. See also epigram no. 63.
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included in this level. Mystikoi, since they had an increasing importance at the
court of Manuel, also had a very strong affinity to the emperor®.

The inner circle/governing elite (level 1.2) includes high-ranking officials
and members of other well-known families, such as the Kamateros*,
Kontostephanos®, and Gabras®. Between the high-ranking officials in this level is
protonobelissimos Nicholas Mavrokatakalon”, the émi to0 kavikAeiov Theodore
Styppeiotes®, and Michael Alousianos Hagiotheodorites®. Nikephoros Sinaites
appears as the addressee in one of Michael Glykas’ letters as olkeirarog &vBpwmog of
the emperor - someone ‘near’ the emperor®.

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 Sgouros®. A twelfth-
century seal was owned by the notary John Sgouros. Perhaps it is the same John

Sgouros, although this cannot be supported with certainty®?. Maria Xerena

“2 See Stiernon 1965 and Magdalino 1993: 180-1.

* On mystikos, see Magdalino 1984(c).

* On the Kamateros family, see A. Bucossi, ‘The Kamateros family’:
http://www.alessandrabucossi.biz/the%20kamateros%20family.html

“ On the Kontostephanos family, see H. Grégoire, ‘Notes épigraphiques. XII. La famille des
Kontostéphanes et le monastere d’Elegmi’, Revue de U'instruction publique en Belgique 52 (1909), 152-60.
“No. 117. See Cheynet 1990: 221-2 and 417.

“The 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.

* 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
TNV €mi To0 kavikAeiov, the main text makes it clear that Theodore held this title at the moment of
the dedication (v. 25: v d&lav §e vOv kavikAeiov pépwv). No. 65. See also Kresten 1978, Koufopoulou
1989.

*“ In other sources, he appears as dppavorpdpos and AoyoBérng tod Spduov. See Oikonomides 1976: 131.
Kresten 1978: 97-9.

> No. 277. Glykas, Questions on the Holy Scriptures, no. 26. On oikeios, see Verpeaux 1965 (esp. p. 93) and
Mullett 1988:14.

> The Sgouroi family were influential especially in the region of Argolis. Magdalino 1993: 155.

*2 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 century®. Similarly, the
Xeroi were a strong family in the civil governing elite, which had lost a lot of its
power by the twelfth century*.

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 2%. 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 family*, or bureaucratic families, like Leo Mesarites”, 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 Dryonites®, Photios Dryonites”, Basil Karykes®, Bardas Liparites®,
Andrianos Meles®, Theodore Tziros®, and Gerasimos®. The supplication for the

emperor on behalf of John Serblias shows that he was connected to the emperor as a

» On the Melissenos and the relevant bibliography, see B. Krsmanovi¢ 2003, in:
http://www.ehw.gr/l.aspx?id=7976 (accessed 3 April 2012).

> See Kazhdan-Epstein 1985: 65. A. Kazhdan, ODB, s.v.

> On oikos, see Magdalino 1984 (a).

*°No. 265.

*7 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? lordanes
Toannides (2001: 289, note 247) identifies him with Basil Mesarites, but this cannot be proved. See
also Griinbart 1996: 196-7.

** No. 41.

*No. 91.

% 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).

* 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.

*No. 253.

“ No. 258.

* 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 families”. Members of the local administration, such as Leo
Sikoundenos, are also placed in this level®. George Antiochites renovated a
monastery?. 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)®. The following map shows

their geographical spread.

Russia
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Palermo?

2012 Cnes/Spot Image
Image U.S. Geological Survey
Image © 2012 TerraMetrics

DataiSI0..NOAA, U.S. Navy, NGA, GEBCO

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

% 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.

% See p. 127.

¢’ 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.

% For the relevant bibliography on the epigram in Martorana and on George of Antioch, see BEIU 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
Manuel®. 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.

000000
X 4N 40
v

Fig. 21. Distribution of the donors

®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

L ENESX JoRN

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

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 Il Komnenos Emperor

40 Alexios I Komnenos (emperor) Emperor

44 Maria of Antioch 100, 102,112,374, 376 Donor

45 Eirene/Bertha (827), 260 Donor

48 Anna Komnene (V 77) (40), (257) Donor

52 John Komnenos (P 99) 50, 51 Donor

63 Alexios I Komnenos (111) Second Donor

66 Alexios Komnenos (son of John) 262 Relative
protosebastos protovestiarios

77 John 111 (?) Donor

90 Theodora Komnene (V 79) Relative

146 Theodora Komnene (V 38) Relative

149 Isaak Komnenos (V 12) Relative

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
George Palaiologos Doukas

54 Komnenos (V 191) 58, 240, 251, 255, 269 Donor
(Alexios) Palaiologos Doukas

55 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
Andronikos Doukas Kamateros (P

70 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 (7), (76) Second Donor

109 Eudokia Komnene (261) Second Donor

142 Andronikos Komnenos (V 124) 92 Relative
Anna Botaneiataina Doukaina

154 Komnene Relative

166 Nikephoros Serblias Unspecified

35 Leo Rogeros 116 Donor

46 John Kontostephanos (V 133) 40 Donor
Andronikos Kontostephanos (V

50 135) Relative

76 Michael Tatikios Komnenos 101 Donor

81 Nicholaos Mavrokatakalon 245,291 Donor

86 Theodore Styppeiotes 65 Donor

87 Eudokia Doukaina 308 Donor
Michael Alousianos

99 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
Theodore Doukas

163 (Mavrokatakalon) 54 Donor

165 Maria Doukaina Mavrokatakalon  (54) Relative

169 Stephanos Meles Unspecified
Theodora Rogeros Dalassene

172 Komnene Relative

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

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
Euphemia from Kleronomos
136 family 86 Donor
137 George Syropoulos 113 Donor
138 anonymous Xenos 81 Donor
175 Basil Karykes 309 Donor
11 anonymous Gabras (Trebizond?) 119 Donor
96 Leo Sikoundenos (Thessaloniki) 61 Donor
101 Theodore (Russia) 282 Donor
125 George Antiochites (Sicily) 79 Donor
Boris Kalamanos Relative
156 (Hungary/Constantinople)

Ecclesiastical/Monastic donors

Unique Actor Epigram

ID

numbe

r

Level 1.1

132 patriarch of 256, 283, 402, 403, 404 Donor
Jerusalem, John IX

Merkouropoulos

Level 2
134 Klemes 297, 401
139 Luke 89 Donor
140 Neophytos 259 Donor

122 Gerasimos 368 Donor

141 John 248 Donor
Chrysorophites

128 Peter from Moglena 43, 44 Donor

129 Gerasimos from 46 Donor
Bodana

131 Theodore, 62 Donor
metropolitan of
Philippoi

* 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, , ‘H yeveatoyia t@v Kouvnv@v (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

Eti eikovi 100 ayiov Mavrederuovog.
AvapyUpws UEV TTOLV TOPEIXES THV X&pLV-
vV §” 00 mob@v dpyvpov, 0vdé xpuaiov,
diknv 8¢ un Sovvau e o0 Yevdouvg BEAWY,
VUKTOG Bpogis SokoDvTa ooV QIAlv TUmov
5 méndov 8¢ Seou® ovykatioyeobou Efve,
UvHunY €wg éoxnka TPLXPOVOL XPpEOU,
0 VOV mepat @, Mavrelefjuov udxap,
Tepdo1uog 006 T6Ve 001 KGTUOV PEPWV.

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 .

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 Pantoleon? 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 it’. Due to the utilitarian character of these epigrams,

' No. 368.
? St Pantoleon was considered as one of the healing saints (&yior Avdpyvpor).
* Hérandner 1987: 236. For the term ‘Epigram on Works of Art’, see Lauxtermann 2003: 151-2.
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these texts can be described as texts intended for use (Gebrauchstexte in German)‘,
After the year 600, epigrams lost the purely literary character they used to have in
antiquity’. They came to reflect the occasion for which a text was produced®.
Frequently, the occasion can be reconstructed with some degree of certainty on the
basis of the information given or implied in the epigram’.

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 inscribed®. 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 viewers’. However, since they

primarily served as verse inscription, they

® Performative @ Performative perhaps
@ Inscriptional perhaps Inscriptional are classified as inscriptional. Indications in
® Undetermined

Fig. 23. Types of epigrams
(in absolute numbers)

both the title and the main text allow us to

* Letteratio d’uso strumentale or Gebrauchsliteratur or littérature d’usage courant. Garzya 1981: 263. For
more details on epigrams, see Volpe Cacciatore 1982 and Horandner 1987.

® Lauxtermann 2003: 132, Volpe Cacciatore 1982: 16.

® For more examples, see the following discussion and Hérandner 1987 and Volpe Cacciatore 1982.

7 Cf. Hérandner 1987: 240.

8 For more details on the term, see Lauxtermann 2003: 153.

’ See e.g. Papalexandrou 2001 (a), 2001 (b).
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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:

Ei¢ thv €ikéva ToU ayiov Tewpyiov, yoapévtos dvwbev To0 TuA@dvog Th¢ ToD moijoavros Tov§
TPOVTOG OTiXOUS OIKioG: OTE EUMPNOUOD YEYOVOTOS Kol KXVOEVTWV TAVIWV TAOV ETAIPIKDV
OIKNUATWY TOV TANOIA{OVTWY T() va@ T00 pnOEVTOS dyiov T() cUVNVWUEVQ Tfj TOIXUTH) KATOIKIC,
SiepuAdyOn altn navredds apAapric”.

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
(mvpooféotng), 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 refers", the twelfth-century

reader could have been able to recognise the place®.

'“No. 47.

! Peter Plank (1994: 177) has identified the church as the katholikon of the monastery of St George
Svkedtng or the church of St George of Aevtepov (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§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
Metdvowr. Theophilos moved the convent and built a éeviv (Janin 1969: 391 and 434).

"2 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:

Eig €ykdAmov to0 Alovaidvov Mixand to0 ypouuatikoD, To0 €mi TOU KavikAeiov, TOO
Ay00z0dwpitov &yov tiwov EUAov tod Ztavpol oD Xpiotod, EUAov dmo tod Témov® évfa
énomjoato TV mPooeuXNV 0 Xp1oTog v Tfj vukti ToU mdbovg, Aifovs amo ToU dyiov Td@ov ToD
Xp1otod, 100 Tdpov Tij¢ Oe0ToKOV, TOU Gpovs T@V EAai@v, Tob témov 100 I'odyobd kol Tob dpoug
00 Zivi™,

On the enkolpion of the secretary and émi 100 kavikAeiov 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 enkolpion®. 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

Eig vmépBupov oikov €v Kulikw cwBévTog amo mupds.

On the lintel of a house in Cyzicus which was saved from fire (AG 1, 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.
B tdgov L.
" 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. Tkonomaki-
Papadopoulos in the same volume, p. 25). See also Br. Pitarakis, Les croix-reliquaires pectorals byzantines
en bronze (Paris, 2006), pp. 108-22,
" The text reads:
Tonov mpooevyfic ékpuev pépw EUdov
Ztavpod te Xp1oTol, Kail Tdpov unTpog Adyou,
dpov¢ EAaicv, ToAyobd, Zvi AiBouvg.
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. épwv 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 wife®.
Sometimes the main text provides additional information to the title. For

example, no. 61 is entitled:

Eni T Kata Ocooadoviknv veovpynbévii olkw ToU Zikovvinvod Afovrog, éxovii Sixpbpovs
ToAaidg i0Toping kil TOV aUTOKPATOPX KU MavounA tov Kouvnvov.

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 source?. He was presumably
a member of the well-known aristocratic family from Thessaloniki®. 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:

Kavov 10 BdBpov e Tod Sduov, Eve,
€K TOV &vw OTHPIYUX TOI KATW VEUOV”
TEV APETAV Yap Emepeidetar TAov
T0I¢ EVTO§ EKTOG EIKOVIGUEVOLS TUTIOLS
5 ¢ kol k) avtag {wypap@v o Texvithg
€oyous Peforoi oxnudrwv to motkilov,
&vdpag YepapoDs SeKTIKOUS TOUTWV YPdPwV*
Mwofjv Beénrnyv €€ aAnboi aydmng
() ovyyevel BéAovra suundoyev SxAw,
10 Alyvrtiwy kteivovta thv vavipiav,
TpdwG 0¢ XopTA{oVTa YOyyvoT@V oToux”
Kol Té¢ INood Tol Nawr] oTpatnying
0¢ Tepixw ovykabaipel Thv Téanv,
@povioEws auuyov avdpeiav pépwv.

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.

7 Only a seal with his name has been preserved: Zgpayic Aéovrog o0 Zikovvrnvod (Rhoby 2010(b):
122).

' 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 oikos®.
Although depictions of the personified virtues can be found on small objects and in
manuscript illuminations®, similar wall paintings or mosaics have not, to my
knowledge, been preserved from the twelfth century?.

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 Sea” and the
second the feeding of the Israelites”. Then, the destruction of Jericho follows the
previous scenes®. 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 ¢pdvnoic (prudence) and avdpein (courage)
surround Joshua (cf. v. 14) in a similar way to that in which mpognreia (prophesy)
and oogpia (wisdom) surround David in the famous Paris Psalter, also a product of the
tenth century®,

Comparable too is the case of epigram no. 251. The title reads:

Emti tfj veovpynBeion povi] €n’ vouatt Tijs vmepaying Og0ToKoV Tapd ToD TavaePfdoTov ueydAov
étanpeidpyov, ¢ év T( mpovdq elkovioOnoav oi Pacideis, € v 1 ogpd ToD Yévous TovTOU
KOXTAYETAL, KXl UEPIKA TIVE KATOPOWUATE TOU TOPPUPOYEVVHTIOU Kol OUTOKPATOPOS KUPOD
MavounA to0 Kopvhvou.

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 mpévaov 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

¥ Cf. Mango 1986; 225, note 201.

 See, for example, wisdom (cogin) and courage (dvdpei) depicted as young maidens on a brazier;
Cormack-Vasilaki 2008: no. 176 (p. 206).Cf. Byzantium 2010: no. 496 (pp. 17 and 349-50).

' Hérandner 2001: 124.

* Exodus 15: 21-31.

» Exodus 16: 1-12.

* Joshua 6: 1-27.

 Ms. Paris. gr. 139, f. 7"
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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 mosaic®. His identity is also specified:

TEWPYIO¢ Yop UEYAS ETAOELEPXTIS,
0efaotds, Ekpig MadatoAdywv yévoug,
Kouvnvodouk@v aUTOKOATOPEYYOVWY,

] untpavavdpw tévde mpoopéper Kdpn...”

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 court®. 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 Constantinople®. 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 portrayed®. Although the text does not state it clearly, the donor was most
probably portrayed bowing in front of Manuel®. The deeds of Manuel are depicted
in six narrative scenes: he appears (a) to repel the sultan from Ikonion®, (b) to be
wounded in his heel with an arrow and to punish the culprit®, (c) to turn away the
Turks*, (d) to defeat the Hungarians and the Serbians®, (e) to conquer Sirmion*, and

(f) to organise a splendid triumphal celebration in Constantinople”.

Vv, 2-3.

7 Vv.9-12.

% Lampsidis 1999: 137-42. Lampsidis 1970.

» Leo Megistos, Monody, 134. Cf. Lampsidis 1999: 136. Carr 1994: 95,

*Vv. 22-30.

' Vv. 31-36. The references start with mAfv dAMAd, indicating transition to another subject (and
probably depiction). These seven verses express gratitude on behalf of George for the imperial
benefactions.

*2Vv. 37-39. Reference to the events of 1146.

» Vv, 40-44, Reference to the same campaign, in 1146 (Magdalino 1993: 442).

* Vv, 45-49, Reference to the same campaign.

* Vv, 50-53. Reference perhaps to the campaign of 1149-1150 (Magdalino 1993: 472).

% Vv. 54-56. Most probably a reference to the re-conquest of Sirmion in 1165 (Stephenson 2000: 255-
6).

7 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 ei¢. Ei¢ must be translated as on,
which means either written/inscribed on or concerning the subject of or even addressed
to*.

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 discussion®. 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 contents® (references to objects);
The language (deictics, adverbs or pronouns®);

The placing in the manuscript (together with similar poems);

L

The symmetrical nature of the composition (with parallels on icons)™*.

% Cf. Bernard 2010: 66; Van Opstall 2008: 56; Talbot 1999: 76; Lauxtermann 2003: 152, See also no. 255:
Zriyor ypapévres glg éyxeipiov T vmepayiog Seomoivng Nu@v Ogotdkov thi¢ ‘0dnyntping. Cf. no. 256. Cf.
Mitylenaios, Poems, no. 69: Eniypauua €ig ToU¢ 0Tixovs Tepi T#¢ €lkGvos ToU dryiov Kupov.

* For more details on the text, see Moravcsik 1923: 43-7; cf. Lauxtermann 2003: 32 and Moravcsik
1923: 71. See also BEIU 1, no. 214.

0 Cf. Hérandner 1987: 240 and 243; Lauxtermann 2003: 151-2.

' 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).
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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-hymns®,

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 &ve -
stranger or visitor or simply viewer - the demonstrative adverb «de, and the
supplication on behalf of the donor at the end all suggest that it was probably
composed to be inscribed on the facade of the oikog.

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
Tkonion. On this occasion, the year is specified on the basis of the year of the
emperor’s reign®. 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)*.

The epigram on the cross erected in Hungary might be a good example of an

inscriptional epigram, which never became a verse inscription”. The epigram is an

“2 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.

“ For example, nos. 31, 38, 56, 359.

“ On the emergence of the &vo¢ motif, see Tueller 2010: 51-2.

**No. 94, vv. 11-13.

“ 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.

" No. 376.
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inscriptional epigram, since only demonstrative adverbs identify that it was erected at
a specific place®. The donor is sebastos Doukas and the offering dates most probably
from around 1166*. 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 forms®, 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 Marciana®'.

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 w 126 on a silver bowl
commissioned by Constantine Dalassenos®, and Marc Lauxtermann has commented

on Balsamon’s epigrams on a golden cup commissioned by Andronikos

BV, 4: dvravba; v. 28: dde. See also Lauxtermann 2003: 28.
* Moravcsik 1965: 25-7.
> Kinnamos, History, 261 (trasl. Brand, 196 - with adaptations):
uéAovtés te 1idn éxeibev anaipelv oTavPOV XxAKoU memotnuévov evtaiou
AVAOTHOXVTEG TOLHdE TIVE Eypaav.
EvOdde Mavvoving mote dkpira pUAa yevéOAng
dewvog Apn¢ kai xeip Ektavey Avooviwy
‘Pung onmote kAewviig §iog dvaooe MavovnA
Kouvnv@v kpatdpwv 00§ &pioTovowv.
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.
*! 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 Bacidic Eijpvy Aodkawa (ca.
1133/4) on a cross now in St Marco museum (BEIU 2, Me90).
*2 Maguire 1996: 8-9.
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Kontostephanos®. The Anthologia Marciana offers at least one example of a series of
epigrams which is ‘shuffling around the same words and conceits™. An anonymous
poet wrote four epigrams on a drinking cup (kw6wviov), which bore depictions of
the personified virtues®. Each epigram refers to the virtues®, which are depicted
around the vessel”. 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 cogix (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.

** Lauxtermann 2003: 43.
>* Ibid.

> No. 263.

¢ A1:B1:C4:D3.

7 A2:B1:C4:D3.



2. Gebrauchstexte [ 135

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:

Emi ToikAive veoupynOévTt xdpiv Tpamélng TV uovax@v mapd tob faciAéws kbp MavovrA: évoa
elkovioBnoav oUV aUT@ Kal 0 Tdnnog autod Pacidevs kbp AAEEio¢ kal 6 mathp avtod Pacidevs kOp
Twdvvng kai 0 BovAyapoktévog kUp BaoiAeiog.

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-emperor®, 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 refectory*). The epigram reads:

"Av €ixe kpavynv kol Sounudrwv QUotg,
TAVTWS &V eimeV 1) wovr) Tod Mwkiov

700 kol BUToV TPV Kol TVOEVTOS €V TéMeL,
ZapPwv Té TNYF§ UUPLOKPOUVOU UUpPOV

5 WG «ETAXOAV Ue XEIPES AVTOKPATIPWV»

Kol yap TETPaKTOG e TAV PaciAéwv
ypaeion Tovg fAEmovTag el uvriuny dyet
W¢ TOATA UEV OKHVWUX TV UOVOTPOTIWY
Seikvuat Baoideiog avthv avtdvad,

10 6¢ Bovdydpwv udxaipav nkovnuévny
fuENpEY €lg &POTPOV AOTEKTW KPATEL'
"AAé&ro¢ 8¢ Kouvnvdg, TepookTovog,
€l¢ KOOV avTOVS EykabioTdver Piov
{wapkeg dnav apOoVWTATWS VEUWY.

15 lwdvvrg TovTov 8¢ mais £k TOPPUPAS,

0 okvBomepadAebpog, 0U Ajyer fpdwv
EVEPYETLAOV UUPLOTPGTIOVS XUTELS.

BAacrds de TovTwv, MavounA avtokpdrwp,
TopupoBaAris, b udvov kAot Tpéuet

20 IHaiwv, Tradds, Aadudrng, épong, Ekvbng
Kol yAg TeTpapépela TAovutel Seondtnv,
gl¢ moAdamAoOv uév tag §éoeis mposavédvet,
SwpoPpuT@V dnaVoTA TOI§ UOVOTPOTOLS,
@OV Swpe@v e Tdg yAvkuppdovs pAEPag

25 aefpvrovoas EuppaPedwv T@ xpdvw
XPLOTOOPPAYIOTOLS TUUPPAYVDS Toig Optyyioi.

*® Although Alexios is mentioned in the text, the title does not refer to him.

> 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 (Popovié
1998: 292-8; Talbot 2007: 110; Orlandos 1958: 47-8).
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VoD TOONV OTEYNV O€ KATEPPAYUEVN Y,
Mrpaig ékatov avrepeiber ypvoiov®
Babpwv § an’ avT@V TovToV 10TE TOV dduov,
30w &v GTe Y1 TNV QUOLV TOV CWUATWY
Myew ti uikpov T@v Beapéotwv movwy,
Tpdme(aV APTUWALY €V TOUT(W Uiy,
€lg aydmng ouvSeouov, ¢ Yuxiic kpdatv,
dv0’ v Oeds KpdTog eV AUTOD KpaTvval,
35 otkovuévng doin O TV povapxiav,
w¢ okfintpa Orjoer madduais Adeéiov,
700 mop@upavBois, aptifAactritov kAddov,
EPNVIKNY QEpovTa TdvToBev fdary,
ued nhiovg yépovrog evtvyods Piov,
40 ¢ Havravaé 8¢ ovykatardéor Tédog
tovg Paoideis el faoideiay piov
avtol tparélng mpochapwv dutvudvac®

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 Sampson®.,

5 #Fmhacav pe L | 6 @8e ML | 17 x0oeig M Aboeig L | 24 dxvppdoug L | 26 xpuoospayictoig L | 27
katappaypévny ML | 31 A[Alyewv M Avewv L | 33 xpdowv L | 34 kpatuvar M kpatoval L | 42 adtod ML.
Verse 41 lacks a syllable.

*! 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 I 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 refectory®. As the title informs the reader, Basil 1I, 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
1T (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)®.
Another example of an inscriptional epigram that can be visualised is no. 69,

on an altar cloth:

Ei¢ tpame(dpopov.

AUTN pév 1 tpane Tumoi Kai paTvny,

8v 1] B¢ vrimiog dpOeic ékAibn,

Kol AATOUNTOV Tapdk TG KW TdQov,

8v () vekpog {@v XpLoTog EykaTekpupn.

5 tauth 6¢ ToUTO METAOV €I OKETNV PEPWV
T0PPUPOPUTC MavounA, uéyag Gvas,
WG UEV QATVNV E0IKE KOOUETV OTPYAVOLG,

womep §€ Tdpov cuvelyu@ ovdovog.
o0 & aAM’ o texei¢ kai TvOEi¢ TE Kail Bvoag,

%2 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; BEIU 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.

% See Popovi¢ 1998: 299, Orlandos 1958: 50 and Talbot 2007: 111. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, nos. 7
and 8.
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10 tolToV OK1A{WV 00i¢ UETAPPEVOLS Sidov
aUOXEIV BANV Yijv TOD KpdTOUS TG OTapTiW.
énav 8¢ tavtnv €v Pabel yrhpa Aimot
&vakti fAaot@ mopeupag Alei,
¢ o7i¢ Tpamédng mpooAafod dartvudva.

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 Nativity*.
The words atitn and tavtn 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)®.

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 there®. After a service, the visitor would have
been invited to dine with the monks®. 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

* For the term tpanelépopov, see Speck 1966: 338-40. The Scriptor incertus tells us Leo V once
revered a similar évéut: kai mpoeAOwv tfj Xp10T00 yevvroel év tf] ékkAnaiy elofjAbev €v ¢ Buvaaotnpiw
kata T0 £€0o¢ TV PadiAéwv, Kai TpooekUvnoeY THY EvOUTHY THV éxovaav TV ayiav yévvnotwv tob Kvpiov
Nu@V Incod Xpiotod. 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. 1. Bekker, Leonis Grammatici Chronographia (Bonn, 1842), p.
356, 20-1; cf. Speck 1966: 371 (no. 61).

% Magdalino 1993: 356.

6 Popovi¢ 1998: 302.

%7 See Talbot 2007: 122.
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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. 1t 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 emperor®. 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 there®” and extensive private
tutoring was also offered. One of the private teachers was John Tzetzes, as his
correspondence shows”. 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/Vsevolad™) had been sent by the metropolitan of Dritsa,
Leo Charsianitis. This Sevlad was meant to be Tzetzes’ slave and pupil”>. Moreover,
the members of the court and officials working in the administration were supposed
to be highly literate”. Many of them had a respectable education, being trained in
the enkyklios paideia™. 1t 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

% See figs. 21 and 22,

% Magdalino 1993; 325-30. Cf. Vasilis Katsaros (1988: 208) argues that the patriarchate of
Constantinople controlled five schools.

"°E.g. the amusing letter no. 22.

' RadoSevié¢ 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 Rado$evié¢ 2001/02: 100-1; Griinbart 1996: 195-6.

7 cf. Lemerle 1971: 255-6; Mullett 1990: 163 and 167-8; Holmes 2002: 7.

7 Markopoulos 2005: 91-3.



2. Gebrauchstexte | 141

includes fifty-one people™; the letters of Malakes are addressed to at least another
twenty-six recipients’; the network of Theodore Prodromos included thirty
people”; the Anthologia Marciana testifies to sixty six donors and the poems of
Manganeios Prodromos address eighteen people at the Comnenian court”. 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 epigrams”. Instead, the syntax is quite complicated and the language
is indeed elaborate and learned, with many hapax legomena,” 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
registers®.

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 Constantinople®>. Nonetheless, the level of

7 Griinbart 2005: 312. Cf. Griinbart 1996.

7® K.G. Bonis, Ev6vuiov to0 MaAdkn untpomolitov Ne@v Hatpdv (‘Yrdtng) [Sebtepov fluiov 1f” ékat.] o
ocw{dueva (Athens, 1937), pp. 38-76.

7 Griinbart 2005: 311.

78 cf. Magdalino 1993: 510-12.

7 With the exception of the word drnadapéa in the title of no. 258 and the word rnatéliov in the title of
116/340. No. 344, 3 offers a type of avriprent@, which is to found mainly in twelfth-century court
literature (Theodore Prodromos, Historical Poems, no. 15, 18 and no. 18, 34).

% See p. 218, note 243,

8! Cf. Browning 1993,

82 0ikonomides 1993: 253. See also Markopoulos 2005.
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education of all the possible viewers of the epigrams is not possible to ascertain®.
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 provinces®. 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

e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

o, o, o, . . .
IR a complex issue in general. As mentioned before,
&
EASAARAAAARNAAAAAAA]  inscriptional epigrams did not necessarily become
b5 5SS verse Inscriptions. However, in this section I am
b 0 ) looking at epigrams as they have been inscribed

I -
AR and the response of the literate and well educated

WAAARANNANARRAARAANKN]  viewer.,
S S KA KA, o ; :
BRI 5% It is still a matter of discussion whether

vocalised or silent reading was practised in Byzantium®. Orality is generally a
Fig. 24. The Friezing ‘Lukasbild’.
Bayerisches Nationilmuseum, Munich

prominepteglement .@f: dle Byzantine reception of literary texts. Letters, for
example, were read out loud and homilies and many rhetorical speeches, of course,

address an audience®. It would be rather surprising if metrical texts (such as these

% Magdalino 2000: 154.

% 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).

% On silent reading in Byzantium, see Kazhdan-Constable 1982: 104-5. For the opposite view, see
Lauxtermann 2003: 55-7; Cavallo 2008: 82-3.

8 Griinbart 2011: 215-9. Lauxtermann 2003: 56.
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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 aloud”. Orientation and placement of inscribed epigrams in
religious places is often such that it connects the movement of the viewer and the
epigram®, Such an example can be seen in the church of Panagia in Skripou, which
has been extensively discussed by Amy Papalexandrou®. A series of four large
panels, one per facade, 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™. 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 further®, 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 epigram®. 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 donor”. The viewer uses the words of the inscribed epigram, i.e. words

% Cavallo 2008: 82.

8 Cavallo 2008: 82-3.

% Papalexandrou 2001 (b): 264-8.
*® Papalexandrou 2001 (b): 267.

°! Nelson 2001: 153.

%2 Cf. Nelson 2007: 108 and 116.

* BEIU 2, 1k. 12.
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approved by the donor. A different example comes from a later Deesis icon now in
Vienna (Gemaldegalerie). St John the Forerunner holds a scroll. Using the words
inscribed on the scroll, St John addresses Christ, expressing his petition on behalf of
humankind®”. The viewer, reading aloud the words on the scroll, re-enacts the plea
and St John speaks to Christ with the voice of the reader®.

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:

Kol TO0TO YpUO00TIKTOV EOQEPW TERAOV

w¢ Paaidioon mopgupdxpovy got, Kopn,

€K KapOLakTi¢ aluaTnpds Hov Kpokng

KaIV@S DPavOEV, UATIKES KEXPWOUEVOV.
5 00 yoOv oefaoTov uéyav Etaipeidpxnv

Tedpyidv ue Kouvnvdv Aovkav okémoig™.,

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 character”. 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 soul®.

In other instances, epigrams aim to record the background story of the

dedication. Goudeles Tzykandeles offers an encheirion to the Theotokos, because

**BEIU 2, Ik. 47.

% Cf. Rhoby 2012: 738 who makes the point that biblical quotations were perhaps read aloud by the
priest.

*® No. 58.

*" Cf. BEIU 2, Me47 and Me48.

** No. 41.
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she has snatched him out of Hades”. Theodore, metropolitan of Philippoi, offers an
encheirion to the icon of Sts. Peter and Paul, because he has been healed from an
illness'™. 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
commissioned®, The epigram was most probably composed to be inscribed either
on a gold cruciform staurotheke' or on a gold cross, which contained fragments of
the Holy Cross, nails and relics'®. 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 Tkonion, Qilidj Arslan™,

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™®) 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 own'®, 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 expedition'”. The epigram
finishes with an invocation to the Holy Cross and to the Christian army to defeat the

enemies.

* No. 261.

1% No. 62.

%' No. 94. See above, p. 132.

102y, 14 and 17. Cf. Evans-Wixom 1997: 441; see also Frolow 1961: 342.

Vv, 18-9.

vy, 8 and 12.

1% Magdalino 1993: 95-8; Haldon 2001: 139-44.

vy, 7-8.

197 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:

av § av a1y@vra Tov Oeov Adyov PAEnng,

un T ypapnv yves ths o1wnis altiov:

aY& yap Womep Kai kpivovrog MAdrov,

WG 010V EUTTVOUG EYYPAQPELS TR TEXVITY.

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

rendering'.

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:

"Epwg TO uepdkiov 6mha, Top pEpov,

t6éov, TTEPDV, YUuvwoy, ix8wv Bélog.

This lad is Eros, with his sword, torch,
bow, arrows, nudity, a dart aimed at fishes'.

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 depiction. 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™".

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

1% No. 296, 11-14
1% Makrembolites, Hysmine and Hysminias, 2, 10, 21-2 (transl. Jeffreys, p. 190). See also Roilos 2005;
148-50.
110 : . .. R \ v \
Makrembolites, Hysmine and Hysminias, 2, 11, 4-5 (transl. Jeffreys, p. 190): 20 uot td nepi thv ypa@nv
Qihoobper kol Tf] ypapl] Tpoodpuotte TO Emiypapua. 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 picture, It was commissioned by the protosebastos
protovestiarios John Komnenos, the son of Andronikos Komnenos and Eirene'”, The
epigram most probably accompanied wall mosaics (vv. 1-3) depicting portraits of
the imperial family on the facade 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)", One could see the portraits of the emperors Alexios I (vv. 14-5), John II
(vv. 16-8), and Manuel 1 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)*.
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 continuity. 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 MepifAentog that had been adorned by Basil'”, The otherwise unknown Basil

"% No. 73.

' Varzos 1984: no. 128. Manganeios wrote poem no. 21 on the marriage of John, the son of
Andronikos Komnenos (Varzos 1984: no. 76).

Vv, 14 (BAéreav), 19 (8yer), 24 (Eéve), 25 (okdmer).

' See Magdalino-Nelson 1982: 137.

"1® Magdalino 1993: 180.

"7 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 bowing. Basil, as
the narrator, speaks directly to Christ, asking for the salvation of his soul. In vv. 10-

13, he states:

TGS 0UX Op&V GV Kol YEYPXUUEVOS TPEUW;
omoBoypaP@V TOLYEPOTY U0V TOV TUTOV
K&V Tf] Ypo@f] oHuavtpa o0 ¢dfov pépw.

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 protect™ or help in life the commissioner of the epigram'. In other
instances, the epigram indicates why the owner carries the enkolpion on his chest**.

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

"8 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
Sevienko 1994; Weyl Carr 2006: esp. fig. I; Spatharakis 1976).

"2 Nos. 42, 2; 405, 4.

1% Nos. 82, 3-4; 283, 3-4.

2! Nos. 54, v. 3; 282, 2-3. A combination of the two is also possible (see no. 405, 4-6).



2. Gebrauchstexte | 149

monastery in Andrianoupolis. In an epigram on an icon given to Andrianoupolis, he
says:

«a yoiv T Adtpov, dvmep fudptnkd oot,
otav kabiong eis kpiow, PpdPeve uot.
«lTEL 0€ TODTO K&l HOVATT@V TO OTIQOG

ol kai kaBuméayovro Mitds ot pépetv
KaBnuépav NU@V te ueuviodal, Adye,
apaic eavtovs EuPardvres Evdikaig

el ur) mépag 8180001 Tois SeSoyuévoigr.

[...] 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 "%,

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.

22 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 viewer, 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
m', 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
abbreviations'”, Thus, regardless of the literacy level of the viewer, the inscription
must have been difficult to read'.

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 émotnuovapyng (disciplinarian of the church) at

' See Lauxtermann 2003: 271-3.

12 Mango 1963: 322-3.

% For a full reproduction of the inscription, see Mango 1963: figs. 3-7.
126 Cf, Mango 1991: 246.
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that time'”. He actually tried to change his image in order to set himself above
Constantinopolitan society'”. 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 doctrine®. 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 mulftis, also not able to read Greek, replied
that these were certain ‘secret and mysterious’ sayings of Ali, Mohamed’s son-in-
law™. 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 time™. The twelve

apostles are carved on the wings and the central panel has a Deesis. In addition to

'*” Angold 1995: 99.

12 Angold 1995: 99-101.

1% Magdalino 1993; 217.

%% Mango 1963: 317-8.

P 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:

ZOOGV ug, ERTE, GOV PSSP0V OIKETH V-
Mrjtnp dvownei kol pilot avv ayyéloig.

Save me, oh Saviour, Your proedros, the servant. Your Mother beseeches You and (Your) friends

together with the angels™.

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 tomb™* or

buried with the donor™.

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
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the dome, facing east. Upper cornice.
http://www.learn.columbia.edu/360/fethiye_camii_360/

B2 BFIU 2, Me114.

protostrator

Pammakaristos (Fethiye

Camii) in Constantinople.
Maria Doukaina Komnene
Branaina Palaiologina
attached to the twelfth-
century church of
Pammakaristos a funerary

chapel for her husband,

Michael Glabas

' 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.

** Enkolpia have been found in burial sites, still being worn by their owners. For example, The Glory of

Byzantium, no. 226.
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Furthermore, the first part of
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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 construction'”.

MWMWWNWWMWWMWWNWWNWWNWWNWWMWWMWWMWWMWWMWWMWWMK
SRRt
SRR
WWMWWMWWMWWMWWMWWMWWMWWNWWMWWNWWMWWMWWNWW&WW

M%@@@@wwwwww%@@w
SRRl

M%wwwwwwwwwwwww@x
SRRl
SRRl
R RS

originally

levels

two

Fig. 26: Plan of the Pammakaristos complex. Mango 1978: 2.

Parekklesion on the south of the main church.
encircled the tenth-century church (the north church, dedicated to the Theotokos)

at Lips monastery (Fenari isa Camii)*””. The cornices had a double role. Firstly, they

% See BEIU 1, no. 215. Mango 1978: 16. See also Pentcheva 2011 (a): 166-7.

7 For a discussion of the inscription see Spingou 2012,

% Cf, the south church of the Lips monastery.
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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 coincide. Although the original facades of the church have been heavily

altered and thus the upper cornice is seriously

e e a-. e

damaged, a part is still standing on the east fagade. [%:%:5e5%%505e5e5505055 88K 2‘: o
S I I

U e S 0 Ii"\-"\--"-i"\-"\-n"-

A dedicatory inscription, consisting of three [Aaaaaaammmamaatatdtatatsid

L FEEAE NS
epigrams (two in dodecasyllable and one in [ EaaoEuaaet

hexameter), can be seen there. It is not clear [%X Aﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ

U e S 0 Ii"\-"\--"-i"\-"\-n"-

whether the epigram continued around the it uui e

building following the cornice. Thus, it is possible AN NI

5 Aﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ

U e S 0 Ii"\-"\--"-i"\-"\-n"-

to comment only on the surviving material. The R AR

inscription - clearly written, with originally inlaid ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁ

Fig. 27. The Bible of Leo Sakellarios, f. 2".

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

% Megaw 1968: 296.
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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 it"”.

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,

e e T N S N

I

S5 S

[ A A S A S A S A S A SIS

runs around the Virgin with the Child, creating
a frame for the icon.

The Byzantine eye was taught to view
things in a frame. 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)f and similarly the frame of the bronze icon constrains the sacred image,
[S]

Fig. 28. The Theotokos with Christ. Private
collection of Dr. Christian Schmidt.

mntanging 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

% See Mango 2011; 67-75.
0 See also Peers 2004 (esp. 2-7).
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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 874,
The inscriptions were placed on each fagade of the exterior at eye level, with letters
absolutely legible*, 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).
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Fig. 29. Icon of St John the Baptist —nevertheless able to ‘see’ his voice.
with scenes of his life, second or third

quarter of the 12 century. Monastery . . —
of St Catherine, Sinai. Vokotopoulos Most of the aforementioned inscriptions

1995: no. 66 (p. 87). BEIU 2, 1k9.
have a high aesthetic and symbolic value'. 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

" Papalexandrou 2001 (a): 239-40.
2 papalexandrou 2001 (b): 264-6.
> 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 soul'. 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 patronage'. 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 owner*, while the donor of an
enkolpion to the Empress Eirene-Bertha asks Daniel to drive away any spiritual or
physical enemy of the empress'.

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.
"¢ No. 52.
7 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 community™*,

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.

18 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 manuscripts'*. 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 clasps'.
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 (viv)*™ 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.

9 See p. 47ff,
" No. 368. See p. 123.
Blyy, 2and 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 1161"% 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
buckles'. 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 emperor™. Constantine
Doukas Kalamanos commissioned and offered to Manuel a natéliov (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 it'*. The epigram specifies

that Psalm 92 (93): 3-4 was written on the bowl (v. 1), near to the depiction of the

**No. 375.

'3 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).

" No. 118/369.

% 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 vessel'.

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 himself'”. 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

1% BEIU 2, Mel1.
%7 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 epigrams™. 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 tovto (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 mporeivetar (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 Eirene'. 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

1% No. 111. On the crown, see Parani 2003: 28-9.
1% yvarzos 1984: no. 128.
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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 Saba'®. The donor-narrator characterises
himself as évog, uovaotic, dpet@v Oeiwy EEvog (‘a foreigner (in this world), a monk, a
stranger to divine virtues’)'®., 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 production*
The donor, in the first person, states that he engraved (¢ypaya) 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 (6éAw) to see them with
his material eyes (w¢...kal kat’ alobnow PAénw), he commissioned the two pictures
(ééeikovilw). 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.

190 Cf, BEIU 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 I Komnenos, she
dedicated an icon to St Anna, the patron saint of pregnant women and women who
have fertility problems'®, 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 (el eikdva trig aying Avvng),
adding the occasion (tfj¢ deomoivng éykvuovovorc). 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 §énoig
(tod SovMdov To0 @c00)™. It looks more like a long prayer'®, which could have been
read out loud in a church - as was common in a liturgical context'. A parallel text is
the epigram to St loannikios by Manganeios Prodromos, written on behalf of the
monk loannikios Logaras'®’. The epigram starts with a general introduction to the
life of St loannikios, a soldier who became a monk (vv. 1-3). In the second part of
the epigram, loannikios 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
lIoannikios 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 npog in the title of
the epigram indicates that it was read out loud in front of the icon'®.

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 Anna'®. The

' No. 104.

1% Kalopissi-Verti 1992: 25.

19 Cf. the shortest epigram GA I, 118. The manuscripts offer the title Edkzikd.

1% See Cavallo 2008: 95-6.

'” Manganeios, Poems, 115 (epigrams 116 to 118 are written on the same subject).
1% Cf. air@ in St Anna epigram v. 11 and Ioannikios epigram v. 9.

'’ 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
marriage'”. 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 t@v Brjpov (the monastery of Kosmosoteira, near the
river Evros in Thrace)”. The donor venerates St Nicholas”?. 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:

fyepag €k AMibwv ue vov tov matépa,
€bpavoag €xOpov 0¢ méTpav uot okavddiov
év taic tpifoig tébeikev i u@Adov @dvouv.

...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 murder'”.,

Only the title of the donor is given and an indication that he was of old age (but

again not his name):

0 TPWTOVOTAPLO§ AT Kol TAv,
uvpoPAuTe, ppovpel ue, maidug, Eyyovous...

I, the protonotarios, ask you again myrrh-gusher, protect me, my children and my grandchildren..."”*

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,

' No. 307.

2 The name of the saint is not mentioned in the epigram. There are some indirect references,
including udkap (v. 1) and uvpofAdra (v. 11). The adjective uvpofAvtn¢ has been attributed mainly to
St Demetrios, St Nicholas, St Nymphon and St Nikon o uetavoeire. 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.

Vv, 5-7.

74 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)", since ‘it is an extensive flattery and a
servile fashion of those who laid claim to deeds™”. 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 occasion'”” 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 tpikdvénAov. Although it might have been sewed into an encheirion
suspended from the lamp’s chains, 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 t@v Brjpov. 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 t@v Brjpov 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

' The inscription was placed somewhere in the Blachernae palace.
76 Kinnamos, History, 171-2; Brand, 132-3.

Y7 cf.vovv.1and 5.

7% 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 Typikon™.

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 verses®. Manganeios composed a letter of
consolation in dodecasylables to the sebastokratorissa Eirene'®, Theodore Prodromos
sends a poem to an unnamed £ni To0 kavikAeiov'™, The title states that the poem is
actually a letter: Ei¢c &vOpaka, émiotodn mpog tov kavikAsiov . It is a plea on behalf of
Prodromos to the €ni 100 kavikAeiov 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
epigrams™, 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 letter'. Theophylaktos of Ohrid sent a
letter® and a poem' 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:
"EABoi¢ kaed@¢ pot. Ti poPeis ue maAiv;
May you come! Why are you afraid of me again?

The next verse is repeated in both letter and poem:

Letter 129: T 8¢ @dfnrpa & Nuiv Enavareiveode uoppolvkia naidwv 101V fiyovv RTwXOV TIVWV

émokdnwv'™®,

17 Kosmosoteira typikon, esp. § 107.

18 Eic o¢ kai Ppayeic éoxedidonuev uetpoovvhétovs ypapds, domep Kol ol vOv dreotdAkeiuey. 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.

'8! Manganeios, Poems, 66.

2 Horandner 1984: 5224,

18 Theodore Prodromos, Historical Poems, no. 72.

8 GAAG (vv. 7,18, 30), vov § dAAd (v. 24) and v 8¢ (v. 40). For a detailed discussion, see p. 185ff,

'8 Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, no. 117 cf. no. 115,

1% Théophylacte d’Achrida: Lettres, ed. P. Gautier (Thessaloniki, 1986) no. 129.

'87 Théophylacte d’Achrida: Discours, Traités, Traduction et Notes, ed. P. Gautier (Thessaloniki, 1980), no. 2.
'8 Lines 5-7. Cf. Théophylacte d’Achrida: Discours, Traités, Poésies, ed. P. Gautier (Thessaloniki, 1980), p.
348, note 2.



Part III: The context | 168

Your fears that you bring forwards they are the bogey-man of children or of some poor bishops.

Poem 2: Toi¢ vnmiois @opntpa t& edfntod gov.

Your fears are the fears of children
Theophylaktos ironically says to Pantechnes that his paroikoi will pay Patechnes
with garlic towards the end of letter'. The last verses of the poem however are
written in a much more austere style. Theophylaktos urges Pantechnes to fear the
Last Judgement:

A€8101 Aormov un kpeuaodfic vdikwg,

Yépwv Siknv Sovg, v Tépevyas v véog™.

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 him™,

Letters were presented/performed in front of a circle of people who could
appreciate the style and the rhetorical ingenuity of the author. Epigrams and
letters also have the same recipients, such as Andronikos Doukas Kamateros'.
Exactly as was happening with poetry and versified texts like epigrams, letters were
discussed and judged®* 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 correspondence’®.

The epigram On the golden lamp which was sent to the tomb of Christ was

probably sent together with the artefact. Manuel Komnenos donated a golden

¥ Lines 12-13.

Vv, 8-9.

! 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.

2 Cavallo 2006: 86-92. For the performance of letters in rhetorical theatre, see Stone 2010: 61.

' Nos. 83, 90, 93, 96, 99. Tzetzes, Letters, nos. 90 and 103.

"4 See Hunger 1978: 1, 209-13.

% On the ceremonial aspect of the epigrams see p. 226fT.

*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
death'”. 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:

..T¢ MopUPavOrig, MavounA avtokpdrwp,
TAUTHY AVaPTd 001, ThQE {WNPOPE...

...the purple-blooming child, Manuel, the emperor, hangs this on you, oh life-bringing tomb..."®

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 offering'®. 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.

Y7 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.

' No. 294, vv. 10-1.

¥ Manganeios Prodromos provides evidence that poetry was performed in churches, see the
following headings: Ztiyo év 1§ va@ tijg vmepaying Ocotdkov tHg €v Toig ToU Kbpov, dmootouatiofévres
KaTd TOUG Kaipods kal ob¢ drux@s elyev 1 ovlevxBeion @) oefacTokpdropt KUPG AvEpovikw TG
TIOPPUPOYEVVATW GUVETWTATY oefaotokpatdpioon. Verses read in the church of the all-holy Theotokos
of Ta to0 Kdpov, at the time when the most sensible sebastokratorissa who had been married to the
sebastokrator kyr Andronikos, was suffering misfortune (Manganeios, Poems, 67). Obtoi oi otiyol
aveyvwabnoav v T va@ tijs vmepaying Osotékov g 0dNynTping avaylvwokouévwy mep’ aut@ tOV
KAnuevtiwv. 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 letter™.
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 circle®.

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 syllogae*.

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 study*”. 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 Bernard®:.

John Mauropous’ poem no. 32 is a conventional epigram on a work of art

20 N, 81.

21 No. 285.

2 0n the transmission of poetry see Lauxtermann 2003: 55-81.

2% On the Komnenian Theatron, see Stone 2010; Marciniak 2007; Mullett 1984.
24 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
hurry*®. 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
metre” and second on the quality of his style?”’.

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  epigrams*™. For instance, Maria, daughter-in-law  of
sebastokratorissa®, commissioned an epigram on the encheirion that she offered to
the church at the Chalke gate for the healing of her husband, Alexios Komnenos®”.
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 Alexios®*. 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

2% Tzetzes, Letters, no. 89: ..oiua1r 8¢ Tfi¢ ovumoplag Kal TAG TEITTUOS TAV T& KAtk THV ékkAnoiav
KUS0I0TWHVTWV....

206 Dmavayv@val kel kpivar Tp@Tov MEV £l AKOIBADS T THS TEXVNS THPOIM...

207 .uetd 8¢ TO TH¢ Téxvng loxvdv, &l kai Slapua kal 0 ueyalompenss €xor kai Sykov, oUV ye TG Wpaiw
OUVTOUW Kol TOaVE...

% See Magdalino 1993: 345,

* Jeffreys 2010, 1994 and 1982.

?1%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

"' 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 Manuel*?. 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 Komnene®” 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 1157/8%, 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 century®s. As a letter from Tzetzes demonstrates,
Andronikos was actively involved in rhetorical theatra”. Andronikos himself asked
for possibly performative epigrams on revetments and restored icons®’. It is
uncertain whether any of them was intended to be inscribed or not, mainly because

they are quite lengthy.

25

39

Performative
Inscriptional perhaps
Undetermined
Performative perhaps
Inscriptional

Level of the donor

]
Epigrams (absolute number)
1111

L

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

12y, 31-34, Translation after Nunn 1986: 95.

B Varzos 1984: 123.

" No. 75, v. 11: kai yA¢ Eraviyayes Ayk@vog uéong. Varzos 1984: 2, pp. 120-1.

5 George wrote the introductory verses for the Sacred Arsenal by Andronikos. Buccossi 2009 (a): 45-
50.

¢ 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.

" 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 notables*®, 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 éni, especially
when it is found in titles. Five epigrams which have been identified as
‘performative’ include the word éni in their title?. 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 something?, The latter meaning
is rarer, but it exists. For instance, John Tzetzes uses the preposition éni 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)*.. In
his scholia, Tzetzes gives the title of the epigram as Eniypauua éni dailw™. 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: Ztiyor Sidpopor éni Sixpdpois vmobéoeor’”. In this sense, epigram no. 305 is

written about the lamp hung in the church tGv Bripov. Therefore, the presence of éni

% 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).

Y a, Eni mémAw dvaptnOévt eig Tov év tfj XaAkij vadv (no. 71);

b. ’Eni mateMiw xpvo@ yeyoveti mapd o0 oefaotod Kadaudvov kai $006vtt T( dyiw Nu@v Pacidel Srep
glyev elkoviouéva Sidgopa katd TV 0Vyypiav tpdmaix (no. 118/368);

c. Eni t@ avaptnévt tpikavdrile év t@ va@ t@v Bripov (no. 307);

d. Eni elkdvi ToD dylov Mavreleduovog (no. 367);

e. Eni xpvo® {wotrpt (no. 374).

220 See also Kriaras, s.v.

1 1ohn Tzetzes, Histories, 12, 435.

22 T1ohn Tzetzes, Scholia, chilias 12, 638.

*% Lauxtermann 2003: 69. Cf, also Mitylenaios, poems, no. 76: Eni tfj ékpopd avT.
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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’. 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 day?,
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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. Tardn 1979: 118-23.
25 Rhoby 2012: 746.



2. Gebrauchstexte [ 175

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
object®, 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

e e e P P B O P P s P P P 0 P P B P

B, e e S o S e S i i e S S i i S i
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icons were frequently used as ﬁMﬁMﬁMﬁMﬁMﬁMﬁMﬁMﬁM
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places of dedication?”. Thus, it does Flg. 32. Slxth— or seventh-century votive plaque from Syrla,
Ma’aret en Norman. The Walters Art Museum. Accession
. number: 57.1865.560.
sound pr obable that a piece of http://art.thewalters.org/detail /9957/plaque-with-pair-of-
eyes-symbolizing-the-all-seeing-power-of-god/ accessed in

. h
paper, after its contents had been  January, the 30™ 2012.

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

?26 Cf. the pieces of paper found in the reliquary of St John the Chrysostom in Santa Maria della Scala
at Siena (BEIU 2, Me76-7) and the reliquary of St Demetrios in Halberstadt (Grabar 1950: 6 and fig. 10-
1; cf. BEIU 2, Me5).

27 See BEIU 2, 1k4-6 and 1k17; 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 missing”® 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
vov); and

4) The occasion itself.

2 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 powerful?””, 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.

*» 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

Eig §iokov veovpynOévra uetda to kAanivor kai Opavodival.

‘0 uév mpodovg ExkAee atjv, Zwtrp, TPdoLV,
¢ 10§ povevTais avridovs apyvpiwy,
dppwv 8¢ ouAE xpUTEeOV aKeDOG TAE,
T00 0WHKTGS Zov SEKTIKOV TOU Tipiov.

5 AN 0 kKpataiog MavouvriA, uéyag dvaé,
w¢ Paailikny o0 KekpLUUEVHY udvov
Spoxunv €pebpev aAAd kai Tebpavouévny
Kal 001 VEOUPY@V a1 aiTO Tposépet’.

On a paten, which was restored after being stolen and broken’

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.

' No. 70.
* Title kAaotfvat L Opavbijvar M | 1 c®tep corr. L mpdotv L |3 kai L tobto 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

Liparites®

Eig elkova Trj§ Umeparyiog Oe0Tokov avakaiviabeioav napd tob Aimapitov Bapda.

‘H pév kifwtog tijs okids mpiv, Hopbeve,

1v €€ dorimrwv textovnOeion EVAWY

TV dpBopov KGpNV yap eIKGVICE o€

ANV &AAG& kaid 000 Tij§ KiBwToU TOV TUmov
5 VIKQE Xp0VoU péovoa kai pOeipel QUL

Bapdoag § €yw 00¢ otkéTng Aimapithg

ab01g VEoupy@® TOTEWS XELPOVPYLQL.

ov § aAA’ éunv vevoaoav €k xpvov @péva

TPOG MTAIOUATWY PUTIOK KATVOUPYEL TTAALY.
10 o0 p&Pdog ei, puei 8¢ kad ilng Stxa

kduoi 8¢ avOeiv el kaAoU mpdéeis fiov

kol TV ES&u oxeiv ei¢ povnyv Oelav xAdnv',

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 Trebizond®. 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 mentioned®. The epigram does not say anything about the function of the

*No. 64.

10 papdog M: paPdog L e M: 3¢ L.

> No. 42. On St Theodore Gabras, see Rigo 1998. See also p. 211ff,
®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 epigram’:

El¢ elkéva &xovoav iotopndévra tov Pacidéw [kai] thv Séomovav ebloyovuévovs mapd ToD
XpioToD.

10

15

20
25

24
26

30

KavraoBa tépua tig mpognteiog fAénw,
1v 0 PAénwv mpoeinev Tepeuiog:

oVdel yap dpti mpooAadel T@ mAnaiov

w¢ Ekdiddarwv «yv@o Tov faaiAéar’
TIAVTES YA EYVWKAOLY AUTOD TO KPXTOG
UIKP@V &TT 0TV PEXPL Kol TOV €V TéAeL
ol uév yap &Aot T@v ueyiotwv v fiw
ueifoug xapitwv el0QEPOVTLY TOVG TPOTIOUS,
aTHAOYPaQOUVTES €V Sinpuévorg Tomog,
Abyoig SiyyéAAovteg avTod T KpdTn,
KOOV KaAOUVTES dyaB0V T@V AVGOVWV
owtfjpa, pUoTHV, UAaK®, akénnv, fdowv,
dAAov Beov mAdarrovra devtépav mAdow
ToU¢ ouvTpIPévrag ékdpopnis TV Papfdpwv.
Twdvvng 8¢ Tob @0 Adyov 0UTH,
Xpvoopoitng €€ énwviuov yévoug,

K& eVTEANG 1} Kol ikpOg T TEOG TUXNY,
nioTel T60ov gUYKPATOV QAUTOD SelKVUWY,
OV mPO§ TOV aUTAVaKT Mavound tpéget,
TOV TOPQPUEAXPOLY TH¢ VExg Pung atvov,
YPAPAIS APWVOLS KEKPXYWS T& T0D T660v,
XpWwuaot tumoi SovAik@¢ TOUTOV ypodpwV
Kol TNV &vaooav Mapiay suveyypdowy,
AvTibxov yri§ Tplv QEPovaay TO KPXTOS

Kol vOv 81’ a0T00 Koouiov TavTog KUKAov
0U¢ 0 Kpat@Vv yrig, 0Upavod MTavTokpdTwp,
UVIPEV €1¢ £V Kol AEXOS Kl TO OTEPOS
dUPW CUVETTWV TPOTPURGS KXl TAYKIAWS.
Enevyetan 8¢ TG BpSvw UeEV NUEPAS

doag 0 Aawid ovpavod YPaAdwv Aéyet,

VIOV § &1 duPoiv Womep €k Krjmov pédov
EKTOPQPUPGDOXL TLAPYXVOLS THV TTOPQPUPRY
Kol OXETV TP AUT@V TO 0TEPOS KAnpouyiav

7 No. 246. The epigram should be dated close to Alexios’ birth: see vv. 31-4

1982:139.

. Cf. Magdalino-Nelson
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Yipg Mindvrwv év fabel T tob kpdroug’,

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 Sovhikov §@pov (a gift of servitude) and Andronikos Kamateros was depicted

to prostrate in front of the emperor®. 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™.

Finally, the gifts from Eirene-Berta and Maria of Antioch to their husband, Manuel,

signify the importance of their marriage".

¥ Title kai ante tv omML addMaN e0Aoyouuévnv LMaN | 3 tpovAaAel MaN | 4 kai MaN | 6 drdvtwv
MaN | 7 Bi® MaN | 10 dadflovteg M | 14 tolg cuvrpipévtag ékdpopaic L thv cuvtpifriv tdv
¢kdpoudv MaN | 17. k&v MaN | 18 niotiv prop. L mé8p M corr. MaN | 19 MavoufiA MaN | 25 kekpatwg
MaN | 27 suvfjpe MaN | 29 Tod Opdvov MaN | 33 xeiv M <€>xerv MaN a0tod MaN.

2-6 Jer. 38:34 | 28-29 Ps. 88:30.

° No. 83.

' No. 73, 25-6: okdnel § én’ avToic kad TO ToD 800V UETpov

0 TPO§ TOV aUTAVaKTK Mavound pépet...

' 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™% The imperial portrait probably stood next to the
portrait of Nikephoros the mystikos, who, some point after 1158, had founded the
monastery".

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 Il 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 initiative". 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 fathers®. 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-room'® and one On the newly built kouboukleion in the chamber in Blachernae".

2 No. 360, 3-5: ..£pLOPOYPAPOIS TT]¢ XELPOS THUXTILS
Kol Anvov nuiv dvopvéag xapitwy
Xpvoais Enebpiyywoug avTds oQpayiot...
" No. 360; Magdalino-Nelson 1982: 277-303; Oikonomides 2001: 268-9.
" No. 357. The epigram probably refers to a mosaic (see v. 3, xpvoéa oeipd) and it is datable to
between 1169 and 1171. See Magdalino-Nelson 1982: 146-7. See also Grabar 1937: 29.
' No. 370.
'*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 Ikonion®, 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 epigrams®. 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

7 No. 271. A kouboukleion was a type of chamber.,
' Nos. 354 and 372 respectively.
" 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 scheme®:

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
him*. 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 saint®. The epigram on the church or the monastery that George
Syropoulos restored begins by mentioning the damage that time has caused to the
building”. 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 God*.

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

**Rhoby 2010 (c): 316.

' No. 358, 1.

*No. 65, 1-5.

» Dan. 3:46-9. No. 113, 1-2. Cf, Rhoby 2010 (c): 326.
*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 faith®,
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 Passion®.

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 ruler?.
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 enemies*. 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 verses”:

Kol xpwudtwv uév oTIATveTng Kkl xpuaiov,
kol moikidwv otidBovoa Aaumpdrhg Aibwv
Seikvuat paidpov Tov katdypvoov dduov:
ANV 0UK o’ auT@V €vdov 1) xdpig Téoov

5 doov Tiep EKTOS €K YPaQiic TAV elKGVWV™...

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 narthex®. Similarly, Maria of Antioch states that

» No. 99, 1-6.

*No. 95, 1-2.

7 No. 248, 1-4.

% No. 376, 1-3.

» No. 73, 1-5.

1 xpwpdtwv M: xprudtwv L.



3. La poésie de l'objet: | 187

she gives to her emperor-husband a belt she has woven ‘with pearls, precious
stones, and gold™

Frequently, the votive epigram addresses the depicted/venerated saint at
the very beginning. Andronikos Kamateros directly addresses Christ, the Logos®.
Gerasimos directly addresses St Pantoleon*. However, building inscriptions, begin
by addressing the passer-by. The narrator of the epigram on Leo Sikoundenos’s
house urges the &vog (stranger) to admire the foundations of the house®”. 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 church®:

AUt yovaot@v 1 katoikie, EEve,
OUK 1]V HEV ATOYPANTOS £V UOVAic TdAat,
AL’ oikog evyfi¢ ki dejoewg TGMOg.

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 depicted”. Finally, in
another example, the poet addresses the artist, questioning the theme of the
pictorial composition®.

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 (éy®)”. Sometimes, the personal pronoun is followed by

L Cf. nos. 251, 1-4; 354, 1-2.

2 No. 374, 1-2; cf. no. 260, 1-4.

3 Cf. 40, 1-5.

¥ f. no. 370, 1.

*No. 61, 1-2. Cf. nos. 251, 1-2; 357, 1-2.

* No. 306, 1-3.

7 No. 83, 1.

* No. 271.

*E.g. nos. 40, 6; 81, 8; 93, 3; 97, 6; 101, 8; 245, 5. Cf. éuof, 71, 10.
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the name of the donor®. Furthermore, €y, as well as vov, introduces the reader of
the epigram to the specific donation. Sometimes yw and viv 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)“. Then, it becomes more specific (v. 3), with a
reference to the time (viov): (Christ) you are wearing now the hue of the colours”. Some
general admonitions and remarks are stated after that®. In the following verses, the
donation becomes even more personalised, since the donor (¢ywye) reveals his
intention for this offering*.

The viv mentioned in the main part is frequently juxtaposed with the ndAo
of the introduction. IMdAar 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:

MdAar uév QYrteipnoag, ws Aavid ypdeel,
Z10V, avaoTas €k Tepov, [TAaaTovpYE uov,
Aoag §€ vukTog T¢ StwKTping OKATOG,
avijpag NUiv yvwoews onv Adaundde,

5 Vv § ab0ig iuds dAAov oikteipag Tpdmov®..

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. ITdAo

“*E.g. no. 95, 3-5.

* No. 40.

“2 0Utw oK1V VOV 01086 T@V XpwudTtwv, v. 3.
Vv 4-5.

“Vv. 6-17.

*No. 256, 1-5.
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and vov are thus not only a means of expressing opposition, but also lexical
indicators signifying the transition from the introduction to the main part*.

The main difference between viv and éyw 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 unharmed”.
However, his icon was not so lucky: his icon was damaged by the passing of time*.
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
(vuxbnuepevoag Pud@ mpwnv), his icon did not manage to remain untouched in the
depths of oblivion (Bvboic Afbng). Therefore, the donor now takes up the
conservation of the icon. The first part of the simile alludes to the New Testament®
and a commonplace of Greek literature can be discerned (fvd¢ Arifn¢)*. The word
vov introduces the second part, giving a starting point to the detailed description of
the donation®.,

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 emperor®. It presents the deed of
the emperor (and the depiction) with a very specific reference:

VOV § dpyimépang Wde puydg éypden...
...but, now, here, the chief of the Persians is depicted as a fugitive®.

*® Similar meaning to that of mdAai, can have the word mpdnv (see no. 44, 1),
47
No. 44, 1.
“®yv. 1-3.
“2Cor. 16:25.
* Cf. no. 65, 20.
1 cf. nos. 256, 5; 277, 4.
*No. 372, 1-4.
53 v 5



Part III. The context| 190

Adverbs of place or of time are equally important as viv in regard to the
introduction of the main subject. Indeed, éyw and viv can be replaced by words
indicating the very specific occasion, such as gvrat0ua™.

The word nAnv stimulates the development of the main subject®. This word
does not usually introduce a new part, but is rather an antithetical conjunction
aiming to give momentum to the narration®. For example, Maria of Antioch
commissioned the composition of verses for a revetment of, probably, a marble
relief depicting the Theotokos”. After a short introduction - an encomium to the
Virgin - Maria states:

0 mav O¢ Ppayel ovumepikAeioar Ay,
TV evpévelav éfpdPevaag mAnouiov
T00 mopupavBois Avadvwv PaciAéw,

10 motod Mavovid, mdat ikt Papfdporg.
TPOG TAUTA 001 TI§ AVTITAAXVTOS XAPIG;
ANV aAAd Selyua mioTeds te ki 6Bov
§€8eéo T0U 000 ypUoeov kdouov TUmoU,
0V mpo§ BaAdooag Swpe@v o@V aTaydva

15 {taloguri¢ Mapia ool mpocpépw™.

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 mAfjv. It is rare that the main part begins with this word®. 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, 1 offer you gold-like lamps’. The conjunction nAnv

again introduces a weak antithesis, pushing the subject forward.

* Nos. 96, 8 and 375, 3.

> Sometimes in the type of mAnv dAA& kad.
**E.g. nos. 90, 16; 251, 31; 279, 5; and 308, 6.
*’No. 112: see Spingou 2010: 95.

#yy. 7-15.

> 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 paragraph®.

Words meaning ‘to give’ or ‘to bring’ are also prominent: pépw®, elopépw®,
TPOTPEPW®, AVAPTAD®, TPoXPTW®, TrofdAAw®. In other instances, verbs indicating the
exact service of the donor are employed:

on restoration of buildings, icons or frescoes: &w w0 yApag”, T yApag
&dyw® veovpy@”,

on gold/gilt or mix-media revetments of icons: koou®”, orépw”, Aaumpivw?,
kaAUvw”, katayAai{w™, xpvoapyvpd”,

on new depictions: twn@”, ypdow (tov tinov)”, éyypdew”, ovveyypdopw”, Siwypdpw®,
otnhoypagd®, etkovi{w®, xpblw®, {wypapd™,

on the establishment of a cross: évtifnui®,

on altar covers: okénw®®.

% See pp. 202 and 208.

*'E.g. nos. 50, 52, 54, 65, 73, 81, 89, 94, 118, 242, 262, 269 368, and 402.
*E.g. no. 263.

% Nos. 63, 70, 75, 112, 253, 255, 257. Cf. tpookvp®, no. 291.
% No. 88.

® Nos. 71 and 245.

% No. 355.

7 No. 44.

% No. 113.

% Nos. 43, 50, 64, 70, 88, and 113.

7% Nos. 40, 65, and 249.

I No. 269.

> No. 74.

3 Nos. 249, 278, and 309.

7*No. 358.

7> Nos. 41 and 258.

7® Nos. 93 and 257.

" Nos. 47,77, 85, 246, 263, 285, 297, 308, 372, 401, 403, and 404.
8 Nos. 259 and 357.

7 No. 252.

% Nos. 62 and 95.

% No. 376.

82 Nos. 73, 80, 269, and 305.

¥ No. 39.

% Nos. 61 and 265.

% On a cross, no. 254.

8 Nos. 257 and 261.
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The final part is a supplication on behalf of the donor to the depicted
saint/Virgin Mary or to God. The donor supplicates for himself*” and/or his wife and
children®. Frequently, the donor is presented in this part. The supplication is
occasionally introduced with an apostrophe to the saint (o0 or ov & dAAd) or with
transitional words also used in other parts, such as nAnv &¢ or mAnv dAAE®. Most
interesting is the case of the apostrophes, since the personal pronoun in the second
person singular (o0) comes in contrast to the personal éyw of the main part™. The
donor-narrator of the epigram addresses the venerated saint in first-person
singular, articulating his plea®. The key verb of the supplication is usually ait®
(ask), and the donor expects the saint to grant him (§i6ov”, yxpilov*) something or
to acquire an important value (yivov®). The petitions vary: the donor asks the
saint/God to be propitious and keep any (even political) trouble away*, to smooth
his way in life”, to support his faith*, to heal him from an illness®, to give him xdpig

(grace, favour)™®, to grant him redemption from his sins'®, to offer him the salvation

¥ E.g.no. 99.

%8 E.g. no. 253.

% Rarely used for this purpose. E.g. nos. 284 and 287, 14.

*° E.g. 0. 97; €y« 8¢ (v. 6) - o0 § dAA& (v. 10). The word mAsjv is used in order to give momentum to
the supplication (v. 12).

* Nos. 59, 18; 63, 11; 245, 8; and 246, 14.

2 E.g. nos. 90, 102, 297, and 373.

% E.g. nos. 69, 81, and 259.

* E.g. nos. 246 and 408.

*E.g. no. 63.

% Verbs: akémoig (no. 42, cf. no. 253 etc.), émokid{ois, okend{oig, okiale (no. 71), ovokiale (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.

7 Two prevalent motifs for this supplication are: (a) the smoothing of someone’s path of life, by
cleaning the stones (e.g. éaipwv AiBouvg: no. 97); and (b) calming the storm/the sea of someone’s life
(e.g. Tv dAudpav yYAokale to0 Plov {dAnv: no. 258; Biov BdAacoav ékfag: no. 51).

% E.g. no. 91; kAiuakt Oeiwv dpet@v otripilé ue: no. 405. Cf, Euphemia, who asked the Virgin to help her
to become a good nun (no. 88).

” E.g. &aye véowv, Ade nav OAiov: no. 114; capkds véowv pvov: no. 256; okedd{wv véowv: 71.

1% Xdpic-motif. E.g. nos. 81, 110, 256, 258, and 408. See Drpié 2011: 167-8.

YL E.g. alt® evpeiv AV nraoudrwv: no. 297 (cf. no. 355); érdvvov: no. 95. Cf, Rhoby 2010 (c): 320-2.
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of his soul' or to help him on the day of the Last Judgement'®, and finally to grant
him a place in Paradise™.

The dedication is frequently ingenuously connected to the offering. For
instance, George Antiochites has renovated the roof (otéyn/okenn) of the colonnade
before the main gates (mrvAwv) of a monastery. In return, he asks God to cover him
(oxénwv) with his wings (i.e. to protect him) and, at the end, to open the gates of
Paradise for him'™. The epigram on the Icon of the Three Youths, who escaped the
fiery furnace, uses words connected to fire in the first two parts'®. 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 sea'”".

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 oikog 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:

ED v xapitwv! ebye tob kdAAovg Sue!
EV 7@V Oeuébrwv! ...

Hurrah for the Graces! Hurrah for the house of beauty! Hurrah for the foundations™!

2 E.g. adtel Yuxikn owtnpio: no. 292; 6®le: no. 291 (cf. nos. 41; 85).

% E.g. nos. 258. Cf, vnepAdAer pot: nos. 284 and 287. Cf, Rhoby 2010 (c): 319-20.

1% E.g. ouvoikov apadeioov: no. 51; oikile...uéoov (napadeioov): 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).

% No. 79.

1% No. 99: pAd¢, kduwvog, nop, ékployi{w. Even the dedication is phrased with the following words:
@idtpov pAoéi féovrog dvdntw ndAv (v. 12)

1 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.

1% No. 61, 22-3. To the best of my knowledge, there is only one more building inscription that
includes acclamations, written on the Baoidikr [T6An. 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 laws'®.
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 shadows. The narrator of the epigram on the newly built kouboukleion in

Blachernai Palace states for the virtues (probably depicted as young maidens):

16 vYPolaL § aUTOV UEXPLS AVTUYWYV TeA0D,
VTP KEPAA@DV, WoTep elodedeyuévar,
U¢’ v TpomodTan AaAudtag, Tépoag, Adkag
kol fapPapov mav Kai mapdomoviov yEvog.

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

nation™.

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 omitted"?. 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 (S0 uév, @00 nai) and then the Holy Spirit (20 8¢ [Tveduc). 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!
' No. 111, 9-11.

" No. 252, 4-5, transl. Magdalino-Nelson 1982: 140-1.

" No. 271, 15-18.

"2 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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6o, 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). 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)",
Similarly, some epigrams omit the introductory part“* or the conclusion/final
supplication', In other examples, after a general statement on the life of the saint,
the text becomes a supplication for the donor'”. 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

' 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).

" No. 71.

" Nos. 51, 58, 77, 79, 246, 279, 356, 358, and 408.

"% Nos. 95, 98, 255, 260, and 368.

"7 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.

® Typical ® Untypical @ Building Inscription ® Very Short . . )
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 T 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 above'. 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 times'”. 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 donation'”’. It is a means to maintain the bond between

the object and the donor for eternity (if inscribed) or to be reminiscent of the

" E.g. nos. 54, 242, 263, 282, and 367.
" 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’*”, 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 Direct address to the recipient:
Background of the offering e.g. E&éve, the name of the saint
Snapshots from the life of the saint | ndAar/mpiv/mpcinv
Main part Motivation for the offering Eyw
Events related to the offering vov
What is given EvradOn
(Presentation of the donor) AV dgAAa / 8¢
Closing lines | (Presentation of the donor) av (8¢)
Final supplication AN aAda / 8¢

Fig. 34. The structure of the dedicatory epigrams from syllogae B and C.

2! 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 Komnenoi'* and the Doukai'®,

but also as ‘the purple column’ of the new Rome'*. He is presented as being ‘terrible’

2 TMopgupavdri¢ (nos. 39, 11; 112, 9; 249, 3; 294, 10; 358, 4; 374, 3), nopupavyr¢ (no. 354, 8),
Toppupoguric (nos. 69, 6; 73, 20), mopgupoavidfractos (no. 73, 27), PAuctds mopgipag (no. 83, 2). domné
noppUpag (no. 94, 4), Simhondpupog kAddog (nos. 100, 11; 251, 28), moppupobalrc (nos. 114, 19; 368, 10).
KouvnvoBadic (no. 249, 3), kouvnvopur¢ (no. 61, 18). The colour purple was considered a symbol of
imperial power. After the tenth century, children born to emperors were called moppupoyévvnror (See
ODB s.v. and ‘purple’). Compound adjectives with the word mopgupds are used frequently by twelfth-
century court poets for the emperors and their families. For example, mopgupavor¢ 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 moppupoguric 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’ (BAactos moppUpag or Sprné mopgiipac)
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: moppupoPAdotntos vv. 5302, 5376, 5832, 5968; moppupdfAactos
V. 5494,

2 No. 94, 4.

% Nos. 61, 18; 83, 1; 118/369, 2; 248, 20. opupavyr|s 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 (axtic mopgupavyns 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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(ppiktoc) for the ‘barbarians™® and that even his hand makes all his enemies fly**,
He is uvpiapiotevs’?, otepnedpos® and oknrrokpdrwpe”. He is the enlivening house of
all the virtues'™. He is the great emperor”! and the emperor of the Ausonians®2 He is
simply the best (kpataids and kpdriorog)”. The crown (otépog) is of course an
important part of the imperial image - the emperor is the one who bears the crown
(oTe@n@dpog)™.

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 Komnenos'® states that Manuel is a second God
(Bed¢ devtepog)e. 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):
Zxémoig Kouvnvnv naid’ Avdpovikov, Képn,
oePaotokpati, moppupavyd Mapiav (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.
% @piktog fapPdpois (nos. 73, 20; 112, 10). Cf. nos. 72, 21; 100, 13; 114, 19-20; and 373, 13. Cf. ppiktai
@péveg (no. 100, 12). Cf. Manganeios, Poems, 5, 287; 8, 548; 18, 163; 23, 5; 25, 57.
126 Boayiwv dotektog (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.
' No. 61, 17.
' No. 71, 31.
' No. 357, 10.
3% No. 61, 20.
B Méyac dvaé, nos. 69, 6; and 70, 5. Cf. avtdvaé nos. 356, 5 and 358, 4.
?Nos. 370, 10 and 376, 9.
133 Nos. 69, 5 and 271, 7. See also no. 248, 8 and 11-4.
B Nos. 73, 15; 83, 5; 94, 26 (polyptoton with the root otep-); 100, 27; 111, 1; 248, 15; and 302, 16
(polyptoton).
5 Varzos 1984: no. 83.
¢ No. 73, 42. Kalavrezou 1991: 36, Cf, Magdalino 1993: 437.
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emperor, and Emmanuel, Christ'”, The same donor also names Manuel Yuyondrwp
(spiritual father)®s,

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"”. 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 emperor®. 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 emperors*'. Therefore, even
if this poem is a demonstration of poetic ingenuity, Tzetzes draws from a pool of

pre-existing similes for the emperor.

7 Cf. no. 248, 13. E.g. Sandrovskaja 1975: fig. 23, Ermitage M 7906. See also Oikonomides 1998: 5, 119.
See also Magdalino 1993: 449. Wessel 1972: 726.

1% No. 73, 36.

% Magdalino 1993: 418-22 and 446-58 (esp. 448-52). See also Karla 2008,

10 Zriyor luPor khpakwtol Tpog Tov PaciMéx kupdv Mavovn émrdgior, ed. Matranga 1850: 2, 619-22,

"1 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 spring',

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.

2 See below pp. 208ff.
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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 (uovayxdc,
uovétponog). Their monastery is not mentioned*. Only in one case does the donor,
who was perhaps a monk of the monastery of St Diomedes, also mention his
spiritual father'*. The same donor in another epigram declares his humility with the
following words:

. hoVaX0¢ 0ikTpo¢ AoiaBog év uvotaig KAfung'...

...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 community™, The family of Euphemia is indicated with the type fAdornua
+ genitive, which is a form often used by secular donors*. 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 emperor*s, Monk George

Syropoulos, who supported the renovation of the propylon (oto&) at the entrance of

"*No. 89, 8: Aovk@ povax@ mpookvvntij 6o tUmov. No. 259, 3: Nedputog 00 €v povorpdmois AdTpig.

**No. 401, 9-11.

**No. 297, 3.

¢ Euphemia supplicates Mary to help her become a good nun. No. 88, 8-10. See Nunn 1986: 98 and
Rhoby 2010 (c): 323-4.

7 See p. 208.

' 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 Martyrs'*®, indicates not just his name
and his family name but also that he became a monk in old age™. In one case, the
donor does not state what his name is but he implies his family name by repeating
the word &vog*'. 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 ffyovuevedwy tij¢ uovijc t@v
MoyAévwv (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 him'®,
According to the Slavonic Life of St Hilarion, Peter succeeded him when he died in

1164'>, Peter appears to be bound (8éouiog) with affection (év6éw nébw) to St Paul*,

" R, Janin (1969: 483, note 2) mentions that the epigram refers to the Church of the Holy Forty
Martyrs tfj¢c Méong. Unfortunately, however, neither the epigram nor the title mention where this
church was located. V. 3 (d8edgiko¢ mdbog 8 un) ynp@dv xpdvw) 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 (Yassiada), 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. Ddlger, Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des
Ostrémischen Reiches, vol. 2 (Munich, 1995), no. 1418). It cannot be proved that our epigram refers to
this monastery, but it is possible.

% No. 113, 3-4. Cf, PBW George 20149.

! No. 81, 9.

2 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).

'3 ‘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 (B&6pov t7i¢ miotews) 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
Apostles™,

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 (xdpig) adorns this
monastery’. 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 Gerasimos'’. Vodena (Edessa) was in the borders of the bishopric of
Moglena'™, 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 mownv
(pastor) of Philippoi**. Only the title identifies him as the bishop of Phillippoi
(Macedonia).

On the other hand, John leaves no doubt that he is a priest (900 Adyov 80tr¢)

and he asserts that he comes from the family of Chrysorophitae (Xpvoopogitng €

under the blessed Hilarion for quite a few years and performed for him every service’. Life of Saint
Hilarion of Moglena, § X1V, 175.
" No. 44, 4.
133 No. 43, 5-6 and 44, 5-6.
¢ No. 46, 9-11: Tepacipov ¢ TioTic VUGV olkéTov
TATOD HOVaXoU TF¢ HOVHG YOUUEVOD
1V Xdpi VU@V €v Boddvoig Aaumpvvel.
' In the preliminary report, the monastic complex has been dated to the early thirteenth century. A.
Petkos, ‘@éon YYnAA Bplon’, 2000-2010. AT6 To avaoKaPIKG £pyo TWV EQPOPELDV apxaioTHTwV, (Athens
2012), 243-4 ( http://www.yppo.gr/0/anaskafes/pdfs/11_EBA.pdf).
%8 Th, Papazotos, H Bépowx ka1 ot vawoi tr¢ (11%-18% a1.) (Athens, 1994), p. 57, note 117.
13 No. 62, 4. See also Nunn 1986: 93; Stavros 2002: 99.
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Enwviuov yévoug)'®, The Chrysorophitae were not a well-known family. However,
the details on his financial situation are a statement of humility; if he was indeed
evTeAnG..kal uikpog T mpog tuxnv (humble and of small fortune), then he would
hardly have been able to sponsor the portraits,

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, wovétpomog KArjung)'®, but his spiritual father’s name also appears (vv. 10-11)**,
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 0 natpidpxng tij¢ Ziwv Twdvvng'®,
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) . One of the epigrams
states that John was the ‘recently’ appointed patriarch of Jerusalem'*, following a
decision by Manuel'¥, 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:

Zwwv tadoads édpavrag i véav,
tfi¢ TepovoaAnu 8¢ Tij¢ vewTépag,
UOVITS PAVEVTAG TEV UOVATTGDV TPOOTATA,
el¢ Avyviav téBsikag iepapxiog,
10 TQV TaTpLapX @V éykadiSpvcas Opdvew™,

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.

' No. 248, 15-16. See also Magdalino-Nelson 1982: 138-40.

16! See pp. 180ff.

12 Klemes was also a priest: see no. 297, 3.

'8 EvOéov SiSaokdMov Tod matpidpxov ths Ziwv Twdvvov. No. 401,

1%* 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.

15 See Papadopoulos-Kerameus 1897: 303-50. Papadopoulos-Kerameus 1897: 4, 1. Englezakis 1973:
508. Plank 1994: 176-83. PBW: loannis 20168.

' No. 256, 16.

'’ No. 297, 9-10.

' 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 (0péuux) of the monastery
and that he used to be a monk'®, 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.

' 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 Xpuvcootouitng 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 name and
their rank'’, However, members of the higher ruling class are sometimes presented
using just the surname Other donors can be introduced with their first name and
their title'?, or just with their titles”. 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 Meles'”, Theodore Tziros”, Photios
Dryonites'”’, Michael Dryonites', and Bardas Liparites™ 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 20 yoUv oefaoTov uéyav ETatpeidoxnv So you may protect me, the sebastos
Tewpyidv ue Kouvnvov Aovkav okEmoLg and megas hetaireiarches George

" E.g. no. 308.

'E.g. nos. 58, 59, 83, 93, 95, 96, 99, 116, 255, 269, and 291.

2 No. 118/369. See p. 160.

' Nos. 287 (Alexios protostrator), 303, and 325 (Nicephoros mystikos).

74 Nos. 111 (protosebastos/protovestiarios) and 305 (protonotarios).

7 No. 253.

7 No. 258.

7 No. 91.

7 No. 41.

7 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 AlT@d oePaotos tadta MadaioAdyog I ask you this, your sebastos George
Tewpy10g, 00§ UEYAS ETAIPELEPXTS Palaiologos, your megas
Kouvnvodovk@v PAaoTos dVaKTeyydvwv... hetaireiarches, the offspring of the
families of Komnenos and Doukas,
who are his imperial grandfathers.
no.251,9-11  TeWpYiog y&p HEYXS ETALPELXOXTS, For George, the megas hetaireiarches,
oefaotds, ékpig MaaoAdywv yévoug, sebastos, born of the family of the
Kouvnvo8ovk@v avToKpaTopEYYovVWV... Palaiologoi, the grandson of the
imperial line of the families of
Komnenos and Doukas.
no. 255, 7-8 Teddpyids oot tavta oAaioAdyog I, George Palaiologos Doukas
=10.269,19-  AoUkag Kouvnvog kal oePaotos aéig. Komnenos, who hold the dignity of
20 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 mentioned, 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 avakteyyévwv
and no. 251 states that he is the ‘spring’ of avtokpatopeyyévwv. 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 career'™. That said, the title of an epigram on
an enkolpion indicates that its owner, Michael Alousianos Hagiotheodorites, was £ni
to0 kavikAegiov, whilst neither the main text of this epigram nor another epigram he
commissioned give a hint as to his title’®, 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.

'8! 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.

%2 No. 242, cf. no. 42. On Michael Alousianos Hagiotheodorites see: Magdalino 1993: 256-9 and E.
Madiaraga, ‘H Pulavtivi owkoyévela twv Aytofsodwpitwv (I): NikéAaog Ayiofsodwpitng,
Maviepdtatog MntponoAitng AONvav kat Yréptipog', 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 so*®.

Donors who have connections to the nucleus of the imperial family usually
highlight their connections. Manuel 1 was natpddeAgpog (brother of his father) for
Alexios Komnenos™, It is said that Maria Komnene, daughter of John II, had the
‘crown’ from the side of her grandfather, father, and brother (1] manmonarpddeApov
avyovow oTépog)™®. 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 (ddedponaic), purple-born Maria'®, 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:

o0 §" aAa kdouov Aboudpyapov, Képn,
Be0dwpag §wpnua Kopvnvijs §éxov,
noppupoBalovis Eyyoviic Ocodwpug,

10 n¢ mdnmog AAéE1og avaovokpdTwp,
natnp 8¢ PAaotog mopeupag Twdvvr,
AVTOKPATWP TPSTIXLX UVpPL Spdag,
ouvaauos dvaé Mavoun Pdung véag'™.

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 Rome',

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 court™®.

In this context, it is possible to understand the reason for the stress placed on the

'8 Both epigrams were intended to be inscribed on enkolpia.

'* Varzos 1984: no. 132. No. 71, 32.

**No. 52, 6.

¥ No. 92.

*’No. 373, 7-13.

'® For a different translation see Pentcheva 2007: 126

¥ 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 Komnene™ was the granddaughter of
Theodora Komnene', sister of Manuel Komenos*?. Her place at the court was
established thanks to her noble ancestry, since she married Andronikos Lapardas,
who was not of a noble ancestry'. In turn, Andronikos’ main title, that of sebastos,
was given to him thanks to his marriage with Theodora',

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. Marpdbev (or éx marpog)
and untpdbev (or ék untpdg) are usually used in order to make this distinction'”. In
some cases, the donor feels the need to specify who his grandfather was. Leo Roger
mentions the status of his grandfather® and Nicholas Mavrokatakalon also
mentions who his grandfather was, as well as his status'”’. Similarly, Leo Rogeros
does not mention just his profession but also the ranks of his grandfather and
father:

00¢ 0IKETNG ait® o€ Poyépog Adwv,

nanmov oePaotod maykAeols moonyuévo,
natpog ¢ Aaumpol mpwrovwfPeAdiaipov,
AativoyAddaoovs éxuetappd{wy ppdoeic™®..

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:

0 Varzos 1984: no. 234,

YL Varzos 1984: no. 79.

2 See Varzos 1984: 2, pp. 362-3 (note 2).

' In fact, he is the only known member of the Lapardas family. See Kazhdan-Epstein 1985: 54-5.

"4 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.

%% E.g. matpdbev: nos. 83, 26-7; 93, 21; 99, 13-4; 291, 25; €k matpds: nos. 90, 25, (Simple reference to the
father (no. 73, 8); untpdfev: no. 93, 20; ék unpds: no. 83, 26-7.

*No. 116, 16.

7 No. 291, 24.

' No. 116, 15-8.
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nponanmikov 6¢ ool T'afpd Tpépwv nébov
ATEKYOVOG 0OG TATPOOEV..cvvnn...

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 donor.
However, it is stated that St Theodore Gabras was the grandfather of the
anonymous donor®., St Theodore Gabras was martyred by the Seljuk Turks on 2
October 1098 in Theodosioupolis (Erzerum)*2 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 twelfth*. However, in this anthology a different donor, Michael
Alousianos Hagiotheodorites, proudly declares that he owned an enkolpion with the
relics of St Theodore Gabras™, 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 €k maiovik@v pnyk@v
plwudtwVv™®, Eirene-Bertha comes from Alauav@v evyeveic priyes yévoug [...] maideg
ka1odpwv TovdMiwy (noble reges from the nation of the Germans, children of Julii
Caesares)™. Maria of Antioch is pnydpAactoc™, and more specifically she is born

evyevoi¢ €€ dopuoc/Avtiyov Yii¢ pnyopuav mpiykinwv (from noble loins, from princes

'’ No. 119.

% 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.

' On the marriages between the Gabras and Komnenos families, see Magdalino 1993: 191.

%2 probably the grandson of Gregory Gabras Taronites (Bryer 1969/70: 176).

% Bryer 1969/70; 175.

% No. 42.

% No. 118/359, 5.

2% No. 260, 6-7.

7 No. 375, 4. Cf. no. 373, 7.
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of royal descent from the lands of Antiochus)*®. A short epigram of just three lines is
dedicated to the enkolpion of @s68wpo¢ Pwg €k uAfi¢ facidéwv™®. 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 aéiw, either in dative form
or with the preposition €k + genitive or, occasionally, with év + dative*. Modifiers
accompanying the names of the donors come from a specific pool of words. They
include the words §ovAog (servant)®, Adrpic (servant)??, oikétng (servant of God)™
and veovpyds (renovator)?, 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, ydvo¢ and
naic for the donor and yévog or guAn for the family are the nouns most commonly
used to introduce kinship®”.

Epigrams frequently promote the image of a family as a tree. The verb ¢vw
and compounds from the same root are most prominent, including Kouvnvopurg
(no. 50, 10) and Aovkogur¢ (no. 92, 1)*¢. Members of the imperial family are
identified as springs of the purple: moppupogurig, moppupavdr¢ etc.”” The synonym

BAaotos is also frequently used?. Furthermore, in an epigram on the portraits of the

% No. 100, 6. Cf. 104, 11-12: mprykinwv naic Mapia [...] pnyadv éx[yJé[vIn.

*No. 282.

219 °A&{q: nos. 255, 8; 269, 20; ék tAi¢ d&iwg: nos. 59, 8; 90, 26; 95, 5; 96, 23; 99, 15; 291, 21; év aéiwig: no. 73,
6; Cf. also: pépwv thv aéiav: no. 65, 25; thv aéiav é{wougvog: no. 71, 19.

1 No. 403.

*2Nos. 77, 79, 246, 259, 278, 309, 355, and 408.

3 Nos. 54, 64, 74, 97, and 401.

" Name + 0 kal veovpyog 000 aefaouiov témou/tvmov. Nos. 96, 24 and 265, 17,

B vévog : e.g. ~ Kovrootepdvwy (no. 40, 16), k yévous katnyuévn (no. 85, 12) Cf. nos. 116, 20; 258, 6; and
275, 18; maic: ~ oefaotokpatdpwv (no. 50, 10. Cf, no. 75, 6); ydvog : ~ Nikngdpov kaiowpog evtuyods (no.
63, 9). Unique: €k @uAfic (no. 293, 18; cf. 282, 3).

¢ Cf. nos. 73, 8; 251, 10; and 260, 7.

7 See p. 198, note 122.

¥ Nos. 69, 13; 73, 16; 83, 2; 114, 18; 220, 10; and 373, 11. cf. Adotnua, nos. 71, 16; 88, 5; 111, 2; and 374,
7. See also SovkdPAaatog: no. 245, 12, kouvnvéPractos (no. 263, D2), and pnydpractos (no. 375, 4 cf.
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Comnenian emperors (Alexios I, John Il and Manuel I), the three emperors are seen
as three trees*’. However, this simile is not limited to epigrams referring to the
imperial family; many donors are presented as ‘springs’ or branches of a family®,

while their family is seen as a root?.,

Rhoby 2010 (b): 130). The term PAaotog is used once for a saint, for St Theodore Gabras, the spring of
Trebizond (no. 42, 4).

*”No. 357, 7.

20 AoukdPAactog (nos. 71, 25; 24, 12; 367, 6), KouvnvdpAaotos (no. 263, D2) - fAaotos (no. 240, 9) -
BAdotnua: no. 88, 5. Cf. young shoot - 8prné (no. 59, 9); kAddog: no. 101, 12-3; cf. no 291, 24,

2 Silovyia: no. 59, 9; piw (€€ Evyeveiwt@v, 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 supplication®.
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 ancestry®.

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 gift**, One of these epigrams makes clear that the River Jordan

should:

aiTel ap’ avTol YuxiknY cwTnpioy
Kwvatavtive mAnpodvtt fovAnv culvyov
AyyedondAwv €k Yévous Katnyuévng™...

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 epigrams®.

However, at the end of the epigram, Constantine, Eleni and especially
Manuel appear as donors:

Kwvatavtivov ue kal ouvevvov EAEvnv
Kol maida pidov MavouvnA oov olkétnv
AyyehondAwv ék uAf¢ katnyuévov™.

(Save) me Constantine and my wife Helen and our dear son Manuel, your suppliant, who is descended
from the family of Angelopoulos (Angelos).

22 See no. 71.

% Yy, 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.

% According to John Phokas (Account, § 22; cf. Jotischky 1995: 81) the monastery was entirely rebuilt
by Manuel Komnenos.

*»No. 292, 11-13.

26 Cf, no. 408.

#7No. 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:

Kwvatavtivov aw{oi ue ovv tij ou{Uyw
AyyeromdAwv €k YEVOUS KaThyUEVN.

May You (the Virgin Mary) save me and my wife, who comes from the family of Angelopoulos

228

(Angelos)™.

This series of epigrams is unique. As in the epigram, husbands and spouses are
mentioned as co-donors®. This relationship is established by introducing the
second ‘donor’ with cUv + dative®® or by asking to find him ovvoikov on the heavenly
abodes®!, 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 Chalke® 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),

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 God*, However, in the other

epigrams there is no obvious connection between John and Klemes’ dedication:

0§ dAa yodpov v Bilw ceowouévawv [...]
uovdtpomov KAQUeVTa, TOV 00V 0IKETNY,
maTov uadnrny évbéov Sibaokdaov,

oD atpidpyov tii¢ Ziwv Twdvvov™,

% No. 85, 11-12,

*No. 237.

»%Nos. 85, 11; 116, 18; 245, 12; 255, 8; and 261, 13. Cf, du« + dat. no. 367, 6.

»1No. 51, 4. Cf, kownv katoikiav, no. 77. olkeiv cuvdua, no. 381, 9.

»2No. 71.

3 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 1.

»*No. 297.

5 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 Komnenos** 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 text*”. These
portraits were followed by the portrait of the same John Komnenos as a monk,
without his wife?®, However, the epigram on this portrait mentions both of them.
This is perhaps because the first epigram presents John as re-founder of
Pammakaristos Church?, 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

¢ Varzos 1984: no. 23.

27 No. 50.

8 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.

9 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 dodecasyllable*®. 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 anootpakdw and épvbpdypagog
are used for the first time in a poetic context?!, Obscure words are rarely used*2
Other words, such as kowoyxapudovvos and fapvotdbuntog are rarely found in other
texts or have been newly coined’. Nevertheless, both are easily understandable
since they are derivatives of words employed in everyday speech®,

Exceptions to the unsophisticated language of the epigrams include
classicising features, such as the word ouaiyuia’*, and mainly names of foreign

people. Persians are the Turks¢, Illyrians, Dalmatians, and Dacians are most

%0 P, Maas, ‘Der byzantinische Zwélfsilber’, BZ 12 (1903) 278-323 and O. Lampsidis, ‘TxéAwa €ig trv
AKOLGTIKNV UETPIKNY BulavTivdV oTixoupy®V lapufikod tpiuétpov’, Apxeiov Mévrov 31 (1971/72) 234~
340. See also Kominis 1966: 51-66.

#Anootpakdw (no. 243) mainly in a medical context. Epvfpdypagos (no. 305) used in poetry only in
Ephraem’s chronicle (lines 8524, 8562 ).

#? E.g. davnitdAdavrog 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).

3 Cf. dotepdypagog: no. 376, 1 and Leo Choirosphaktes, Chiliostichos Theologia, 22, 16. Kowoyapudovvog
only in no. 102, 15 and Ananias/Anacharsis, 1153. Hapax legomena: AeiyAoog: no. 101, 28 and 112, 18;
alyunTOppPods: no. 357, 14; avOpakévdpooog: no. 99, 4; aoTepdypapos, SpkoAUTNG, apxipalayydpxns: no.
376, 1, 14, 19; Papvotdbuntog: no. 258, 2; Mavoouvpviatog: no. 367, 3; uvpiavdpayadio: 118/369, 6;
VUKTOSpou®: no. 277, 15; veprndyxpvoog, axelpdéeatog: no. 373, 3 and 4.

#* See also derivatives found in inscriptions, e.g. ypvooddxrvAog (BEIU 2, Me 13).

#5No. 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.

#¢ See also Papageorgiou 2011: 149 and 152. Kilidj Arslan is named ‘the first of the Persians’
(dpyimépong) (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: dpxinepoooarpdnat). The
first word dpxi- means ‘first of...” The first or the leader of a group is often denoted with a word
starting dpxi-. In relation to a leader of a nation foreign to Byzantium, it occurs only for the Serbian
leader (dpyiovndvov) 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’
(mepooktdvog). Words with the second compound -krovos (=killer) - are very frequent. For example,
the word é6voktdvog (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 axv@oSocAyocroxrdvoc
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probably the Serbians*’. Scythians are either the Pechenegs*® or the Cumans.
Finally, Paionians are the Hungarians*®. The audience of the epigrams for the
emperor - mainly courtiers - was familiar with this archaising rhetorical
vocabulary, since it was common in court literature* 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 wheel®' - 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)*2 The donor expresses his fervent feelings with words such as

nébog, @iltpov, and &wg. Moreover, néos (love, affection, desire) is the most

and in our corpus appears as okvforepadlefpos (no. 114, 16). Although the word is hapax, the word
nepadMebpog is used by Theodore Prodromos (Historical Poems, no. 16, 17).

7 John Kinnamos (History, §13, p. 69, Brand p. 60) makes it clear that the capital of Dacia was Naisos
(Ni$, southern Serbia). Therefore, Dakia stands for Serbia. Furthermore, AdAudrar stands for the
modern Serbians (Hdrandner 1993: 118). John Kinnamos (History, § 12, 9-10. Brand p. 19 cf.
Theophanes, Chronographia, 288) eloquently states:

‘Yro tobtov tov xpévov kai ZépPiol, €0vos AaAuatikdv, £¢ anootaciay 106vTe 10 PAOOV KATAOTPEYAVTO
QpPOvPIOV...

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 TAAvpi¢ as a synonym
of Dalmatia (Geographia, 8, 29, 5, 5). However, John Kinnamos states that Sardika (= modern Sofia) is
the capital of the Illyrians.

%8 Reinsch, Kambylis and Kolovou 2001: 71.

* Madoveg refers to the Hungarians. The title of no. 376 specifies that the epigram is written on a
cross erected in Hungary (O0yypikn xpa), while the main text refers only to Paions. Another poetic
name for the Hungarians was Ildvvoveg. 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 @oAa avvoving (tribes of the Pannonian race).

»*Harandner 1993; 118; cf. Cormack 1985: 203 (the case in the Typikon of Pantocrator).

»'E.g.nos. 101, 5 and 113, 1.

»2 Usually expressed with words deriving from {uyds (e.g. {vyootar®). Nos. 52; 71, 9; 100, 1-2; and 258,
1-2. Cf. dvtiuerp@: no. 116, 3. John Dalassenos states first that he has weighed his desire (md6oc) for
the devotion of Mary and for the material world and found that his né0o¢ 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 all*® and is frequently matched with words which mean
‘burning’ (nop, {foig, AGE) or are related to the donor’s soul (Yuyr, Yuxikn), heart
(éykdpdiog, kapdi), and loyalty (miotic)*, which again is commonplace in dedicatory
epigrams®. Inscriptions found in situ offer ample examples®’. A ‘maximalistic’
approach to this topos is expressed through the words of Theodore Styppeiotes to

St Demetrius:

ASyxn mé0ov gov kapdiay TETPWUEVOS

Kol pAeyuovny €pwtog EvOgov pépwv
E0TEVOQ UEPTUG TFG KAKT]§ TAUTHS VEooU
QdpuaKov E0PELV TOV YAUKOY Taiov mévov..”’

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’ (6sio¢ mdbog), which burns in the heart of the saint®®, The
memory of the saint is venerated with desire and faith**, Again, the word néfog is
the most prominent of the three (ndfog, pidrpov, £pws). Searching Analecta Hymnica
Graeca in the online database Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, the dative of the word néfog

alone appears 318 times and always signifies ‘veneration with desire on behalf of the

3 1t can be found in forty-five epigrams in the corpus. The word &w¢ can be found in only three

epigrams (nos. 40 and 65 both include and the word ndbog, cf. no. 373). The word @iArpov can be
found in ten epigrams (nos. 90, 99, 262, 269, 279, 293, 308, 358, 374, and 375).

4 E.,g. no. 245: [160ov § éyw nop Seikviw ykapdiov.

5 See Rhoby 2010 (c): 318-9. Drpié 2011; 239-79.

»SE.g. BEIU 1: Nr. 5, 12, 83, 84, 96, 175, 192, 221, 224, 236, M1. BEIU 2, Me5, Me13, Me 33-4, Me52, Me69,
Me81, Me89, Me97; from earlier centuries: BEIU 2, Me44, Me50, Me70, Me96; and later centuries: BEIU
1,1, 63, 130 and BEIU 2, 1k12, 1k17.

7 No. 65, 1-4.

8 E.g. AHG, August 12, can. 11, 1. Cf. John Mauropous, Canons III, 1, 188: 1§ kapSia oov, TpwOeiow Oeiw
#owti /¢ 10w é€exaidn XpioTod.

» Usually it is expressed either with €k + genitive or simple dative, E.g. AHG November 3, can. 6, 6;
May 16, can. 18, 4; September 2, can. 8, 9. [lioti¢ and 1660 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 Il&vtec oi ool /
UUVOUUEY €K 000U k.
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worshiper®, All three words can be found alongside words meaning ‘to burn* or
emphasising the hearty devotion of the donor*2.

The use of the word n66o¢ 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 néfog 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 oikog. The epigram declares:

e TPO TAV TUAQDV 0€ SovAik® ypdpag m60w..””
... 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:

nioTel T60ov gUYKPATOV aAUTOD SeIKVUWY,

OV ¢ TOV avTdvakta MavounA tpéper™.

...demonstrating love combined with faith which he has for Emperor Manuel.

Likewise, Maria of Antioch expresses her love to Manuel with the word @idrpov*®
and donors state that they are servants of the holy figures®*, but also express their
SovAwoaig (servitude) to Manuel??.

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 (moAn™,

% The rest of the grammatical forms appear 100 times in total. The word éw¢ appears 113 times and
the word @iArpov just 14 (indeed, only seven times is it placed in a context similar to that of the word
n600¢).

*! E.g. AHG December 22, can. 43, 8: ai kaAMndpOevor / Belw nupoduevar / mé0w kai pwti. Cf. AHG May
22, can. 24, 8: m0p vontov év kapdix tod nébov; and AHG July 13, can. 18, 3: "Epws 6 Oeiog / avapAééag
Quidp@s TNV kapdiov oot.

2 E.g. AHG August 19, can. 22, 9: Aéxov, Ocotdke mapbéve, / tog Ths kapdiag uov €k mébov / viv
TPOTPEPOUEVAG TOL PWVES.

# No. 83, 29.

4 No. 248, 18-9.

*®No. 374, 9.

% Nos. 375, 5 and 402, 17.

7 Nos. 73, 27 and 111, 7. Cf. BEIU 2, Me68, 2.

#® Nos. 93, 16-7 and 112, 5-6.
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60pa’). 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 Akathistos™.

She is also seen as a heavenly ladder, as is the Mother of God”". The motto
has its origin in the Akathistos”* and is one of the types which were influenced by the
Old Testament?. Moreover, the Virgin Mary is also seen as a lamp (Avyvix)”* -
another topos in hymnography*s. 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 covenant”s, This list of similes can be
significantly expanded””. 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”".
However, other saints are also compared to a source. For example, St John
Chrysostom is seen as a ‘golden fountain’ (nnyr) xpvoéa)*” and the saint of an icon at
the Kosmosoteira monastery is said to have opened the fountains of prosperity for

the donor®, Finally, St Sampson is the ‘fountain of myrrh with unnumbered

¥ No. 80, 2. Akathistos 15, 7: xaipe oentol uvotnpiov 0pa. E.g. AHG, January 2, 7, 8, 24; November 25, 41,
4, 46; February 27, 29, 6, 21. See also Kalavrezou 1990: 167.

7% Akathistos, 19, 7. For a survey of the epithets of the Theotokos in the Akathistos see Petlomaa 2011:
109-16.

' Nos. 116, 2 and 405, 12,

72 yaipe kAiuaé émovpdvie, 8’ ¢ katéPn 6 Oedg, Akathistos kontakion 3, 10. Cf. e.g. AHG December 17, 29,
5,53; February 2. 24, 4, 28.

7 Linardou 2011: 136-7.

* 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).

> E,g. AHG September 25, 29, 8, 28; October 25, 31, 4, 22; November 7, 16, 4, 16.

76 cf, AHG May, 16, 19, 6, 23.

7 See e.g. nos. 64 and 278,

¥ No. 112, 3. Cf. 404, 6. Cf. e.g. AHG, September, 8, 12, 1, 18; June, 30, 20, 1, 112,

% No. 281, 1.

% No. 307, 2.
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springs’®'. In hymnographical texts, this also appears as a metaphor for other saints,
who are usually praised as nnyn t@v loudrwv??,

The same materials are used for donations to both holy figures and the
emperor. Donors offer gold, pearls, and precious stones?. 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 marriage®,

Donors of religious objects often claim their offerings to be unworthy of the
holy recipient, since God has given them all the materials®*. This is a common
notion in Byzantine art. A good example of this is the inscription to be found around
precious chalices: & oa ék t@v o@v. 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 Christ®, and the
stones that the cornerstone is Christ®”.

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-

21 No. 114, 4.

2 F,g. AHG, September, 10, 14, 4, 20; October, 18, 23, 4, 22.

¥ E.,g. nos. 40, 71, 90, 93, 100, 257, and 269.

4 No. 375.

% 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. BEIU 2, Me89, 3.

¢ 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.

7 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 epigrams®® 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 wealth™.
Furthermore, in Byzantine ceremonies, gold as part of a garment’s ornamentation
represents ‘the sacred and the mighty’”. 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 donor®:,

A dedication by the influential donor John Doukas Komnenos speaks of the
importance of gold. Having recovered from an illness*?, 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 Capernaum?”.

Gold is also appropriate for exalting holy figures. The Virgin Mary is ‘an alive

golden lamp’ or simply ‘golden’*, St George is a golden yeast”, and St Chrysostom

88 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 (BEIU 2, Te4, 1 and 6). The epigram dates from the
twelfth century.

2 Cf. Cutler 1981: 774-6.

#0Kazhdan 1980: 17.

#' E.g. nos. 39, 52, 59, 71, 112 and especially 249. The verbs kaAAdvw, kataylai{w, kooud are used to
describe the offering.

2 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.

23 Mt. 17: 24-7.

#* Z&ow xpuodi Avxvia: no. 279, cf. no. 88. Xpvoéa: no. 278. Cf. vrepndyypvoog dyvétnta: no. 372, 3.

% No. 101, 3.
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(the gold-mouth) a golden fountain and a golden hammer®®, 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
stones™”. Donors ask to be shown as being made of gold during the Final Judgement,
and thus to gain a place in Paradise®®. In this respect, gold has a parallel connotation
when it is offered to the emperor: the emperor seems as if he is made of gold*”, but
also gold is the appropriate metal in which to depict his deeds*®.

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 offering®'. 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:

Yoyxris n60og, &pyvpos, Kai xpuoog Tpitog
ool 7] kabapd mpoapépovrat MapOeve™™,

The desire of the soul, silver, and, thirdly, gold are offered to you, the pure Virgin.

¢ [Inyn xpvoéa, xpuof cpUpa: no. 281,

7 See Lauxtermann 2003: 280.

" Nos. 90, 9; 278, 8; 281, 4.

9 No. 354, 5. It is exceptional for a man to be characterised as gold, e.g. Eustathios of Thessaloniki,
Letters, no. 3.

*® Nos. 325, 1-2; 344, 3; 116/340, 3 and 7.

%1 A similar example by Mauropous is discussed in Bernard 2010: 48.

302 BEI( 2, 1k12.
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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
lobjet™, 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 '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 chapel®, 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

9 This term is borrowed (but re-defined) from Laurens 1989: 50.

% 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 way*”. 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 significance®. The metre makes a text appear special as the recipient
can easily hear its rhythm, the musical aspect of the epigram’”. 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 sacrifice’®. 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

% 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.

*% There is a similar discussion on early Greek epigrams in Day 1994: 42-3,

%07 cf. the discussion on the perception of the metre of Late Antique ‘new-style’ epigrams in Agosti
2008 (esp. 198-207).

%% 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. Nov and €vratfa are consistent with the present,
being expressive of both the time of the offering and of the reading*”. 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™®”. 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 epigram?.

So far, ceremonies and rituals are understood as synonyms, since it is very
hard to find a clear-cut distinction®?, Encoding, formality, and a lack of important
variances are some of the basic features of both ritual and ceremonial actions™. It
has been suggested that the notion of ritual, in contrast to the ceremonial, carries a

reference to supernatural powers™. This distinction will be followed here in order

% Cf, Tueller 2010: 43.

*°Furley 2010: 151-2.

! 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’.

*'2 See Rappaport 1999: 38,

* Rappaport 1999: 32-36 and 46-50.

" 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 viewer®®, a ritual
requires something more, as it is ‘synesthetic and kinesthetic™. 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 motkidio®”, 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
context’, 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

*> With the exception of epigrams on enkolpia and other places where it was hard to be seen.
316 Alexiou 2004: 96; Rappaport 1999: 252,

*7 See Pentcheva 2006(b), 2011 (a), 2011 (b).

*18 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 Part of a ceremony Reminiscent of the Ceremony

dedicatory ceremony

epigrams

Votive epigrams | Emphasises the ritual | Focal point: Ritual
The ritual starts due
to the existence of the
epigram

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.
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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 him*. 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

39 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 poets’. 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™ The description
comes directly from the Gospels® 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™. 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”,
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.

' See Fig. 37. The offerings.
*No. 32, 1-2.

> Mt. 3:4 and Mk. 1: 6.

*Vv. 3-6.

> No. 39, 1-3.
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The coal, according to Isaiah®, and the stone, according to David, is Christ (vv. 4-5)’.
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 &vfpaé 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 eikwv which signifies any type of
representation®. In this corpus it may denote a portable icon, a fresco or a mosaic’.
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 eikwv, can the
object then be recognised. A good example of an epigram on a portable icon comes
from the abovementioned eikéva 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

®Is. 6:5-7.

7 Ps. 90 (91): 12.

® Cf. Maguire 1981: 10-1.

® There are no references to ivory or mosaic icons.
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that it was a portable icon®. The title of epigram no. 91 is also useful for finding a

prominent example of a fresco. The title reads:

Enti T) mapdk ToD Apvwvitov kupol dwTiov veovpynfévtt va@ kal Tfj IkGVL ToU ayiov ZTe@davov
70D MPWTOUAPTUPOS

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 ¢ at the beginning of the epigram of the depiction'. 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
elkwv of Saint, Apostle and Evangelist Luke, the donor John Sgouros is, according to the
epigram, the ‘renovator of the venerated place’; thus, the term eikwv refers
probably to a fresco placed on the walls of the church™.

References to mosaics by the word eikwv 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 eikdvag t@v Pfaciléwv T00 Te KUpOD

‘AAe&iov (depictions of the emperors and Lord Alexios) with the following words:

Kol xpwudtwv uév oTIATveTngs Kl xpuaiov,

Kol mokidwv otidBovoa Adaumpérng Aibwv

deikvuat paidpov Tov katdypvoov dduov:

TANV 0UK &’ a0T@V €vov 1 Xdp1s ToooV

8oov Tep EKTOC €K Ypa@iic TV elkSvwv®,

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.

% No. 39. Ei¢ elkdva tii¢ fantioews o0 XpioTol mpoTiOeuévny 8te 6 matpidpxng €v madatiw moleital Tog T@v
QUWTWV VXA, KoounBeioav mapd ToU Kpataol Kai dyiov Nu@v Paciréwg. 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.

" 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.

'“No. 265, 19.

“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™. 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 placed®.

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 devices' and three to trikandyla, complex lighting devices consisting
of three joined lamps, each one flanked by two candleholders”. We are usually
informed about which icon the lamp hung in front of*® or to which church the lamp
was offered”. Moreover, sometimes the material the lamp is made of is also
mentioned. Andrianos Meles offers to the church of St George the Gorgos a
xpvodpyvpov Avxviav®; and Manuel, following the wish of his father John II, wishes to
light a ypvoéav Avyviav”. 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

No. 251, 1-4.

No. 271, 8.

' Nos. 245, 253, 294.

7 See Bouras 1982: 479.

8 Icon of the Crucifixion, no. 245.

' 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.
**No. 253, v. 4

' 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 object?. Although depictions with a symbolic meaning (e.g. a falcon) or
special saints could have been carved on seals®, 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) day*. 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 wovayikov eikévioua of the
protosebastos protovestiarios John®, 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 monastery®. In other cases, icons could also stand next to the tomb of

the founder” or holy figures were depicted on tombs/arcosolia®.

“For metrical inscriptions see no. 92.

 Acts of Zografou, 15-6.

* E.g. nos. 41 and 40, which probably refers to a depiction of Christ in the Man of Sorrows type. Cf.
Kosmosoteira typikon, §9.

» It remains unclear what a povayikov eikdvioua 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.

% Nos. 43 and 44. See above, p. 203ff.

%7 See Kosmosoteira typikon §109.

% 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’”. Endytae or trapezoforoi covered altar tables®.
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
Crucifixion®. 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
founder™. Finally, enkolpia are also objects of personal devotion meant to be worn as
amulets by their owners®. The acquisition of one of them would certainly confirm
the high social status of the owner*, 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

tomb™,

» Nunn 1986: 76.

*® See Speck 1966 and Speck 1987,

*! No. 245.

32 Pantokrator typikon §7; Kosmosoteira typikon §65.

» 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.

* Cf. Cutler 1997: 299, the case of the ring of Stryphnos.

% Kosmosoteira typikon, §89.
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Some words should be dedicated to the renovations of pictorial
compositions® 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 icon”. In our corpus, epigrams refer to renovations of both frescoes and
portable icons. George Syropoulos® restored the frescoes on the propylon of the

Monastery of the Holy Forty Martyrs since:

TpoxoU @opd XpGvov UEV XOTATOVUEVH
0708 TO KdAAO§ puTIdwOEY Sk viel,
adedikog m60og Se un ynp@v xpove
700 ZuponwAwv €k yévoug Fewpyiov
av0ig veovpyel kai TO yipag é€dyet...”

The 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
Kvpihtioow (in the type of Nikopoiia) and the eleventh-century patron have been
depicted was scored to receive a new layer of intonaco®.

Other epigrams themselves refer to the renovation of icons. The abbot of St
Hilarion monastery in Moglena sponsored the restoration of the two panel icons®.
Euphemia from the family of Kleronomos restores (veovpy@) a portable icon

(mpookvvntnv eikova)® Other epigrams give further information on the problem

% 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.

%7 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 Drpié
2011: 117 (esp. note 115).

** PBW George 20149,

*No. 113, 1-5.

“* Striker-Dogan Kuban 1997: 124-6. A partial small restoration on the right eye and the nimbus of
the Virgin.

' Nos. 43 and 44.

**No. 88, 6.
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afflicting the icon. Bardas Liparitis decided to renovate an icon of the Theotokos
because the wood had been affected by the passing of time*. We are lucky enough to
have two similar examples in the Lavra Monastery. One is dedicated to the five
martyrs of Sebasteia (Evyéveiog, Avéévtiog, Evotpdriog, Mapddpiog, ‘Opéatng) and the
second to St Panteleon. When the initial wood was rotten a technician could
transfer the image using a piece of cloth*. 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:

aTpo@n TPoxoD xpdvou 8¢ Tob kukAodpduov
Tav el¢c pBopav Fyovoa Thg popdc” Fuun
{oxvoe tov oov éauavpdont TUmov...

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 ééauavpdw 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 yfjpag 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:

ANV gAL Emppéovoa ToU xpdvov gUoLs
{oxvoe uikpod T@V TnwV 10 &S oféoat...”

..but the flowing nature of time had the power to almost quench the light of the depictions...

* No. 64, 4-5.

*“ Chatzidakis 1986: 228. The technique is still in use, see Acheimastou-Potamianou 2002: 152.
* pOopdg ML.

*No. 101, 5-7.

“ 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 fashion®. 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 restoration®.

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:

Ei¢ v elkdva t00 ayiov Anuntpiov fitig (0TaTo €v TG va@ TG €v T oikw T00 TPWNV ENi TOD
kavikAeiov, to0 Zrummeidtov Ogodwpov, Ote €PovMeto olrog ueTabeivar TavTHY dMO TOD
XOauodwtépov eig 0 vPnAdtepov, Wote pulaxBivar kai T0 kdtw Ovoiaothiplov, Kol ETepov
&vwbev yevéobar™,

On the image of St Demetrius which stood in the church at the oikos of the former €mi o0
kavikAeiov, 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:

Bpaxvv uév dvra Tov vewv mpooevpuval,
Simhobv 8¢ TovTov avl amAol oot kavioo,
w¢ Simhaoid{oito c@V Tuvwy xdpic...”"

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 MepiBAentog, but also the addition of an

extra floor®.

8 Acheimastou-Potamianou 2002: 154.

* Cormack 2007: 42-5.

** No. 65.

' Vv, 6-8.

*2 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 Hungary®, 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 use*.

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 Eni elkdvi ToD ayiov MavteAeriuovos (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 icon®. 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 details**. 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)”. 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 bowl*. The epigram

simply tells the emperor how to interpret the offering.

> See p. 133,

* Nos. 375, 374,118/365, 260 and 359 respectively.

> See p. 123.

**No. 118/365, see pp. 160ff.

*7 Joshua 3:1-17.

*® On the depiction of the River Jordan see Keiko 2004,
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It is also uncertain what exactly was depicted on the fagade of the Church of
Archangel Michael in Sofia. The title is quite clear in saying that Archangel Michael
was depicted on the facade of the church along with the donor and his son®.
However, the first verse reads: “Q¢ mpiv Mavwé cuAadodvrd oe PAénw’. 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 sultan®. It has been suggested that this object was offered in
1161 to the Sultan of Tkonion Kilij Arslan when the sultan came to Constantinople in
order to seek friendship®. On this occasion, Manuel organised a lavish banquet. At
the beginning, the epigram refers to the circumference of the object, suggesting
that the okedo¢ (vessel) was a platter®. Then, the pictorial composition is expressed
in terms of hunting:

okevovg 8¢ Toutov KukAdOev dieypden

0 TOPQPUEAVYIG 0VTOG AVTOVOKPATWP,

QoPOV, SiKkwY Kol KATH KPATOG TPETWY
10 TOV APXITEPTNV TPOS UdXNV WTAMOUEVOV

** No. 240.

®No. 353.

%' A second object was most probably also offered to the Sultan: On a golden cover which depicts the
events of the expedition (taéiSiov) against Tkonion (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 Tkonion 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.)

V. 7.
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ovv popiaig pdrayéy Tkoviéwv
Kol TG, RUETPOIS EVTUXWV XiAdat
Bovviv papdyywv deavds avnyuévaig,
uovdtarog Sieile Thv duanyuiov

15 Ekel uev EvBev avdpik ¢ §6pv aTpépwv,
TOV Xpuodv oUtw TaiTe Ypvaodot tAéov.”

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 language®. 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 literature®. 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
Afghanistan®, 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 nations?. If a hunting scene was

Vv, 7-16.

* 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.

% Spingou 2011. On imperial hunting in general see Patlagean 1997.

% British Museum, series of silver plates. See particularly the silver plate on which the king is
depicted hunting the lions (5"-7" century, diameter: 27 cm; weight: 937.3 gr. 124092), and the deer
hunting of Shapur II.

¢ 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
'Emi okendopars xovod &v § elovioBnoay T xard t tafiSiov 6 Katd 70 Tkéviov®,

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
peploi®.

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 Monastery™. 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

% No. 372.
® Macrides 1980: 29, note 88.
7®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.

Building
Candle
Cross
Encheirion

) Endyte

@ Enkolpion
Fresco
Fresco (restoration)
Fresco/lcon
Icon
Icon and lamp

@ Icons (restoration)
Lamp
Marble Icon
Object of Minor Arts
Mosaic
Revetment
Seal
Staurotheke
Stone

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, 24-28"

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, 1-5"

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 stones”. He also
offers encheiria woven with golden thread™. 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

! Greek text pp. 135ff.

720 tag kaurilov Tpixag el okénny Ewv,
00UV 8¢ anv Sépuati Aent@ auvdéwv,
Bartiord XpioTod xpvoeov kdouov déxov
81’ 00 MavouriA, mopupaverg avtdva,
katayAailer gov aefdouiov tumov...

> Nos. 39, 249, 358.

" 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
revetments™, One of the donors, Leo Mesarites does not find these odpkiva vekpd
xpwuate (inanimate flesh pigments) worthy. He adorns the head of the crucified Christ
with gold and silver and he embellishes (Aaumpivw/glitter) the icon with precious
stones’. In epigrams dedicated to simple icons”, 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 commissioned™, similar

7 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.

"*No. 74.

77 Unfortunately, there is no evidence on the value of the boards. See also Cutler 2002: 550-8.

7® 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) teams™, while artists became
members of workshops in order to hone their skills®. Elaborate objects - such as
those included in the Anthologia Marciana - certainly required well trained

practitioners.

7 Cutler 2002: 565, cf. ibid, 568 for icon painters.
% 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 (dyav texvnévrwg), so that the images
appear alive (Zunvoa) to the beholder (w¢ Sokeiv toic 6p@doi), and even I would say they [the images]
would almost leave a beautiful voice from their mouths towards the viewers®. For it is a marvel to
behold these likenesses in painting, that are alive and yet unmoving in space (Gomep thv éunvoov Kol
uf)_kivovuévny tomk@ Siwotiuart), and hence to praise the artist (texvovpydv) whom the First
Creator and Lord endowed with the knowledge of how to paint in a novel fashion (kaivompeng).
Kosmosoteira typikon, §9 (transl. Patterson Sevéenko, 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 ({wypdgog) is seen as a craftsman and an artisan
(texvitng), 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 artisans® 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

® 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: kai a0dnv xapitdeooav uikpod &1
enut amobAipery mpdg Tov§ 0pE@VTHG TOD CTOUATOS.

%2 See for instance nos. 61, 1-2 (ka8 avtas {wypapdv 6 Texvitng); 92, 12 (tdkog/ééeikoviobn t@ texvitn
{wypdow). In the ninth-century Book of the Eparch (§22), painters are actually included among the
éoyoAdfor (contractors).
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composition®, Moreover, the epigram On an icon of St Paul the Confessor (6 November)

reads:

‘Puabeion dewvijg kal ToAVYPIVOV VEoOU
fi udAAov “Aidov TV VALY E€nyuévn
oals, Dav)e, Mirais, dpbodoliag oTile,
Eypapo uév o€ TioTEWS TR KaAdUw

5 @iltpov Papaic ypwoaow kKapding uéoov®,

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. Elkwv - 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 artist®.

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:

Eykapdiov nip mioTews te kol m6ov
€l¢ TUPaOV Aépiov apfev Seikviwv
uovayog oiktpdg AoioBog €v uvotars KAung
€V DAIKOI YpWuaat TOV TUTOV Ypdew

5 100 maTpLapyov this Z1wv Twdvvov,
T00 T@V UOVAOTGV APYETUTOV KAVGVOG.
TakwPov §€ avyyovov Xpiatod Adyov
ovverkovilw tA¢ Ziwv mp@tov 0vTnv...”

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

% No. 271, 1-6.
% No. 308, 1-5.
% See Lauxtermann 2003: 159.
% 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 monks”. This depiction seems a modest
precedent for the frescoes in the Enkleistra of St Neophytos in Cyprus®.

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 chapter®. 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 nativity”. 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

¥ No. 297, 6.

% 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).

¥ See p. 242,

* 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 around”.
Finally, the title of a different epigram describes a depiction in which Christ appears
to sit on a throne extending his hand to the viewer®.

The depiction with St Theodore Teron, St Thedore Stratelates and St
Theodore Gabras can be added to the ‘unconventional subjects’. A member of the
Gabras family asks for help from the tow¢ d0AnT@v t00 @0l Ocodwpor (the three
athletes of Christ, Theodores)™. The decision for this depiction is quite intriguing since
the cult of Theodore Gabras was not yet widespread™.

Turning to profane objects, the epigram on an oyster made of stone at the
Great Palace praises the dexterity of the carver®. 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 him”. At an unidentified place Christ was

depicted whispering in Manuel’s ear. The Holy Spirit descends from above in the

*! No. 55.

** No. 280.

”No. 117.

" Vv. 4.

% See p. 211ff.

% See p. 261,

*” 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 quotations®.

These new pictorial representations introduce new themes, which often
accommodate certain needs of the donors®. 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 transformed®. New themes appear in art, and new features
became prominent. Henry Maguire has shown that twelfth-century art is strongly
connected to rhetoric. Alexander Kazhdan and Ann Epstein argued that, after the
later eleventh century, art became more dramatic, while everyday reality was
better represented'®. Objects of everyday use appear more prominently in twelfth-
century religious pictorial compositions'. Furthermore, one should not forget that
this is a time in which secular depictions are most frequently new compositions'.
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

% The epigram should be dated to 1166. No. 343.

 Cf. also Cormack 1986: 620-4. See, for example, the implications behind the frescoes at Triaditsa
(see above, p. .243)

1% Kazhdan-Epstein 1985: 201-2,

1% Maguire 1981: 106-7.

192 Kazhdan-Epstein 1985: 206-20. See also Cormack 2000: 153-4.

193 parani 2003: 276.

1% Kazhdan-Epstein 1985: 205-6.
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that commissioners of works of art were also trying to outdo their peers'®. 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 literature. However, an artefact would not be
appreciated simply because its composition was original'”’, Arguably, for the viewer,
an artwork would have been esteemed in terms of its vividness and the relation of
the figures to their prototypes'®. 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
mosaics'®; 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 Isaac™.

1% On Byzantine Theatron see p. 170.

1% R. Beaton, ‘Epic and romance in the twelfth century’, in” Littlewood 1995: 80-91.

9 For the different understanding of ‘novelty’ in Byzantium see Spanos 2013.

1% See A. Weyl-Carr, ‘Originality and the icon: the panel painted icon’, in Littlewood 1995: 115-24. See
also p. 260ff.

199 Cf, Jotischky 1995: 85-6.

1° 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 Drpié 2011: 55-59). The case of
the painter Pantoleon was different. True enough, the miniatures of the Menologium of Basil I (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
increases™. 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
scenes', 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™?, 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 Hodegon', 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 Sevéenko 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): Ei¢ tov
{wypdgov Mpwva, {wypapoivra elkéva MiyarA. The poet urges the painter to paint with grace/dpet,
so that St Michael would appear as to be alive (éumvoug).

" See Kalopissi-Verti 1994 and 1992,

"2 Panagiotidi 1997: 77-105.

' See p. 125.

14 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 iambs'”. Isaac Komnenos, who is connected
with a donor in the Anthologia Marciana clearly mentions in the Kosmosoteira
typikon that he wrote a book of poetry'., Furthermore, George Skylitzes, who has
also served as protokouropalates, is known to have written the dedicatory epigram on
Kamateros Arsenal'V, 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
vessel'®, The poet in these four epigram is ‘shuffling around the same words™?. 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 friends'*. 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

% Sideras 1991: 218, 10-14.

16 Kosmosoteira typikon, §106.
17 See Bucossi 2009.

18 No. 263.

9 See p. 134.

120 T7etzes, Letters, no. 37.
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these verses'”’. 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 letter'>

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 verses'.

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,

2L TQV kot émtponiv oov ypapévtwy otixiSiwy... Horna 1903: 214, VII, Lauxtermann 2003: 43.

22 planoudes, Letters, no. 73. Taxidis 2012: 46. See also Drpi¢ 2011: 16-8.

'2 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 artefacts'.

The literati of the Komnenian era have been the subject of much discussions
over the past years'”, 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 (reyvitnc¢) and the verses from the poet (prjtwp)™.

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.

' Lampsidis 1997.

1% 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: 6 teyvikds pov Adyog, since he
follows the art (réyvn) and the craft (texvixn) 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 saint”. 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 eikwv 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 eikwv 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:

"H v £avtol {wypagel Aovkdg Oéay
€15 dKpoV aUTO¢ HKPIBWKWS THV TEXVNY,
1 YOOV ypd@ovtt cupumapiiv T¢) {wypd@w:
oUTW TPOG EUPEPELRY EYPpN TUTOG,
5 w¢ dpo uikpoD Kad SoKelv E01kE pot
Zumvouy uev elvai c@ua, TARY oty@v Suws...”

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 expectations'”. Another patron, Theodore Styppeiotes, refers to the morn
eikwv of St Demetrius'®, 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

% See p. 251.

% No. 265, 1-6. Cf, Manganeios, Poems, no. 112, 6-8.

12 Cf, Manganeios, Poems, nos. 87 (Eulalios epigram), 111 and 112. See also Dagron 1991: 23,
B No. 65, 18-9.
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be classified as ‘authentic™. 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 Phourna'.
These standard characteristics must have helped Gerasimos to recognise St
Pantoleon when the saint appeared in his dreams'. 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 saint',

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 oyster'*, 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 gems™,

It is not only a question of accuracy of the pictorial compositions, but also the
‘truth’ (¢Afjfzix) 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’ (uvijunv &An67) of the Pavement. In this icon, according

to the donor, Christ is depicted ‘to be immortally alive [...] and to actually wear the

B Cf, Lowden 1988: 55-61 and 63. See Dagron 1991: esp. 26-28 and Cutler 2011: 544-5,
2 See Lowden 1988: 51-5 and 61-3; and Dagron 1991: 27, esp. note 28.

¥ No. 368. See p. 123. Cf. Dagron 2007: 206-11.

1 Cutler 2007: 44-5, Parani 2003: 287-8.

%5 No. 243, 4-5.

3¢ Hysmine and Hysminias, book 2, sect. 2, 17; transl. Jeffreys, p. 185.
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dead flesh™”, 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 Blachernae®,

The next feature depictions must have is vividness. The key terms signifying
such vividness are éunvouvg and éuyuyo¢™. Vividness is another topos for the
description of art and it has been discussed extensively in respect to the rhetorical
tool of ekphrasis'®. The saint or Christ seems to the eyes of the narrator of the
epigram to be alive. For example, Stephanos Kontostephanos, addressing Christ,
says:

oUTW 0KV VOV UTodU§ T@V XPWUATWV

UEVELS UEV EUTVOUS, WG Ypapels 8¢ AavBdveig;
val Kad yap 008ev évééeis Tav éunvéwv .

...50 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 donor'2, Empress
Eirene, donor of an adorned icon of St George, says:

"EUmvouv 0@ 0 UdpTUG: EIXE Yp TdXX

XpWuaaty kiviv kai {wnv 6 {wypdpoc™®.,

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 speak. 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 annunciation'”. Next to both the

7 No. 74.

*No. 271, 6.

" E.g. nos. 296, 14 and 55, 1 respectively.

" For secondary literature see Maguire 1974 and p. 265 note 156.

' No. 40, 3-5.

'**No. 40, 7.

' No. 237, 1-2.

4 Cf, no. 246, 25. See also the anonymous epigrams of the tenth century (Browning 1963: 300, no. 16).
% 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:

- ‘0 XpioTog €V goi, xaipe, ufitep Tob Adyouv.
- Q¢ elnag a0TA¢, TaPpiid, yévorrd por™.

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 icons. The increasing
emotionalism invites the viewer to have a personal and sentimental involvement
with the living icon'®. 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 (Aaunpiver) to the material
dead colours, since Christ is immortally alive in this depiction'. Similarly, Andronikos
Doukas Komnenos adorns the icon of the Virgin Mary with materials which are i
(valuable, reverted, used for honour) according to the human senses*.

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

1144/5"., 1t is very interesting how the Greek text in this point underlines the

parallel: the donor wants to offer (elopépw) to the Virgin adornments (kdouoc), so he

146 BFIU 1, no. 10 = Psellos, Poems, 82.

7 However, it should be noted that the idea of depiction to be &umnvovg appears earlier in the
literature.

8 Cormack 2003. See also Belting 1980 and 1994: 240.

9 No. 74 ,4 and 11-2.

**No. 90, 9-10.

! 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 (pépw) to Her his most beloved ornaments (kdouog), the one that beautified
the flesh of his wife (eixev evmpéneiav el t0 oapkiov)*s. 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
Cathédrale™.

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 stones. 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 depictions*.

Such liveliness is a feature which can also be found as a characteristic of

literary texts. Extensive comments can be found on the dArjfewx (truth) and évdpysia

132 No. 52, 4-6 and 9.

133 Grabar 1975: 44-5 (no. 17).

'3 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.

'**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 évdpyeir in the middle Byzantine rhetorical theory of
representation’®, 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 (ou8auo0 dvnforointog), and is everywhere vivid (évapyric)
and assimilated to his subject (toi¢ vmokeuévoig Guotog). He is both vigorous (€ppuevog) and
animated (éuyxog)..””

In this quote, the term évapyr is directly connected to the term &uyuvyog, 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
speak™, 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 painting®. 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 évapyris. It must be noted, however, that this term was seen to signify not only
vividness™ but also truth. Even more importantly, scholars affiliated to the

intellectual milieu associated with the Anthologia Marciana understand the term

136 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 '’enargeia dans la
théorie rhétorique grecque’, in: C. Levy - L. Pernot, Dire l'évidence: philosophie et rhétorique grecque
(Paris, 1997), 229-48.

" Translation after Papaioannou 2011: 58.

1% Papaioannou 2011: 55-6.

% Cormack 2003; 236-9.

19 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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évdpyeia (initially meaning vividness) also as truth*®, Indeed, most Byzantine
authors have also seen évdpyesir as signifying the truth'?. 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.

16! 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 Christ'®, 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 form',
Donors - narrators thus make it clear that they venerate the original through the
icon'®, For this reason, the depiction is similar to the prototype'®. 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 ouoiwua 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 icons'. 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

' 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.

' E.g. nos. 40, 1-3; 55, 1-2; 74, 4-6; 280, 9-10.

'®E.g.nos. 91, b, 3; 93, 24.

' 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 emperor'®, 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 him'®, 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 emperor™™, 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 (uiunua @co0) should also be depicted™. 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

' No. 114, 6-7.

' 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.

7 Nos. 73, 30 and 83, 30.

L 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 Manuel™. 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
portrayed'”. 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 implied.

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.

2 No. 357.

' No. 83.

'7* 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 ypi0t6c, 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 empire'. 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 century”s;, 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 hyperpyra"”. 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 months*.

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

17 See Cutler 1997: 291-2,

17¢ 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.

7% Cutler 2002: 567.
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finery'”.
Unfortunately, in available figures, the wage of the artisan is usually included in the

total expense™. However, the Book of the Eparch states that the commissioner
(épyodétne) provided to the artisan the materials necessary for the completion of the
work™., 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: @pyvpompdaror were selling gold, silver, precious stones, and
pearls for the precious revetments and the personal ornaments® and kataprdpior
were selling silk for the encheiria and the altar cloths'®.

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 hyperpyra'®. In the early thirteenth century an icon
cost 8.75 hyperpyra, and in the late thirteenth century icons cost between 2 and 7
hyperpyra'®.

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 restorations'®. 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

17 Magdalino 1984 (b): 67.

1% Cf. Cutler 2002: 556.

'8! The Book of the Eparch § 22, 1-2.

'82 The Book of the Eparch § 2.

'8 The Book of the Eparch § 7. Cf. uetaéonpdrar who were selling untreated silk (ibid, § 6).
'3 On the calculation see Morrisson-Cheynet 2002: Table 15.

'8 Morrisson-Cheynet 2002: Table 15.

18 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 able'’. 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 tov kara Suvauiv. 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 hyperpyra'®:. Eustathios of
Thessaloniki on the other hand earned 4,000 hyperpyra per year. However, a priest
would earn a maximum of 7.5 hyperpyra'®. 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 ™, In general, a modest salary was estimated as

187 Kosmosoteira typikon, § 90: ...t7jv dmd Paideotod 0ed0ev uor katansupOeioav elkdva tic Ocouritopos,
tavtny 81 TV koouosWTEWAY, Hiv kKol KOoUOV TepIEEUnv xpvool Kal apyvpov Tov katd Suvauv... (cf. ed.
Papazoglou, 1l. 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: Enaidn) 8¢ t@ vad rkaAdwmiouov €0€ucba tov katd SUvauv ovv Oe@ UXPUXOLYOIC
UapUEpWV Kal xpvoaiouaat... Since I arranged with the help of God for the church to be adorned as far as
possible with gleaming marbles and gold...

'8 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.

'8 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).

%0 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 year®. 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 officials*”. 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 donations'. 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 ladder',

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..."””

I Morrisson-Cheynet 2002: 869.

2 Merianos 2008: 257-9 for the relevant bibliography. See also Kazhdan-McCormick 1997: 170 and
189.

' Morris 1984: 125.

Y 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.

% 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 emperor*® and
sends his best wishes to the newly married couple'”. 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 court™,

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 inalienable'”. Indeed, Manuel declared all sacred
holdings inalienable in 1158, Perhaps this event is connected to epigram no. 70, in
which someone appers to have stolen a golden Eucharistic paten®’. 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

0V, 25,

Vv, 27-34.

18 Kazhdan-McCormick 1997: 170-2. Cormack 1984: 168.

2 Cf. Cutler 1997: 320.

% pentcheva 2010: 145-7.

X1 Vy. 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 performed*-.

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’®. The only kind of
disposal acceptable according to Isaac is for the offering to be sold, in public, to

other churches®. 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 much™”,

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 this™.

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

21t 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 (t48¢). 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).

%% Kosmosoteira typikon §45; Evergetis typikon §19.

**1bid.

%% Kosmosoteira typikon §58.

2 Ibid.
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on an imperial initiative and 56% from aristocratic donors from Constantinople®”.
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

politics®®,

27 See also Cutler 1997: 162-4.
28 see Kazhdan-McCormick 1997: 188-9 and 193-7.
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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 II**. In another case,
John 11, Manuel and Alexios III are depicted”. 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 line?". In other
cases, they refer to Alexios II, son of Manuel, even if Alexios was not always included
in the pictorial composition*.

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”. In
another case, the poet connects the virtues - namely Wisdom and Courage - to the
emperor as he is ‘the courageous house’ of all of them®. The two virtues were
depicted on the facade of the house to which the epigram refers. According to

Christopher of Mitylene, Michael IV was the animate catalogue of the virtues.

*»No. 73.

29 No. 328.

I 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 (Boox 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,

2 E,g. no. 112, cf. no. 73.

2 No. 269, v. 9.

M No. 61, v. 21.



Part IIL. The context | 278

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 I in his Psalter®s, The epigram eloquently states:

éxeibev el kai Mavoun deomaotnv,

TOPPUPOPUT], T&TT PPIKTOV Papfdporg,
® mpoakvvoUal AaAudral, Ilépoat, Ekvbat,
Avtidyov yij kad Kidikeg kol XdAer™,

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 Il in the same miniature?”.

The emperors Michael and Constantine Doukas, Romanos Diogenes,
Nikephoros Botaneiates, Alexios I, John I 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 Tkonion, and in Sirmion, against the Serbians and the Hungarians, were also
depicted”®. Similar scenes, but not exactly the same, are mentioned in other
epigrams. The martial deeds of the emperor were frequently depicted on golden
plates®® or encheiria®. 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

> Marc. gr. 17, f. 3 (XI s.). Byzanz 2010: 103.

?%No. 73, 19-22,

" No. 83, 13.

¥ No. 251. See also p. 129.

% 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.

*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 Constantinople?.

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
published”?, Most of the elements of the pictorial composition can indeed be
visualised and Paul Magdalino and Robert Nelson have discussed this epigram in
detail*”. 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 Zygabenos,
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 expanded®. 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’”*, 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:

21 Grabar 1937: 39.

222 Délger 1995: 1469.

2 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.

% Spatharakis 1976: 250. See also Kalavrezou 1991: 29-32; Weyl Carr 1997: 85.

*E.g. Balsamon, Poems, nos. 17, 27, 43.

26 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 darkness™.

Portraits, as the Mokios epigram states, urge the viewer to undertake an act of
remembrance”. 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 sovereignty?.

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 emperor®., Two military saints are
also depicted: St Nicholas and St Theodore Teron, who is giving the emperor a
sword?", 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),**> one of the most well-known

magnete of the court of Manuel. He was sebastos, pansebastos sebastos, megas

*’ 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).

" No. 114.

No. 248, 6.

% In numerous depictions, Christ crowns emperors and empresses, such as Michael VII Doukas and
Maria of Alania (ms Coislin 79, f. 1. Reproductions in The glory of Byzantium, 182; Parani 2003: fig. 19),
and John 11 Komnenos and his first son, Alexios (ms Vaticanus Urbinus gr. 2, f. 19, 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 1 Reverse; Parani 2003: fig. 27). See also Wessel 1972: 746-50.
B 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).

22 Bucossi 2009 (a): 38.
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droungarios tes biglas and epi ton deeseon*, and he even became eparch of
Constantinople®. In 1173, Kamateros was commissioned by Manuel to write the
Sacred Arsenal, a work of refutation of Latin and Armenian heresies?. John Tzetzes
addresses three letters to him?¢. In the titles of the last two letters, Andronikos
appears to hold the dignities of sebastos, pansebastos and eparch®. Both letters date
from after 1155%. In the title of the first letter, which dates from before 1157%, 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 uéyag 8¢ Spovyydpios éx tig aiag as a stock formula*, 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 emperor*!, 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 policy*?. 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

3 Polemis 1968: no. 98 (p. 126); Bucossi 2009 (a): 37. Bucossi 2006, vol. 1.

24 Bucossi 2009 (a): 37-8.

> 1bid; Bucossi 2009 (b): 111-30.

2% John Tzetzes, Letters, nos. 90, 101 and 103.

7 John Tzetzes, Letters, nos. 101 and 103.

38 Griinbart 1996: 217, 220.

9 Griinbart 1996: 217.

#%See nos. 90, 26; 93, 22; 95, 5; 96, 23; 99, 15.

#1yvy, 10-6.

2 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 safely*, 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 on*‘. 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 campaigns®*; the presence of St Nicholas is a reference to the
ecclesiastical policy of Manuel (and perhaps especially to the West)*, 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:

HavoéPaote oefaoté kol dyié uov avbévra, 0 oo¢ Gvelpog €xBpod SnAoi Adyov kai cvakevnv
TEWwWUEVOV Som@v amo oo thv tob faciAéws atopynv. dAA’ 0 ToU aUTOKPATOPOS OQPIYDY Kal
oTePPOS AOYIouGS, O dpXiKO§ kol TeEPKaAANG veaviag ékeivog ovk €doel Tov SHutov 6 Povdetar
SimpdéaoBat.

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 wants*”.

3 Magdalino 1993: 476; Bucossi 2009 (a): 40.
24 prodromos, Poems, no. 57.

% See Pentcheva 2006: 69.

246 Bucossi 2009 (a): 40.

77 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 earlier”®. Protosebastos protovestiarios John Komnenos*® offered a
crown to Alexios II at the occasion of his coronation®®, As also discussed earlier, this
protosebastos protovestiarios was the most likely candidate to succeed Manuel, if
Alexios 11 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)*". The epigram, composed in the third person, underlines the grace

of Eirene. Most significantly, the anonymous poet highlights the importance of the

3 See p. 161.

2 Varzos 1984: no. 128.

»'No. 111.

U AnalMapéa (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 Rome*?, Similarly, Maria
of Antioch gave as presents a sword with gilded handle and scabbard and a gold
belt*, According to the epigrams, the precious materials confirm the feelings of the
princess®. 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
him?*, 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:

...{wol¢ ue mdAv evkAeeotépy mAdoeL
UnepTépw Tdvtwv ue Soédoug yduw

kol yop Kouvnv@ MavoviA ue ouvééeigl...]
ov BapPdpwv ppittovow ai puAapxiat.. >

...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 slab®. It is dedicated to the
Virgin Mary. The offering is again justified by the epigram:

To mav 8¢ Ppayel ovumepikAeiont Ay,

TV evpévelav fpdPevaag mAnouiov

700 mop@upavBoisc Avadvwv PaciAéw,
motod Mavouri), ndot ppiktod Papfdpoic™.

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.

#No. 260, 8 and 10.

3 Nos. 374 and 375 respectively.

**Nos. 374, 8 and 375, 5-7.

5 cf, Hill 1999: 85.

»$No. 100, 8-10 and 13.

»7 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 ayinoux. 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.

#*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
court™, 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.

» 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 encheiria*®, 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:

% No. 63.
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Financial Symbolic
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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 facades of buildings. The
donors, being remarkably proud of their deed, often depict themselves and the
longests epigrams in this corpus accompany these pictorial compositions®:.
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

%1 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 texts*?

Encheiria and endytae often contained gold or silver threads. Sometimes
pearls and precious stones were added*. On at least one occasion, purple dye silk
was used®, while in other cases the epigrams offer no information on the
material®, Clasps for the arrangement of the encheiria were of little financial value
since they were in themselves small*”. 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 silver’®, However, a cross left in
Hungary was probably made of iron*. 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 size” 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.

%2 Gold: nos. 74, 253, 294, 404. Unknown material: nos. 307, 245.

23 Gold: nos. 58, 63, 261. Gold and silver: 62.

** Encheirion; no. 59, 71. Endytae: no. 95, 257.

% Encheirion; no. 59. Endytae: nos. 95, 257.

%6 Encheirion: nos. 77, 88. Endytae: nos. 69.

%7 No. 368.

% No. 254.

¥ Nos. 376. See also p. 133.

7% 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.

Building [THZENE 27 N 6
Candle |HIH 1
Cross |[HEEEEN 2
Encheirion (N7 10
Endyte |[EEZEENNTN 3
Enkolpion [T T 8
Fresco | =any | 1

Fresco (restoration) | 1 1

Fresco/icon  [HNIEZENNIEN 6
Icon |EIEE Y p— 5 [E=— | 18

Icon and lamp  |H

1

Icons (restoration)  [FNET 2NN 5

Lamp | 5

Marble lcon [ 1
Object of Minor Arts | ESN 10

Mosaic |2 2
Revetment (IS 6 = 9 3 i | 24

Seal M 1

Staurotheke |1 1

Stone  |HI 1

¢ 7.5 15 225 30
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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). 1t 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 Constantinopolitan®*, 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.

igladitsa i Andrianoupolis

Kosmosoteira  ~ Holy Trinity, Boradion
* Constantinople

I Corinth

l Y. b
Mar Saba If Holy Sepulchre

St John the Forerunner

b

" Data;si0 [NOAA, USINAY O by
VI NGA, GEBCORSS.. 2
N ‘lma gelU'S¥Geological Survey \ AR RN
s & A e < R 0 OI24Cnes Spo(\lmage WM .
‘ ! s Imag e 20 heraMetrics

Fig. 40. The geographical spread of the donations.

7 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’ (texvitn¢/{wypdepog)

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 €ni to0 kavikAeiov in the
main text, while the title refers to him as mpnv éni tod kavikAeiov (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 1I 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.



Appendices
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A. Description of manuscript Marcianus gr. 524

Library
Disposition place

Shelfmark

Title
Number of folia

Production Units

Scribal units

Folia in paper

Quires

Material

Date
Place
Date of restoration

Restoration details

History

Place of restoration
Binding

State of
preservation

Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Venice
Thesaurus Antiquus

Marcianus Graecus Zanetti 524
(classification number 318)

i+I+A,B+292+293-295 +II-IV +ii

1(1-23") - scribe A

II (24-39") - scribe A?

11T (40-46") - scribe B and A
IV (47-88") - scribes A

V (89-96") - scribe A

VI (97-112") - scribe A

VII (113-120") - scribe A
VII (121-152") - scribe A
IX (153-182") - scribes A

X (183-189") - scribes A

XI (190-193") - scribe A

XII (194-292") - scribes A and C

A: ff. 1-39Y, 45, line 29 - 292", line 8
B: ff. 40-45, line 28
C: f. 292", lines 9-30

297

1x2 (B), 1x7 (7), 4x8 (39), 1x7 (46), 5x8 (86), 1x2 (88), 11x8 (176), 1x6 (182), 1x7
(189), 1x4 (193), 12x8 (288), 1x4 (292)

Paper without watermark

Paper with watermark only A, B, 293-295
Late thirteenth century (1280-12907?)
Probably Constantinople

1964

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).

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.

Monastery of Praglia, Italy (after the 20™ of October 1964).
Between 1736-1741 (restored in 1964)

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 (Mosin 1973: 50-2, nos 1532-78 (except 70, 73, 77). Type H. 1V. 2.f).

Measurements: Opening f. A, B = 25.4 x 32.3%,

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: to0 mpodpduov (f. 5, line18), t (f. 5, line19), epi dd6vtwv (f. 9,
line13), M (f. 9, line14)

Quires 1x7 (7), 2x8 (23)
Quire signatures f. 7%:7 B (last page of the quire / middle of lower margin / same ink as
the text)

f. 8: v~ (middle of the lower margin / same ink as the text) but Scribe A
with black ink has erased it and wrote: (a cross below) & ~
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. 1-2", line 24; 3 line9 - 5 line19, 5'-23"
3: ff. 2", line 26 - 3 line8

Lines per page ca. 28-32

Written surface Average: 19.2x 13.5

Measurements of the page® f.1=16.2x25.2 f.23=16.5x25.2
f.8=15.7x25

Trim -

Folding Quarto

Openings 3-4:31.8x 25 19Y-20:31.8 x 25.3

11%-12:31.5x 25
Approximate measurements 33x50

of the folio

Blank pages None

Lost leaves One leaf before f. 1

Decoration 10": The asterisk of scribe A

Other f. 1, upper margin: 5363 written in pencil by a modern hand

' Both pages are trimmed. All the measurements indicate cm.
I measured one page from each quire (usually the first, unless it is damaged).
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Unit II: ff. 24-39

Scribe
Ruling

Pricking

Ink

Quires
Quire signatures
Text columns

Lines per page
Written surface
Measurements of
the page

Trim

Folding

Openings
Approximate
measurements of
the folio

Blank pages

Lost leaves
Decoration

Unit I11: ff. 40-46

Scribe

Ruling

Ink

Quires

Quire signatures
Text columns
Lines per page

Measurements of the page

A

Traces of bad ruling (?) in the inner side of 37": plummet + ruler (pricking in
19.2x12.8)

On the four corners

24,25, 26-27, 28-30, 25-30, 31-32, 33-34, 35-38, 39

Brown: as indicated in appendix F

Red: first letters .24 and 31"

Gaps in ff. 24"-33", line19. The first letters of each paragraph (inteded to be
written in red) are missing.

2x8 (39)

27": ¢ (same ink as the text / upper interior margin / middle of the quire).
1: ff. 24-33, line19 (prose text)

2: ff. 33", line 20-39" (poems)

ca. 28-36

Average: 19.2x 13.5
24:16.5x24.9 33:16.8x25.2 39:16.8x25.2
No

Quarto
27Y-28:32.8x25.2
33x50

35'-36:33x25.2

None
None
None

B: ff. 40-45, line28

A: ff, 45, line 29 -46

Yes

Ruling type:

ff. 40-45: Similar to the type 02A1 (see Leroy), although there are
no lines drawn between the external borders.

Ru]ing system; ><><><|><<<<> ><

Ruling method: blind ruling / traces of plummet f. 40

Brown: as indicated in appendix F

1x7

None

1: ff. 40-45 (prose text) 2: ff. 45"-46" (poetry)
35:40 39: 417

36: 45" 40: 42, 43"

38:40%, 41, 42", 43, 44

40: 25.3x16.6 46:25.2x17.1
41:25.3x17

Trim ff. 40-46 (on the outer edge: prob. approx. 1.1 - conclusion by a
missing part of a drawing in f. 44")

Folding Quarto

Opening 42"-43: 33.6x25.5

Approximate measurements 35.8x5.10

of the folio

Blank pages None

Lost leaves None

Decoration None



Words and Artworks | 300

Unit IV: ff. 47-88
Scribe

Ruling

Pricking

Ink

Quires
Quire signatures

Text columns

Lines per page
Written surface

Measurements of the page

Trim
Folding
Openings

Approximate measurements of

the folio
Blank pages
Lost leaves
Decoration

Unit V: ff. 89-96
Scribe

Ruling

Pricking

Ink

Quire

Quire signature
Text columns
Lines per page
Written surface

Measurements of the page

Trim

Folding
Opening
Approximate

measurements of the folio

Blank pages

A

No

No

Brown: as indicated in appendix F

Red: crosses, drawings and first letters in ff. 47-49; first letters
70"-71.

5x8 (86), 1x2 (88)

f. 47: a (same brown ink as the text; same scribe; lower margin in
the middle)

f. 55: B (the same)

f. 63: y (the same)

f. 71: & (the same)

f. 79: € (the same)
1:47-88, line14

2: 88, line15 - 88"
Average: 36-45

47-87": average 20x12.8
88"": 20.6x14

47:25x17 71:25.3x17 80: 25.2x17.3
54:25.3x16.8 79:25.7x17.2 86: 25.2x17.4
61:25.3x17.2

Yes. On the outer edges (see f. 88")

Quarto

74"-75: 33.6x25.3
82"-83:33.8x25.3
87"-88:33.7x25.3

50"-51: 33.6x25.3
58"-59: 33.6x25.3
66'-67:33.7x25.3
33.6x50.6

None
None
Flower-shape separators

A

No

On the four corners, only ff. 89-94 (difficult to tell which were
pricked together)

Brown: as indicated in appendix F
1x8 (96)

None

2

ca.31-34

Average: 20.1x13.2

89: 25.2x17.4

No

Quatro

92'-93: 34.1x25.7

34.,1x51.4

96" (with imprint of cross-shape design from the following
page)
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Lost leaves
Decoration
Other

Unit VI ff. 97-112
Scribe

Ruling

Pricking

Ink

Quires

Quire signatures
Text columns
Lines per page
Written surface
Measurements of the page

Trim

Folding

Openings

Approximate measurements
of the folio

Blank pages

Lost leaves

Decoration

Other

Unit VII ff. 113-120
Scribe
Ruling

Pricking
Ink
Quires

None

None

96"-97: The imprint of the red cross in 97 is visible in 96". 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.

A

No

No

Brown: as indicated in appendix F
2x8 (112)

3

2

27-32

Average: 19.6x13

97. 25.5x17.2

104: 25.2x17.5

No

Quarto

100"-101: 33.6x24.7  107'-108: 33.9x25.7

33.6x49.4

33.9x51.4

None

None

97: simple flower-shape separators in red ink

96'-97: Units V and VI preserve the original order, since the
imprint of the red cross, which adorns f. 97, is visible on 96".

A

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)

Only the four corners.

Brown: as indicated in appendix F

1x8 (120)

* However, the lower margins of some folia are damaged (e.g. 97, 104).
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Quire signatures
Text columns
Lines per page

Written surface

Measurements of the page
Trim

Folding

Opening

Approximate measurements
of the folio

Blank pages

Lost leaves

Decoration

Unit VIIL: ff, 121-152
Scribe

Ruling

Pricking

Ink

Quires
Quire signatures

Text columns

Lines per page

Written surface
Measurements of the page

Trim
Folding
Openings

Approximate measurements
of the folio

Blank pages

Lost leaves

Decoration

None

1: 113-115; 2: 115'-120"

ff. 113-115: 20-25

ff. 115-120": 31-36
115":19.8x13 116": 19.2x13.8
116: 20x13 117:19.2x14
113: 25.4x17.3

No

Quatro

116"-117: 34x25.6

34x51.2

120:19.9x13
120%: 22.3x13.5

None
None
f. 113: drawing with the orientation of the winds

A

On the four corners (19.1x12.8)

121-124,125-128,129-135, 136, 137-142, 143, 144-148, 149-

152)

Brown: as indicated in appendix F

Red: first letters: 121, 129, 132, 136, 138, 142, 151", 152"
4x8 (152)

a: f. 128" (middle of the lower margin-scribe’s ink/ same
hand as fin f. 7")

o : f. 129 (a bit lower than the previous one - black ink /
similar hand to a f. 8)

y: f. 137 (middle of the lower margin-scribe’s ink/
extremely similar hand to the one which erased T in f. 8)
d: f. 145 (middle of the lower margin-scribe’s ink/ same
hand as the previous)
1

28-31

Aver. 18.8x12.5
121:25.2x17.3

129: 25.6x17.1

None

Quarto

124%-125: 34.4x25.6
132"-133: 34x25.6
34.4x51.2

137:25.5x17.1
144: 25.3x17

140"-141: 34x25.6
148"-149: 34.2x25.3

None

Between 152 and 153: at the bottom of the page a new work

starts.
Flower-shape separators in f. 132, 134, 136, 138 (cf. f. 97)
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Unit IX: ff. 153-182
Scribe
Ruling

Pricking

Ink

Quires
Quire signatures
Text columns

Lines per page
Written surface

Measurements of the page

Trim
Folding
Openings

Approximate measurements

of the folio
Blank pages
Lost leaves
Decoration

Other

A

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)
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.

Brown: as indicated in appendix F
Red: only the titles on ff. 153", 155", 156, 157", 158'-160,

165, 166, 168, 169", 170", 171"-174, 175,177,178, 179

3x8 (176) 1x6 (182)

a : f. 160" (middle of the lower margin-scribe’s deep brown
ink)

B:f. 161 (same)
1:153-179"
2:180-182"
29-36

Aver. 13.1x20.1
f. 153: 25.6x17.5
f.161:25.6x17.3

f. 169: 25.2x17.2
f.177: 25.6x17.2

Quarto
156"-157: 34.6x25.5
164"-165: 34.6x25.6
34.6x51

172"-173: 34.3x25.3
179"-180: 34.2x25.6

None

None

Flower-shape separators in f. 156 and f. 157 (similar to those
on f. 97)

Flower-shape separators in f. 178 (cf. 97)

On the middle of the inner margin of 182" there are two
scratched-out red letters as imprints from the following
page. The first reads Y (0.3width x 0.5height), the second A
or A (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
Ruling

Pricking

Ink

Quires

Quires signatures
Text columns

Lines per page
Measurements of the page
Trim

Folding

Opening

Approximate measurements
of the folio

Blank pages

Lost leaves

Decoration

Unit XI : ff. 190-193
Scribe

Ruling

Pricking

Ink

Quires

Quire signatures
Text columns

Lines per page
Written surface
Measurements of the page
Trim

Folding

Opening

Approximate measurements of

the folio
Blank pages
Lost leaves
Decoration

A

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)
On the four edges: 183-186, 188-189

On the two outer edges: 187

Brown: as indicated in appendix F

1x7 (189)

1:183-189

2:189"

4:189"

23-25

183: 25.6x17.1

No

Quatro

186"-187: 33.8x25.4

33.8x50.8

None
The last leaf is missing, but the text is complete.
None

A

No

No

Brown: as indicated in appendix F
1x4 (193)

None

1: 190-192; 2: 192"-193"
30-31

Average: 18.9x12.8

190: 25.2x17.2

No

quarto

1917-192: 34.2x25.4
34.2x50.4

None
None
Flower-shape separator in f, 190 (cf. f. 97)
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Unit XII : ff, 194-292
Scribes

Ruling
Pricking

Ink

Quires
Quire signatures

Text columns

Lines per page
Written surface
Measurements of the

page

Trim
Folding
Opening

Blank pages
Lost leaves
Decoration
Other

A:194-292", line 8

C: 292" line 9-30

No

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

Brown: as indicated in appendix F

Red (first letters): 197 / 292", line 28-32

12x8 (288), 2x1 (290), 1x2 (292)

218: § (middle, of the lower margin/scribe’s brown ink)

226: € (the same)

234: o7 (the same)

241: { (the same)

273:1a (the same)

281: 1y (the same)

289: 1y (the same)

1:194-292

26-34

Average: 19.7x12.6

194: 25.6x16.5 257:25.7x16.2
202: 25.6x16.7 265: 25.2X16.6
210: 25.6x16.6 273:25.7X16
218: 25.6x16.6 282:25.5x15.9
226: 25.4x:16.2 289: 25.3x16.3
234: 25.6x16.4 290: 25.4x16.5
241: 25.7x16.3 291: 25.3x16.4

249: 25.7x16.2
Possibly. See f. 264 (0.4-0.5 cm)
Quarto

197"-198: 33.5x25.6
205"-206: 33.6x25.6
213"-214: 33.5x25.8
221%-222:33.1x25.7
229'-230: 33.1x25.7
236"-237 32.7X 25.7
244"-245:32.5x25.7
None

252"-253:32.8x25.7
260"-261: 32.6x25.7
268"-269: 32.4x25.7
276"-277:32.3x26.1
284"-285:33.6x25.4
291Y-292:32.1x25.2

Probably after 292. The text in 292" is incomplete.

None

196, line 17 - 196", line 11: someone has erased the text

using black ink.
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Contents

Folia Verses L'

1 1. Eig tov dyov Ipnydptov tov Nvoong, Twdavvny tov EAenuova, 1
Avtviov Kal [pnydpiov tov Bavpatovpydv, ECwypagnuévoug
6uod. inc. vodg, oiktog, éykpdtela, TV Oavudtwy Ppioig, v. 1.

2. Eig v eixdva to0 Movopudyov fv iotdpnoav ol tap’ abtod 2
ouunadnOévreg Aoyyifapdot. inc. 0 yfig Gvaoowv TpooTdTng
UOVOUAEx0G, VV. 6. Spingou 2013,

3. Eig tov matpidpxnv MixanA wg &nod nposwmnov tod dtakdévov 3
Aaldpov, 8te avTOV €noinoe XaptovAAdplov. inc. tpod T@V
TUAGV BAénwV pe tod Belov dopov, vv. 8. Spingou 2013,

4, EigtnVv ayiav Tpidda fiyouv €ig TOV TATEPX TOV NUEPOV 4
kaOruevov €mi Opdvou kal pépovta mi kaAT(ng) Tév Te
Xp1otov Kal T0 dytov Mvedpa €v €idel mepiotepdq. inc. kav
OXNUATIOUOV OVK EXwotv 00déva, vv. 18. Lambros ed. v. 1°.

5. Eig tov tpikAivov To0 Movopdyov tov €v Toi¢ Mayydvoig. inc. 5
ginov ti Tepmvodv mavtaxod yiig &v 8éuo1g, vv. 6. Spingou 2013.

6. Eig tOv "Apwotv tov Aibioma. inc. o0k €0t XpOUX AeLKOV 6
duew Kat péAav, vv. 10. Lambros ed. v. 1.

1Y 7. Eig tov Bouufi daipovta tdg yuvaikag youvag kai tAnpodvta 7
70 TpdowToV a0T®V aifdAng kal oUtw dnuedovra. Ed.
Hérandner 2001: 120°.

8. Untitled. inc. GvBpa& aOAntii d®@pov €k Movoudyov, v. 1 8

9. Eig tov omdyyov. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, no. 137
[=Byzantines Enigmas, no. 69].

10. Eic trv eikdva Thi¢ dKatapaxitov Oeotdkov fiv Kateokevaoce 10
Kwvotavtivog PactAebg 6 Movoudxog. eiot 8¢ ol otixot 4o
TPOCWTOV TG EIkOVOG. inc. TNV dkaTaudynTov @ HoVoudye,

vv. 2. 11

11. “Etepog. inc. Exwv udaxaig cvpuaxov duayov pdaxov, v. 1. 12

12. To0 AvdpravoundAewg mpdg Tovg oTixoug Tod Kepkipag
avayvwodévrag €v tfj ouvodw. Ed. Lambros 1882: 41 (vv. 306- 13
10)

13. Eig trv BifAov tod ayiov Twdvvou To0 XpusosTtopov TV 14
Aeyouévnv papyapitnv. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 141. 15

14. To0 a0to0. Eig dvaicbntov tiva Aoidopov. Psellos, Poems, no.

30.

15. Eic trv eikdva thi¢ ayiag @EkAng AeAatounuévny o métpag.

Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems 51

1-2 16. To0 BovAyapiag a€lodvtog Nethov tiva (pov)axov iva 16
vnepAaArion avtod Tod un yeltovijoat To0Ttw TOV Avtioxov.
Theophylaktos of Ohrid, Poems, 10.

O

2r 17. Untitled. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 42. 17
2" 18. Eic ta mep@Oévta éPpuypropéva kovtpooPia. Christopher 18
Mitylenaios, Poems, 45.
19. Eig tov Hpwdnv mepi ¢ Tipiag kdpag tos [podpduov. 19
Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 74.
20. Eig trv &deA@rv Avactaow teAevtricaoav Kai €Tt 20

*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.

> It can also be found in manuscript Vat. gr. 579.

® It can also be found in manuscript Neap. 11T AA 6, f. 107" (XIII s.). There it is ascribed to Psellos.
Hérandner 2001: 120.
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npokelpévny avakpedvreiot. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems,
75.
3 21. ’Emi tf] €kopd tiig avti|g. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 76. 21

22. Eig tov dytov Adlapov ToV To0 Xp1otod @iAov d1 v clwnhy 22
@V €keibev. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 80.

23. Eig tovg vekpobarntag 8te €v T® dyiw Aovkd moAvdvdpiov 23
évenprobn draprdlovrag td TV vekp®V dugia. Christopher
Mitylenaios, Poems, 82.

24. Eig 10 tipov Aelpavov tod ayiov MavreAenuovog. Christopher 24
Mitylenaios, Poems, 89. Cf. no. 361.

3" 25. Eig tv ékkAnoiav tol ayiov Fewpyiov TV €v toi¢ Mayydvoig. 25

Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 95.

26. Eig TOV €k péong thg 0po@f¢ ToD 'QATOV ZWTiipa KATW 26
PAémovta. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 98.

27. Eig tv eikdva to0 ayiov 'HA100. Christopher Mitylenaios, 27
Poems, 101. 28

28. Eig tiva {wypdeov {wypapodvta TV eikdva tol MixanA.
Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 112. 29

29. Eig trv yévvnouv to0 tipiov Mpodpduov. Christopher
Mitylenaios, Poems, 113. Cf. no. 362. 30

30. Eig tOv povayov Abavdotov mept tol meppO£vTog
podostaldayuatog. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 117.
3'-5 31. ToU kvpod Avdpovikov toD mpwtekdikov yeyovdtog €v tfj tod 31
0D peydAn éxkkAnoia Kal GVTIONUELWUATOG TOVTOUG
Yeypadtog. Andronikos protekdikos, Semeioma, 137-9 .

5-8" 32. ToU [podpduov. Galeomyomachia, ed. Hunger 1968: 78-125. 32
8" 33. Note for the calculation of the hours. inc. &v tig evpricer év =~ 33
EKAOTW UNVi To0 éviautod tag Nuépag Kpav fAiov thv yiv
KATAAGUTOVTOG.
9 34. ToU matpidpxov Baloaudv gi¢ tov aibiona Mwofv 34
AoyapracOévta kai Avrovpevov. Theodore Balsamon, Poems,
40. Cf. no. 177.
35. ToD avtol €ig edvovyémovAov dpEacBat uéAlov 35

oxedoypaoiag. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 41. Cf. no. 178.
36. Ttixot €i¢ vintiipa €véov dnuootakod Aovtpod Tiig poviig Tdv 36
‘0dny®v. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 42. Cf. no. 179.

9-10" 37. Hepi 686vtwv. inc. péAig Sraoxwv €€ 68UvNC To oTdua, vv. 168. 37
Lambros ed vv. 1-2 and 167-8.
10-18 38. ToU Kwvotavtivov patotwpog Kal didaokdAov tod ZtiAfi 38

otiyot tapPikol émi td cvpuPdvtt év KwvotavtivourmdAet
PenAdtw ueydAw umpnop® unvi TovAiw ke’ €tovg e,
Constantine Stilbes, On the great fire of 1197, 8-44 .

18, 39. Eig eikova ti|¢ Banticews To0 Xpiotod npotifepévny 8te O 39

line23 TatTpiapxng év malatiw moteitatl Tag TOV WTWV VXA,
KoopunOeioav mapd Tod kpatalod kai ayiov fudv PactAéwg. Ed.
Spingou 2010: 38.

18" 40. ’Emi €ikdvi T0D owtiipog NU&V Incod XptotoD. inc. pf TdOtep 40
wonep mposAaPwv mpiv capkiov, vv. 24, Lambros ed. vv. 1 and
15-24. See p. 74.

41. Eig €lkdva TAG 0TALPpWOEWS ToU Kuplov NUAV Incod Xpiotol 41

KoopunOeioav mapd tod Apvwvitov. inc. fkovoev Adau 6OV
Tod®v Axov Adye, vv. 12. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 11-2. See p. 75.

42. Eig éykOAmov MixanA tod AAovoidvou €xov Hépog Thg 42
KEPaAfG tod ayiov @eodwpov tod T'afpd . Ed. Horna 1906: 198.
43. Eig tnVv eikéva tod ayiov €tpov. inc. &dov mOAat pev o 43

KATIoXVG0VoT 0oV, VV. 8.
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44, Eig tnVv eikéva tod ayiov MavAov. inc. voxBnuepevoag v By 44
npwnv MadAg, vv. 8.
19 45, Eig TNV eikova TG KOIUNoew( TG vepayiag Oeotokov. Ed. 45
Horandner 1994: 131.
46. Eig tag elkdvag tdv ayiwv Avapydpwv kal T¢ Untpog adtdv 46
©0d861n¢. Ed. Tserevelakis 2009/10: 272.
47. Eig Vv eikdva tod ayiov Fewpyiov, ypagévtog dvwbev tob 47
TUA®VOG TA§ TOD TotoavTog Tovg TtapdvTag otixoug oikiag:
Ote éunpnopod yeyovoTog Kai KAvOEVTWY TAVTWV TV
ETALPIKDV OIKNUATWY TOV TANGLalOVTWVY TQ va@ tod
pNOEVTOG arylov TG cLVNVWUEVY T TOLAUTH KATOLKIQ,
deuAdaxOn altn mavteAdg aBAapnc. inc. 6 uév ka®Nuev nip
TIVEWV 0aTav dpdkwv, vv. 20.
19Y 48. Ei¢ anokadrjAworv. Ed. Tserevelakis 2009/10: 275. 48
49, Eig tov tagov tod XpiotoD. Ed. Tserevelakis 2009/10: 277. 49
50. 'Emi T0ig gikoviopaot Tod npwtooefactol Kai peydAov dovkdg 50
kUpoT Twdvvov tod Kouvnvos kai tfig TpwtocePactii €V Ti
Hovf] ToD EVepyéTov. inc. vadg uev o0deig 00dE TaG KOopOoU
témog, vv. 30. 51
51. 'Emi T® povaxik® eikoviopatt tod adtol npwtooefactod. inc.
OKNVIV €YELPAG WG VEOG MwoTiG vEav, vv. 15.
20 52. Eig eikova t|g Umepaylag Ocotdkov KoopnOeioav mapa tod 52
Kaioapog kKupol Twdavvov tod AaAaconvod Ao TOV Koopiwv
Tig 6L{VYOUL AVTOD THG TOPPULPOYEVVHTOL KLPEG Mapiag Thig
Kopvnvilg. inc. {uyootatioag map’ éuol méBovg dvo, vv. 20.

207" 53. ’Eni dvayvwoet tod "EpeAlev dpa. Ed. Tserevelakis 2009/10: 53
278-9.

20" 54. Eig éykOATiov €xov TV Unepayiav @sotdkov. inc. év kapdiag 54
gxwv oe TAa&l apOéve, vv. 4.

55. Eig eikova tig Umepayiag Oeotdkov €Xovoav KUKAGOeV 55

oUpavoV Kal dyyéloug napeot®@tag. Ed. Tserevelakis 2009/10:
283.

20"-21" 56. Tij oePaotokpatopion kupd Eiprivy. inc. av eOVoelv mEQuke 56
deomdtng kKOwV, vv. 125,

21'-22 57. Tfj avtfj €mi tf] kKabekdotnv didouévn th¢ Tpanélng oikovouia 57
Kal Toi¢ DPAoUACLY. inc. UOIG UEV Eyvwpioev HUEPAG TEKVOV,
vv. 74.

227 58. Eig éyxeiptov tfig Unepayiag Oc0TdKOL YEYOVOG TAPX TOU 58

oePactol Kal peydAov tatpetdpxov kupod I'ewpyiov Tol
MaAatoAdyov. inc. kal To0To XpuGdoTIKTOV E10QEPW TETAOV,
VV. 6.
22" 59. ’Emi éyxelpiw to0 kupiov kal @0l MUV Incod Xpiotod £€ 59
0&fo¢ Ledopatog yeyovdTog apd Tol Kaioapog KupoD
Twé&vvouv AaAaocornvod. Ed. Nunn 1987: 92.
60. 'Emti T] €ikdvi TG dpeThic avdpelag. inc. Puxnv €ywye kpatvvw 60
Kal oapkiov, vv. 2.
22"-23 61. Emi T® Katd ©@ecoaloviknv veovupynBévtt oikw tod 61
T1KOUVTHVOL A€0VTOG, EX0VTL d1apdpovg Talaldg ioToplag Kal
OV abToKpdTopa KO MavounA tov Kouvnvov. Ed. Spingou
2010: 45-6.
23 62. 'Emi éyxeipiw yeyovdtt mapa tod pntponoAitov diAinnwyv 62
KUPoD B0dWpov, 1abévTog &md vdoov duaidtov. inc. €k
covdapiwv €k oK1AG TPWTNG UOVNG, Vv. 10.
63. 'Emi éyxeipiw ol Kupiov kai Og0d fu@v 'Tnood Xpiotod 63
YeyovoTi tapd tod Aovka kupod Twdvvou tod viod Tl
Kaioapog ékeivou kKupol Niknedpov tod Bpuevviov. inc. ixbvv
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23Y‘—V
237
24-33, 67.
line 27
33, l. 28- 68.
33Y, .19
33", 1,20
33Y-34
34 71.
34" 73.
34'-35
35 75.
35Y‘—V
357
79.
81
35Y-36 82.
36 83.
84.

aypevoag wg émetpdnn Métpog, vv. 11,

64. Eig eikova t]g Umepaylag Ocotdkov dvakatvicbeicav mapd tod 64
Awapitov Bapda. inc. 1} pev kipwtog tiig okidg mpiv MapOéve,

vv. 12. See p. 179.

65. Eig eikova tod ayiov Anuntpiov ritic fotato &v Td va@ t@ €v - 65
T® oikw ToD TPWNV £mi ToD KaviKAELOV, TOD ZTUTELWTOV
©e0dwWpov, 8te EPovAeTo 00TOG HeTabeival TadTnV &md Tod
xOapadwtépov gig td PnAdTEPOV, Hote PuAaxOvat kai T@
KAtw Buotacthplov, Kal Etepov dvwdev yevéaBat. inc. Adyxn
1600ov 600 kapdiav TeTpwuévog, vv. 32.

66. Eic trv aylav BapPdapav. 66

inc. Tov tekvo@ovVTNV WG doKeiG o€fwv Kpdvov, vv. 6.
inc. Tatpdg TEKVOOoPAyolVTOG 00 TATPOG TAXA, VV. 6.
inc. vai kai o tékvov foba piodmaig mdtep, vv. 6.
inc. Tipdv tekdvtag un Oeod d¢ mpokpivelv, vv. 6.

inc. &pyvpog 1 maic €k tatpog poApdivouv, vv. 6.

’ATt0 T00 ’Ontriavol I€uTIK@V. inc. ol detol TAgiotov vIepTePOTOLY. 67

Garzya 1963: 1-49. ff. 24-32":1, 3, 21 (p. 2) - 11, 21, 1 (p. 48); f. 33, line

1-27:111, 22, 2 (p. 48) - 111, 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.

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.

69. Eig tpaneldpopov. Ed. Spingou 2010: 69. See also p. 138. 68

70. Eig dlokov veovpynbévta peta to kAamfvat kai Opavedijvat. 69

Ed. Spingou 2010: 58. See also p. 178.

Eml MEMAw qvaptnO€vTt €1g TOV €v Tf] XaAKf] vadv. inc. dGpov pev 70

o0d¢ev &&€16v oot ToD KpdToug, vv. 34,

72. Acclamations to the Emperor. Untitled. 71

i. inc.2EAAOouev O kpdtiote Pwuaiwy adtokpdtwp, vv. 10.

ii. inc. dpiroe mdAat Nvevit@v thv dAwy, vv. 11,

Eig tag eikdvag TV factAéwv tod te kupol AAeiov. Ed. Spingou 72

2010: 61-3.

74. Eig €lkOva Tfig oTavpwoews Tol Xptotod. inc. wg év E0Aw vov 73
TOTEP E0TAVPWHEVOG, VV. 19, Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 8-19.

Eig Tpikdvdnlov. inc. Ti¢ TV mpog Nudg Bavudtwy cov Mapbéve, vv. 74

16.

76. Eig éyxeiptov tiig Unepayiag Osotdkov. Ed. Nunn 1987: 97. 75
77. Eig td@ov. inc. ék Tfi¢ ok1d¢ AvOpwTE TOV ypauudtwy, vv. 36. 75
78.Eig td@ov. inc. E0AYE oe kai udvn 1 Oéa E€ve, vv. 29. 76
Eig T0 mpomUAatov Tfi¢ HOVFG. inc. TadTNV VEOLPYET THV PO 77

TUA®VOG 6TEYNY, VV. 6.

80.E1g T a0TO. inc. ©@€00 Adye mOANV o€ TV KeKAELoUEVN Y, VV. 12, 78
Eig k1pdtiov €xov ubpov tod dyiov udptupog Anuntpiov. inc. 79
Pecoalovikéwv pev 1) TOALG @EpeL, Vv. 16.

Eig éykOAmiov tiig dylag deomoivng. inc. AVwv dveipoug AavinA 80
PaciAéwg, vv. 4.

Eig tdc mOAag Tod ofkov év aig eikovicdn 6 PaciAedc kai dvwdev 81
a0TOoD 1] Unepayia @eotékog €xovoa £ykdpdiov TOV Xp1otov
otépovta oV PaciAéa kai dyyehog mpoodedwv, O dylog te
0£6dwpog Trpwv xelpilwv adt® to ElPpog Kal 6 dyrog Nik6Aaog
Sdmobev enduevog. Ed. Spingou 2010: 71-72.

Eig TOV Td@ov TV AvTioxelt®dv Oe0dwpov kai Twdavvov. Inc. g1 82
TEPTVOV 003eV WG Aavid PAAAwV ypd@et, vv. 18.
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36 85.  Eic eikdva koufoewg tiig vmepayiag Osotdkov dwpnbeicav tfj €v 83
Topddavn povi] Tod Mpodpduov. inc. TOV HuoTIKOV o€ Kal
0eddpocov mokov, vv. 12,
36" 86.  Eic to0 Pdmtioya Tfig TOp@UPOYEVVATOL KUPAG "AVVNG yeyovog 84
KATX TO &ylov péya TapPBatov.
i. inc. év toc(pw ofjugpov Xplotoc, GAAG VSKpovq eyapa, vv. 14,
ii. inc. wg €0 cot Tcopcpupoysvr]c Avvoc, T00 npwtov tékoU, vv. 11,
iii. inc. VédTWV npwnv "HA10V tprocevong tac 0dpiag, vv. 10.
87. th nsptcpspaov 100 Tdov &pyvpodv. inc. 6 TopPog ovTOG UNTPSG g5
€0TLV EDTEKVOUL, VV. 8.
88.  Eigéyxeiprov To0 TpikavonAov. inc. ToOAAGV TuxoDox dWPEDV  gg
oov MapOéve, vv. 10.

89.  Eigeikdva tod ayiov Tupemv tod Be0ddxov Bactdlovta tov 87
Xp1otdv. inc. év xepol todto T PpéPog PEpwv YepdV, VV. 8.
37 90. ’Emi tf] mapd tod navoePdotov oefactod Kal ueydAov 88

dpovyyapiov koounBeion did xpvood kal AiBov kai papydpwv
glkdvi ti|g Umepaylag Oeotdkov. inc. &v Eo@upnAateito tod
otBoug @voig, vv. 26.
91. Emit® mapd tod Apvwvitov kupod dwtiov veovpynbévrivayd 89
Kal Tfj €1kOV1 To0 dylov ZTe@dvou Tod TPWTOUAPTLPOG. inc. T@®
0@ mo0w TpwTabAe kabdmep Aibw, vv. 24.
92. ’Emi fovAAwtnpiw. inc. c@pdyiopa ypap®dv dovkopuodg Eipnvng, 90
vv. 4. Ed. De Gregorio 2010: 55.
377 93.  ’Emi €lkOV1 TfiG YEVVAOEW( THiG Ttepayiag Osotdkov koounOeiong 91
napd o0 maveePdotov peydAov dpovyyapiov tod Kapatnpod
KLpoD Avdpovikov. inc. € Gotdxvog kOkKOG dpTog £k LOUNG, VV.
30.
37" 94.  Emi t® yeyovott mapd To0 dylov NUAOV PactAéwg tipiy kai 92
{womo1® otavpd v T@ katd ol Tkoviov taeidiw. Ed. Spingou
2010: 79-80.
95.  Eig évdutnv tfi¢ Ayiag tpamélng €xov eikoviopévny tv ayiav 93
100 Xprotol avdotactv. Ed. Speck 1966: 364 (11).
37'-38 96.  Eig eikdva tod ayiov mpo@rtov AavinA €é6T@TOG €V Yéow TOV 94
Aedvtwv Kol ayyéAwV To0 UEV 6TEQAVOV AUTH TPOSAYOVTOG, TOD
3¢ tov mporitny Aupakovu drakouilovtog Empepdpevov Tnv
TPOPNV TOV YEWPYDV. inc. Ti¢ 00K av €v AdKKy o€ AavinA
PAEnwV, vv. 24,
38 97.  Eig eikdva tod apxrotpatiyov MixanA koounbsicav mapd tod 95
vio0 To0 TprPvxov. inc. & TioTEWG XELP TAVTA TOAUGDOA YpAPELY,
vv. 16.
98.  Eigeikdva tod ayiov MTavAov kooundeioav. inc. v ov ceautdov 96
ayvoeiv MabAe ypdeng, vv. 7.
99.  Eigeikdva t@V tpi®dv maidwv. inc. €8¢t 6 Aginov TV andviwv 97
KTIOUATWYV, VV. 20.
38" 100. Eig eikdva o0 Kupiov kai Og0d kol Twtipog NUAOV Incod 98
Xp1otod, KoounOeioav mapd Thg ayiag uev deomoivng di
XpLooD, papydpwv kal Aibwv. Ed. Spingou 2010: 92.
38'-39 101. Eig eikdva to0 dylov peyadopdptupog Fewpyiov 99
avakaviobeicav apd tod MixanA tod Tatikiov. inc. TpoxoD pev
ovk ioxvoev dypiov tdotg, vv. 32.
39 102. Eig eikdéva tiig ayiag "Avvng [tfi¢] deomoivng Aeyouévng. inc. 100
tiktewv pev ékpibnoav év Abmaig tékva, vv. 14, See p. 77.
397 103. Acclamations to the emperor. Untitled. 101
i.  inc.mp@TOV r[pocs(pwvnpa Xptotol VSprV ¢€avaoTavTog, Vv. 6.
ii.  inc. otoAfj Aevki] pév flotpante, tovg PAEnovtag E0Gupet, vv. 6.
iii.  inc. el kai TO plv ol PaciAeig ueTd Kal TOV ApXOVTWY, VV. 6.
iv.  inc. Xp1otdg 6 tavtwy PactAeds Elevbepiav ypdpwy, vv. 6.
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40-45,
line 28

45,
lines 28-
33

45"

46

46"

47-88,
line 13

38

v.  inc. tov ABov pev ékOAnoev dyyelog Tpiv Tod td@ov, vv. 6.
vi.  inc. xB&g pev tob E0Aov kabeAwv éPpdotacey N’ OUWY, VV. 6.
vii.  inc. éoelobnoav t@ @éPw cov mdcat puAai PapPdpwv, vv. 6.
viii.  inc. &volyopév oot, BaciAed, T@V kapdi@dv tag BVpag, vv. 7.
ix.  inc. é&fiA0sg w¢ ¢k kK1PwToD TOV oGV €€ dvakTépwy, vv. 8.
104. Three epigrams on saint Mark. Untitled: 102
i.  inc. kaA€l og, Mdpke, Xpiotog €€ Alyvmtioy, vv. 4.
ii.  inc. T0ig 001¢ KpPATIOTOLG TPOOTIEGOVTA OXOLVIX, VV. 4.
iiil.  inc. et IETpog éoti méTpa Tfig ExkAnoiag, vv. 4.

105. Untitled. inc. katvdg Tig 00tog touPoc ov PAénerg, E€ve, vv. 50. 103
106. [To0] AUto0. Sidackalia cUVTOUOG Kal ca@eoTATN Tepl Te TWV104
déka katnyopi®Vv Kail TtV TPoTAcewV Kol TOV cLAANOYLoU®V Tept
Ov tic mpodidaydeig, ei¢ mdoag wév kal &AANV émiotAunv kol
téxvnv e€aipétwg d¢ €ig v pnropeiav e0kdAwg EumopeloeTal.
Tod Omeptigov kvpol MixanA toG WeAloU, Michael Psellos,
Philosophica Minora 1, op. 52, 1-555
107. Notes on grammar. Inc. ioxVer 8¢ tpdmouvg katd Téxvnv oiov
dddokadog mpog padntry, kata toxnv wg deomdtng mpog dovAov,
KATd TTpoaipesty WG @ilog mpog @ilov, Katd @UoLV WG TATp TPOG
vidv.
108.  Eig eik6va ol Xaipetiopod. Ed. Tserevelakis 2009/10: 105. 105
109.  Eig v ‘Yramavtiv. inc. 6 pev AavinA thv 0god §6&av PAénwv. 106
Ed. Tserevelakis 2009/10: 287.

110.  Untitled. inc. moAAag pev €oxov dwpedv BAag, kdpn, vv. 20. 107
Lambros ed. v. 1.

111.  Eig 10 otéupa t0d kupol Ade€iov dwpnbev avtd mapd tol 108
npwtooePfaotod. inc. mpoteivetal pev OYPEOev oot TO 6TEPOG, VV. 11.

112.  Untitled. inc. ék 600 pev Nuiv xapitwv moAvtpdnwv, vv. 18. 109

113.  ’Eml t0ig eikovicbeiow €v t@ mpomuAaiy TV Aylwv 110

TEGOAPAKOVTA. incC. TPOXOD POpP& XPOVOUL UEV GGTATOVHEVT, VV. 14,

114.  ’Eml tpikAive veovpyn0EvTt xapiv Tpamélng TtV povax@v mapd
100 PaciAéwg kDp MavounA évBa ikovioBnoav oLV adT® Kai o 111
nannog avtod PactAevg kOp AAEELOG Kal 6 Ttathp avToD BactAedg
k0p Twdvvng kai 6 BovAyapoktévog klp BasiAetog. inc. &v eixe
KpavynVv kal dounudtwv @uoig, vv. 42, See p. Error! Bookmark
not defined..

115.  Eig éykdAmiov &xov uépog tod dylov AiBov év ¢ uetd thv 112
armokafAworv €0eto TOV Xp1oTdv 6 Twon@ Kol UEPOG TG oTtddng
100 ayiov Fewpyiov. inc. otépvoig @épovtt Tufjpa Xpiote tod Aibov,

Vv. 4.

116.  Eig eikdva koounbeioav tiig ayiag @€otokov. inc. tod oD pev 113
Uoug &€lov kGopov, Kopn. vv. 24, Lambros ed. vv. 1, 15-20 and 24.

See p. 78.

117.  ’Eml Tdw TvOg yuvaikog aipvidiwg Bavovong dia kuvdayxng. inc.114
tep@Beiq Aday pdpuyya kapn® tod EVAov, vv. 12.

118. ’Eml mateMiw xpuo® yeyovott mapd tod oePaoctod tod Kalaudvov 115
kol §00¢vT1 T dylw NUGV PaciAel mep eixev eikoviouéva Sid@opa
Katd TV O0yypiav tpdmata. Cf. no. 340. See p. 79.

119. ’Eml gikoviopatt TOV ayiwv ©€0dwpwv kai avtod tod dyiov -
KAjoewv Og0D €0TL Kal Kowvwvia, vv. 12. See p. 79.

120. ’Emiyepiopol oOv @@ o0 PaAtiipog and gwviic Fewpyiov 116
ddaokdAov tod EnikAnv xoipoPfookod. George Choiroboskos,
Epimerisms on Psalms, ed. T. Gaisford, Oxford 1842, 1, 1 - 188, 25.

121. Ignatios the Deacon, Fables, no. 42. 117

122. Ignatios the Deacon, Fables, no. 28.

123. Ignatios the Deacon, Fables, no. 35.
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88Y‘—V

39-94

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.

130. Tod BovAyapiag. Eig Tov @rloAoywtatov Aapwv KeKaBIKOTa 118
a0TOV €ig TV tévta avtod. Theophylaktos of Ohrid, Poems, no. 11.
131. “Etepot. Theophylaktos of Ohrid, Poems, no. 12. 119
132. Eig povaxov MovlaAwva ciwn®@vrta. Christopher Mitylenaios, 120
Poems,4.
133. Collection of Gnomes: 121
i inc. ai cwypatikai drolavoeig TAéov T6 dduvnpov €xovat Tod
nd€o¢. G26, M5.

ii. inc. annAAdynoav ot Aitdvteg tov Plov. G 108.

iii. inc. draxtdg éotv 6 OopelG TG Kapdiag. G 109.

iv. inc. dydAAetat cap®g ye dfjuog. G 110.

V. inc. dvBpwmog ovdelg n)xnpps?xnpdtwv G 111.

vi. 'AptototéAoug. inc. ocvepwnoq WV SAwg eyw avBpdTw. G 118.

vii. inc. ocvSpog yspovrog ol yvdfor. G 119.

viii. inc. &vhp paxntng v Adyoig. G 137.

ix. inc. avrp okdAiog oUk £xet. G 139.

X. inc. avdpog mavovpyov @edye tag opAiag. G 140.

Xi. inc. avrp @pdvipog ovk Exel. G 141.

xii. Tob @eoAdyov. inc. Biov OV dAAo1wTOV EDAABDG. G 166.

xiii. inc. Ppadvg pr 1661 tpog edmortav. G 167.

Xiv. Alowmouv. inc. ﬁéﬁn?\oc ¢ pvr]cnKocKeT G 194.
xv. Bafpiov. inc. vapr] novnpa )(pr]otov 100og. G 227.

XVi. inc. yspsl ctsvocypwv 1 dloita. G 233, M 88.
xvii.inc. yéAwg ta tiide mdvta kai kevog dpduog. G 234,

G 276.
xviii. inc. de1vov dpdrovteg kal kakoTUpyov. G 326, F 47.
XiX. inc. ednuep®v pépvnoo kal Tod Bavdartov. G 395.
XX, inc. OvnTov Aaxwv tO o@ua pr| @pdvet péya. G 483,
XXi. inc. Aoy1oTikog voi¢ €16 to de€10v pénwv. G 631.
xxii.inc. voov Aentov 8ykog ékdidket. G 706, F 18,
xxiii. inc. peifpa yAvkaopol yAGooa BAOLeL. G 914, F 13.
XXiv, inc. tikteig £x1dva un @oPod tag wdivag. G 1016, F 50.
XXV, inc. tpépwv T cdua, ur| tpueriong. G 1017.
XXVi, inc. toxnv €xeig avOpwe pr) pudtnv. G 1026, 8 17.
XXVil, inc. DA@V yenp@dv peotog Gv Ppotdv. G 1032.
xxviii., inc. Umep@épovot TV Tab®V T& TdOn. G 1034,
XXiX, inc. 0dwp TotOV dprotov. G 1043, F 16.
xxx.inc. iAot @ihodotv kai & toig @iloig. G 1051, F 14,
XXX, inc. UAatte cavTOV un QAoyi. G 1091.
XXXil. inc. xpvoo0 AaAodvtog, Tdg dnpakteitw. G 1124, F 58.
xXxiii. inc. domep T@ Mupl avTOUATWG. G 1189, § 45.

134. Ztixot To0 yeyovoTog XapToPUAAKOG VOUOPUAXKOG TPWTOL TV 122
BAaxepv®dVv kai mpwtoouykéAAov kupoDd Oe0dwpov tod Badcapwy -
peta 8¢ Tivag xpdvoug Kal matpiapxov Avtioxeiag € Tov lwone 160
GTOYVUVOVUEVOV THV aioOfiTta mapd ThG yuvaikog tod Mevte@ph] wg
¢pwtopavovong. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 17,

135. Eig tOV ..1¢oV.... tapd mopv@v dVo @alakpovuevov. Theodore
Balsamon, Poems, 2.

136. Eic tov Aavid kAaiovta trv peta tiig BnpoaPee poixeiav.

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. Eig tov Zaupwv Euprlduevov vmd tfic AaAdag, Theodore
Balsamon, Poems, 4.

138. Eic trjv Buyatépa tod dapaw Aovouévny év T® ToTapu® Kal
gvpoloav TOoVv Mwiofv. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 5.

139. Eic tov kabapiouodv tiig Aémpag tob Negudav. Theodore Balsamon,
Poems, 6.

140. Eig tpamneav €xovoav iotopnuévov tov deinvov. Theodore
Balsamon, Poems,7.

141. Eig to0 avtd. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 8.

142. Eic t0 keAAlov avtod t0 8V €ig TV povrv T®V Zin®v. Theodore
Balsamon, Poems, 9.

143. Eig f1pAiov TakTikOV Kal unxavikov d00ev mapd to0tou T®
PactAel kup® Toaakiw. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 10.

144, Eic tOV td@ov évtog 8vta tod vaod Th¢ ayiag "Avvng TIHWUEVNG
v Tf] hovi] TOV ‘0dny&v. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 11.

145. Eig tov td@ov to0 oePactod kKupol Zte@dvou tod Kouvnvol
€vtog dvta tiig avtig povi]g. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 12.

146. Eic tov td@ov to0 oePactod kupol Ebpadiov tod
MaxkpepBoAitov. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 13.

147. Eig trv Umepaylav eikoviouévny ‘OdNynATpIav ...... TaviéXviov.
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 14.

148. “Etepot, Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 15.

149. ToD a0tod ypagévteg €i¢ EEaywyrv To0 untpomoAitov
d1\novndAewe. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 16.

150. Eig eikdva tod €émokdmov L186vog Exovoav eikoviouata
PactAéwg kal Tol matpidpxov, GAAX...iotapévou Smiobev ept Tovg
n6dag tod matpiapyov. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 17.

151. Eig xpuoolv kwbwviov €xov ioTopnuévag tpeig Oedg, trv
Appoditnv, thv “Hpav, thv ABAvnyv, kai tov AAEEavdpov didodvta
ufilov. Theodore Balsamon, 18 A.

152. Ei¢ 16 avto. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 18 B.

153. Untitled. Theodore Balsamon, 18 C.

154. Eig tdgov 00 oKeLOoQUAAKOG KLpoT Twdvvov tod ayiov
®Awpitov. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 19.

155. Eig tov dpxdyyehov MixanA peta Elgpoug iotduevoy €ig T
UUPEPIKA EpyaoThpla TG LEYAANG EKKANGLNG AVWOEV THG...
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 20 A.

156. “Etepot. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 20 B.

157. Eig ebvovyxomovAov. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 21.

158. Eic émképvnv pakpdv, wg amnod tod ebvovyomovAov. Theodore
Balsamon, Poems, 22.

159. Ztixot €ékdoBévteg T® ebvovyomoVAw. Theodore Balsamon,
Poems, 23.

160. Eic ayiav eikdva tod dyiov @0dwpov To0 oTpatnAdrov.
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 24 A.

161. Eic trv a0tV aylav eikéva. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 24 B.

162. Ei¢ tov evvoyxomovAov. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 25.

163. Eic tov Oeiov vaov tod oikov tod AoyoBétov tdv mote dvta
Aovutpdv. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 26.

164. Eic tov lotopn0évta PactAéa kOp1v Toadkiov EvTog ToD aylov
Aovuartog tiig aylag Osotdkov thi¢ ‘0dnyritpiag. Theodore Balsamon,
Poems, 27.

165. Eic tumikov tig povii¢ Tod oefaotod kai tpokadnuévouv kupod
‘Avdpovikov tol ‘Poyepiov, Tfig Aeyopévng Xpuookapapiwtioong.
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 28. See also De Gregorio 2010: 49.
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166. Eic aylov Anuntpiov ebpebéva napa to0 BactAéwg ig thv
oikiav tod anootdtov TOAaPonétpov. Theodore Balsamon, Poems,
29.

167. Eic avadevdpdda matpiapxikol keAAiov €xovoav oTa@UALS.
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 30.

168. Eic vépavtlav tiig poviig To0 ApyvponwAov kavbeicav UTo
xew®dvog. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 31.

169. Ztixol ypa@évteg €ig T0 d1x Tod AiBov 181ktov To0 KupwBEVTOg
ddypatog mapd o0 PactAéwg kupod MavounA kai avacThAwOEvTog
EVTOG TAG aylwTdTng Tod O00 ueydAng ékkAnoiag. Theodore
Balsamon, Poems, 32.

170. Ztixol Ypa@évTeg €ig eikdva dylag Osotdkov, kpepacdeioav €ig
TNV poviv tod ayiov Tpo@wvog. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 33.

171. Eig tumikov yuvaiketag poviig. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 34.
Cf. De Gregorio 2010: 56-7.

172. Eig tov dyov Tpogwva. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 35.

173. Eig trv poviv t®v Zin®v. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 36.

174. Eig t0 keAAiov avtod. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 37.

175. Untitled. Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 38.

176. Eig 0 map’ avTod 6LVTEDEV VOUOKAVOVOV TIPOG TOV AyLWTATOV
atTpiapxnv kopiv Fewdpylov tov ZigiAivov. Theodore Balsamon,
Poems, 39.

177. Eig tov AiBiona Mwofv AoyapracOévta kai Avovuevov.
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 40. Cf. no. 34.

178. Eig ebvouyomovAidiov dp&acBat uéAlov oxedoypapiag. Theodore
Balsamon, Poems, 41. Cf. no. 35.

179. Eic vintiipa €vov dnuootakod Aovtpod Tiig poviig tTdv '0dnydv.
Theodore Balsamon, Poems, 42. Cf. no. 36.

94'-96 180. Manasses, Hodoiporikon, vv. 1-269. 161
96" Blank.
97 181.  Eig tov mémAov tOV Kpepaobévta mapa to0 Twdvvov oefactod 162

00 ApPavinvod eig v vmepayiav Osotdkov thv '0dnyritpiav. Tod
KaAAwkA£oc. Kallikles, Poems, 1.

97" 182.  Eig TNV eikdva tod Zwtiipog TNV koounBeioav vmod tod PactAéwg
Kal dvatedeioav tf] wovi] o0 Mavrokpdrtopog. Kallikles, Poems, 2.
97" 183.  Eig TV otavpwolv tod kupiov fu@v Tnood Xpiotod kai Tod

aytov Métpov. Kallikles, Poems, 32.

184.  ToD avtoD. Eig tov dytov T'ewpytov v Aeuk® Ay tunwOévta.
Kallikles, Poems, 3.

185.  “Etepor Kallikles, Poems, 4.

186.  Eig TOV Xptotov kooundévta mapd tod kdp Toaakiov dix xpvood
kol AMOwv. Kallikles, Poems, 8.

187.  Eig tnv eikdva v lotapévny dvw tod tdgov tod oePfactod
KLpoU ‘Avdpovikov. Kallikles, Poems, 11.

97'-98  188.  Ei¢ €tepav opoiwg eikdva. Kallikles, Poems, 13. Cf. no. 268.

98 189.  Tod avtod. Eig tdg eénta cuvddoug tod Xpiotol pécov ioTapévou.
Kallikles, Poems, 14. Cf. no. 267.

98" 190.  ToD avtod. Eig trv @cotékov koounbeioav mapd tod PactAéws.
Kallikles, Poems, 15.

98" 191.  Eig t0 Kavkiov 00V mapd Tf¢ TOPPUPOYEVVHTOU KUPEG
Evdokiag T® matpl avtig T® PactAel udv @ ayiw. Kallikles, Poems,
16.

192.  Untitled. Kallikles, Poems, 17.
98'-99  193. To0 a0TOD €ig TOV XPLOTOV IOTAUEVOV ETTL TG TAPW WG €K
TPOSWTOL GUPOTEPWV TOD Te AoyoBéTou Kai tfig supPiov avtod
KLpGAG Elprivng petd tod povayikod oxfuatog iotapévwy. Kallikles,
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Poems, 18.
99 194.  Eig tv ‘0dnyntpiav tod avtod. Kallikles, Poems, 20.
195.  Tod avtod. Eig tov tdgov to0 Kapatnpod Aoyobétov. Kallikles,
Poems, 21.
99'-100 196.  To0 avtod. Eig TV Aokelaviy w¢ &rod ToD avdpog avTiG.
Kallikles, Poems, 22.
100 197.  Eig v eikdva tod owtipog trv KoounOeicav mapd tf¢ oefaotiig
KUpGAG "Avvng tig Aovkaivng. Kallikles, Poems, 23.
198.  Tod avtod. Eig trv év nalatiw devtépav napovoiav. Kallikles,

Poems, 24.
100" 199.  ToDd avtod. Eig to xpvooGv kovPovkAetov. Kallikles, Poems, 25.
100" 200.  Eig tov 0&edypuoov mémhov TOV Kpepacbévta €v Tii ‘0dnyntpiy

Tapd th¢ oePaotiig kKLpdg "Avvng, TG culvyov tod oefaotod
Twavvov tod ApaBavtnvod. Kallikles, Poems, 26.

201.  Eig TOV 0TaUPOV TOV KOOUNOEVTA TTaPX TG TOPPUPOYEVVHTOV
Kupd¢ Evdokiac. Kallikles, Poems, 27.

101 202.  Eig tov tdgov ti¢ deomoivnc. Kallikles, Poems, 28.

101-102 203.  Eig ta poda. Kallikles, Poems, 29.

102" 204.  Eig TOV Zpupvaiov €K@paoavTa tOV TEAELTHOAVTA LIOV TOD
npwrtootpdtopog. Kallikles, Poems, 30.

103" 205.  Olmapdvreg otixol YylAivovTog T ToD O€0D Xdpitt TOD KPATALOD

Kal aylov NUGOV adBévtou kal PactAéwe TwEvVVOL TOPPULPOYEVVHTOV
100 Kopvnvod €y€veto Kat €VTOANV €KelVOL WG €Tl T( TdPw avTOD
ypapnoouévor. Kallikles, Poems, 31.
103" 206.  Tod Ipodpduov. Eig eikdva €xovoav TOV Xptotov lotopnuévov. 163
Theodore Prodromos, Historical Poems, 53.
103'-104 207. Tod avtod. Eig &vOpaka émiotoAr) émi To0 KavikAeiov. Theodore 164
Prodromos, Historical Poems, 72.
104 208.  Tod avtod. Eig éyxelpiov tiig ‘0dnyntpiag. Theodore Prodromos, 165
Historical Poems, 73.
209.  Eig oV Kuprakov kal ©ddwpov toug BuueAikolg dnokapévtag. 166
Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 138.
210.  Eig toV povaxov tig uovilg¢ MavounA. Christopher Mitylenaios, 167

Poems, 120.

104" 211.  Eig tov dylov TakwpPov tov Méponv. Christopher Mitylenaios, 168
Poems, 121.

104" 212.  Eig v yévvnorv tod Xpioto. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 169

123. Cf. no. 333

213.  Eig tov popunka. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 125. Cf. no. 170
334. 171

214.  Eig v AvaAnyuv. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 126. Cf. no. 172
335.

215.  Eigtov é€wvndévta BéAov ol diktvov nap’ avtol. Christopher 173
Mitylenaios, Poems, 127.

216.  Eig tva eindvta BOeAvtrecOat td tnAa kat dia tovto TG oikiag 174
un amévat. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 132.

217.  Eig OV KatopOtToVvTa TO Xpuoiov mhoveoiov. Christopher
Mitylenaios, Poems, 134. Cf. no. 336.

105 218.  On St Barbara. Untitled.
i. inc. dotopye mdtep Bapfdpa tepwv Elpet, vv. 6. Lambros ed. v. 1. 175
ii. inc. oV pev to nhp “Heatotov éEvuvdv Aéyelg, vv. 6. Lambros ed. v. 1. 176
iil. inc. OEONG pvoapdg avTdXELP TATHP TEKVOUL, VV. 6. Lambros ed. v. 1. 177
iv. inc. Av &v 10 kpeittov el matnp dANog POdcag, vv. 6. Lambros ed. 1. 178
v. inc. PAénwv Aéyov nhp matépa naidoktévov, vv. 6. Lambros ed. 1. 179
vi. inc. o0y wg peAioong, wg d¢ knefjvog yévog, vv. 6. Lambros ed. 1. 180

vii.inc. ti kal TdAv hp 0VpavoS KaTw Ppéxet, vv. 7. 181
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105"

105"-106

106

106"

106"-107

107

219. Emi eikoviopartt T @€0TokoUL AvwOev TUANG povaotnpiov. inc. 182
fiviiep Tpoeidev 6 mpopnTebwV TOANY, vv. 22, Lambros ed. vv. 1-2.

220.  Eigta aylx tov ayiwv. Ed. Horandner 1994: 1. 183
221.  Eig tov xaipetiopdv. Ed. Horandner 1994: I1. -
222.  Eig tnv Xptotol yévvnouv. Ed. Hérandner 1994: 111 211
223.  Ei¢ tnv omanavtiv. Ed. Horandner 1994: 1V, (sic)

224.  Eigtnv pdantiowv. Ed. Horandner 1994: V.

225.  Eig v petapdpeworv. Ed. Hérandner 1994: VL.

226.  Eig tnv &yeporv tod Aaldpov. Ed. Horandner 1994: VIL.

227.  Eig v Paiogdpov. Ed. Horandner 1994: VIIL.

228.  Eigtov deinvov. Ed. Horandner 1994: IX.

229.  Eig tov vintfipa. Ed. Horandner 1994: X.

230.  Eig tnv mpooevxrv. Ed.Horandner 1994: XI.

231.  Eig v npodooiav. Ed. Horandner 1994: XII.

232.  Eig toVv Xp1otov eAkduevov éni Td otavpwbijvat. Ed. Horandner
1994: XIII.

233.  Eig tnv otavpwotv. Ed. Horandner 1994: XIV.

234.  Eig tnv anokabnAwotv. Ed. Horandner 1994: XV.

235.  Eig tov évtagiacudv. Ed. Hérandner 1994: XVI.

236.  Ei¢ tnv avdotaoiv. Ed. Horandner 1994: XVIL.

237.  Eig tnv avaAnyv. Ed. Hérandner 1994: X VIII.

238.  Ei¢ tnv mevinkootnv. Ed. Horandner 1994: XIX.

239.  Eig v koiunowv tfi¢ umepayiag @cotdékov. Ed. Horandner 1994: 212
XX.

240.  Eig TOV dpyxlotpdtnyov MixanA eikovicBévta év T mponvAaiw 213
100 vaoD avtod tol £€wbev Tod kdotpou Tpraditong, mapd Tov
oePactod Kal peydAov tatpetdpxov kupod F'ewpyiov To0
MoAatoAdyov EvBa cuverkoviodn avtog T€ Kal O viog avTod O
oefaotog kOp AAEEL0G. inc. w¢ plv Mavoue cuAAaAoDVTE ot PAénw, 214
Vv. 9.

241.  EigToVv &v T® aiyloA® tiig Tipeprddog dpiotov. Ed. Horandner 215
1994: XXI.

242.  Eig éykdAmiov tod AAovsidvouv MixanA tod ypaupatikos Gmod
T00 KavikAelov To0 Ay100e0dwpitov €xov tiptov E0Aov toD Ztavpod
100 Xp1otot* EOAoV &nod T0D Td@ov #vOa £T0IRGATO THV TPOCELXNV O
Xp1ot0g €V tf] VukTi T0d 1tdBoug: Aibovg and ol ayiov tdgov tod
Xp1otod* To0 TdYov t|§ O0TéKOL TOD Spoug TV EAa1&dV: ToD
té10UL T00 FoAy00d Kl ToD Spoug ToT Zivd. Horna 1906: 198. See p.

126, note 15.

243, EmiT® v T@ peydAw malatie eyyeyAvupéve [O]otpeiw év AiBw.216
inc. £otkev W¢ @vovoy LddTWV dixa, vv. 5. Lambros ed. v. 1. See p.

80.

244.  Eig AMBov &md tod dyiov tdpov tiig Oc0tékov v @ v altn 217
glkoviopévn, vv. 5. Lambros ed. v. 1.

245.  Eig kavdVAav avaptnBeioav €ig eikOva TG 6TAVPWOEWS TOD

Xp1otod mapa tod tpwtovwPeAiosipov kupod NikoAdov. inc. 218
otavp®d dvvag, e thg 86Eng, Adye, vv. 13. Lambros ed. vv. 1-2 and
7-13. See p. 80.

246.  Eig eikdva to0 Xprotod tod MepipAéntov koounbeioav mapa 219

BactAéwg, g 8micBev 6 adtdg eikoviodn. inc. i kai TOmMOL Mivaka
KOOU®V o€ AOYe, vv. 17. Lambros ed. vv. 1-4 and 16-17. See p. 81.

247.  EigToV év Tfi povfj ToD [avtokpdtopog Tdpov tod 220
0ePacTOKPATOPOC KAl TOPPUPOYEVVHTOL KUPOT AVEpoviKov WG Ao
g ouuPiov avtod, th¢ oefactokpatopioons kvpdg "Avvng. inc. @
tOuPe mikpd kAfio1g dAyevn B€a, vv. 36. Lambros ed. v. 1.

248.  Eig eikéva €xovoav lotopndévta tov PaciAéa [kai] thv 221
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déomorvav ebAoyovuévoug mapd tod Xptotod. Ed. Magdalino-
Nelson: 137-8. See p. 180.

107" 249.  Eig tnv and KopivOouv dvakouiobeicav eig tnv peyaAdmoAv 222
eikéva tod dyiov O0dwpov kai adO1g dmostaleicay ékeioe. inc. kai
to0t0 delypa PactAikig kapdiag, vv. 26.

107-108 250. ’Emit® Td@w tod Zuvadnvod kupod Avdpovikov tod yauPpod 223
100 deomdtov tod Ayyélov. inc. v TouPog idwv kapdiav OAPTg
Eéve, vv. 49,

108" 251.  ’Eml tij veovpynBeion povij n’ dvOpartt TG Umepayiag Osotékov 224
napd 00 TaveePdotov ueydAov Etatpeidpyov’ g v Td mpovdie
eikovicOnoav oi PaciAeiq, ¢€ v 1) oelpd ToD yévoug TovToL
KATAYETAL KAl HEPIKA TV KATOPOWUATA TOD TOPPUPOYEVVATOL Kl
aOTOKPATOPOG KUPOD MavounA tod Kouvnvod. inc. wg Aaumpov
EVTPUPNUX Kapdlag PEPELS, VV. 64,

108" 252.  Eig OV poaka tod év T Pouvd TV BAaxepv@v veovpynbévtt 225
TpIKALVW. inc. €v 6ol T6 Pabpov dopal®dg ndpacdunv, vv. 5.
253, Eig kavd()A(a)v xpuofv dobeioav gig tov vaov tod ayiov 226

Tewpylov tod F'opyol mapd tod MéAntog. Ed. Tsolakis 1979: 479-80,
Hérandner 1970: 111 (no. 111).

254,  Eig Tipov Ztavpov tebévta €v Td Tadew g oePactiic KLpag 227
Togiag tiig Kouvnviig kai ti¢ oefaotiig Buyatpog avTig KLpag
Eipfvng. Ed. Hérandner 1987: 243.

255.  Ztixot ypa@évteg ig €yxeiptov Tiig Umepayiag deomoivng UGV 228
@€0ToKOU TG ‘0dNyATpLag. inc. mpog tdg Baldooag TV Xapitwv cov
KOpN, VV. 8.

109 256.  ZTixol Ypa@évTeg €ig eikOva TG dylag dvaotdoewg tod Kupiov 229
Kol GANO1vod ©€0l UGV 'Incod Xpiotod iotopndeicav mapd tod
AY1WTATOL TATPLdPXOL TEPOGOADUWY KUPOD Twdvvou Tod
YEYOVOTOG KABNYOUUEVOU THG HoVTiG TOD dylov Atopndoug T
Aeyouévng Néag TepovoaAny. inc. maAat pev Qkteipnoag, wg Aavid
YpaeL, vv. 21, Lambros ed. vv. 1-2. See p. 82.

257.  Eig évdutnyv ti|g aylag Tpamélng dobeioav tf] povii t@v Zrovdiov 230
Tapd TG TOPPLPOYEVVHTOL KUPAEG "Avvng. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 6-

8. See p. 83.
258.  Eig eikdva to0 aylov NikoAdov koopunOeioav. inc. av 231
gCuyootateito kapdiag mdBov, vv. 14. Lambros ed. vv. 1-2 and 14.
See p. 84.
109" 259.  Eig eikdva o0 povayod Neo@utov €xovoav TV Lepayiav 232

@€0TOKOV KAl TOV dyloV ANUNTPLOV TKETEVOVTAG TOV KUPLOV NUDV
Kal 0edv 'Incodv Xpiotdv. inc. &vOog o€ T6 PAactiicav év KOOUW
Abye, vv. 8. Lambros ed. vv. 1-3. See p. 84.

109" 260.  Eig Xpuofjv analapéav yevouévny mapd tfi¢ abtokpatopioong 233
KLpGG Elprivng. inc. t0 xp&dua xpvooov, 1] 8" év avt® oTIATVOTNG, VV.

10. 234

261.  Eig éyxeiplov tig Umepaylag ©cotdkov. Ed. Nunn 1987: 102. 235

262.  Eig eikdva to0 aylov Fewpyiov koounbeioav. inc. Eumvouv 6p®
o€ HApTUG €ixe Yap Tdxa. Papamastorakis 2002: 42, no 21. ed. vv. 13-

20. See p. 84.

109'-110 263. Eig KwOWVioV X0V EIKOVIOUEVAG TAG GPETAG. Four epigrams. 236
i. inc. tag dpetdag Mrpdoa Tol miverv TAov, vv. 3. -
ii. inc. tag dpetdg ypdpaoa Kpatfpog KUKAwW, vv. 3. 239

iii. inc. xpvoodg kpatrp Pakxat de o0 Atovicov, vv. 4.
iv. inc. @épovoa kAfjorv dpeT®Vv Umeptépag, vv. 4.
110 264.  Tepi tig e0Aoylag TV tecodpwV oTotXelwv Tod KOGUOU. inc. TV 240
Yiv matrioag ebAoyeig tavtng Adye, vv. 18. Lambros ed. v. 1.
265.  Eig eikdva to0 aylov arootdAov kai ebayyeAiotod Aovka. inc. f| 241



Words and Artworks | 318

v €avtod {wypagel Aovkdg Béav. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 17-18. See

p. 84.
1107 266.  Eig tdov tod Kovtoote@dvou. inc. av év okiaig dvOpwme kai 242
ypapaic 0éAnc. Sternbach 1904: 365-6.
110" 267.  Eigtag ¢ ouvddoug tob Xpiotod péoov iotapévov. Kallikles, 243
Poems, 14. Cf. no. 189.
268.  Untitled. Kallikles, Poems, 13. Cf. no. 188. 244

110¥-111 269.  Eig eikdva to0 aylov Fewpyiov koounbeioav. inc. €ig kapdiag yiv 245
000 Padwv mdébov ondpov, vv. 20. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 16-20. See p.
86.

111-112' 270.  ’HOomotia tivag &v eimet Adyoug 1) oefaotrh) kupd Eiprivn 1) 246
Buydtnp tfig oefaotiig KLpAg Zogiag TG ToD oefaoToKpdTOPOG TIEPL
@V €l adTnV ouuPePnkdtwv. inc. o0k €oTt pot uEv ebXaploTiog
Adyog, vv. 201.

112" 271.  Eig to KaivovpynBev kovPovkAeiov €v Td kata tag BAaxépvag 247
kouPouvkAeiw. Ed. Magdalino-Nelson 1982: 142.
113 -115 Philosophical and grammatical works. 248
113, Titl. 272. Untitled: On the winds
line 1-20 Inc. [811] dnnAiwTng Aéyetan 81 0 (fiAtog) ' adtod

diépyxetar Kal a0TOG €K THG TPWTNG ToD fAlov
GvatoAfg mvel

Des. Kal TaDTA PEV TEPL TV TECOAPWYV KEVTPWYV KAl TOV €V
a0TOIG AVEUWV
113, line 20 -  Titl. 273.  Untitled: On the causes
113", line 7 Inc. Totéov 6T1 TO aiTIoV EMTAXQDG. TONTIKOV AiTIOV...
Des. Kal OpyavikoVv Kal mapadelypatikov ndppw tig Ogiog
Kal Grelpoduvdauov QL.
113%, line 8 -  Titl. 274. Untitled. On the conceptions
114,line 14  Inc. drati un Aéyopev Kal o o mavti suvayeoBat éml ToD
TIvi €ne1dr) 00K GAnOEg TovTo
Des. Kal €v 101G Aotmoiq LePIKOiG 0TEPNTIKOIG GUAAOYIOMOTG
101G €V Te TQ SeVTEPW Kal TPiTw oXAHATL
114, line 15 -  Titl. 275. Untitled.
115, line 9 Inc. Srapopd ¢oti mAeovdlel o £i80¢ ToD Yévoug i yobv
nAeovdlel To £180g ToD yévoug TG Stapopdg
Des. AN €€umokeluévwy TIV@V T& SvTa TOV O£00

dnutovpyfioat OoAaPeiv AploToTEANG O€ TPWTOLG
ovotag T kabékaota Aéywv Anpwdeic deiikev tov
MAdtwva. Tpodgeotdval Tag idéag TV mpayudtwy

ATOPEIVAUEVOV
115, line 10 - Titl. 276.  Untitled
23 Inc. duépov Bvtwv tii§ PrAocopiag Bewpntikod Kal

TPAKTIKOD. Tept ToD OewpnTikoD pdAiota O
"Ap1oTotéAng éomovdace
Des. elpntat Adywv fuiv €v toig mepl KIVAoEL.
115" 277. Eig eikdva to0 dyiov NikoAdov koopunOeicav. inc. av 249
undev ait@v unde Aappdavwv ndAat, vv. 28. Lambros ed. vv. 1-
5,20-2 and 28. See p. 87.

278. Eig eikOva ti|¢ Oc0TdKOL KOoouUNnOeioav Tapd tod 250
TkAnpod. inc. 6ob kai TOmot oTiAovteg foav xpusiw, vv. 10.
Lambros ed. vv. 1, 6-7 and 9-10. See p. 88.

279. Eig eikdva th¢ Umepayiag ©@eotékov koounOeioav mapa 251
t00 Zuvaitov. inc. €k papyapit@v, €k AMbwv, €k xpuoiov, vv. 7.
Lambros ed. vv. 1-3. See p. 88.

280. Eig eikdva to0 Xprotod kabnuévou émt Bpdvou kai 252
NTAWUEVAG EXOVTOG TAG XETPAG. inc. €1 TNV co@iav KaTIdeTv
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PovAer Eéve, vv. 12. Lambros ed. v. 1.

116 281. Eig eikdva 00 Xpuoootdpov. inc. Ypuxnyv euny dpdeve, 253
TNy Xpuoéa, v. 4. Lambros ed. v. 1. See p. 88.
282. Eig éykOATiov €xov tipov AiBov tod tdgov tol Xpiotod. 254
inc. t0 tufjpa Aibov ol kaAvPavtog tdgov, vv. 3.
283. Eig éykOAmiov €xov AiBov and tod tdgov Tod Kupilov 255
NU®V 'Incod Xp1otod. inc. TuRpatt T@tep Aatountos cov
TAPov, vv. 4. 256
284. Eig eikdva toD ayiov Maipov. inc. i uf pabwv Rdetv oe
Md&iue @Odoag, vv. 6. Lambros ed. v. 1. 257
285. Eig eikOvag TOV aylwv O£0dwpwv. inc. €ig mioTewg
oUyKpatov akpaipvi] té0ov, vv. 17. Lambros ed. v. 1. See p. 89. 258
286. Eig TOV amo tfig [TéAew¢ mposaxOévta otépavov. inc. Tl
Aaunddog xpn T@ PepavYel PwoPdpw, vv. 14,
116" 287. Eig eikOva T O0TdKOL THG Tavaying deomoivng NUAV. 259

inc. toAAat Zodopwv enot tev Buyatépwy, vv. 16. Lambros ed.
vv. 1 and 14-6. See p. 90.
116" 288. Eig TOV td@ov g TkAnpaivng. Bees 1921: 52. 260
289. Ttixot yeyovoteg 8te O v10g ToD €mi ToU KavikAeiov 261
necwv &’ HPnAod tpikAivov év O fv 6 Xp1otdg eikovicuévog,
0080AwG €PAGPN. Ed. Koufopoulou 1989: 361.

116" - 117" 290. "HOomotia tivag av einn Adyouvg 0 viog tod €mi To0 262
KavikAgiov &PAaprig dragpuAaybeic. Ed. Koufopoulou 1989:
362-5.

117" 291. Eig eikdva to0 Xprotod dobeioav v AdpravoundAel. inc. 263

€K ToU SLWKTOU Kal OTapdKToL eV TdAat, vv. 29. Lambros ed.
vv. 1-2 and 20-9. See p. 91.
117" - 118 292. Eig eikéva tA¢ ToD Xp1otod Panticews dobeioav eig tov 264
&v 1@ Topdavn vaodv tod Mpodpdpov mapa tol PactAikod. inc.
Tpiv pev katdwv mdp Oeikiig ovoiag, vv. 19. Lambros ed. vv. 1-
3 and 11-9. See p. 92.

118 293. Eig eikdva to0 mpo@ntov AavifA. inc. £oike Toig 265
TPEPOLOLV AKpALPVEIG TOOOUG, vV, 19.
294, Eig TV amootadeicav mpdg TovV tod Xpiotol Tadpov 266
XpLofiv kavdnAav. inc. Xptotol pev év 6ol Tpiv KaAvpOEvTog
TAQE, Vv. 14. 267
295. Ei¢ tdgov. inc. €i pr) Oaddoong fj netpv £pug E€ve, vv.
18. Lambros ed. vv. 1-6 and 14-8.
118™ 296. Eig TOV Xptotov éEAkduevov éml T® otavpwbijval. inc. 268
#kAvev o0¢ fikovoev 180vON TdAat, vv. 15. Lambros ed. vv. 1-
2 and 14-5.
118" 297. Eig eikéva to0 ayiov TakwpPov ol &deApobéov. inc. 269
gykapdiov mdp miotew( te Kai méov, vv. 12,
118"-119 298. Ei¢ tdgov. inc. tepactia T1g @de T00 TOUPOL @loIG, VV. 270
50.
119 299. Eig TOV td@ov tiig oefaotii¢ kupdg Zo@iag. inc. &1 Tig 271
PAeapwv EKTETAGAG TAG TTUXAG, VV. 56.
119" 300. Acclamations to Manuel Komnenos. 272
i. inc. €0T1 MOTOG €V 0VPAVYH PAPTULE TOV 0@V TpoTaiwy, vv. 13,
119" ii. inc. €k T00 @g00 00 TAdoavTOog Kal oTEQAVWOavVTOG o€, Vv, 11,
iii. inc. Axovoev GPog ovpavod yfi¢ TAdtog Avwticbn, vv. 14,
301. Eig TOV td@ov oD mpwtoPpdAtov Twdvvov Tov 273

Mavovypd. inc. av €v motayuoi tiig BafuAdvog ypden, vv. 25.
Lambros ed. v. 1.

119°-120 302. Eig t0 Oalua o0 TupAod eikovicbév. inc. p&g ¢€ UdGTWV 274
T00T0 VIKG TNV @UoLy, vv. 10. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 10.
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120 303. Eig 10 Oadpa to0 mapaAvTov eikovichev v T@ avTd 275
Aovtp®. inc. mpoPatikig pev mpiv koAvuPribpac Vdwp, vv. 10.
Lambros ed. v. 1. 276
304. Eig TV td@ov tod Kopvnvod. inc. €1 kal tpog dAAovg
apop&Vv toufoug Efve, vv. 38.
1207 305. Eig ta eikovicbévta v tfj oefaopiq povii thg Ayiag 277

Tp1ddog Tfj Katd TO Zteviv. inc. ToAAAG QuTELSAG SWPEDV 6OV
auméloug, vv. 18.

120" 306. Eig TV adtnv povnyv th¢ Ayiag Tpiddog. inc. alty 278
povaoT®V 1] katoikia E€ve, vv. 16.
307. Eml T@ GvaptnO£vTt TpikavOnAw év Td vad tédv BRpov. 279

inc. TOAAGG &1’ &pxfig HEXPL Kal VOV pot, udKap, Vv, 12,
Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 9-12. See p. 93.

308. Eig eikdva tod dyiov IMavAov tod 6puoAoyntod. inc. 280
puaBeioa dewviig kal ToAvxpdovov vdoov, vv. 10. Lambros ed.
vv. 1-2 and 7-10. See p. 93.

309. Eig eikdva To0 dylov Zte@dvou tod TpwToudpTupog. inc. 281
TOV dixa xe1pog €€ Spoug teTunuévov,vv. 16, Lambros ed.vv. 1-
2 and 11-6. See p. 94.

121-152" 310-327. Arethas, Orations, nos. 57-73°. 282-298
153-159" 328-338. Michael Psellos, Letters. See Moore 2005: nos. 6, 66, 83, 177, 85, 299
241, 266, 277, 308, 67, 98.
160-165 339. Michael Psellos, On the character of Gregory of Nazianzos (BHG 729). 300
See Moore 2005: no. 1011.
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
167"-168" 342. Michael Psellos, Philosophica Minora II, Op. 5. 303
168"-169" 343. Michael Psellos, Philosophica Minora II, Op. 6. 304
169'-170" 344, Michael Psellos, On music, 89-105. See Moore 2005: 885. 305
170"-171" 345. Michael Psellos, On rhythm. See Moore 2005: 1004. 306
171"-172" 346. Michael Psellos, On astronomy. Unedited. See Moore 2005: 777. 307
172"-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
179" 353. Michael Psellos, Philosophica Minora I, Op. 10. des. o0 uévov 6tr 314
evdéxetan un vmdpyelv. The work breaks off at the middle of the
page.
180 354.  ’Emi okeVel Xpuo® &v @ eikovioOn 6 dylog U@V PactAevg 315

KATATPOTOVUEVOG TOV GOUATAVOV. inc. €k Xpuoiov T oKeDOG, 1 O
oTIATVOTNG, VV. 16.

355.  ’Eml €ik6v1 Thig Umepayiag @cotdkov koouiobeion [koounOeion]. inc. 316
avTdyadov o kai @rhevomAayxvov @UoeL, vv. 12, Lambros ed. vv. 1 and
12. See p. 94.

356.  ’Eml gikdvi tod ayiov ©eodwpov koounbeion mapa tol ZepPAiov 317
kLpod Twdvvou. inc. npdg Swpeddv BdAacoav Gv Eoxov, udkap, vv. 10.
Lambros ed. vv. 1, 5-6 and 10. See p. 95.

357.  ’Emieikoviopatt tod te dotdipov factAéws Twdvvou, tod viod 318
avtol KLPoU MavourA kal ToD viol tovtov kKVpod Ale€iov. inc. ndmnmog,
nathp, Taic PactAeic véag Phung, vv. 19.

180" 358.  Eig eikéva tod ayiov Twdavvou tol [podpduov debeioav dia xpuoiov319
napd to0 BaciAéwe. Lambros ed. vv. 1, 4-6, 12. See p. 95.

¥ See also Jenkins, Laourdas and Mango 1954: 1-40. Darrouzés 1955.
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180"

181

1817

181"

181"-182

182

359.  Untitled poem on the coronation of Manuel. inc. tdAat pév eig 320
apx1ePELG, MeAx1oedek O péyag, vv. 11,
360.  Aiviypa €ig tévta. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 71. 321

361.  Eig 10 tipov Aetpavov tod ayiov MavteAenuovog PAV ov aylaopa. 322
Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 89. Cf. no. 24.

362.  EigtnVv yévvnouv tod tipiov Mpodpdpov. Christopher Mitylenaios, 323
Poems, 113. Cf. no. 29.

363.  Eig Vv yévvnolv tod Zwtiipog fudv Incod Xpiotod. Christopher 324
Mitylenaios, Poems, 123. Cf. no. 212.

364.  Eig tov uopunka. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 125. Cf. no. 213. 325

365.  Eig tVv avaAnyuv. Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems, 126. Cf. no.214. 326

366.  Eig mAovolov katoputrovta to Xpuoiov. Christopher Mitylenaios, 327
Poems, 134. Cf. no. 217.

367.  ’Emi éykoAmiw #xovti uépog tod dryiov AiBov év § opvpvicdn 6 328
KUp10G Kai O0g MUV 'Inools Xptotdg. inc. 6 (v OeikOS kai Oavmv
CUPKOG VOUW, VV. 6.

368.  ’Eml gikdvi tod ayiov MavteAepovog. inc. dvapyvpws Hev piv 329
TAPEIXEG TNV XdpLV, vv. 8. Lambros ed. vv. 1-2 and 8.

369.  ’EmimateMw xpuo®, v @ eikovicOnoav t& katd thv Obyyapiav 330
tpomata tod PactAéwg. Cf. no. 118.

370.  ’Eml t0ig eikoviopaot o0 PactAéwg, Tod pév kupiov nudv Incod 331

Xp16T00 GLAAAAODVTOG AT TIPOG TO 0VG, TOT 8¢ dyiov MMvedpatog év
eide1 meprotepdc €€ ovpavod katepxouévou, TV 8¢ dyiwv drootédAwv
[étpou Kat [MavAov kKal TOV aylwv Tatplapx®v, Tod XpuoooTtdUov, ToD
©e0Adyov Kai ETépwV dpxlepéwV EmddOVTWY adT® TOUOLG TOV
xpnoewv. Ed. Magdalino 1982: 147-8.

371.  Eig 10 Oadpa TV mévte dpTtwv. inc. AaPmv deuptws upapa tod 332
oapkiov, vv. 13. Lambros ed. vv. 1-2 and 13.

372.  ’Emi okemdouati Xpuo®, év ¢ eikovicOnoav ta katd to taeidiov o 333
Kata to 'Tkoviov. inc. tay’ av Pracdi] kai Oadaco®dv 1 xvo1g, vv. 12.

373.  ’Eml gikdévi tiig Umepayiag OeotdKkov. inc. Xpuoog Lev obdev o0dE 334
Aaunpdtng Abwv, vv. 24,

374,  Emit® Eiper 100 PaciAéwg. inc. Elpoug puev avtavyela cuyxéet 335
KOpag, vv. 12.

375.  Eml xpuo® {wotfipt. inc. €k papyapit®dv, €k Aibwv, €k xpuoiov, vv. 336
10.

376.  Emlypappa YEYOVOG £ TG EUNAyEVTL HEOW THG OVYYPLKAG XWpag 337
Tipiy Ztavpd. inc. Ov Tpiv Katd®V Gotepdypagov TOmov, vv. 29.

377.  Tod podpduov. Eig kdtontpov €xov Emiobev yeypapuévov tov 338
“HAov. Theodore Prodromos, Historical Poems, 55.

378.  ToD avtol ei¢ Aaundda arootadeioav eig eikdva Tfig Tavumepdyvov 339
deomoivng NuGV Osotdkov. Theodore Prodromos, Historical Poems, 67.

379.  Tod YeAAoD. Eig kwbwva yuvaikog apyvpoiv. Michael Psellos, 340
Poems, no. 34.

380.  Eig &VAov dd@vivov 8v €v Omfj. inc. Advn ti kpUTTH; Un TOV 341
ATOAMW TaALy, vv. 2.

381.  'Amo vapkicoov @utod mpdg ZEQuPoV. inc. TadooV ZEPUPE Un 342
0podp&G mvéetv OéAe, vv. 2.

382.  Eig vdpkioov @utov kAivov gic Udwp. inc. vapkiooe i dpdg; ig 343

UOwp PAEnwv mdAat, vv. 3.
383.  Eig Vv Kvpidriooav Gte avéyvw. inc. kai Pwpav® déomova t@ 344
Adtper mdAat, vv. 6.
384.  Eig 10 fantiopa tod Xprotol npwikd. Christopher Mitylinaios, 345
Poems, 3. 346
385.  Eig OV dytov Zupewv tOv Ttulitny. Christopher Mitylinaios,
Poems, 5.



Words and Artworks | 322

182"

183-189
189"

190-192

192Y

192"-193

193

193"

194-292Y,
line 8

292",
lines 9-22

386.  Eig 10 dvakaBapbev mnyddiov tiig povilg Tfig Ocotdkov, Aéyovtal d¢ 347
TPOG TNV O€0TOKOV WG A0 TTPosWTOL ToU dvakabapOévtog. Christopher
Mitylinaios, Poems, 7.

387.  Eigtov matpikiov MeAiav kal ntapabalacoitnv. Christopher
Mitylinaios, Poems, 15.

348

388.  Aiviypa €ig t0 Cuyov fitot to {uyiov. Christopher Mitylinaios, Poemsg;lz
21.
389.  Eig tv Metaudppwotrv. Christopher Mitylinaios, Poems, 25. 351
390.  Eig mtwyxov Aéovta. Christopher Mitylinaios, Poems, 29. 352
391.  Eigtag év tfj €ékkAnolq patvouévag dagpvag Katd Tag E0pTdg.
Christopher Mitylinaios, Poems, 32. 353
392,  Afviyua gig thv év T odpav® iptv fitot T té6€ov. Christopher
Mitylinaios, Poems, 35. 354
393.  Eig tov pritopa Mnvav @ilondtnv dvta. Christopher Mitylinaios,
Poems, 37. 355
394.  Eigtnv ‘Yranavthv. Christopher Mitylinaios, Poems, 41. 356
395.  EigAoetpdv. Christopher Mitylinaios, Poems, 53. 357
396.  Eigtov Paciréa Kwvotavtivov tov Movoudyov. Christopher 25

Mitylinaios, Poems, 54.

397.  Alviypa €ig Tag v Td wpoloyiw wpag. Christopher Mitylinaios,
Poems, 56.

398.  Commentary on Aristotle’s Little Physical Treatises, 87-98. 359

399.  Eig tOv dytov ZTEQavov. inc. EKaptépel ZTEQPavog avdploppdvwg, 360
VVv. 6.

400.  "Apxr oUv @@ to0 PiPpAiov TdV Tepl yewpyiag EKAOY®V. Geoponica, 361
3,1-6,18.

401.  Eig eikéva tod dyiov O@godociov o0 korvoPidpxov. inc. ti¢ miotew 362
KaAapov, vv. 11,

402.  Eig eikéva to0 Xp1otod £6TAUPWUEVOU GO TOD TATPLEPXOV 363
‘TepocoAOpwV KupoT Twdvvov. inc. kAivag ke@aArv kal Bavav émt
€0Aov, vv. 18. Lambros ed. vv. 1-3 and 17-8. See p. 97.

403.  Eig eikéva tod dyiov ©@godociov Tob korvoPidpyov. inc. Puxiig 364
©coddote tf] mpobupiq, vv. 14. Lambros ed. vv. 1-2 and 10-4. See p. 98.

404,  Eig eik6va to0 ayiov TdPa. inc. ék mpdewv GRG XpNUationg 365
€vOéwv, vv. 15. Lambros ed. vv. 1 and 9-15. See p. 99.

405.  Eig eikéva tA¢ vepaylag Oeotdkov koounBeioav. inc. ToAAGV 366

aya®®Ov AvEWEdc pot TOAag, vv. 20.

406.  Eig éykOAmiov €xov pdpov €k To0 BAOlovTOog amo TfiG €ik6vog Tod 367
ayiov Tewpylov tod MecapmeAitov. inc. o0 kAfjua Xp1otod th¢ vontiig
aumélov, vv. 4.

407.  Eig tdgov tfig Znpaivng. inc. el un o1dnpag é€exalkevbng Eéve, vv. 368
26.

408.  Eic tdv adTdV Td@ov &v @ eikovicdn 1 Onepayia OeotdKog 369
iketevovo UTEP THG KEPEVNG. inc. 10V Oeo mai, TAdoTa Hov, TEKVOV,
Abye, vv. 11.

409.Acclamations. Untitled: 370

i. inc. o0 xprilet pritopog GTA®G 00d’ Buvwy avbpwmrivwy, vv. 10.
ii. inc.  TéAig N PaoiAela upTnp 1) of kal dovAn, vv. 10.

iii. inc. é0dupnoac toig €pyoig oov kai taic tayvnpaiog, vv. 10,
iv. inc. fjAie yiyav @epavyeg vougie tig fuépag, vv. 10.

v. inc. xaipe pot, O0yatep Ziwv, TéAews Tdong ufitep, vv. 10.

410. ETonUelwolg TOV AToTEAOVUEVWYV €K TG TTpWTHG PpovTic Kb’ 371
EKAOTOV £T0G UETA TNV KUVOG EMITOANV. Various fragments from the

Geoponica.

411. On the ten categories 372

inc. vovi 8¢ mepl TV Tpayudtwy.
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des. Tnmog kKaAog pécog €v Aukiw x0£¢ KaA®G exaAvwuévog eiothkel €mel O
TepL TOV €.
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B. Contents
Attributed Ixeutica (ff. 24-33, line 27)
works/ Named | Commentary on the ten categories by Michael Psellos
authorsinthe | (ff, 4045, line 28) - Scribe B
manuscript George Choiroboskos, Epimerisms on Psalms (ff. 47-
88, line 13)
Prose Orations of Arethas of Caesarea (ff. 121-152")
Instructional Prose works by Michael Psellos (ff. 153-179")
works Geoponica (ff. 190-192, 194-292", line 8)
Commentaries Unattributed Note on the calculation of hours (f. 8")
Orations works or Excerpts from John Tzetzes’ Commentary on
Letters anonymously Lycophron (ff. 33, line 28 - 33", line19)
transmitted in | Collection of gnomes (f, 88")
the manuscript | gy corpts from various anonymous works (ff, 113
115, line 23)
Commentary on Aristotles’ Little Physical Treatises
(ff. 183-189) - Scribe C
Attributed Michael Psellos (ff. 1" and 182)
works/ Named | Andronikos protekdikos, Semeioma (ff. 3'-5)
authors in the | Theodore Prodromos (ff. 5-8", 103'-104, 182)
manuscript Theodore Balsamon (ff. 9, 89-94)
Constantine Stilbes (ff. 10"-18)
Theophylactos of Ohrid (ff. 88™)
Poetry Nicholas Kallikles (ff. 97-103", 110")
Unattributed Epigrams, poems, acclamations (ff. 1, 18-23, 33,
works or line 20-39", 45", line 29 - 46", line 29, 105-12", 115"~
anonymously 120, 180-182, 189", 192"-193")

transmitted in
the manuscript

Ignatios the Deacon, Fables (f. 88)

Christopher Mitylenaios, Poems (ff. 1'-3, 88",
104", 180", 182"")

Constantine Manasses, Hodoiporikon (ff. 94'-96)
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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 Mioni
Folia Lambros _ ‘

Unit Odorico-Messis
1 1-23Y

1 1
11 24-39"
111 40-46" 2 2
v 47-88" 3 3
\' 89-96" 4
VI 97-112" 4
VII 113-120"
VIII 121-1527 5 5
IX 153-182" 6 - ff. 153-179 6
X 183-189" 7 - ff. 180-189 7
XI 190-193" 8 8
XII 194-2927 9 9
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E. Papers
Folia Surface/colour | Paté Transparency | Laid Chain lines
lines
aj 1-15 dull / dark irregular 3 +2.9 cm not visible
89-104 yellowish badly
disintegrated
b] 16-39 smooth; glossy / | irregular 2.5 +2.7 cm not visible
105-112 | yellowish badly
190-209 disintegrated
c| 40-46 rough; dull / irregular - 3.5 2,5 cm not visible
brownish souple
d| 47-88 dull /light irregular 3 +2.7 cm not visible
brownish badly
disintegrated
el 113-120 | abit rough;dull / | regular - 2 <less less visible
yellowish souple visible>
badly
disintegrated
f.| 121-152 | rough / dull: regural 3 +2.6 cm almost invisible
smooth/dull / badly
ivory yellowed disintegrated
gl 153-182 | smooth; glossy / | badly 3 +3 cm visible using
yellowish disintegrated irregular | regular light
width
h| 183-189 | dull / ivory regular 2.5 +3.6 cm simple 0.18
yellowed a bit badly irregular (25.6/142)
disintegrated width
i.| 210-217 | smooth / ivory irregular 3 not visible | measurement
273-292 | yellowed badly not possible
disintegrated
j.| 218-225 | smooth/a bit irregular 2 not visible | less visible
brilliant:a bit badly
rough; disintegrated
dull/yellowish
k| 226-240 | rough/ very irregular | 2 less visible | less visible
yellowish; beige | badly vergeures
disintegrated obliques
l.| 241-272 | abitrough;dull / | regular 3.5 less visible | less visible
brownish badly
disintegrated
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F. Ink

Family

Variation

Hue

Description

Scribe

Folia

1

Brown to light brown ink
which sometimes becomes
waterish

1-23"
97-112"

33'1. 20-39"

451. 28-34
45"-45

marginal note on
184"

24-33"1.19
194-2541.3

180-182"
189"
259-292

115"-120"
190-193"

47-59"

60-881. 12

>

45, 11. 22-28
881, 13-89"
89-94

121-150"

152" 11. 22-28

292" 11. 26-31

Dark brown

40-451. 27

Ll Bl K2 N K@)

Light blackish brown

> WO

160-17811. 9 & 13-14
183-189

Dark blackish brown

94"-96
113-115,1.23
151-152" 1. 21
153-159"
183-189

178 1. 11 & 14-179"

254 1. 4-258"
292"1.1-8

292" 1. 9-26
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G. Table of irregularities

(0£- 82) q 8 ZI1-501
Iaqumu (1t
£naog z Jenaiy gy e | TSI £V IA
(62- LZ)
Iaqumu e 8 y0T-L6
Jen3ari
(¥~ 1£)
- o}
A13204 4 Iaquinu ﬂwvm m.ﬂww Mn £'CIXT'FE e| (9676) M« A 8 96-68
aen3aLi
4 88-L8
(68-¢1 8 362 98-6L
.88 -G (s7-9¢) auij 'gg) se (68 -€1T s BT YT
9s0ld duIl ‘88 i . Ll P aun’ss)ev Al 8 Kig9 0-89
88T sen3aL £8-09) ¥2 v 3 gics 79-55
(-65-L7) £B q 0 MS pS-L¥
(pu2 ay3 Je 3x3] 1VZ0 (0% - <6) (97 - 82 (99-82
Surssiw s1 21213 J1 [[33 Koxa1 | (.9%-.S%) 2 squinu aun] 'sy) ze — 5| 2w ‘cy) eV I [1]-¢ 95-0%
0] paey) SWaod :.9%-.5¥ | 03 JB[IWIS (s¥-0%) 1 um_h_w.....:_ (£z aui| (L2
35044 :8ZaUI[ 'CH-0F 1CH-0% S¥ -0%) 19 '1'S%-0%) TV
sweod et owo:h_ .,Mn (:6£-02 (65~ ozaur]
(noaydooAT aulj.€£) Z (9€ -82) ‘.€£) qze 8 6€-7€
o1 Anuawrwos | Supyord ’ Iaqumu R £v 1
(61 2ui] 3 (ozaur [ eZx9'ZE
52239z [/ eo1naxj) EE-57) T Jen3ari] | £5-57) vZE B
35014 16TAUI] .EE-FZ * ) 5.2 16-%2
FATAS AN ) ER 1 £2-91
(s€ -92) (ystaagem o/
£13204 Sunyond z Iaquinu e .MMMN uww C'CZX9'1E £V 1 g (pasei1a) c1-8
aenBais by A:g
NS 4y fjuo) ere T (pase1d)
7'CZX9°ZE [1)+£+[8] duc -1
JUdWOW
suwnjo 98ed Jad saanjeuld
juajuo) Buyny t“ow soupt ur [ Bujuado 1adegq u | 3un s3uriayien ou_s_w L CF
oj3onpoad




Words and Artworks | 330

(852-¥ 8°CZX9'ZE y 8 31977 | ££2-922
eo1uodoas) . (ve -92) aur] p5z) 90 L'CZXT'EE [ 8 Q:81Z | SZZ-81Z
P - | z6z-961:1 Iaquinu (¢ 2ur L'STXRZE ! v X 8 L1e-o1z
aen3ari] 1 Xy -
y<z-p61) vzE | O SEXF'EE [] 602-202
P CIXEEE [ 06T | 10Z-¥61
61 q
A11204 1. €6 T~
homow mmﬁ cor -.261:2 1€-0€ oze 7CIXREE Y X ¥ £61-06T
d1Z6T-061
Z61-061 T
¥
: daoxy
£13204 1,681 e 6812 i (.681) ze (+681) €V 1+[1]+9
Koxa] (sz-£2) 9°CZXR'ZE y X 681-£81
as0ad - - H - o
d 168T-€81 Pp—, 681-€8T T soquimu (68T-€81) T v
temday
(zs1
-081) qze
(:6L1- CCZXT'HE 9 Z8T-LLT
281 ‘PrIpue Il
fmsog:zsr-osr | v | -osrzz (96-62) | Gy g.1) 60 .
SO[[3s4) 9504 d:.6LT-EST 01a] BLT equmnu (¢1--€1 2l v x
( ' 03 Je[IWIS - aen3au] 1
~€ST:T pue 63Ul | 9'CZXCFE 8 9LT-691
8L1-091) T2
(65T L'STXC'FE [ d:191 | 891-191
-£51) 22 9'CZXCHE 8 ©0:L.09T [ 09T-€£ST
(8z-72
aul zeT)Le ;
7'SZXPE 8 SPT | ZST-SI
IvVZ0 (15~ 82) (Tz auy g
(sey3axy) asoad Koxa] 1 Iaquinu | -ZST-1ST) 22 3 v MA
03 Je[IWIS se[nBai azoW 7 CZXR'EE ] Aucgr | wv1-Le1
(-0s1- 7 CIXR'EE [ D6ZI | 9E1-6Z1
121) 92
9"CZXPE 8 0871 | 8ZI-121
An20d:.0Z1-.511 (ozt
(sf1oMm [eonewwesd 1VZ0 071 (9€- 02) -.cT1) 978
pue [ea1ydoso[iyd Koaa] -.ST1:Z Iaqumu ' (67 oy £ CIXR'EE 3 A A 8 0ZI-€11
snowAuoue) | 03 e[l - - Jemn3arr -
) | o3aepiuais [ STI-€TIT:T [ 1 STT-£11) 20

35044 STT-ETT




Appendices | 331

(0€- 82) q 8 ZI1-50T
Jaquinu (1t
£naog z Jen3a.] gy ere | TSI £V 1A
(62~ L7)
Iaquinu e g y0T-£6
aenBadi
(¥€-1£)
- ]
£13904 z 1aquinu wao-mww S| s e| (96276) M« A 8 96-68
aen3au]
4 88-L8
(e8¢t 8 3161 98-6L
.88 -S1 (s¥-9¢) | oui'ss)ce (68 €1 3 Q1L 8L-TL
asoad aul] ‘g8z Iaquimu (LG [ — P | aul'ss)ev Al g K:g9 04-£9
88-LF 1T Jen3ai 88-09) ¥¢ v -
[ d:cs 79-55
(:65-L¥%) £e
8 0Ly Pe-L¥
(pu2 ay3 je X33 IvZo (0% - 56) (9% - 82 (97-82
Suissiw s1 21213 J1 [[93 Koxa1 | (.9%-.S%)2 zoquinu aulj ‘sy) ze 9'SZXCEE ,| 2w ‘sv) £V m [1]+¢ 95-0¥
0] paey) Swaod :.9%-.5¥ | 03 e[ (s¥-0%) 1 .a_zwo.:_ (£z aur] (L2
35044 :8ZaUI[ 'CH-0F 1CH-0F S¥ -0F) 19 1'S9-0%) TV
SWa04 | 6~ 0ZaUI] €€
6€-02 6€- 0zZaul
(uoaydoaAT o:_“..nmv z (9€ -82) ( “£5) SNM g 65-7¢
01 Anuawrwod | Supyorad ’ Jaquinu . . £V 1l
(61 aury (0zaury 7'CIX9'ZE
\53219Z / BOIINAX]) “EE-52) T aemBaaag |, £6-b7) eze q
35044 (613U .EE-F2 * ' [ 3142 1€-¥2
LA TAS A 8 3or £2-91
~ (ystrajem
(s€ -92) aJowr 11q . . o/
Anpog | Supyoud z saquinu | o ouR o1 §'GTX9'1E £v I 8 (paseid) c1-8
: 1 » A
Jen3ain ut Ajuo) ere BiST-1'Y ( mmEow
yozxeze | (1)« &+[8] g gL et
JUdWOW
suwn[o) o8ed aad saanjeudis
juajuo)d Buyny Ixol soupt ur [ Bujuado 1adeg u | 3un s3ujaayien o1pnd L CF

o13onpoad




Words and Artworks | 332

H. Quire signatures

Folio | Placement in Unit | Letter | Placement on | Ink Notes
the gathering the page
7" last page I B middle of the la(same | Erased by
lower margin as the ink similar
text) to 2c
8 first page I Y middle of the la(same | Erased by
lower margin as the ink similar
text) to 2c
8 first page I d middle of the 2¢ ‘accent’
lower margin next to the
letter / cf.
f. 16
16 first page I € middle of the la ‘accent’
lower margin next to the
letter / cf.
f.8
27" middle of the 1l G upper inner a2a (same | It doesn’t
quire margin as the follow the
text) sequernce
of the
previous
quire
signatures
47 first page I\Y o middle of the a3
lower margin
55 first page I\Y B middle of the a3
lower margin
63 first page I\Y Y middle of the a4
lower margin
71 first page I\Y d middle of the a4
lower margin
79 first page I\Y € middle of the a4
lower margin
128" | first page VII |« middle of the a2c
lower margin
129 first page VI |« middle of the a2c erased by
lower margin the scribe
137 first page VII |y middle of the a2c
lower margin
145 first page VI | 9§ middle of the a2c
lower margin
160 last page IX o middle of the a5
lower margin
161 first page IX B middle of the a5
lower margin
194 first page XII o middle of the a2c smaller
lower margin size than
regular
218 first page XII d middle of the a2c
lower margin
226 first page XII € middle of the a2c the same
lower margin hand wrote
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it twice,
erased it
once
233" | last page XII G middle of the a2c
lower margin
234 first page XII ot middle of the a2c
lower margin
241 first page XII 4 middle of the a2c
lower margin
273 first page XII 1 middle of the a2c Hard to tell
lower margin whether
there is
text
missing
281 first page XII 1y middle of the a2c
lower margin
289 first page XII 1y middle of the a2c
lower margin
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L. Proposed Scribes

New

. e . . rico-
identificati Lambros Mioni 0do co
Messis
on
1_ \'
139" 45326“
1-39Y 1-39Y 45'-46" . v
. ) v 88, lin.13-152
A 45, lin.12- 89-120 88, 1in.13-120 178 lin.10-182"
292", lin.7 190-193" 180-182" T
190-193" 189
190-292"
B 40-45, lin.11 40-45 40-45 40-45
B* 45'-46"
C 47-88 47-88, lin.12 47-88
121-150"
* _
D 121-152 178, lin.10 - 179"
151-154" 153-154"
E 183-189 183-189
E* 153-179
F 155-178, 1in.9 155-178, lin.9
180-189
H 194-292 194-292"
maybe D
I 292", 1in.9-30
Les mains sont
toutes de la méme
époque et fort
ressemblantes
§ entre elles et en
2 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-
39Y, ff.
45"~ 47 ff. ff.
. . ff.
46", 150— 1fzf1 - ff. 178 ff. 183 | 194 | f.
89- 182" _ 88 151- B 155"- - - 155
120" ) li | 154" 177" | 189" | 292
’ \' ’ 17 \
190- 189 150 12 9
193"
1 & + + + + + + +
180 & + + + + +
181" a(p) + + + + + + + +
94 O‘B + + (+) + + + + +
23 at + + + .
38" ol + + .
177" at + + + + .
17771 aAA + +
3 &v + + + + +
327 O(E + + + +
180 é(p + + ¥ ¥ + .
1 Gp + + +
108 av + + +
1Y ﬁ + . N
22V ﬁ + + + + + + +
3,
f’ + + + + + + +
22"
32 ﬁ + + + + + + +
45v ﬁ + + + + + +
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IR a2k

. (‘ 107" B .
LIGK T
LIGKE T
I 1 Y

BE T
. ' Y(E‘i) ’ ’
. 32 YK i

“Q' 182" Y)\U + +
I 94" Yp +
—. . Yp ’ ’
& 153 5 + +
’_‘ Y

AEAL B | sana +
—l > Sé ' '
B IR :
LB :
LR

| B s +
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B BEREZ :
| -
||
LIEE +
q: 184 | g ® +
LI +

?
|| e + wo| o

]

‘ -
O & '
—. ! éz '
LI

il 153 ¢n +
—l L3 | g +
—
SP | 121 | .
D | e

ov
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+ + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + +
+ + + + + + + +
+ + + +
+ + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
—
All > O — ——
NS x = = = @ N = s - x x x x x <] <]
e = x x
D
> > o ~ 2 > > > ~
< ) o~ N
< [ — — =<} — 0 - - =<} — [Se}
o el ) — — N = ™ ) o o —
& .

%
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33"

181

190

34

Av

180

u(éya)

MEV

32

MY

94Y

v
(final)

94Y

A%

+ +

+ +

+ +
+

+

+ +

37"

122

190

] ] e e B o

!.‘ﬂ

23

32
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M| o :
m 180 oug *

'y v

e | 177 | (mep() ¥

» 177" nepl

B | 2| = :
|

LR S

r“ 2 ) + +
‘1 181" p + + +
u 81 p +
" 181" 0 +
[ T

“ 23 pp

P

% 108 G +
B | e :

» 94 oao, * * *
LI T
OO 182 oov
i37v Gn()\d) ' i
I 1 Gt '
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+ + + + +
+ + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
\M B s s qu \W \W \W i e = = \m ,“W m o) o) D D D D =Y
ut s
Rl |~ |8 5= ||| |8 |8 |BE|~ 2|82 |8 |5 |8 |% |8 |5
I —=
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(+)

Xp

w

w

3

wg

33Y

94"

96

96

1v

23

38"

108

181

181"

181"

94"

32

33Y

Ll
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K. Scribe B

=]

1 [k

-

fEmm
« e .

e

J}.*" by

U
.

- g

47 p
47,47",86

47 p

87" p

86 p

47 Adyetan
86 yiv

47 5

47 Adyetan
47 £

86 3

47 33

87" 33

87" e

87" el

88 ép

47" éniyeio[¢]

47 {
86 {
87" {
87" tiig
47 B
47" B

1 B
O]

/

-

)

Ol 2

-J?II!

v

= o

- v

et

-

d

47"

47
86

87"

87"

47

47,47

86

47

87"

86
47

47, 47"

87"
47
47

86

Kol

K

Kkai
Aappavouevov

ua

peadYELOg

wv

§
§

0
n
npod
nappnodoato

oxn

1)

o
MEVTUXDG
Twv 1o

tolrol
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CLTTLL] [ ReB DR

47

47

47"

47

47

E

87

47

47

87

tolto

oxny

Py

]
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L. Scribe C

g

mY =}

o, S

-

¥ 1 a.l.’”l

-

kS

~

n&oyelv

p
ano

Bt

Yo
Yap
&

&

&

£l
el

&p

gdpopev

x0
Bav

innog

Kai

Kl

KAt

axadnuia

>

}’,
b

ERER

’

g

...‘§§

It 2 B@-

nepi
mpdypara

uno

nov

P

np
ot
oflan

Tl
tivog
10y
Ono

Uotepov

xUg

Xet
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M. Facsimiles

e e O R e e P e e
R s

S s s e e

S s s s e

s

S s s s

SoEms s s s

SoEms s s s

SoEms s s s

S

Rt
Fig. 41. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 7'-8. Biblioteca Marciana®

s
s
s
s
s
s
s
s
s
s
s
R S RS RS S SRR

Fig. 42. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 39"-40. Biblioteca Marciana®
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I OIS IO I IERs
e el
silateteteie e etetteteteie it etetetateteteie et tetoteteio it tetutetetete et etetatetetereted
eitetetoletetateteietettoteleetetatoteietetutoteletetetutetoetetutoteretetetototo et etutoteretele!
LIS
teteseieieieteteteloieletetatateteteie it eteteteteteto et tettatetetee et etetutote oo et eteel
eitetetoletetateteietettoteloietetatoteietetutoteletetetutetoetetutoteretetetotote et etutoteretele!
LIS
teteseieieieteteteloieletetatateteteie it eteteteteteto et tettatetetee et etetutote oo et eteel
eitetetoletetateteietettoteloietetatoteietetutoteletetetutetoetetutoteretetetotote et etutoteretele!
LIS
teteseieieieteteteloieletetatateteteie it eteteteteteto et tettatetetee et etetutote oo et eteel
eitetetoletetateteietettoteloietetatoteietetutoteletetetutetoetetutoteretetetotote et etutoteretele!
LIS
teteseieieieteteteloieletetatateteteie it eteteteteteto et tettatetetee et etetutote oo et eteel
eitetetoletetateteietettoteloietetatoteietetutoteletetetutetoetetutoteretetetotote et etutoteretele!
LIS
teteseieieieteteteloieletetatateteteie it eteteteteteto et tettatetetee et etetutote oo et eteel
eitetetoletetateteietettoteloietetatoteietetutoteletetetutetoetetutoteretetetotote et etutoteretele!
LIS
teteseieieieteteteloieletetatateteteie it eteteteteteto et tettatetetee et etetutote oo et eteel
eitetetoletetateteietettoteloietetatoteietetutoteletetetutetoetetutoteretetetotote et etutoteretele!
e el
WWWWWWWW@
e el
LIS
teteseieieieteteteloieletetatateteteie it eteteteteteto et tettatetetee et etetutote oo et eteel
eitetetoletetateteietetteteleetetateteietetutoteletetetutetoetelutoteretetetotote et etutoteretele!
LIS
teteseieieieteteteloieletetatateteteie it eteteteteteto et tettatetetee et etetutote oo et eteel
eitetetoletetateteietetteteleetetateteietetutoteletetetutetoetelutoteretetetotote et etutoteretele!
R ]
R R R R R R R R R R R R R R AR

Fig. 43. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 46"-47, Biblioteca Marciana®
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o S S S S S
o S S S S S

s

R R S S S S S S
R R S o0

B oo oottt toieto o etatosste)
S

o S S S S S
o S S S S S

Fig. 44. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 87'-88. Biblioteca Marciana®
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Fig. 45. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 112"-113. Biblioteca Marciana®
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Y Y 00
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Fig. 46. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 151'-152. Biblioteca Marciana®
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Fig. 47. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 153"-154. Biblioteca Marciana®
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Fig. 48. Ms Marc. gr. 524, ff. 179'-180. Biblioteca Marciana®
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Fig. 49. Ms Marc. gr. 524, f. 45", Biblioteca Marciana®
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1090

(1) Manuscripts

Austria
Vienna
Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek
Vindobonensis medicus graecus 321 (s. XIII)

France

Paris

Bibliothéque Nationale de France
Parisinus graecus 139 (s. X)
Parisinus graecus 1630 (s. XIV)
Parisinus graecus 1846 (s. XIV)
Parisinus graecus 1928 (s. XV)

Italy
Florence
Biblioteca Laurentiana
Laurentianus Plut. 69.23 (s. XIV?)
Milan
Biblioteca Ambrosiana,
Ambrosianus E 9 sup / Martini-Bassi 270 (s. XIV in.)
Vatican
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana
Barberinus graecus 199 (s. XIV)
Regius graecus 1 (ca. 940)
Rossianus 169 (s. X-XII)
Vaticanus graecus 799 (s. XI)
Vaticanus graecus 1851 (s. XII)
Venice
Biblioteca Marciana
Marcianus greacus 17, coll. 421 (s. X ex.)
Marcianus graecus 481, coll. 863 (1299-1301)
Marcianus graecus 494, coll. 331 (s. XIII ex.)
Marcianus graecus 524, coll. 318 (s. XIII ex.)
Marcianus latinus XIV 20, coll. 4323 (1679)

Russia
Moscow
Moskovskaya Sinodalnaya Biblioteka
Mosgq. Synod. gr. 183 (s. XI)
St Petersburg
Petropolitanus gr. 250

199 Note on the transcription of Greek. For ancient Greek I have used the system of H. Smyth, Greek
Grammar (Cambridge Mass, 1920) without the markings denoting the length of vowels. For names
from the Old Testament I have used the transcription used by the authors of New English Translation of
the Septuagint. For all the Byzantine names, [ have used the spellings offered by ODB. For the names of
contemporary Greek scholars, I have used the spelling as it has appeared in their publications.
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Spain

Escorial

Real Biblioteca
Scoraliensis Y.IL10 (s. XIII)
Scoraliensis Y.L9 (s. XVI)

United Kingdom

Oxford

Bodleian Library
Barocci 131 (s. X111, fort. 1250-1280)
Roe 22 (1286)
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(2) Printed primary sources'

Akathistos
Ananias/Anacharsis

Andronikos protekdikos,
Semeioma

Appianus, Illyrica

Arethas, Orations

Athanasios,
On the Holy Scriptures
Book of Ceremonies

Bebaia Elpis Typikon

Byzantine Enigmas

Choniates, History

Choniates, Orations

Christopher Mitylenaios,
Poems

Christopher Mitylenaios,
Metrical Calendar

C.A. Trypanis (ed.), Fourteen early Byzantine
cantica, pp. 29-39 (Vienna, 1968).

D. Chrestides (ed.), Mapkiava AvékSora
(Thessaloniki, 1984), vol. 1, pp. 205-90.

R. Macrides (ed.), ‘Poetic justice in the
Patriarchate. Murder and cannibalism in the
provinces’, in: L. Burgmann, M. Fégen and A.
Schminck (eds.), Cupido Legum (Frankfurt,
1985), pp. 138-46. Reprinted in: R. Macrides,
Kinship and justice in Byzantium: 11"-15"
centuries (Aldershot, 1999), XI.

E. Gabba, A.G. Roos, and P. Viereck (eds.),
Appiani historia Romana (Leipzig, 1939), vol. 1.
pPp. 326-51.

L.G. Westerink (ed.), Aretha archiepiscopi
Caesariensis Scripta minora (2 vols, Leipzig,
1970-72), ii.

J. P. Migne (ed.), ‘Questiones in scripturam
sacram’, PG 28, cols. 712-73.

A. Vogt (ed.), Le livre des cérémonies (2 vols,
Paris, 1936-9).

H. Delehaye, Deux typica byzantins de I'époque
des Paléologues (Brussels, 1921), pp. 18-105.
A.-M. Talbot (transl.), ‘Bebaia Elpis: Typikon of
Theodora Synadene for the Convent of the
Mother of God Bebaia Elpis in Constantinople’,
in: BEMD, no. 57, pp. 1512-78.

C. Milovani¢ (ed.), Bu{avrive aiviyuaro
(Belgrade, 1986).

J. van Dieten (ed.), Nicetae Choniatae historia
(vol. 1, Berlin, 1975).
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