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Introduction

This dissertation is about book epigrams, even if the title conceals it. Book epigrams are
defined as poems in and on books, because the book constitutes both the subject of the
epigram and the material support where it is “inscribed”. This explanation would not
have been necessary for a Byzantine audience, since “an éntypaupa in the Byzantine sense
of the word” is either “a verse inscription or a book epigram”.! However, the label of
“book epigram” helps us to distinguish between poems devoted to the books where they
are found, and those epigrams inscribed elsewhere or gathered in collections out of their
original or intended context. In one word, book epigrams are different from metrical
inscriptions on other objects and from literary epigrams lato sensu, irrespective of
whether these literary epigrams refer to books or not. But what does it mean that book
epigrams are devoted to books or refer to them? The typical subjects of book epigrams
include the processes of production and circulation of the manuscripts that contain them.
They allude, for example, to the roles of the scribe, the commissioner, the owner or the
donator. In addition, they may refer to the content of the book, as they praise the author
or the oeuvre, or simply announce the matter of the text. And how exactly are book
epigrams “inscribed” in the manuscripts? They often play the roles of paratexts, as they
may occupy the place of titles and colophons, which open, divide, close, organize a text.?
In practice, the standard location of book epigrams is either at the beginning or the end
of books, oeuvres, chapters. Moreover, many book epigrams are displayed with
distinctive layouts and scripts. Besides, these instrumental texts can be easily reused from

! Lauxtermann (2003: 132). On book epigrams, see primarily Lauxtermann (2003: 26-34, 197-212), Bernard and
Demoen (2019) and DBBE.

2The concept of paratext, coined by Genette (1987), was explicitly meant to serve the analysis of printed books,
but it has proven to be applicable to medieval texts, see e.g. Bianconi (2009), Demoen (2013; 2019), Lauxtermann
(2018), Bernard and Demoen (2019). For a thorough and thought-provoking investigation of Genette’s categories
when applied to manuscripts, and in particular to Greek New Testament manuscripts, see now Andrist (2018),
with further bibliography.



manuscript to manuscript and adapted to new contexts. Paratexts seldom function as
mere additional textual marks, since they may as well exert control over the main text
and prescribe the way in which it should be read.

Against this background, it will be evident that this dissertation approaches a sub-type
of Byzantine book epigrams. Verse scholia are, indeed, book epigrams commenting on
specific passages of the main text. Accordingly, they appear next to the sections of text
to which they react.’ These are, in fact, the two main characteristics of verse scholia. First,
contrary to most book epigrams, their regular position is in the external margins of the
folios. Second, unlike other book epigrams, which normally consider the production and
circulation, the content, author or readership of the related text as a whole, verse scholia
refer only to particular passages of texts and are attached alongside them in the
manuscripts.

Naturally, verse scholia are also a special case of scholia, since they are written in verse.
But why are these scholia written in verse? A first answer to this question brings us back
to the Byzantine conception of epigrams. In Byzantine culture, verses are inscribed
everywhere from monuments to minute seals. This proliferation of verse has been called
“epigrammatic habit”.? In Byzantium, poetry is used with different purposes and in
manifold ways and contexts that may challenge modern sensibility. Historiography in
verse is a good case in point.” Poetry was part of the intellectual training and thus
associated with education and status, but the same can be said about other disciplines
involving rhetoric in Byzantium. What ultimately defines Byzantine poetry is verse, that
is, the more or less rigorous observance of a certain metre and the repetition of a rhythm,
often visually expressed (e.g. by means of punctuation, accentuation and line breaks),
which also entails a modulation in syntax and vocabulary.®

These characteristics of verse enhance expressivity and evidence the literariness of a
given text. This is especially important for our verse scholia. Scholia as well as other kinds
of marginalia in Greek medieval manuscripts have long been edited and read as subsidiary
instruments to interpret the main text in question. Marginal notes were also perused as

3T use verse scholium, epigram and poem as synonyms throughout the dissertation. The denomination of verse
scholia is taken from Kaldellis (2015: 65). I follow the conventional practice of calling scholia the commentaries
found in the margins of the manuscripts next to the passages concerned, see e.g. ODB s. v. Scholia and Dyck
(2008). However, the reduction of scholia to only these cases is a modern conception: see Lundon (1997), Dickey
(2007: 11 n. 25), Montana (2011: 105-110).

1 Magdalino (2012: 32). The same phenomenon had been labelled similarly (“attitudine epigrammatica”) by
Mazzucchi (1995: 202). For an overview of the variety of objects with metrical inscriptions, see e.g. BEiU,
Wassiliou-Seibt (2011-2016), Drpi¢ (2016).

5 On the verse chronicle of Ephraim of Ainos, see below Part 2.

¢ For what verse means in Byzantine literature, see e.g. Jeffreys (2009), Lauxtermann (2009), Magdalino (2012:
30-33), Bernard (2014: 31-57), Drpié¢ (2016: 21-25), Bernard and Demoen (forthcoming).



repositories of ancient textual variants and lost commentaries. This practice
corresponded to the perception of Byzantium as responsible for an uneventful, if not
pernicious, preservation and transmission of the classics through the Middle Ages. This
vision was opposed to a certain extent by scholars interested in Byzantine scholarship on
classical Greek literature.” Similarly, scholars investigating Byzantine book culture have
found in scholia and other marginalia a fertile ground for research on the practices of
reading in Byzantium as performed in the manuscripts by writing down notes and
commentaries in their margins.® These notes reproduce the contexts of copying,
circulation and use of manuscripts. The reader, pen in hand, combined intense reading
with utilitarian and creative writing. The annotations of the manuscripts were generally
provoked by the act of reading the main text, but governed by specific purposes and
ideological agendas. In this respect, the verse form in our verse scholia indicates that
something more is at stake in these texts than subordinate exegesis or superfluous
scribbling. Scholia that adopt the linguistic register, rhythmical structure and rhetorical
devices of Byzantine poetry deserve to be studied as literature in their own right.

The corpus of this dissertation is mainly constituted by Byzantine verse scholia on
historians. This corpus, in turn, structures the dissertation. Part 1 is devoted to verse
scholia on Herodotus and other ancient historians. Part 2 focuses on the scholia in verse
to a Byzantine historian, Niketas Choniates. Along with verse scholia, I also consider book
epigrams and other types of unmetrical marginalia at large. The relevance of this corpus
can be seen through different lenses. First, I intend to investigate the attitude of the
poems towards the classical tradition, which contributes to define the Byzantine identity
through the centuries.’ Byzantine verse scholia on ancient historians frequently embody
and perform the Byzantine appropriation of the Hellenic past. Moreover, the Byzantines’
interests in ancient historians qua source materials and stylistic templates shaped the
corpus of ancient historiography as we know it."* Second, the choice of verse scholia
should be understood within the renewed interest in the marginalia of the manuscripts
of Byzantine historians, because marginalia often reveal the compositional methods of

7 See e.g. Smith (1996).

8 See especially Cavallo (2006: 67-82, 133-137). Some valuable endeavours have been made to understand how
specific sets of Byzantine marginalia function in their own socio-historical context with due attention to the
material reality of the manuscripts: e.g. Webb (1997), Budelmann (2002), Mazzucchi (1999; 2003; 2004), Zorzi
(2004) and Mondrain (2005). See also the seminal work by Odorico (1985).

° See e.g. Kaldellis (2007), Rapp (2008). A more recent publication by Kaldellis (2015) collects and translates
several scholia; its introduction includes a strong programmatic plea for the study of the Byzantine reception
of ancient historians.

ogaldellis (2012).



these historians." The margins of manuscripts are exceptional witnesses of the material
conditions of the intellectual work of Byzantine authors.'” Third, the present
reassessment of marginalia on historians also corresponds to a new theoretical approach
to Byzantine historiography, less concerned with the accuracy and objectivity of the
historical facts and more aware of their literary representation.” This shift follows a
general trend in the study of historiography, which is now more widely considered as a
social construct irremediably mediated by language and cast into narrative. Scholia, as
well as paraphrases of historical works and chronicles themselves, have been once
disparaged as imitative, repetitive and derivative. A new approach to Byzantine scholia
on historians can bring to the fore the compositional processes through which the
readers selected, supplemented and manipulated the inherited historical material in
accordance with the political and ideological necessities of their own time. Once again,
the verse form of verse scholia underscores the artificial if not artistic nature of these
processes.

One last, more practical factor explains my choice to investigate verse scholia on
historians: the existence of a significant number of unedited verse scholia on Herodotus
and Niketas Choniates. The main contribution of my dissertation is to make these
epigrams available for the first time in modern critical editions. The presentation of these
texts further structures the dissertation. The two main cycles of epigrams occupy a
central position in each part. They are preceded by the description of the manuscripts
that transmit the epigrams, in which I pay attention to material aspects and other textual
elements, especially marginalia. In doing so, I draw from the methodology of new trends
in medieval philology that propose to understand manuscripts as textual and material
units, instable and dynamic, historically situated multifarious objects. After establishing
the relationships of the manuscripts with one another from the shared readings of the
epigrams and other information, I display these connections in a stemma. However, the
reconstruction of a stemma does not imply the rejection of the copies of a model as
irrelevant. While seeking to understand the precise circumstances in which the poems
were written down in the manuscripts, this dissertation is equally interested in the later

U See, for example, the recent editions of George Kedrenos (Tartaglia 2016) and Theodore Skoutariotes (Tocci
2015). Some manuscripts of Kedrenos’ chronicle are furnished with additions copied in the margins, which in
later manuscripts find their way into the main text. The fluid boundaries between reading and writing serve
the process of permanent re-elaboration of chronicles (Tartaglia 2016: 58-61). Similarly, the codex unicus of
Skoutariotes’ chronicle has been identified as the autograph Arbeitsexemplar that eventually developed into a
larger chronicle by Skoutariotes (the so-called Synopsis Sathas, see below Part 2). The editor convincingly
reconstructs this process from the marginalia of the codex unicus (Tocci 2015: 54*-63%, 102*-111%). See also
Odorico (2012).

12 pérez Martin (2017: 42-44).

13 See e.g. the collective volumes edited by Odorico, Agapitos and Hinterberger (2006) and Macrides (2016). See
also Nilsson (2006b).

4



transmission of the texts. Accordingly, I record as many variants as possible in the critical
apparatus and the preliminary sections. In the case of Herodotus, this methodological
principle allows me, for example, to shed light on the manuscript tradition of some
recentiores, as well as on the journey of Laur. Plut. 70.6 from Thessalonike to Italy. In the
case of Niketas Choniates, the conclusions that I reach concerning the epigrams
correspond to what we already knew about the transmission of the main text. In fact, our
findings also confirm that the proposed author of the epigrams, Ephraim of Ainos, worked
with a manuscript that he was already thought to have consulted for his chronicle.

At the same time, I remain conservative regarding the text of the poems that I print.
This means that I choose the most authoritative readings trying to interfere as little as
possible. This also applies to textual features such as punctuation, accentuation and
orthography, which are often related to metrical issues and have traditionally been
normalized or disregarded as deviations from the conventional classical Greek norms to
the detriment of the medieval use. This methodological principle poses some problems,
which are fully discussed in the section preceding the edition of the cycle in Part 2
(Chapter 3.3). As regards punctuation, for example, the main challenge is to render the
reality of the manuscripts without hampering the understanding of the text by a non-
specialist. It is easier to decide which punctuation to follow when there is only one
authoritative manuscript, as in the cycle of Part 1. However, when there are two main
manuscripts, as in Part 2, and they sometimes differ, some criteria must be chosen. The
solution I find for Part 2 is to reproduce some general tendencies that emerge from the
use of the punctuation signs in the two main manuscripts in a more homogenous,
reasonable and simple way, whenever my intervention is required. So much for the
editorial remarks. Or perhaps I should add here that the spelling of Byzantine names
follows in general ODB, whereas the classical Greek names follow the established
convention in English (hence “Herodotus” but “Ephraim of Ainos”), and that all
translations are mine unless otherwise indicated.

This dissertation is thus composed of two separate parts sporadically connected
through cross-references. In each part, the emphasis is put on the critical editions of new
material. However, our observations and commentaries to both cycles of epigrams
consistently reveal that the margins of manuscripts can set the stage for the emergence
of pieces of literature dependent on a given text to which they react, but motivated by
specific purposes and embedded in the material context of the manuscript and in the
socio-historical context in which they were produced. In the following, I will investigate
instances of how the Byzantines dealt with their classical heritage and how they
reinterpreted a more recent past through the socio-cultural prisms of their time.






Part1

Herodotus



The reception of Herodotus in the Greek Middle Ages remains understudied. This is not
the occasion to attempt such endeavour, but I will briefly survey the scholarship on the
subject to better contextualize the epigrams that constitute the core of this section. First
and foremost, the research on the textual transmission of the Histories has given us some
hints of the uses and many insights into the circulation of this work in Byzantium.! The
complex and multifarious tradition of Herodotus has schematically been divided in two
main families. The Florentine family includes the main manuscripts Laur. Plut. 70.3 (A),
Angel. gr. 83 (B) and Laur. Conv. Soppr. 207 (C). The Roman family encompasses the oldest
Vat. gr. 2369 (D) and many recentiores, among which Vat. Pal. gr. 215 (E), Vat. gr. 123 (R),
Vat. gr. 122 (X), Vat. Pal. gr. 176 (Y), etc. However, the scholarship focusing on the history
of the text of Herodotus’ Histories does not always delve into the particular contexts and
ways in which it was read.

When it comes to the role of Herodotus in Byzantine education and as a model of style
and the Ionic dialect, no comprehensive overview has been written yet.” It is significant
that there is not a single chapter on Byzantium in a recent volume on the subject of the
afterlife of Herodotus.? The general accounts of the readership of Herodotus in the Middle
Ages rather cursorily pass through the Byzantine period to bridge the gap between
Antiquity and the Renaissance.* To my knowledge, the few pages by Claudia Rapp in her
exposition of the impact of the classical past on the Byzantine identity are the best
summary to understand how Byzantines read Herodotus with specific purposes in mind.’
For example, the intellectual trajectory of Herodotus’ Histories in the Greek Middle Ages
is connected with major enterprises of the so-called Macedonian renaissance (9th-10th
centuries), such as Photios’ Bibliotheca (cod. 60), the Souda lexicon (n 536), the Anthologia
Palatina (14.69, 76, 78-99, 112) and the excerpts of Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos.®

The Byzantine reception of ancient historians at large has received more attention, as
regards the copying and reading of works of this genre, as well as the creative imitation

! In this respect, the works of Aristide Colonna, Giovan Battista Alberti, Bertrand Hemmerdinger and, more
recently, Rafaella Cantore have made great progress, which I cite passim throughout this section, to which
should be added editions such as the ones by Stein (1869-1871) and Rosén (1987-1997). Other editions, for
example the ones by Legrand and Hude, or the more recent study by Wilson (2015), which is complementary to
his own edition appeared in the same year, reveal themselves less useful for our purposes as they do not pay
much attention to recentiores. See also Pasquali (1962: 306-318).

2 As noted by Jeffreys (2019).

3 Priestley and Zali (2016).

* See e.g. Bichler and Rollinger (2000: 120-121), Wilson (2015: xxii-xxiii).

S Rapp (2008: 129-132).

¢ See Németh (2018). Note that the entries of the Souda explaining Herodotus are recorded in Rosén’s apparatus
(see below). On ancient scholarship on Herodotus, see also Dickey (2007: 54).



(mimesis) of the classics in Byzantine historical writing.” In particular, the fate of
Thucydides in Byzantium has been the subject of recent investigations, chiefly focusing
on his role as a model for rhetoric and the Attic dialect.® Accordingly, the scholia on
Thucydides have been largely edited, as we will see, including the edition and study of
the verse scholia of Tzetzes in manuscript E (Heidelberg, Pal. gr. 252).° More recently, the
scholia vetustiora on Thucydides were published, whereas the scholia recentiora, i.e. the
properly Byzantine scholia, which were envisaged in a second volume, still await
publication.'®

As for the scholia on Herodotus, they have been edited only partially. Heinrich Stein
published some of them in an appendix at the end of the second volume of his edition,
after the Histories and before the Herodotean vocabulary.' Haiim Rosén fitted the scholia
in a special section of the apparatus instead.'” More recently, Cantore masterfully edited
a vast number of marginalia and interlinear glosses, especially from manuscripts A, B and
B (the common model of most recentiores from the Roman family), in an effort to
understand the genetic relationship of the manuscripts and their subsequent instances
of contamination.”® More limited sets of scholia have been examined separately, as for
example in a seminal work by Maria Jagoda Luzzatto, who unearthed traces of John
Tzetzes’ scholarship in Laur. Plut. 70.3 (see Chapter 1 below).* Giuseppe De Gregorio has
worked with a manuscript that contains some of our epigrams and was later annotated
by Palla Strozzi (Vat. Urb. gr. 88; see Chapter 2 below).”® The always-insightful Carlo Maria
Mazzucchi published a set of “conversations with dead people”, as he characterized the
scholia according to the Byzantine perception, from the margins of Vat. gr. 123 (a
manuscript from the Roman family with further traces of Tzetzean influence; see Chapter
1 below).®

7 See e.g. Jeffreys (1979), Scott (1981), Maltese (1995), Pérez Martin (2002: 133-147) and Kaldellis (2012; 2015).

8 See e.g. Reinsch (2006), Kennedy (2018).

?See Hude (1927), Luzzatto (1999). Among the not obviously Tzetzean scholia, there are some other verses edited
by Hude. See e.g. the two dodecasyllables on Thucydides’ Histories 7.28.1 in Monac. gr. 430 (f. 214v): x&yd oe
Bpnv® kal katolkteipw, TOAIG/ Kol yap matpic Tépukac Th¢ Eufic UTANG (Hude 1927: 382.28-29). See also the
eight verses at the end of the second last book of Thucydides’ Histories (Hude 1927: 406.22-30;
https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/types/4649).

°Kleinlogel (2019).

1 Stein (1871: 429-440). See also below poem 5.16 in Appendix 2.

12 Rosén (1987-1997). Two additional apparatus gather the testimonia of the so-called indirect tradition, which
offer some further clues to trace down the medieval interests in Herodotus. See also the index in Rosén (1997:
456-467).

13 Cantore (2012; 2013).

! Luzzatto (2000).

15 De Gregorio (2002).

16 Mazzucchi (2002).


https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/types/4649

Some of the marginalia brought to light by these scholars are written in verse, as for
example the lines first singled out by Colonna in the lower margin of f. 39r in Vat. gr. 2369
(10th century), which Vassis in turn identified as two dodecasyllabic verses.'” Cantore has
approached the poem once more in her attempt to extricate the two scripts from the 10th
century that respectively copied (D) and corrected (D?) the manuscript.'® The beginning
of the poem is preceded by a reference mark (*/) repeated in the text at Hdt. 2.44.2, but
there is no clear error in this passage that would have motivated the verse scholium. I
print the epigram again here:"’

TT|g daAéktov un pabwv meipav taya
méong To prita kal AdPng Aoy ypagwv.

If perchance you have not learned any experience of the dialect
you will stumble and you will get hurt in copying the verb.

My interpretation of these verses is slightly different, but it fits well in the argument
convincingly outlined by Cantore as regards the cooperation in two stages of D and D%
The epigram could easily be the reaction of the correcting hand to the work of the main
scribe. According to my translation, however, the address is more than a
recommendation. Cantore forces a bit the syntax and takes the un as modifying the
subjunctive verbs in the second verse. Admittedly, the syntax of the epigram is not so
straightforward, but independent subjunctives not rarely function as futures in
Byzantine Greek.” Therefore, in a more polemical tone, the epigram would rebuke the
scribe. This is one example of the emergence of verse in the marginalia of Herodotus.
This part of the dissertation is devoted to the first critical edition of a new cycle of
Byzantine verse scholia displayed in the margins of a group of manuscripts of Herodotus’
Histories. In Chapter 1, I deal with the verse scholia of a well-known author, John Tzetzes,
to whom our cycle has once been erroneously attributed. In passing, I present a new verse
scholium in Laur. Plut. 70.3. In Chapter 2, I introduce the new epigrams, which have never
been studied or edited, I give a brief account of their content and I formulate a hypothesis
about the context of their composition. Finally, I offer the critical edition of the poem:s.

17 Colonna (1953: 16 n. 1), Vassis (2005: 740). The epigram is in fact written in two lines.

'8 Cantore (2013: 136-138).

Y] regularize accents (missing in A&fn¢ and Admnv; nelpav in the manuscript), breathings (missing in pfipax) and
the iota subscriptum (absent in the manuscript). I also write the initial in upper case. I consulted the manuscript
in the Vatican Library.

» See e.g. poem 34.5 on Niketas Choniates in Part 2.
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Chapter 1
Tzetzes’ verse scholia

John Tzetzes must probably be one of the best known Byzantine authors for non-
Byzantinists. Thanks to his numerous commentaries on and allusions to ancient authors,
he is a recurrent reference for classicists. Similarly, his boastful erudition and aggressive
sense of competition frequently crystallize into a strong authorial figure that may appeal
to the modern reader. However, the vastness of his work and his context and motivations
for writing remain still a fruitful field of research for Byzantinists. This chapter will
address one particular aspect of Tzetzes’ literary and didactic endeavours, namely verse
scholia. In doing so, it will also try to shed light on the general stances Tzetzes adopts
towards the Hellenic cultural heritage, especially on the interplay between the texts
commented upon and Tzetzes’ persona and milieu.! The ultimate goal of this chapter is
to set the parameters within which we should understand the verse scholia of Tzetzes
and establish their authorship.

A major part of Tzetzes’ literary output, indeed, consists of commentaries or texts
somehow subordinated to others. Consider, for example, the wide corpus of scholia
devoted to Aristophanes, Hesiod and Lycophron or the traces of larger commentaries on
Pindar, Oppian and the tragedians.” There are also the Exegesis of the (first book of the)
Iliad, the Allegories both of the Iliad and the Odyssey and works strongly dependent on the

! The best comprehensive modern monograph on this author is Wendel (1948: 1959-2011), although many
valuable contributions have been published since then. For Tzetzes” works on the classics, see Kazhdan and
Epstein (1985: 133-138), Budelmann (2002), Kaldellis (2007: 301-307; 2009), Pontani (2015: 378-385).

2 0n Aristophanes, see Massa Positano (1960), Holwerda (1960), Koster (1962). On Hesiod, Gaisford (1823: 1-459).
On Lycophron, Scheer (1908). On Pindar, Drachmann (1927: 205), Luzzatto (1998: 84-86). On Oppian, Bussemaker
(1849: 260-375). On the tragedians, Allegrini (1971-1972), Bevilacqua (1973-1974), Mastronarde (2017: 77-89).
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classical tradition, such as the Carmina Iliaca or the Theogonia.’ Tzetzes comments not only
on ancient authors, but also on himself. We have Tzetzean annotations that clarify his
Carmina Iliaca, his Theogonia, his Exegesis of the 1liad, his Allegories of the liad and of the
Odyssey, his Letters and his Histories.* And what else is the Histories, the most representative
of his works, if not an extensive versified commentary on the Letters?’

Tzetzes himself is the author of typical book epigrams, such as the ones on the
tragedians, preceding his Exegesis of the Iliad, surrounding his scholia to Aristophanes’
Wedlth in different manuscripts, or attached to his scholia on Lycophron, Oppian and
Hesiod’s Works and Days.® He is also a main exponent of verse scholia and surely one of the
few, if not the only one, among the writers of verse scholia whose authorship can be easily
detected. Verse scholia are, as a rule, anonymous.” However, the literary production of
Tzetzes is characterized by acerbic gestures of self-assertion and promotion and a spirit
ready for polemics that, together with formal and stylistic elements, help us to recognize
the works of his hand. This degree of self-awareness as an author and Tzetzes’
construction of himself as an authority go together with his didactic intention, which
reflects the teacher-student relation but also the competition among teachers.® In
general, verse scholia react in a more spontaneous and emotional way to the main text,
adopting attitudes of awe, disbelief or reprobation at the author or the text, or setting
comparisons with current affairs. Within this scenario, the display of erudition and the
didactic purposes are typical Tzetzean hallmarks.

* Exegesis: Papathomopoulos (2007); Allegories of the Iliad: Boissonade (1851), Goldwyn and Kokkini (2015);
Allegories of the Odyssey: Hunger (1955; 1956), Goldwyn and Kokkini (2019); Carmina Iliaca: Leone (1995; 2015);
Theogonia: Leone (2019).

* Carmina Iliaca: Leone (1995: 102-243); Theogonia: Leone (2019: 65-70); Exegesis: Papathomopoulos (2007: 417-460);
Allegories: Cramer (1836: 376-384) and Matranga (1850: 599-618); Letters and Histories: Leone (1972: 158-174; 2007:
529-569). Even the poems that follow the Histories are furnished with scholia, see Leone (1969-1970: 147-151).

5 See Pizzone (2017).

¢ For Tzetzean book epigrams on the tragedians, see Tomadaki and van Opstall (2019); on the Exegesis:
Papathomopoulos (2007: 3), Budelmann (2002: 151); scholia on Aristophanes: Massa Positano (1960: LXXXIV,
XCII, 233.18-24), Pizzone (2020: 679); scholia on Lycophron: Scheer (1908: 1.3-6, 398.4-13), De Stefani and
Magnelli (2009: 615-616), De Stefani (2014: 391-392); scholia on Oppian: Colonna (1963; 1964), De Stefani (2014:
392); scholia on Hesiod: Colonna (1953b: 27-39). For further inquiries, I refer to DBBE and the catalogues of Vassis
(2005; 2011).

7 See below Chapter 2 and 3.

® On Byzantine didactic poetry, see e.g. Lauxtermann (2009), Hérandner (2012; 2019). On Tzetzes, see now van
den Berg (2020).
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1.1 Tzetzes “accountant” of historians: some general trends
from the verse scholia on Thucydides

Tzetzes wrote verse scholia on the two main classical historians, Thucydides and
Herodotus.’ At first sight, Tzetzes’ verse scholia on these authors show common trends
as regards form and content. They address textual issues of the ancient manuscripts
where they are found and comment upon the grammar, style and classical references of
the main text. The larger and probably better known cycle of epigrams is devoted to
Thucydides and found in the margins of Heidelberg, Pal. gr. 252 (10th century). Luzzatto
identifies fifty verse scholia in the margins of this authoritative manuscript of Thucydides
(E for the editors).!® Luzzatto also claims that the epigrams are autograph, i.e. jotted down
in this manuscript by Tzetzes himself. Significantly, the same hand is found again in the
margins and interlinear spaces of a manuscript with Tzetzes’ commentary on
Hermogenes and traces of his Aoyiouoi (Voss. Gr. Q. 1).!* Let us begin with the last line of
f. 133v, where a symbol is placed over kAfjoetv in Thucydides’ Histories 4.8.7 and repeated
in the lower margin to open a verse scholium (number 25):

KAf0pov, katekAnodnoav ATTik® Tpomw

Tétlov @pov@V TAG TO1G AGYOLG TEMELGUEVOG

8ipBoyyov o0 ypderag, GAN’ fita uévov.

ToUG BouvPdAoug & Eacov duopabestdtoug

anavtayxod dipboyya tavtal ypd@ety, 5
0l TO OKOTOG PG WG TO PAG PAGL OKATOG,

Kipkng tpagévteg xolpe®ot tiig véag."

° For Tzetzes’ verse scholia on Thucydides, see Hude (1927), Scott (1981), Baldwin (1982), Maltese (1995: 370-
371), Luzzatto (1999), Reinsch (2006: 757-758), Kaldellis (2015: 65-79), Pontani (2015: 384-385). For Tzetzes’ verse
scholia on Herodotus, see Luzzatto (2000), Cantore (2012; 2013: 82-93).

10 Luzzatto (1999). I follow her numeration of the epigrams and print her text with minor changes after
inspection of the manuscript (available online at https://digi.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/diglit/cpgraec252/0001).
The interpretation of these epigrams follows closely Luzzatto (1999) and Kaldellis (2015).

1 Aglae Pizzone first published about these findings at the blog of the Centre for Medieval Literature: John Tzetzes
in the margins of the Voss. Gr. Q1: discovering autograph notes of a Byzantine scholar (https://cml.sdu.dk/blog/cml-
blog-john-tzetzes-in-the-margins-of-the-voss-gr-q1-discovering-autograph-notes-of-a-byzantine-scholar). See
now Pizzone (2020: 654-656). Note that the same hand also wrote verse scholia in Voss. Gr. Q. 1, similar to those
of E; see e.g. Pizzone (2020: 680). On the Aoyiouof, see below.

12 See Luzzatto (1999: 18-20). Translation after Kaldellis (2015: 73): “KAfi0pov, katekArjoBroav in the Attic
manner/ every one of you sensible men, persuaded by the words of Tzetzes,/ do not write with diphthong [1],
but only with eta,/ and leave the most ignorant buffalos/ to write these with diphthongs everywhere, [5]/ those
who call the darkness light just as they call the light darkness,/ bred in the pigsties of the new Circe”.
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This is one of the numerous verse scholia suggesting corrections or explaining
orthography. But in this epigram we can also observe four characteristic dimensions of
Tzetzes’ dialogue with the ancient texts, their tradition and their reception. First, the
author gives instructions to a student-reader-scribe (25.1-3), supported by a display of
grammatical expertise and knowledge of ancient Greek dialects. Second, Tzetzes
represents himself as a reliable source of authority, which is enhanced by the use of his
own name in 25.2 as in the third person. Third, the attack to contemporary scholars,
disparaged with offensive and witty names are hallmarks of Tzetzes’ polemical discourse
(25.4-7). For example, BovPalog (25.4) or similar terms are repeatedly used by Tzetzes to
demean his adversaries.” Fourth, an allusion to the obscurity of the main text in 25.6. The
beginning of the poem (25.1-3) presents, therefore, a positive and constructive
movement, while the final section (25.4-7), a rather negative and polemical one. The
stances that Tzetzes adopts towards the main text and its author and towards the scribe,
the reader and his competitors can be observed further throughout the cycle.

In the right and lower margin of f. 26r, for example, two verse scholia (numbers 3-4)
comment on the orthography of two different words at Thucydides’ Histories 1.63.2-3,
innfi¢ and tpomaiov:*

‘Innig tig é€pOwoe dipBoyyov ypdpwv;

fta 8¢ ypdpov Attik® Tpdmew ypdpwv:

6 okOAAOG 00TOG ATTIKWTATA YPQPEL.

T& TévTa TadTa Totyapodv Ata ypd s,

g, Aplotilg, PWKARG, TANV Kupiwv: 5

13 See Luzzatto (1999: 19 n. 20), Agapitos (2017: 11, 24-25, 33-34) and e.g. Tzetzes’ Histories 5.828, 9.958, 9.960,
9.967,10.178, 11.215, 11.221, 11.224; scholia on Tzetzes’ Histories 1.396, 3.61, 3.617, 4.837 (Leone 2007: 533.5, 542.1,
544.7, 548.19); scholium on Tzetzes’ Letter 1 (Leone 1972: 159.6); scholium on Aristophanes’ Wealth 543 (Massa
Positano 1960: 131.25) and Clouds 965a (Holwerda 1960: 596.14), which is the same as scholium on Oppian’s
Halieutica 1.266 (recte 1.200, Bussemaker 1849: 276.54). Circe, on the other hand, is mentioned in another
polemical context in Tzetzes” Histories 10.64-76 (see Luzzatto 1999: 20; Agapitos 2017: 18-21). Now, one may
wonder whether the “new Circe” (25.7) constitutes only an ornamental use of the myth (see e.g. poem 34.2
below), or a particular patroness and her circle are meant here too. Tzetzes himself worked for female
commissioners, see e.g. Rhoby (2010). On Tzetzes’ misogyny, see Agapitos (2017: 15-17), to which his hostility
towards the mythographer Demo can be added: Allegories of the Odyssey, Proem 32-34; see Cesaretti (1991: 138-
139) and Hunger (1954: 43-44). In fact, in Tzetzes’ Histories 10.64-76 the dtexvia of Circe and her filthy followers
is contrasted with the téyvn of a female writer, empress Eudokia. Now Pizzone (2020: 667-672) brings forward
new evidence of the same elements in a similar polemical context from the rediscovered fragment of the
Aoyiouoi. Her explanation of these images through the socio-historical background of 12th-century
Constantinople is very compelling and it is not at odds with a possible allusion to a patroness.

* The two words are marked in the main text with the same symbol that opens poem 3. There is no clear
separation between poems 3 and 4 and thus they could be considered as one single poem. In 3.1 the accent in
1i¢ in the manuscript indicates that it is a question.
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Ta KUpla pova de dipboyya ypdpe,

Anuocbéveig Aéyw te kai T To1dde.

Kal TO TpOTaiov pr Tpomatdv pot ypdge:

av ATTIKOG Ypdeng O tadta 6ol Aéyw.

&AAN d¢ YAwoo®v €l ypd@elg pot tovg Adyoug, 10
dipOoyyov inmneig kai tpdmaidv pot ypdge.'®

The intervention seems to be motivated by corrections in the manuscript by a later hand
of innf¢ into inmneig. Through insistent imperatives (ypdyov v. 2; ypdpe vv. 4, 6, 8, 11),
Tzetzes teaches the reader how to write properly, again according to the Attic dialect
(ATTIK® TpdTIRW V. 2, ATTIKWTATA V. 3, ATTIKQG V. 2). Tzetzes contrasts his learned opinions
with the ones of his opponents (see tig v. 1). The construction of himself as an authority
converges with the impertinence towards the author of the main text, dubbed as cub or
puppy (okV0AAoOG v. 3).

These strategies can adopt an even harsher and less tolerant way. In f. 185r, containing
Thucydides’ Histories 1.18.1-5, two verse scholia occur in the right margin (numbers 33-
34). Tzetzes first criticizes a passage of the text (paraphrased in 33.1-2) for its confusing
syntax, calling it a solecism. Elsewhere he justifies Thucydides’ obscure style by invoking
a feature of his dialect. For example, in verse scholium number 29 (f. 183v) he explains:
YAoong vénoov Attikfi¢ eivar 188,/ [..] un & abd célokov undaud véer téde
(“Understand that this is characteristic of the Attic dialect,/ [..] so under no
circumstances think this is a solecism”).’® This time, he does not follow the same logic
(33.3-8):

TCétlng coloikilovorv évrdrtel Adyorg

00K 018eV ATTiKioUa TOUTOT AéYELV.

oUtw YpdpwVv O 601G TeptoTpdPoig Adyoig, 5
TEQELYAG OC KPIVELY OE TEXVIKQDG OEAEL.

NAOG ABovpy@dv cuykaAvmTel @avAiav,

YPa@g okdTo¢ O TOLG coAoikoug TV Adywv.!

5 See Luzzatto (1999: 61-63). Translation after Kaldellis (2015: 70): “Who corrected innfi¢ by writing a
diphthong?/ Write it with an eta if you write in the Attic manner./ This puppy writes in a most Attic way./ So
write all the words of this kind with an eta:/ innfg, &piotiic, Pwkafic, except proper nouns. [5]/ Proper nouns
alone you should write with a diphthong,/ I mean Anuoo8éveig and the like./ And don’t write tpénatov for
tponaiov./ I tell you to do this if you want to write in Attic./ But if you want to write in some other dialect, [10]/
then write inneig with a diphthong and tpémaiov”.

16 See also the formulaic verse colotkoeidég, o0 odAoikov tuyxdvet (“It has the aspect of a solecism, but it is no
solecism”) that occurs in poems 15 (f. 93v), 28 (f. 183v) and 47 (f. 290r).

17 See Luzzatto (1999: 35-37). Translation after Kaldellis (2015: 75): “Tzetzes classifies this among the solecisms
of speech,/ he just cannot call this an Atticism./ Writing this way in your convoluted clauses, [5]/ you have
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The last four verses of this poem (33.5-8) address outspokenly the author in the second
person and strike again against his abstruseness, as deceptive and contrary to the téxvn.
We can fully understand now the attack against Tzetzes’ adversaries in poem 25.6: not
only do the buffaloes ignore the téxvn of the Attic dialect, but they also praise
Thucydides’ misleading okdétog (33.8). Moreover, in the beginning of the second verse
scholium in f. 185r (34.1-2), Tzetzes compares the stylistic difficulties of the author,
addressed again by Tzetzes in the second person, with those provoked by the scribe: to
00V oKoTeLVOV Kal T To0 PrfAoypdpov/ Xdpupdiv olav é€eyeipovot Adyorg.'® The labour
of the scribe is a constant target of Tzetzes’ complaints and satirical remarks, as the
formulaic label k6mpog BipAoypdgou reveals (see poems 30-31, ff, 183v-184v)."

Tzetzes’ criticisms, however, are not limited to grammatical, stylistic or textual
remarks. He even calls into question the content of what Thucydides recounts. At the
beginning of book 6, Thucydides refers to the etymology of Italy, allegedly derived from
the name of a Sicilian king: ka1 1 xwpa &no Ttadod, PactAéwg TvOg ZikeA®V, ToUvoua
T00TO £€X0VTOog, oUTWG Ttalia énwvoudsdr (Thucydides’ Histories 6.2.4). In our manuscript
the passage is marked with a cross that also introduces a verse scholium in the right
margin of f. 214r (number 35), after the heading onueiwoat iotopiav. In this epigram,
Thucydides is again addressed in an irreverent way and his etymology rejected: o0k €otiv
oUtw¢ o0dau®g, @ovkvdidn (“It is not like this, Thucydides, not at all”, 35.1). An
alternative aetiology is told, involving Heracles and the Latin word vitulus (35.2-9).*° The
poem is closed by a warning addressed to ancient historians with significant
programmatic overtones (35.10-11): T¢étlnv mala1d¢ ndg 1Ttool xpovoypd@og/ Aabelv
Yap a0TOV 008¢ dalpwv ioyvet.”

The mission to correct the style and grammar and control the truth and consistency
of the classics is asserted openly, such as in the scholium to Aristophanes’ Frogs 1328:*

eluded those who want to scrutinize you according to the téxvn./ Just as mud disguises poor work by the
mason,/obscurity of writing here masks solecism in speech”.

18 See Luzzatto (1999: 37-39). Translation after Kaldellis (2015: 76): “Your obscurity along with that of the
copyist/ rouse up such a Charybdis in the narrative”.

1 See Luzzatto (1999: 26, 30).

2 For the sources of Tzetzes and loci similes in his oeuvre, see Luzzatto (1999: 77-78). To these it could be added
the scholium to Lycophron 1232 (Scheer 1908: 353.3-8).

2 See Luzzatto (1999: 75-76). Translation after Kaldellis (2015: 76): “Every one of you ancient historians fear
Tzetzes,/ not even a supernatural spirit can escape his notice!”. However, note that the manuscript seems to
read maAa1oic.

2 Koster (1962: 1077.49-1079.89). After consultation of the manuscript Ambr. C 222 inf,, f. 103r (now available at
http://213.21.172.25/0b02da8280051c1e), I was able to make two minor improvements to Koster’s edition (I keep
his punctuation though). On this manuscript (last quarter of the 12th, copied by a scholar closely connected
with Tzetzes), see Mazzucchi (2003; 2004).
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OV maciv [sc. BipAwv] Aoyiopots PiPAog uia éuod mepiéxet otixoig iduporg toic
TAglooty, oUk OALyolg de kal HETpwV £TépwV: Kal Etepat O¢ PIPAot omopddny €uovg
EXOUOLY ETEPWV GOPAOV AOYLOUOUG, 0D pdtny Kal dvaitiowg ovde kat €xOpav
gneuPaivovtdg pov Tivwv, GAAE TIVag HeV EAEYXOVTOG TOD Tepl TV TEXVNV EVEKA
TANpUEA0DG Kl TOD S1aUapTAVELY TPAYUATWY f| XpOVWV, 1} a0TOLG AEYELy £XUTOIG
gvavtia [...] tavtnv €uob v PiPAov dvalelduevog, Sotig &v ye [kai add. codex]
PovAotto, AioyxVAov te ebpor kai EUpumidouv kal GAAwvV TOAA®V aitidpota,
TANuUeAelq Tff TtEpL TV TEXVNV KAl TV GAHOE1aV DTOTENTWKOTAG TOIC AOYLoUOIG,
o0 pévtor dx Pevdodg [Pevddg ut vid. codex] yeAoidlovoav kwuwdiav ovde
duopévelav.

Of all these books, one book of mine contains the accounts, most of them in iambic verses, but
quite a few also in other metres. And other books have here and there my accounts of other
wise men, not because I attack moved by enmity towards some, nor in vain or without reason,
but rather censuring some for an error regarding the téyvn or for missing the facts or the
chronology, or because they say things contradicting themselves [...] After reading this book
of mine, whoever would want to, would find the faults of Aeschylus, Euripides and many
others, included in my accounts for their error regarding the téxvn or the truth, yet not for
the sake of jesting comedy or ill will with falsehood.

The Accounts (Aoyiouoi) here mentioned is the title of a work by Tzetzes, widely considered
to be lost until in 2020 Aglae Pizzone brought to light a manuscript where it is partially
preserved.” Tzetzes” description invites us to an identification of them with our verse
scholia. First, these accounts are in verse, mainly comment upon ancient authors and can
also be found occasionally (omopddnv) in other manuscripts. Second, the motivations in
Tzetzes’ enterprise of watching (éAéyxeiv) the form (téxvn) and content (iotopia) of the
text commented upon match precisely those of his verse scholia.

The connection of the Aoyiouoi with Tzetzes’ verse scholia has been first proposed by
Luzzatto, who also refers to Tzetzes’ Histories 6.399-403, where Tzetzes specifies the
objects of his critiques, among which historians and chroniclers (iotopikoi kai
xpovikoi).” When consulting these books, which did not belong to him (&v &BiBAnc), he
annotated the necessary accounts in their margins: ékeivaig [sc. BiAoig] mapevéypape

% On the Aoyiouof, see primarily Pizzone (2020), who corrected a long-lasting misunderstanding in Wendel (1948:
1990, 2004; see Luzzatto 1999: 74 n. 18), by which the Accounts were equated to Tzetzes’ commentary on
Hermogenes in political verse (Walz 1834: 670-686; Cramer 1837: 1-148). As she points out, the catalogue of the
library already records some of the Accounts’ verses in ff. 212v-239v; see De Meyier (1955: 93). Pizzone
masterfully reconstructs the possible stages of composition of the oeuvre and the associations between imperial
administration, authenticity and authorship that emanate already from its title. In this respect, see now Pizzone
(2020D).

2 Luzzatto (1998: 71-72; 1999: 156-161).
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ToUG Aoytopovg obg €det. The same oeuvre is alluded to in Tzetzes’ Histories 11.349-354,
where Tzetzes repeats the goal of censuring the content and the form (&AAovg Pevdig,
dtéyvwg 8¢, obg AAeyEev 6 Tétine) in his Book of Accounts (Gv PiPAog 8An yéypamrtal T@v
Aoytopu®dv T TLETln). Book of Accounts is in fact the title proposed by Luzzatto, considering
also the scholium to Aristophanes’ Frogs 100a.” There, Tzetzes defends Euripides of unfair
criticism, different from the real problems addressed in the Accounts, again for the sake
of truth and without ill will: o0y wg Nueic toig TOV coE®OV Aoyiopoig dikaiwg ékeivov
éNéyEapev, olomep Exphiv [...] 00 ka® VUG POV Pepduevos, GANX TPdG dARBs1ay.

In the long poem number 8 on Thucydides (Heidelberg, Pal. gr. 252, f. 45r), which
together with number 50 (f. 326v) are probably the best known of the series, Tzetzes
defines his role in a similar way. He claims that he is the only one entitled to judge
according to the téxvn the writings of this puppy (again the disrespectful nickname) and
all ancient and new literature (8.7-9):

TAG OLYYPAPAG KPIVELV OE TEXVIKG TPOTW
oKUAAOU T€ Tovdi Kal TaAaI®dV Kal VEwV
Tlétlov pdvou xdpropa dvopabeotdtov.?

These lines recall the final verse of Tzetzes’ Iambi, the series of poems following his
Histories: T{ét{ng Aoyiothg TV aAai®dv kol véwv.” The word Aoyiotrg (“accountant”) in
this sphragis connects again the verse scholia with the Aoyiouoi.”® Notably, the same
formula is used as the title for the excerpts of the Aoyiouoi in the Voss. Gr. Q. 1, f. 212v:
T€tCov Aoytop@v t@v madai®dv Kat véwv.” Another recurrent motif in this context is the
apparently self-deprecatory use of duouabnc. Notice that the same epithet is given to the
buffaloes in the aforementioned verse scholium 25.4.° The same goes for auabng,
employed to refer both to his enemies and to himself.’! These terms are frequently
associated with a dispute with the prefect Andronikos Kamateros regarding court
patronage and the teaching of rhetoric.*” With this characterization, Tzetzes seems to

» Koster (1962: 732-733.6); see Luzzatto (1999: 160 n. 12).

% See Luzzatto (1999: 46-58). Translation after Kaldellis (2015: 72) and Pontani (2015: 384): “To judge according
to the criteria of the téyvn the works/ of this puppy and of the ancients and moderns/ is the gift of Tzetzes
alone, the most ignorant one”.

7 Leone (1969-1970: 146.360).

% See Pizzone (2017: 206; 2020: 672 n. 61, 682-685; 2020b: 51-53). Whether this Unoypaet (Leone 1969-1970:
146.359) corresponds to the Iambi, the Histories or another work by Tzetzes remains unclear (Leone 1969-1970:
130).

» Pizzone (2020: 656-657). See https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/19745.

%0 See also the occurrences of duoadr|¢ in the polemical Iambi (Leone 1969-1970: 141.216, 141.230, 143.260).

3 E.g. Tzetzes’ Histories 9.408, 9.656-659, 9.688-690, 9.702-707, 10.64-76, 10.240-242, 11.210-224, 11.286, 11.349-354,
12.85-91, 12.223-246. See also the title of the last of the Iambi (Leone 1969-1970: 145).

32 For Andronikos Kamateros’ episode, see e.g. Leone (1969-1970; 128-130), Agapitos (2017: 22-27), Pizzone (2017:
185-186; 2020: 669, 671 n. 56, 682 n. 91).
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ironically impersonate his adversaries. Many of these elements in fact meet in Tzetzes’
Histories 11.246-249:

GAN’ i8N og cuvéxeev O aUadNG ENdpXw,

6 Aoy1otig TV madai®v, o0 8’ idupwv PifAog

TOV AOYIOUDV YPAUUATIKDV, PNTOPWV, PLA0GOPWYV,
TV UETPIKADV, I6TOPIKADV, UNXAVIK®DV, TOV GAAWV.

But the ignorant in the eyes of the prefect already confused you,
the accountant of the ancients, the author of the iambic book
of Accounts of the grammarians, rhetoricians, philosophers,

the metricians, historians, mechanicians, and others.

A similarly explicit prescriptive instance occurs in the left and lower margin of
Heidelberg, Pal. gr. 252, f, 184v (verse scholium number 32 on Thucydides’ Histories 5.17.2).
Tzetzes explains a syntactical and rhetorical figure that deepens the obscurity of
Thucydides (32.1). After attacking again the rhetoricians who defend Thucydides’ style
(32.2-3), Tzetzes sets the guidelines for writing history properly (32.4-5):
Ti¢ ioTopoVVTWYV GKPIPNC Kavwy udbe/ ca@rg uet’ Sykov kai tayvg, neldods yéuwv.” In
this regard, Herodotus (tov ueAiyxpov ‘Hpddotov év toig Adyorg, 32.8)* is to be preferred
over Thucydides, Tzetzes implies at the end of this poem.

1.2 Tzetzes’ verse scholia on Herodotus: fragments of a larger
scholarly project

Of course, Tzetzes knew Herodotus well. His verse scholia on Herodotus are probably less
known, but they echo in several ways the ones on Thucydides, at least those edited by
Luzzatto.*® Tzetzes’ verse scholia on Herodotus are preserved only in Florence, Laur. Plut.

3 See Luzzatto (1999: 31-35). Translation after Kaldellis (2015: 75): “Learn which is the precise rule for
historians:/ clear with grandeur and swift, full of persuasion”. These guidelines are reconsidered and amplified
in the final lines of the famous last poem of the cycle (f. 326v). Tzetzes closes his verse scholia on Thucydides
explaining how historians should write according to the téxvn (50.14-16; Luzzatto 1999: 132-138). Needless to
say, these lines brim with rhetorical technical terms. See Tzetzes’ commentary on Hermogenes (Cramer 1837:
125.7-9 = Walz 1834: 686.2-4).

3 See the scholium on Carmina Iliaca 1.22c (Leone 1995: 111.10).

% Luzzatto (2000).
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70.3 (10th century, A for the editors).*® The date of the manuscript is in fact still a matter
of debate, especially the issue of its stratigraphy. On palaeographic and codicological
grounds, there is a consensus that the manuscript has two main parts (ff. 1-238 and ff.
239-376). Now, it remains an open question whether both parts are dated to the same
period or the first is later and archaizing, and whether the first 26 folios represent yet a
third stratum.*”

Different later hands annotate the margins and interlinear spaces of this manuscript,
in which some epigrams can be found. Marginalia from various origins meet in Laur. Plut.
70.3, such as the Planudean hand in the upper margin of f. 1r and the lower margin of f.
376v, Nikephoros Gregoras in the external margin of f. 218v, or the interlinear conjecture
in f. 315r.%® But even if the first section of this manuscript is throughout supplemented
with accents and breathings by a later hand, only the first folios are more heavily loaded
with marginal scholia and interlinear glosses. Luzzatto and Cantore maintain that one
single hand from the Palaeologan period copied all these notes in the first 34 folios (or 26
according to Luzzatto), but in fact there seem to be many hands filling these margins.*

Six certainly Tzetzean poems copied by a Palaeologan hand were edited for the first
time by Luzzatto. Some prose notes, possibly fragments of other epigrams, can be
ascribed to Tzetzes t0o.*° The first five verse scholia in f. 5v (Hdt. 1.23) and f. 10r (Hdt.
1.39-41) deal with orthographic and dialectal issues, most of them discussed in similar
terms by Tzetzes elsewhere.*! For example, the issue at stake in the poem in f. 5v can be
found again in Tzetzes’ scholium to his own Histories 1.396:*

‘Aplova yIVWOKE UIKpOV UOL YPAPELY

36 Available online at http://mss.bmlonline.it/s.aspx?1d=AWOItLNNI1A4r7GxML8h&c=Herodotus. On this
manuscript, see e.g. Bandini (1768: 657-658), Stein (1869: V-VII), Colonna (1945: 43), Hemmerdinger (1981: 86-
93), Rosén (1987: XXV-XXVI), Agati (1992: 153, 250, 289-290), Alberti (2002: 3), Pérez Martin (2002: 136), Wilson
(2015: xiv-xv), Bianconi (2015: 247 n. 40; 2018: 73 n. 127).

%7 Luzzatto (2000) supports the latter, whereas Cantore (2012; 2013: 70, 82-93) proposes that the first half (ff. 1-
238) has been annotated after a collation with a manuscript from the Roman family of Herodotus’ textual
tradition. See also e.g. Agati (2001: 53-56), De Gregorio (2002: 37-38 1. 19).

38 See Hemmerdinger (1981: 88), Mazzucchi (1999: 385), Luzzatto (2000: 651-652, 654). Another hand commenting
on Hdt. 1.161 in f. 41v (€011 kai £Tépa Mayvnoia katd §0o1v: 6G €pel 00ToG év Toig 8micbev) can be added to this
list, among others (see e.g. the external margin of 69r, 86v, 101r, the effaced upper margin of 92v).

% Luzzatto (2000) and Cantore (2012; 2013: 70). See Agati (2001: 53).

0 See Luzzatto (2000: 649-650), Cantore (2012: 20-22; 2013: 83-89). Traces of a larger scholarly project on
Herodotus by Tzetzes can also be observed in a scholium to Hdt. 3.75 found in other manuscripts. See Cantore
(2013: 79): 6 T00 Tlétlov oX6A0v* €l ur| avutov (adToV Cantore) dveilev pupiaig mavrtodanaic Pacdvolg mapd
TV Udywv av avnpedn.

41 See Luzzatto (1998: 74-76; 1999: 95-102; 2000: 642-645), Cantore (2002: 29-30; 2012: 12-14; 2013: 90-91), Agapitos
(2017: 10-11).

2 Leone (2007: 533.3-9).
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Twvik®G te Kal kat' 'Atbidog Adyoug
Anpeiv Adyoug €a de mpwéiponAdkovg.®

Moreover, the wording and subject of the first two verse scholia in f. 10r have parallels in
Tzetzes’ verse scholia to Aristophanes’ Wealth 82, Frogs 1137 and his Letter 4:*

(a) TO @ Tepron®dV, TPOSYPAPNV TIOEL KATW"
el & av Paplvng, Tposypa@ny un pot ypd@e.

(b) ®dvar poveboat kal 0 inelv €l ypdpelg,
8Euve, Tékvov, un mepiona SuoTEXVWG:
@avat tibe1 de TOV mepron®vta TOVOV,

0T av 10 AoV QWoPOpELV Ypapng, VEE.

(c) Totobtov WV TV dkPIPDS 0OV Hot VOEL
PiAov t¢ Tthd¢ Kal mepiona pot Tdde.

(d) Einmag #Ae€ag mac mepiomdv pot OéAe,
ginag 0 einwv Texvik®g 8ELVE pot.*

The didactic imperatives directed to a young reader and accompanied by the first person
pronoun in the dative case pervade these epigrams. The polemic against Tzetzes’
adversaries and competitors is not absent either. The mentions of the téxvn, on the other
hand, do not surprise as the main concern of these verse scholia is grammar.

The other main Tzetzean target, regarding the truth and consistency of the text
commented upon, is the protagonist of the last and longest poem edited by Luzzatto. In

1 print the text of Luzzatto (2000: 643) with minor changes after inspection of the manuscript. Translation of
Agapitos (2017: 10): “Know that Apfova is to be written with an omicron,/ both in Tonic and according to Attic
diction;/ but let the teacher-intertwined speeches tell fooleries”.

* Massa Positano (1960: 28.1-10), Koster (1962: 1033.15-20), Leone (1972: 161.1-12).

1 print the text of Luzzatto (2000: 644-645) with minor changes after inspection of the manuscript. Translation
after Luzzatto: (a) “If you put the circumflex over ¢fig, put the iota subscriptum./ However, if you put the grave
accent, do not put the iota subscriptum”. (b) “If you write ‘to say’ in pdvat poveboat [@dvar éue TeAevtriostv Hdt.
1.39.2: the correction of Luzzatto t0 ¢fjcar does not seem necessary; see e.g. similar paraphrases in Tzetzes’
poems on Thucydides (Luzzatto 1999: 36 n. 35, 90 n. 10, 126 n. 78)],/ put the acute accent, my child, not the
circumflex against the téxvn;/ in @avai put the circumflex accent/ when you write ‘to show, to bring to light’,
young man”. (c) “Understand all such @v exactly as o0v/ and write it like this with soft breathing and
circumflex”. (d) “Every one of you, please put the circumflex over einag ‘you said’ [but the manuscript reads
Ehey&ac: maybe éAéyEac, “after examining”? EAeyxog is a key Tzetzean concept],/ in einag ‘the one who said’
write an acute according to the téxvn”.
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the lower margin of f. 26r, written in five columns along three lines, a verse scholium
comments on Hdt. 1.94.2-3:%

TLét{nG Kpatel oe” TPEGOYXES 01G TX VOV YpapELG.

gotv aPiPAng otep(...) &’ Exwv PifAov,

Un Kaptep®@Vv T TAG EAIKTPAG TV PiPAwV

navtag EAEyxel mavtaxod Pevdnydpoug

XPNOELG EMEIOPPROV eDBVWPIQ TTOG. 5
Kal 0ol Tapelo@pel TVOE TNV Xphiotv Aéywv:

“Ounpoc einev &« ye MatpdkAov tdde:

VATILOG 0UK €0€AwV G’ dotpaydAotot xoAwbelg. (1. 23.88)

Kol oaipn tai T dp’ Emonov amd kprideuva Parodoat. (0d. 6.100)

Kal* teccoiol tpondpoife Oupdwv Buuodv éteprov. (0d. 1.107) 10
TOC GAANO TEGo0VC oL 8¢ Kal KUPoug Ayelg

np®Tol d¢ &G E€Upov ol Avdol Aéye,

0 QNG €keivoug EKUabeTv AAAWV Yévoug;

0 VOV éneokomnoa Aotobiwg ypdew.*

Herodotus claims that the Lydians invented a series of games later adopted by the
Greeks.* Tzetzes, who refers to himself in the accustomed third person in v. 1 and as

‘6 Luzzatto (1998: 70-72; 1999: 158-159; 2000: 646-648), Cantore (2002: 28-29; 2012:16-20). The passage commented
on is actually in the previous folio (f. 25v).

7 Translation after Luzzatto (2000: 647-648) and Cantore (2012: 20): “Tzetzes got you: pay attention to what you
write now!/ He has no books, but having one (...)/ and not being able to resist the twisted expressions of the
books [see LBG; but éAioow is a common verb to mean “to scroll” a book, so that maybe read: “not being able to
resist leafing through the books”]/ he censures every liar everywhere/ introducing many quotations one after
the other. [5]/ And he inserts for you this quotation saying:/ Homer said this in the book of Patroclus:/ ‘silly,
unwillingly, angry about the dice’/ and ‘after throwing off their veils, they played with the ball’/ and ‘they were
enjoying themselves with a game of draughts in front of the doors’. [10]/ How do you say that nesooi and kOfot
are different,/ and, tell me, how did the Lydians first discovered/ what you say that they learned from other
people?/ What I observed now is the last thing T write”. I print the text of Luzzatto (2000: 646-647) with minor
changes after inspection of the manuscript. As in other verse scholia in this manuscript, Luzzatto normalizes
and emends the text of this epigram. She proposes otépyetat in v. 2, where the text seems to read otepviknv at
first sight (see Luzzatto 2000: 647 n. 49; Cantore 2012: 20 n. 17; see the same abbreviation for -vik- in Twvik®g in
v. 2 of the poem in f. 5v). I would be inclined to read a word related to otepéw, such as otepnbeic, i.e. “deprived”
(sc. from books), or a derived adjective (otepntikfv? Tzetzes not rarely writes iambic verses with more than 12
syllables) that would agree with BipAov (and possibly plays with the “privative” alpha of the Tzetzean neologism
&PRiPANG). Luzzatto also corrects ta¢ EAlktpag in v. 3 into Taig éAiktpaig (see Tzetzes’ scholium to Aristophanes’
Wealth 137, Massa Positano 1960: 44.25) and tHvde TV xpfiotv in v. 6 in tdode td¢ xprioeig, but these seem less
necessary (see Cantore 2012; 19-20). In v, 14 Luzzatto edits 6 vOv émokonfjoag instead of 6 viv €neokdnnoa of
the manuscript.

8 Tzetzes refers to this passage in a scholium to his Exegesis of the Iliad 13.2 (Papathomopoulos 2007: 429.16-
430.6).
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aBiPAng in v. 2,% reacts against Herodotus’ report with an epigram. He offers a handful of
Homeric quotations to confute the Lydian origin of these games (vv. 5-10) and some
objections to imprecisions and contradictions in the passage (vv. 11-13).*° Therefore, the
objective of this verse scholium is not the téxvn, but the other elements summarized by
Tzetzes in his scholium to Aristophanes’ Frogs 1328: veracity of facts and chronology and
internal coherence.” Tzetzes states his mission once again in v. 4: mdvtag éAéyxet
navtaxod Pevdnydpoug. Herodotus himself is called a liar in strikingly similar terms in
Tzetzes’ scholium to Hesiod’s Works and Days 652 (recte 654): 6 ‘Hpdd0t0g, 0 £V ToAA0TG £pol
g\eyxBeic w¢ Pevdnyopdv (“Herodotus, who was censured by me in many places as a
liar”).** In this particular scholium on Hesiod, Tzetzes seems to refute Hdt. 2.53.2, but he
explicitly admits to have censured Herodotus on many other occasions. For example, Hdt.
5.58 could be at issue in Tzetzes’ Histories 12.85-118, where many Tzetzean motifs occur,
such as the self-demeaning irony and the &€\eyxog of liars and their wrong chronology.
But most remarkably, Tzetzes closes the discussion by admitting that these liars (among
whom presumably Herodotus) misled him, &vrep o0k é€ntdkeiv/ év dAabritoig Aoyiopoig
kol TletQik® @ tpénw (“had I not examined them/ in inescapable accounts and in the
Tzetzean way”, Histories 12.117-118). These passages constitute thus yet further
testimonies of an extensive Tzetzean commentary on Herodotus.

So far, the typology of Tzetzean verse scholia on Thucydides and Herodotus reveals
itself consistent. The motives for Tzetzes™ interventions are the ones of the Accounts,
enumerated in the aforementioned scholium to Aristophanes’ Frogs 1328. They consider
either the grammar and rhetorical devices of the main text at the level of the téxvn, or
its content at the level of the ictopia. In this last regard, they especially supervise the
external agreement of what is told in the main text with what is told in other reliable
sources and the internal agreement of what is told in the main text with what is told
elsewhere by the same author. The scholiastic programme of Tzetzes involves a didactic,
learned and self-assertive moment and a polemical one, which confronts equally his
enemies, the author and the scribe. Both extremes, the generous lesson and the ruthless
criticism, are complementary, since they imply a superior status of the speaker and the

 See e.g. Tzetzes’ Histories 6.401, 6.470, 8.173; Pizzone (2017: 190-192).

%0 Cantore (2012: 12-14, 16-20) argues that in these epigrams in Laur. Plut. 70.3 Tzetzes actually comments on a
text closer to the Roman family of Herodotus’ textual tradition. Particularly, this last verse scholium would react
to a summary filling a lacuna. Accordingly, the second person would address the copyist of such text.

5! See another example of Tzetzes’ observation of consistency in his scholium to Lycophron 497 (Scheer 1908:
181.21-29).

* Gaisford (1823: 368.21-22).
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ignorance of the addressee.”® Both extremes also meet as they pursue public recognition
in a struggle against competitors for court patronage.

1.3 A new verse scholium in political verse on Hdt. 1.32.1 in
Laur. Plut. 70.3

There are other verse scholia in Laur. Plut. 70.3 not treated by Luzzatto that seem to
escape this typology. First, an epigram published by Cantore can be read in the lower
margin of f. 2v, written in one single line. The poem is preceded by a sign repeated in Hdkt.
1.8.3 (Gua 8¢ k10OV1L ékdvouévw cuvekdietal Kal trv aid® yuvr), over the word k10&v1.
Moreover, a monogram for wpaiov, a common way of calling attention to notabilia, is
found in the left margin next to the words of Gyges. The same word reappears at the
beginning of the poem:*

‘Qpaiov wg O¢ kKal mTavaAnOec médet
T'0you T pnTdv oidag wdi tov Tpdmov.

How beautiful and also entirely true
the words of Gyges are, you know this way.

Cantore suggests that Tzetzes may have composed these verses, although their tone is
remarkably different from the ones edited by Luzzatto. Herodotus’ version of the episode
of Gyges is reproduced by Tzetzes elsewhere, but he makes no special mention of the
proverb highlighted by the verse scholium.* The amazement and approval expressed in
this verse scholium correspond better to the emotional reactions that usually underlie
non-Tzetzean verse scholia. It does not seem to fall under Tzetzes’ scholarly programme
of controlling the accuracy of ancient texts, nor does it show any degree of provocation
or self-promotion.

53 This superiority can also be read in moral terms. The verb éAéyxev, recurrent in these contexts, synthesizes
the commentator’s control over grammar, facts and morals. In the longest verse scholium to Thucydides,
Tzetzes even affirms (8.17; see Luzzatto 1999: 50): nnyai yap eior T Bie kaAd téxvar (“For the téxva are sources
for a good life”; see Tzetzes’ Histories 10.71). On moral undertones in Tzetzes’ polemics and self-representation,
see Agapitos (2017: 13-16), Pizzone (2017: 203-206), van den Berg (2020: 299-301). On the other hand, Tzetzes is
well aware of the aggressiveness of his attitude, as he repeatedly denies arbitrariness or animosity in his
critiques to ancient authors (see above his scholia to Aristophanes’ Frogs 100a and 1328).

> Cantore (2012: 22; 2013: 84).

> See e.g. Tzetzes’ Histories 1.148-156, 6.476-479, 7.191-198.

24



An inspection of the manuscript allowed me to find yet another verse scholium in Laur.
Plut. 70.3 not edited by Luzzatto or Cantore, in the right margin of f. 8r (see Figure 1) on
Hdt. 1.32.1. The hand that copied this epigram, even if contemporary, seems to be quite
different from the one responsible for the other verse scholia. Two distinct types of
scripts can be observed in this same f. 8r. Consider the marginal note 6pa 6Aov wpaiov
(also occurring next to the same passage in Angel. gr. 83, f. 6v) marking the continuation
of Solon’s response (Hdt. 1.32.2). The script of this note is similar to the one of the other
Tzetzean verse scholia, whereas it differs at first sight from the one of the new verse
scholium. In the interlinear glosses to onepxfeig (Hdt. 1.32.1) the same phenomenon
occurs. The first two synonyms above onepy0eig (prpeig Avmnbeic) are written in a script
closer to the one of the epigrams edited by Luzzatto, whereas the last two (tapax0eig
Buuwbelg) are in the thicker script of the new verse scholium in this same folio.*®
However, the distinctive traits of the hand writing the new verse scholium (e.g. straighter
terminal strokes of letter p and ligature e1; the ligatures for po, ay, €p, co; more
compressed and less wavy abbreviation for kai) could be ascribed to lack of space or
simply to a darker ink.”” Whether it is one hand that annotates on separate occasions or
they are different hands from the same milieu and period, these notes come from various
origins and are closely intertwined with the complex history of the text.

The verse scholium comments on the beginning of the famous answer of Solon to
Croesus (@ Kpoice, émotduevév ue 10 Oeiov mav £dv @Bovepdv te kai Tapax®Oeg
EMELPWTAC AVOpwTNiwY TIpnyudtwy Tépt, Hdt. 1.32.1), and reuses some of its vocabulary:>

Topupaptupeic, Hpddote, T Ociov tv EAAAVWY
Kal Tapax®deg, Bovepdv, Avaueotov Kakiag:
gimag kal ydp ¢ #Xouot T& TpdyuaTa Tavedpwg.

You testify, Herodotus, to the deity of the Greeks
as troubling, envious and full of evil.
In fact you also say wisely how things are.

56 See Cantore (2012: 6; 2013: 85). Similarly, in f, 8v some variants of the text are written in the interlinear space.
Above the famous line oftw v Kpoioe mav £ott &vOpwmoc cuugopti (Hdt. 1.32.4), the thinner script wrote /| @
over wv and the thicker one wrote &g over ndv; see Rosén (1987: 21), Cantore (2012: 10; 2013: 85).

57 See Cantore (2012: 5); another case in Mazzucchi (2003: 275).

% See above and Cantore (2012: 22).

T added punctuation (only a colon at the end of the poem in the manuscript) and capitals.
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Figure1  Laur. Plut. 70.3, f. 8r.

The question is whether this new verse scholium was composed by Tzetzes or not. Besides
some partial formal parallels,® its subject matter does not correspond with his regular
types of interventions. Tzetzes alludes to the meeting of Solon and Croesus in his Histories,
but he never considers the well-known topos of the divine jealousy.®* The archaic and
classical concept of the divine @08dvog is treated by Tzetzes, for example, in his scholium
to Aristophanes’ Wealth 87, but differently from the new verse scholium. He does not
criticize it, but he explains it through allegories:®*

70 3¢ “avOpwnoig BoveOV” €mi tod kad’ lotopiav ALd¢ veka ToD yedolaouod Thg
Kwuwdiag, 6t @Bovepdg €otiv 0 Zevg T0i¢ GvOpwmolg GAANyopik®d¢ O¢ €mi TG
elHapUEVNG Kal TOXNG, OTL @OoVEPE £0TLV 1) TUXN TOIG GVOPWTOLS Kal OVK €Q TOUG
a&iovg mAovtely, GAN étOpAwoev Gomep OV MAoDTov: mAovutilel yap wg £mi TO
TAgioToV Tovnpovg, GAitnpioug Kal ouko@dvtag, tovg afiovg 8¢ mAoUTIOUOD
TOPATPEXEL.

% For example, cuppaptupéw (v. 1) is used by Tzetzes elsewhere (e.g. Histories 6.860; scholium to Aristophanes’
Wedlth 612, Massa Positano 1960: 144.10), but always to introduce a quotation that supports Tzetzes’ point (as
here Herodotus agrees with Tzetzes by quoting Solon?). Another significant, yet not concluding, coincidence
occurs in Tzetzes’ scholium to Hesiod’s Works and Days 174 (recte 176, Gaisford 1823: 144). He defines Hesiod’s
silver age as kakiag tavroilag dvdueotov (see v. 2).

1 See Tzetzes' Histories 1.22-54, 3.236-238, 4.572, 5.376-381, 8.184-189. Of course, this omission could be
understood in itself as implied censorship. The criticism of this key element of Herodotean religion seems to be
inaugurated in Plutarch’s On the Malice of Herodotus 857f-858a. On the topos’ reception, see e.g. A. Ellis (2015;
2017).

62 Massa Positano (1960: 29.15-30.8).
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Whereas “envying mankind” is said for the sake of the humour of comedy with reference to
the story of Zeus, because Zeus is jealous of mankind. But allegorically this is said with
reference to the destiny and fortune, because fortune is jealous of mankind and does not let
the worthy people become rich, but was blinded like Wealth. For fortune enriches especially
the wicked ones, the sinners, the slanderers, and omits the worthy of enrichment.

Normally, pagan gods and myths are allegorized by Tzetzes, that is, interpreted as
rhetorically embellished ways of talking about cosmic or natural phenomena and
elements, psychological processes, or, in a rather euhemeristic approach, historical facts
and persons.”® Allegory, indeed, constitutes the third column of Tzetzes’ didactic and
scholarly agenda, as evidenced in his scholium to Hesiod’s Works and Days 382:*

1 Yeudi] Tva iotopiav éAéyxoruev 7 dropOoinuev, A Tt puB®Oeg dAANyopoinuey, f
ATEXVWE YEYPAUUEVOV TEXVIKQDC S1arypdpOLUEV, 0V UETApaiolg Adywv cuvOrKaig, ov
KOUM pnudtwyv, GAAG ca@el kal mepneliw tfi Aéet, wg 6 didaokaAikog Tpdmog
TAPAKEAEVETAL.

Either I censure or correct a false story, or I allegorize some myth, or I cross out with téxvn
something written without téyvn, not with a highbrow style, nor with boastful words, but
with clear and accessible diction, as the didactic way of writing prescribes.

Tzetzes’ commentaries orbit around this triad: téxvn, iotopia and dAAnyopia. The latter
is chosen by Tzetzes to deal with the divine ¢86vog in Aristophanes’ Wealth 87,° whereas
in the new verse scholium to Hdt. 1.32.1 the allegorical interpretation is replaced by a
plain repudiation of a pagan religious notion.

On the other hand, it is true that the typically Tzetzean polemical tone subsists in the
new verse scholium, even if paganism is not a typical object of Tzetzes’ attacks. There is
also the direct dialogue with the author, addressed in v. 1.¢ Another problem is how we
should understand the navodégwg in v. 3. As we have seen, certain negative terms as
duopabng or duabrig can be used both literally and ironically by Tzetzes. The same seems
to apply to positive adjectives used sarcastically as derogatory.®”” Therefore, it is

5 On Tzetzes’ allegorical method and practice, see e.g. Hunger (1954; 1955: 4-7), Cesaretti (1991: 125-204), Roilos
(2005: 124-127), Goldwyn and Kokkini (2015: xii-xvi; 2019 xv-xviii), Leone (2015; IX), Goldwyn (2017: 141-171),
Cardin (2018: 95-98).

¢ Gaisford (1823: 248.16-21); see van den Berg (2020: 292-293).

® In a very Tzetzean way, since Zeus is often interpreted as fate. See e.g. Exegesis of the Iliad 1.74
(Papathomopoulos 2007: 179): Zelg ydp, WG eimov, kai eipapuévn kai Toxn kaAeitat.

% Herodotus is also addressed by Tzetzes in the vocative in another polemical context in Histories 2.736-743.

5 See e.g. TAvoo@og in Tzetzes’ polemical lambi (Leone 1969-1970: 134.12, 137.108, 146.347); in the scholia to
Aristophanes’ Frogs 1160a (Koster 1962: 1039.2-3) and to his Letter 31 (Leone 1972: 166.10) against schedographers
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ambiguous whether the last verse of the new verse scholium indeed recognizes the report
of Solon’s adage as a complaint by Herodotus against the nature of pagan deities, or
whether it rather ironically rejects beliefs with which Herodotus probably agreed.

Tzetzes’ verse scholia in general do not dwell on religious questions and, if they
approach the issue of paganism in ancient Greek literature, they are not condemnatory.
There is one book epigram, however, that shows striking similarities with the new verse
scholium in Laur. Plut. 70.3. In a number of manuscripts at the end of Aeschylus’
Prometheus Bound a series of book epigrams can be found. One of them is ascribed to
Tzetzes in some manuscripts:®

AvE’ v 10 op Sédwkag dvOpwTwY yével

TPUXN Pl PAPAYYL TPOGTIETYUEVOG:

70 T0p, MpounOed, 6 Ppotoig Exapiow

UAn mpog akdpatov epEdN AdYQ,

0pYTG Kot 600 Tpog BV TUPGOVUEVNG. 5
AloxVAg, Tl eNG; TOUG B£00G GOV TPOGPEPELG

ndoyovtag aioXp®dg €k BEQDV OUOTPOTWV;

Kal T&G dpa AéANBag cavtov eig TEAOG

Beov¢ oePalwv tovg TabnTovg TV PuoLy,

Kal un duvatoug Ekuyelv Tipwplag; 10

As aresult of giving the fire to the human race,

you are consumed fixed by force to a ravine.

The fire, Prometheus, which you bestowed on mortals,

was the fuel for the untiring flame

of the wrath ignited by the gods against you. 5
Aeschylus, what do you say? Do you present your gods

as suffering shamefully from gods of a similar nature?

And how then do you not notice yourself finally

that you worship gods by nature capable of suffering,

and not capable of escaping punishments? 10

(see Agapitos 2017: 12-13); in Histories 4.847, 4.849, 11.355; in Allegories of the 1liad 4.48, polemicizing with Psellos;
see also the cogoi fovPalot in the scholium to Aristophanes’ Wealth 543 (Massa Positano 1960: 131.25).

5] follow the edition by Herington (1972: 240-242). There are disagreements about the structure of this epigram.
Some editors consider it as part of a longer poem (see Cougny 1927: 414, 4.83; Allegrini 1971-1972: 228), some as
two separate poems (see Vassis 2005: 23, 58; Tomadaki and van Opstall 2019 197-198;
https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/types/3434 and https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/types/3436). Tzetzes’ authorship
tends to be supported by modern scholarship: see Herington (1972: 43-44), Allegrini (1971-1972: 227-230),
Tomadaki and van Opstall (2019: 196-200).
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The first half of this poem (vv. 1-5) refers to the punishment inflected on Prometheus by
other gods and seems to sympathize with him.* In the second half (vv. 6-10), the author
of the play is addressed in the vocative exactly as in the new verse scholium in Laur. Plut.
70.3. Moreover, not only does this epigram attack ancient Greek religion as such, but it
also rebukes Aeschylus for portraying and believing in gods subject to evil feelings. The
criticism of the passions of pagan deities can be ascribed to someone who loves to
rationalize them, like Tzetzes. However, this ascription remains uncertain, since Tzetzes
normally chooses to explain allegorically instead of just mocking or reproaching.”

1.4 Tzetzean authorship and the question of the metre

To conclude, a final consideration on the authorship of these poems not edited by
Luzzatto. Were these two verse scholia to Hdt. 1.8.3 and 1.32.1 also composed by Tzetzes?
There is no self-promotion in them, or attacks against adversaries, or grammatical or
stylistic concerns, or any erudition in terms of facts or chronology. The verse scholium in
f. 2v of Laur. Plut. 70.3 seems to be a simple profession of approval and admiration, a
standard verse scholium, improvised and emotional. Tzetzes” verse scholia can also be
described as improvised and emotional, but they often offer a scholarly dimension and a
didactic purpose, not to mention his self-referential remarks. And even if the truthfulness
praised in v. 1 and the use of the second person in v. 2 can allude to a didactic setting, the
verse scholium does not seem to be openly provoked by the usual reasons for Tzetzes to
intervene in the text of a classical author. These, we have observed, are threefold: the
correctness of the form (téxvn), the accuracy of the content (ictopia) and the explanation
of a possible hidden message (GAAnyopia). The latter could have been expected in the new
verse scholium in f. 8r, but this epigram rather chooses to directly condemn the pagan
element in Hdt. 1.32.1. On the other hand, the new verse scholium reproduces, together
with some interesting Tzetzean parallels, the dynamics of the &\eyxog, i.e. the quality

% A remarkable parallel of these verses can be found in the epigram closing Tzetzes’ Letter 9 (Leone 1972: 18.14-
17), explained and allegorized in Histories 6.830-840 (see also e.g. Tzetzes’ scholium to Hesiod’s Works and Days
47-56, Gaisford 1823: 73.20-82.6).

1t is true that allegory seems to occur more frequently in prose scholia or in larger works by Tzetzes.
Allegorical interpretation is seldom employed in his verse scholia. See, however, Tzetzes’ verse scholium
allegorizing the myth of Atlas that serves as scholium to Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound 428 (Herington 1972: 137,
see 44 n, 1; Allegrini 1971-1972; 225-226) and as scholium to Oppian’s Halieutica 1.619 (recte 1.622, Bussemaker
1849: 293.48-55; see Zumbo 1996).
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control and censure of the text under consideration. This key concept of Tzetzes’ method
of commentary underlies the possibly caustic address to Herodotus in the new verse
scholium.

Therefore, even if these two verse scholia fit less evidently within Tzetzes’
methodological framework, Tzetzes’ authorship cannot be rejected outright. This
especially applies to the new verse scholium in f. 8r of Laur. Plut. 70.3. Yet another
prominent feature makes Tzetzes a better candidate for the authorship of this epigram.
The poem was composed in political verse, a metre frequently employed by Tzetzes
elsewhere but unusual in other verse scholia, among which the dodecasyllable prevails.”
However, the growing popularity of this accentual fifteen-syllable metre allowed it to
feature more and more in many genres. Tzetzes” use of the political verse is above all
linked with teaching and commissions by members of the court. This metre is associated
with playfulness, and the accessibility of its rather prosaic rhythm renders it a perfect
medium to convey (and possibly to memorize) a lesson. In this regard, the use of political
verse in the new verse scholium to Hdt. 1.32.1 is exceptional but not entirely alien to the
Tzetzean contexts of occurrence of this metre. It must be remembered that the accounts,
the name of a Tzetzean oeuvre closely related to his verse scholia, are said to be composed
“most of them in iambic verses, but not few in other metres”.”? In a marginal scholium to
this passage, Tzetzes clarifies: “Note: I read 57 books and I wrote succinctly all the
meaning in popular verses”,”® namely political verses. Two inferences can be made from
this scenario. First, political verse can be regarded by Tzetzes as a metre.”* Second, some
of Tzetzes’ accounts, whether they were collected in a book of Accounts from annotations

1 On the history, features and functions of political verse, see e.g. Jeffreys (1974), Hérandner (1995: 280-285),
Lauxtermann (1999), Bernard (2014: 229-251).

72 See above Tzetzes’ scholium to Aristophanes’ Frogs 1328 (Koster 1962: 1077.52-53). However, in Tzetzes’
Histories 11.247 only dodecasyllables are mentioned.

3 Koster (1962: 1079.90-92): onueiwoar avéyvwv 8¢ v PiPAoug kal tOV volv TAVTA GUVOTTIKDC EYpaQovV
navdfpoig otixoig. On synopsis and poetry, see Bernard (2014: 238-240), van den Berg (2020: 291 n. 58). Koster
states that this scholium corresponds approximately to line 50, but in fact in Ambr. C 222 inf,, f. 103r, the
marginal note seems to be divided and the first part is written next to line 44. A strong punctuation (:-) occurs
after BipAovg (as for the particular abbreviation of PipAoug, see Koster’s apparatus and Mazzucchi 2003: 273)
and at the end after otixoig (the manuscript actually reads #ypa~, maybe &ypapa?). In a footnote, however,
Koster denies any connection of these political verses with the Accounts. He proposes to identify them with the
Histories.

74 This moderates the opinion of Jeffreys (1974: 156): “For Tzetzes, the political verse was not a meter”. In the
opening verses of his Iambi (Leone 1969-1970: 134.1-5), Tzetzes also refers to his Histories as podong pétpa
pépovoa thig dyvptidog (“carrying the metres of the vulgar muse”) and to some metrical violations regarding
rhythm, feet and quantity. He also enumerates the ndvdnuog Modoa together with iambic (dodecasyllabic),
hexametric and prose works in a catalogue of his oeuvre in his scholium to Aristophanes’ Frogs 897a (Koster
1962: 954.16-955.4).

30



in the margins or copied from the Accounts in the manuscripts, were written in political
verse.” At this point, it would not surprise us to find the new verse scholium in Laur. Plut.
70.3 among the lines of a postulated section of this work of Tzetzes, most likely as part of
a longer commentary on Herodotus.

75 This is now confirmed by Pizzone (2020: 663-668), who even publishes the first verses of the passage in political
verses from the Accounts in Voss. Gr. Q. 1, conveniently entitled: Ztixot dnuwdeig. Aoyiouog, tfig Epuoyévoug
téxvng (f. 222v; see De Meyier 1955: 93). Pizzone (2020: 678-689) convincingly argues that the accounts could
have been written in unbound writing material (ox£8n, oxéda, oxeddpia).
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Chapter 2
A critical edition of the cycle of verse scholia in
Laur. Plut. 70.6 and its apographa: text and context

In this chapter, I will present the first critical edition of 11 poems (49 dodecasyllables)
inscribed in the margins of Herodotus’ Histories 2.172-3.37. The earliest version of these
epigrams is found in the manuscript Laur. Plut. 70.6 (manuscript T in Rosén’s edition and
most editors, N for Hemmerdinger, d for Stein).! The verse scholia are written by the same
hand as the main text, the scribe Nicholas Triklines, who copied the manuscript in 1318.2
The manuscript was probably copied in Thessalonike, since Nicholas’ last name, common
palaeographic features and many collaborations suggest kinship with Demetrios
Triklinios and a connection with his milieu.?

Laur. Plut. 70.6 occupies a particular place in Herodotus’ textual tradition, straddling
its two main branches. Until Hdt. 2.123 it seems to belong to the Roman family and from
that point onwards to the Florentine one.* The epigrams are not found in any other older
manuscript. They do occur in some apographa of the Laurentianus. Among these
manuscripts, the verse scholia —or part of them- were copied in Paris. gr. 1634, Ambr. L
115 sup., Vat. Urb. gr. 88, Neapol. Il B 1, Marc. gr. 364, Paris. gr. 2933, Vat. gr. 1359, Bodl.

! Rosén (1987: XXXIV-XXXV), Hemmerdinger (1981: 106-121), Stein (1869: XI-XII). See also Bandini (1768: 665),
Colonna (1945: 47; 1953: 23-24), Alberti (1960: 342-345; 1999: 3-5; 2007), Turyn (1972: 132-133), Cantore (2013: 35),
Wilson (2015: xx).

2 A colophon placed in f. 340v gives the information; see the transcription below in the description of the
manuscript.

3 See Vogel and Gardthausen (1909: 360), Turyn (1957: 229-233), PLP 29315, Smith (1993: 188-189), RGK 3.519,
Pérez Martin (2000: 315-320; 2002: 144-145), Bianconi (2005: 122-141), Kaldellis (2014: 259).

1 See Alberti (1960: 342-345; 1999: 3-5), Hemmerdinger (1981: 110), Cantore (2013: 6 n. 17) and the description of
the manuscript below.
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Baroccianus 114 and Neapol. III B 2.° To the best of my knowledge, the cycle of epigrams
was never printed in its entirety from any of the manuscripts.

These verse scholia on Herodotus have received little attention until now. In the
catalogue of the Laurenziana, Angelo Maria Bandini noted already the presence of
marginalia in Laur. Plut. 70.6, but only Stein in his description of this manuscript specified
the versified nature of some of them.® Stein even published our poem 2 in a footnote (the
only poem ever printed from our cycle) and detailed the correspondences between a
number of verses and passages of Herodotus. The next scholar who referred, albeit
misleadingly, to the epigrams in Laur. Plut. 70.6 was Hemmerdinger. At the beginning of
his valuable chapter 7 on this manuscript, he pointed to the presence of verses in some
folios, such as f. 93v, but he understood them to be by Tzetzes and thus referred to chapter
4 of his book, where he dealt with Laur. Plut. 70.3.” While describing this ancient and
authoritative manuscript of Herodotus’ textual tradition, Hemmerdinger notes that 14
political verses (sic) by Tzetzes comment on Hdt. 1.94.° Note that Hemmerdinger makes
the same mistake as Stein with regard to the metre of the poems: both Tzetzes” poem in
f. 26r of Laur. Plut. 70.3 and the unedited poems in Laur. Plut. 70.6 are dodecasyllables.’

As we have seen in the previous chapter, the poem in Laur. Plut. 70.3 on Hdt. 1.94 is
indeed by Tzetzes and forms part of a larger cycle present in this manuscript. However,
despite the fact that both cycles are composed of verse scholia, they adopt different tones
and viewpoints. After studying Tzetzes’ verse scholia on Herodotus within the framework
of his practices of intervention in other texts, it is evident that Hemmerdinger’s
statement regarding Laur. Plut. 70.6 is not correct. Hemmerdinger’s error is justified, as
there are many traces (and many of them in verse) of an intensive scholarly activity of
John Tzetzes on Herodotus. However, the margins of the manuscripts of Herodotus are
not the exclusive domain of Tzetzes and not every verse inscribed in the margins need to
be attributed to him. Even if there are nuances and border cases, the annotations of
Tzetzes and in particular his verse scholia correspond to a well-defined scholarly
programme. However, the interests of Tzetzes are not reflected in the anonymous
epigrams of Laur. Plut. 70.6 and its copies. No trace whatsoever is found of orthography,
grammar, stylistic or textual concerns, nor even many hints of erudition in terms of facts,
chronology or topography. And, above all, Tzetzes’ pervasive self-representation is not in

> See the description of these manuscripts and their relationships below. On the fate of Laur. Plut. 70.6 and on
the manuscripts related to it, see Alberti (1959), Hemmerdinger (1981: 109-121), Rosén (1987: XXXV), De
Gregorio (2002: 47-49 n. 49), Bianconi (2005: 138-141; 2015: 253-255; 2018: 125-128), Kaldellis (2014: 45-48, 259-
262), Akisik (2019: 1-3, 23-24).

¢ Bandini (1768: 665), Stein (1869: XII).

?Hemmerdinger (1981: 106).

8 Hemmerdinger (1981: 88). See above Chapter 1.

* The confusion may go back to the way of calling unprosodic dodecasyllables as “political” by Maas and others.
See Rhoby (2011: 138-139 n. 123). On political verses proper, see above Chapter 1.
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sight anywhere. Therefore, the cycle in Laur. Plut. 70.6 (and its apographa) and the poems
in Laur. Plut. 70.3 should be clearly distinguished from each other and any identification
of Tzetzes as the author of the former seems speculative at most, if not a plain mistake.
In the following, I will briefly present the epigrams and argue for their date and
circumstances of composition.

2.1 Summary of the poems

The first poem of the cycle comments on Herodotus’ History 2.172.4-5, the end of the
ingenious strategy designed by the Egyptian pharaoh Amasis to gain the favour of his
subjects. The ancient ruler, addressed in the second person, is compared with what might
be a specific case in the last verse. Right after this epigram, poem 2 reacts to the routine
of Amasis described in Hdt. 2.173. The pharaoh spent only part of the day dealing with
government affairs and the rest drinking and joking with friends. The poet compares this
with the behaviour of more or less contemporary rulers.

These first two poems reuse some of Herodotus’ lexical choices'® and show quite a few
interesting parallels to other Byzantine authors from the 12th and 13th centuries. The
wording of poem 1, on the one hand, recalls the verses of Michael Choniates: @of&v,
GelA@v, voubet@v, Gyabivwy,/ TAATTwY, EAéyXxwV, UAGTIY®V, TPATTwV dikag/ o
deomoTIK®DG, TATPIK®G O dyabUvwv.! The parallels of poem 2, on the other, are more
evident and striking. Verse 2.4 is identical to verse 90 of the epitaph of empress Irene
Komnene (daughter of Theodore I Laskaris and wife of John III Vatatzes) dated to 1239
and wrongly attributed to George Akropolites (mdvvuyxov dua kai taviuepov xpdvov).'
Verse 2.5 is very similar to verse 8550 of Ephraim of Ainos’ chronicle: (kal moidiaig
xaipovtog del kal pébaic).”® Verse 2.7 is almost identical to verse 889 of Constantine
Stilbes’ Fire poem (puocdv to kaAAog Tfi¢ véag Pwuaidog).

19 The verb vovbetéw (1.3) is used by Herodotus in Hdt. 2.173.2 and véuw (2.1) is the last word of Amasis in
2.173.4.

1 Ed. Lampros (1880: 363.18-20).

2Ed. Heisenberg and Wirth (1978: 2.5.90). The poem was reedited by Hérandner (1972). Macrides (2007: 20, 78)
rejects Akropolites’” authorship. Note that vv, 18, 54 show further similarities with verses from our cycle (2.7,
5.5).

3 Ed. Lampsidis (1990). On Ephraim, see below Part 2.

4 Ed, Diethart and Hérandner (2005).
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The situation portrayed in poem 2 corresponds to the account of the causes and
consequences of the Fourth Crusade given by Niketas Choniates. The last four verses (2.7-
10) strongly evoke passages of Niketas Choniates’ oeuvre where the glorious past of
Constantinople, queen of cities, is contrasted with the calamitous results of the invasion
and compared with a wrinkled old lady (see e.g. Niketas Choniates’ oration 14: &) &g
g€ovbevouuévn Kal amwopévn 1 nOAewv maoc®v Lmepkelpévn kal PactAevovoa Kal
XOAxp®V PUTIdWV AVATAEW( 1] oTIATVT TIpO TPithG TAG GYPELG, 1) E0AOTIG, 1] uAtondpnog).
The city once home to every beautiful thing (kaAod mavtog évéiaitnua) was turned into
the residence of pirates (vuvi 8¢ Anot@v évdiaitnua).’® In fact, the Fourth Crusade is
characterized in the History as a pillaging excursion (Anotpikov ékmAovv).”” Moreover, the
spirit of poem 2 also coincides with the well-known Kaiserkritik of Niketas Choniates, who
partly ascribes the capture of Constantinople to the corruption of Byzantine emperors.'®
In particular, the behaviour described in 2.3-6 brings to mind the western perception of
a weak Byzantium subject to drunkenness and earthly pleasures or the demeaning scene
of emperor Alexios IV Angelos sharing games and drinks with the Latins.” In Niketas
Choniates’ History, however, the title of tyrant (2.3) is mainly reserved for usurpers of the
imperial throne, especially Andronikos I Komnenos, and despots of limited realms, such
as Cyprus or Sicily, former parts of the empire, but not applied to legitimate emperors.*®

15 Ed. van Dieten (1972: 146.30-32). See orations 7, 9, 15 (ed. van Dieten 1972: 57.4-7, 85.22-24, 160.6-21) and NC
576.1-577.19 (see NC 591.21-592.49). The epithets of Constantinople in verses 2.7 and 2.9 of our poem are
paralleled elsewhere in Niketas Choniates (e.g. NC 569.7-8, 609.86, 617.90, 627.87-89, 629.59-60), although they
are not exclusive to him (see Demoen 2001: 119). Neither is the comparison of the city with a woman exclusive,
frequently young in relation to the old Rome: see e.g. Constantine Manasses’ verse chronicle vv. 4419-4452 (ed.
Lampsidis 1996) and Theodore Prodromos’ historical poem 18.97-108 (ed. Hérandner 1974). Verse 2.8 of our
poem sounds like a tragic and ironic echo of Manasses’ chronicle v. 2321 (see also Theodore Prodromos’
historical poem 4.41-50). Notably, the image of the old wrinkle in our poem 2 goes back to Anthologia Palatina
5.129.6 and 6.18.2. See also Macrides and Magdalino (1992: 124).

16 NC 576.3 (see oration 15, ed. van Dieten 1972: 160.8-9) and letter 4 (ed. van Dieten 1972: 204.22-26).

7NC 539.5-15, 585.58-586.69; see also 618.9-13, 621.95-2.

18 See Tinnefeld (1971: 158-179), Magdalino (1983), Harris (2000; 2001) and below Part 2. For Kaiserkritik in
historiography after 1204, see Angelov (2007: 253-285).

¥ NC 541.54-56, 557.13-21, see 549.9-13.

2 For Andronikos, see e.g. NC 50.58, 101.68, 141.10, 147.68, 225.59-60, 227.5-6, 228.41, 245.74-79, 247.45, 259.37-
38, 262.19-263.20, 270.31-34, 279.88, 279.5, 281.62-63, 292.64, 314.43, 321.18, 467.83, 639.70-71; see also Michael
Choniates’ Monody (ed. Lampros 1879: 349.17-350.9). For Isaac Komnenos, tyrant of Cyprus, see 291.39, 340.39,
369.74, 418.76, 464.13. For the kings of Sicily, 296.75, 296.87, 370.93-94, 481.93. On the figure of the tyrant in
historiography from the 10th-12th centuries, see Cresci (1990), Cheynet (1990: 177-184). On Andronikos, see
below Part 2 and Simpson (2013: 164-170). Note, however, that some manuscripts of the version brevior of
Niketas Choniates’ History, notably Vindob. Hist. gr. 53 (see below Part 2), systematically add paciAevc before
the name of Andronikos (van Dieten 1962; 233-234). On Theodore II Laskaris’ conception of tyranny, see Angelov
(2007: 245-250).
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Yet the description of “those tyrants from the Romans” (ot ék Pwpaiwv topavvol), who
ruled the western regions of the empire after the fall of Constantinople “like enslaved
men, corrupted with luxurious pleasures and other indecencies” (&vdpamodwdeig
&vOpwrot, Tpuef] kai taig GAAaig drovolaig diepBapuévor), is not far from the portrait of
the tyrants “among us” in poem 2.3-6.*

The context of composition in this verse scholium is therefore less ambiguous than in
any other of the epigrams of the cycle. The picture seems to match the fall of
Constantinople during the Fourth Crusade and its aftermath. However, it remains
uncertain how contemporary these events are. The poet seems not to be describing things
going on simultaneously outside the reading room, but seems rather to refer to a recent
past.

The next three poems (3-5) comment on the same passage (Hdt. 3.14). After the
conquest of Egypt, Herodotus tells how the Persian king Cambyses seeks to humiliate his
defeated Egyptian peer Psammenitus by mistreating his daughter and threatening to kill
his son. These two scenes are set in a theatrical way in front of Psammenitus’ eyes.
However, his reaction is anything but dramatic: he remains imperturbable, looking down.
At this point (3.14.3) the first verse scholium on this section is found (poem 3). Then, by
chance, Psammenitus encounters an old companion, now a beggar. Only then does he
show the signs of sorrow he did not reveal to his family. Here (3.14.7) a monostich is
inscribed (poem 4). Shortly afterwards, Cambyses is informed about Psammenitus’
behaviour and in turn asks Psammenitus the reason for it. At Psammenitus’ response
(3.14.10) another epigram is found (poem 5).

Poems 3 to 5 focus on the positive moral content of the anecdotes told by Herodotus,
playing with the complementary actions of silence and speech. In poem 3 Psammenitus’
fortitude is praised as honourable. The surprise expressed in poem 4 is echoed in poem 5,
where the poet stresses the obscurity of Psammenitus’ behaviour and the respect
provoked by his explanation of it. Another feature of these epigrams is the strong use of
the first and second person. Poem 3 addresses the author, while poem 4 the protagonist.
In poem 5 the poet’s figure occupies a prominent position instead. By these means, some
of the characteristic functions of verse scholia are revealed: they often constitute the
setting of dialogues with the oeuvre or its author, as well as of self-assertion and personal
reflections.

Poems 6 and 7 also comment on the events following the Persian conquest (Hdt. 3.16).
Poem 6 reacts to the desecration of the mummy of Amasis, the former pharaoh of Egypt
(Hdt. 3.16.1). Through a rhetorical question, the Persian king is characterized as crazy, an
element that will come up again in the last poem of the series: see yeunvwg 6.1 and
péunvev 11.1 (the verb paoctiyodv 6.2 has also been used before in 1.3 paotiy®v, in an

21 See NC 637.34-40, 638.52-55. The rulers in the East are also accused of tyranny (639.77-83).
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epigram that actually praises Amasis). The subject of poem 7 will also reappear in the last
two poems of the cycle (10-11). Cambyses instructed that the body of Amasis should be
cremated (Hdt. 3.16.2-4) and Herodotus tells that this was against the Egyptian custom
and, most important, against the Persian religion. Fire was considered a god by the
Persians and thus they said it was not right to give to god the corpse of a man (8e® o0
Sikatov eivar Aéyovteg véuev vekpdv dvBpmov Hdt. 3.16.3). Poem 7 reacts once again
with a rhetorical question to the scene. The verse scholium addresses the Persian with a
traditional epithet coined by George of Pisidia and later reused to refer to the Turks.?” The
infidel is scorned adding blame to his error, as he behaves impiously with respect to his
already impious beliefs.

Poem 8 is the single, significantly failed, attempt to display some sort of erudition in
the cycle. The epigram comments on Hdt. 3.23.2-3. Herodotus narrates at this point the
longevity of the Ethiopians, allegedly derived from their diet and their familiarity with a
spring of extraordinary light water that rendered them sleek. Unlike Tzetzes, the author
of this verse scholium does not succeed in giving any explicit learned reference, nor does
he argue with Herodotus. He shows curiosity and essays a rational explanation for the
ointment effect of the water, but the whole commentary is an exhibition of conjectures,
halfway between a sense of bewilderment and mere incredulity. He also establishes a
dialogue with the author by means of the second person, but he does not confute
Herodotus’ report. It is true that verses 8.3-4 suggest some questioning of Herodotus’
authority and the last verse also employs some terms that appear to be technical.”?
However, the epigram does not give any answers or insights into the subject.

Poem 9 elaborates on the following episode of the Ethiopian digression in book 3 of the
Histories. The Ethiopians, Herodotus recounts, used gold to chain up their prisoners, since
it was less scarce than other metals in that region. The legend, which had some success
in later literature,” paves the way for a moralizing condemnation of greed in the longest
verse scholium of the cycle. The line of thought of the epigram is easy to follow, yet
somewhat witty and ingenious. The @iAdxpuocot, hateful as they are, should be presented
with these shackles made of gold, as they would accept willingly and full of joy to be
subjected and kept in prison fastened with them. One may think whether the same

2 See George of Pisidia’s Heraclias 1.14, 181 (ed. Pertusi 1959), LBG and e.g. Constantine Stilbes’ Fire poem v. 902
and Theodore 11 Laskaris’ panegyric on John III Vatatzes (ed. Tartaglia 2000: 29.115). See also the commentary
on 29.1, 3 in Part 2. Note the use of the nominative (with article) in place of the vocative: see the commentary
on 24.1, 25.1-2 in Part 2.

% A quick search in TLG shows the co-occurrence of xatvov and kodgov (8.4) in scientific literature, such as
Theophrastus, Dioscorides, Galen, Oribasios and pseudo-Alexander of Aphrodisias. See also trjv tepactiav @vov
in Nikephoros Choumnos’ poem 3.14 (ed. Martini 1900).

# See e.g. Heliodorus’ Aethiopica 9.1.5-2.1.
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characters of poem 2 are targeted here, either the decadent tyrants (2.3-6) or the
plunderers (2.11). This is, in fact, how Niketas Choniates’ History depicts the emperors
Angeloi (pthoxpnuatiav vooobvteg) and, above all, the Latin invaders (00d&v y&p €06vog
EpaOLpNUATWTEPOV ToUdE TOD Yévoug).” However, the greed for gold was part of a fruitful
literary motif attested elsewhere.?

The epigram is structured very neatly, with repetitions and variations of words and
ideas (see e.g. deouog 9.1, deouiovg 9.5, déorv 9.7; mddag [...] moddv 9.2, médag 9.9;
@A oXpUoOLG 9.1, xpuooDg 9.3, XpvaoOV 9.6, xpuoivaig 9.11; médag 9.4, mEdNV 9.8, MEdIG
9.11), including a rhetorical question full of pathos (9.4-6) and a climax (9.7-11) with an
overall humorous effect. Unfortunately, there is a lacuna in the textual transmission of
9.6.”7 The syntax of the line could as well need a genitive to complete the meaning of
nAéov.” The comparison with other passages where analogous turns of phrases take place
seems to support the supplementation of &épog.”? This conjecture also conforms to the
metre in completing the dodecasyllable. Finally, note that verses 9.9-10 use iuncturae
(xelpag/tpaxniov/nédac; cwuatiknv/daptiav) of some success in Byzantine literature
(see TLG).

The edifying efforts of these verse scholia may also address religious elements, as we
have observed in poem 7. In the last two poems of the cycle, the consideration of ancient
customs and deeds reveals the Christian scruples of the poet. Poem 10 reacts to
Herdototus’ Histories 3.29.1, which describes how the Persian Cambyses wounded a calf
worshiped by the Egyptians as the deity Apis. From then on, Herodotus tells of how
Cambyses gradually sank into madness, committing several murders and sacrileges.
Towards the end of this narration, he describes how Cambyses mocked and profaned
Egyptian gods. Poem 11 is found next to Hdt. 3.37.3-38.1, at the conclusion of the section,
where Herodotus asserts once again the king’s madness, right before the famous
relativistic excursus on the equal power of custom in different societies (Hdt. 3.38).

The poet of our epigrams appears less liberal than Herodotus. The same idea pervades
both poems 10 and 11: Cambyses is praised for despising pagan cults, despite being pagan
himself. Remarkably, the ancient rulers are often well treated in our verse scholia (see
poems 1-5). The craziness of Cambyses, anticipated in poem 6, is ironically turned into
wisdom (10.1). The king’s controversial figure is overlooked (11.1) and his profanities are

% NC 537.49-58, 551.61-63; see also 539.11-15, 559.77-80, 576.80-81, 602.4-7, 647.19-21, 652.83-87.

% See e.g. Rhoby (2019b: 9-10). The motif is found, notably, in the epigram by Francesco Arcudi (17th century)
in f. 16r of Vat. Barb. gr. 132, edited by van Dieten (1975: LIV).

77 See Figure 2. On the implications of this lacuna in the issue of the authorship and in the relationships of the
manuscripts, see below.

% See e.g. 5.2 (tfig oryfig Tin® TAéov) and 6.1 (tovtov mAfov). However, tAéov can function on its own as in 9.3.
» See Michael Italikos’ letter 1 to Theodore Prodromos (‘0 yoOv mapwv ovtosi mamd¢ MixanA nAéov dépog
Gvamnvel Toug AGyoug tovg oovg, ed. Gautier 1972: 64.1-2) and George Tornikios’ letter 10 to John Kamateros (v
0 ogfdopiog t@ Svti tatrip oov TAfov 1 TOV Gépa pooinvee, ed. Darrouzés 1970; 128.10).
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deemed almost as an intuition of truth from a Christian perspective. At the same time,
Herodotus, addressed in the second person (11.2), is questioned and receives criticism for
disapproving Cambyses’ behaviour. The defiance of the authority of the main text, only
hinted at in poem 8, explicitly unfolds in this epigram. It is not the historical or
grammatical accuracy that triggers the annoyance of the author of this cycle of verse
scholia, as in the case of Tzetzes, but the pagan stories of Herodotus.

2.2 The verse scholia on Diodorus Siculus attributed to
Niketas Choniates

The verse scholia found in the margins of another manuscript show more similarities
with our cycle of epigrams in Laur. Plut. 70.6 and apographa in comparison to the verse
scholia by Tzetzes. Not only do they comment on another ancient historian, but they also
seem to refer to the Fourth Crusade and show acquaintance with Niketas Choniates’
account. Vat. gr. 130 contains the first five books of Diodorus Siculus’ Bibliotheke and was
copied in the second half of the tenth century.”® Mazzucchi has identified eleven different
later hands that annotated and corrected the manuscript, some of which wrote
epigrams.®' According to him, hands 2, 2% and 3 are dated to the end of the twelfth century
and the beginning of the thirteenth.*” Hands 4* are from the thirteenth century, whereas
hand 5 intervened towards the end of the thirteenth or beginning of the fourteenth
centuries.” Nikephoros Gregoras has been identified by Mazzucchi as the important
historical figure responsible for hand 6.** Hands 7-9 are from the fifteenth century.* The
most prominent scholiast is by far hand 3, who wrote down 17 epigrams. Mazzucchi also

30

See Mazzucchi (1994: 165-176). The manuscript is available online at
https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.130.

! Mazzucchi (1994; 1995).

32 Hand 2 wrote two verse scholia: a monostich of moralistic content in f, 97r commenting on Bibliotheke 2.23.2-
3 and a rebuke against the author in five verses in f. 143v regarding 3.28.1-2. See Mazzucchi (1994: 181), Kaldellis
(2015: 83). On hand 3, see below.

33 Hand 5 wrote a scholium in eight verses in f. 89r commenting on Bibliotheke 2.13.4. See Mazzucchi (1994: 202),
Kaldellis (2015: 95).

3 Mazzucchi (1994: 202-211).

* Hand 9 copied one last epigram of eight verses in f. 147v commenting on Bibliotheke 3.33.6. See Mazzucchi
(1994: 218).
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proposes Niketas Choniates as the author who composed these verse scholia on the eve
of the sack of Constantinople in 1204.%

The reasons Mazzucchi adduced to argue that Niketas Choniates wrote these verse
scholia regard the style and content of the notes.’” As for the content, apart from some
vague allusions to biographical details,*® several contemporary issues take place in these
epigrams, authentic instances of “poetic journalism”.** In this regard, especially
significant is the profusion of expressions in the poems that connect the main text with
the present from which the poet is writing.*® Besides some enigmatic references to a
situation of war,* Italian invaders are explicitly named in these verse scholia, as for
example in the right margin of f. 298r (poem XVI):

kal Oeopobétac | elmep Autixel TOAG:

néA1G kpdToug mpiv | vOv Se peoth) dakplwv:

ndpepyov ok &v | Ttah@dv fv domidoc:

o1 Osopo@uAakeiv yap| é€gvpnuévor:

dixa mapaomilovrog, | hobevnuévor:# 5

This epigram reacts to Bibliotheke 5.67.4, where Diodorus talks about the mythical figure
of Themis (810 kai Oeopo@OAakag kai Beopobétag dOvoudalesdat Tovg T Tept ToLG Beovg
So1x ki ToU¢ TOV AvBpwTWV véuoug drauAdttovag). Some terms of the main text are
elaborated in the verse scholium with reflections on the decadent present in contrast to
the past.”

A practical lesson is drawn from history, which is conceived as apxetvmnia.* The same
principle runs through other poems. In the right margin of Bibliotheke 5.40.4-5 (f. 281r),

% Edition, translation and analysis in Mazzucchi (1995). See Kaldellis (2015: 80-97). I follow Mazzucchi’s text
(diplomatic transcription) and numeration of the epigrams and I print Kaldellis’ translations with a few minor
changes. A quick search in DBBE shows that at least poems I and V were later copied in Neapol. Il B 16 (end of
13t century); see Formentin (2015: 60).

%7 The reasons are insinuated in Mazzucchi (1994: 188-197), thoroughly developed throughout Mazzucchi (1995)
and summarized in Mazzucchi (1995: 254-256).

8 Poems II and XII, for example, describe the author as an old man, and other components allow us to imagine
his familiar (see poem XIII) or professional profile (see poem I).

% Magdalino (2012); see Lauxtermann (2019b: 33).

0 See e.g. vOv I1.1, 1.2, VIL1, IX.1, X.1, XVI.2; Tfi§ Tapovong nuépag 1.1; ka®’ fudg V.1, XI1.2 (compare map’ fjuiv
in our poem 2.3). See Mazzucchi (1995: 235 n. 152).

! See poems X, XIII, XVIL.

12 Translation after Kaldellis (2015: 94): “If the city was fortunate enough to have legislators,/ a city formerly of
strength, but now full of tears,/ it would not be subjected by Italian arms./ For those who are supposed to guard
the law/ become weak without someone to defend them” [5]. See Mazzucchi (1995: 213). The Italians are also
mentioned in I11.4 (see below) and XVIL8.

3 This is a productive rhetorical device in descriptions of declines of cities; see Demoen (2001).
* See poem 1.3.
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which recounts the luxurious customs of the Tyrrhenians, our commentator adds four
verses (poem XV):

TO10 0T T OTEPUATA | TOV HAKPRDV TOTWV:
1 7 7 € \ /4

10 matpdev ofévvuaty | 1) Tpuen kA€og:

pabuuiav dvavdpov | omAita @Uye:

eUkAg1ov 010¢ | kol makondry dAAVeV:*

The epigram, which largely reuses the words of Diodorus,* picks up again the motif of the
spoiled ancient glory. The author advises a reader-soldier to avoid the errors of previous
peoples, here in particular the abuse of alcohol.”’

These poems in Vat. gr. 130 have several points in common with the cycle of verse
scholia in Laur. Plut. 70.6 and its copies, such as the allusion to current affairs and the
censure of drunkenness. We have seen in poem 2 of our cycle the reference to drinking
and other dissolute behaviour (2.5-6), the topic of the degradation of Constantinople (2.7-
8) and the reference to invaders (2.9-10). Moreover, poems XI and XIV from Vat. gr. 130
agree with our poem 9 on the condemnation of greed. However, the religious elements
are absent from the cycle on Diodorus Siculus by hand 3. These poems were produced in
a secular context by a person evidently belonging to the imperial administration,
Mazzucchi believes, and they are not afraid of touching on erotic subjects.*® Accordingly,
hand 3 of Vat. gr. 130 does not react polemically to pagan elements in the main text.

The only time that hand 3 contests the information given by Diodorus Siculus is at
Bibliotheke 2.5.6, which refers to the amount of warships at only one harbour of Syracuse
in times of tyrant Dionysius. The left margin of f. 82v of Vat. gr. 130, corresponding to this
passage, was annotated first by hand 2: onueiwoat ti gnoiv 6 mapwv iotopikdg mept T@OV
UAKP@V V@V TOV EEeABOVOOV GO Apévog £vog TG ZikeAlag Smep Téwg €uol dokel

% Translation after Kaldellis (2015: 93): “Such is the fruit of heavy drinking:/ luxurious easy living extinguishes
ancestral glory./ Soldier, avoid this unmanly indolence,/ which knows how to destroy even an ancient glory”.
See Mazzucchi (1995: 213).

“ See Mazzucchi (1995: 244 n. 218).

7 Drunkenness is also condemned in poem VIII, where the myth is taken as a model. The state of the army is
criticized in poem VII (see also above XVL.5). Our poet is keen on complaining about the contemporary parallels
of subjects discussed by Diodorus. See e.g. poem V against astrologers and poem IX against doctors. Even the
motif of rural bliss in poem VI can be taken as a complaint about life at the court.

8 See Mazzucchi (1995: 254). Poem IV comments on Bibliotheke 2.13.4, which recounts that queen Semiramis
slept with different men and killed them afterwards because she was afraid that marriage could affect her power
(before, hand 2 excerpted the passage in the margin and the only verse scholium by hand 5 later reacted
similarly to this very passage, see above). Poems XI-XII comment on 5.18.1 and joke about the rather
promiscuous wedding customs of the Gymnesian people.
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amotov.” Under this note, hand 3 wrote down a verse scholium to endorse the incredulity
expressed by hand 2 (poem I1I):

KaAQ@G dmioteic: udAAov | eig voov el Adfng,
Bulavtiwv vavotaduov | kg vov evpéon.
1poG SuadpiBuar | kal ducéuPola okden,
T4 TOV TtaA®v, | un 8¢ di¢ déka pépwv:™

The poet addresses the previous commentator in the second person and refers to what is
happening simultaneously in the outer world. From the scene described in this poem,
Mazzucchi infers that the author was in Constantinople in May 1203. The coincidence of
the number of ships (twenty) with Niketas Choniates’ report in NC 541.47-50 is one of the
strongest arguments of Mazzucchi to attribute the epigrams to Niketas Choniates.** Other
parallels include the use of the word Tuvdapig in poem XII.7 and in Niketas Choniates’ De
signis (NC 652.75). Poem XVI quoted above would be self-referential and apologetic too,
according to Mazzucchi, an attempt to free the author from any responsibility in the fall
of Constantinople. All in all, the references match what we know about Niketas Choniates.
However, we must be cautious, since Niketas is also our most important Greek source for
the period in which hand 3 certainly wrote the poems in Vat. gr. 130. The identification
of the author as Niketas Choniates runs the risk of being a circular argument. The study
of Mazzucchi is a monumental philological work, well grounded in palaeographical and
codicological analysis, which brings in references from an impressive variety of sources
other than Niketas Choniates. Nothing invites the rejection of the postulated authorship
of Niketas Choniates, but there is not enough evidence either to accept it without prudent
hesitation.”

1 See Mazzucchi (1994: 180; 1995: 208). Translation after Kaldellis (2015: 88): “Note what this historian says about
the longships that came out of a single harbor of Sicily: it does indeed seem unbelievable to me”. What has not
been noticed by Mazzucchi or Kaldellis is that the text of Diodorus in Vat. gr. 130 reads vadg 8¢ pakpdg £€ £vog
Apévoc 1f puptddag (120000) and not tetpakosiag (400), as the modern editions. This makes it sound even less
believable.

% Translation after Kaldellis (2015: 88). “You are right to disbelieve this, especially if you consider/ how is the
current state of the harbour of Byzantium/ that against the innumerable and invulnerable ships/ of the Italians
it can barely muster twenty ships”. See Mazzucchi (1995: 208).

51 See Mazzucchi (1995: 224-227).

52In arecent article, Kuttner-Homs (2020) addresses the literary aspects of the cycle and its internal consistency.
He accepts Mazzucchi’s attribution to Niketas Choniates without adding any new piece of evidence. In fact, his
analysis of the poet’s “masks” rather undermines the arguments offered by Mazzucchi.
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2.3 The context of composition of the new cycle of verse
scholia

Our presentation of the cycle of epigrams in Laur. Plut. 70.6 and its apographa has
pinpointed instances of dialogue of the verse scholia with the main text and its author as
well as with the reader and contemporary issues. The comparison with other cycles of
epigrams on ancient historians has also shown that our cycle shares some interests with
the one attributed to Niketas Choniates, but no connection at all with the erudite
ostentations and the didactic purposes of Tzetzes. Our poems seem to react in a rather
spontaneous and emotional way to Herodotus’ text instead. However, spontaneous does
not mean extemporaneous. These more or less refined divertissements betray, in fact, an
obvious educated background, as the political and theological overtones reveal.

Once we have dispelled the confusion of the author of the cycle in Laur. Plut. 70.6 with
Tzetzes, it may be possible to better delimit the circumstances of production of these
verse scholia. The time of composition follows the capture of Constantinople in 1204, if
we take into account the nature of the events depicted in poem 2. We have also observed
that the historical facts are referred to as if they belong to a recent past. Linguistic and
stylistic features, such as the aforementioned loci similes et paralleli, point to the same
period (see e.g. the epitaph by Ps. George Akropolites quoted above).” Niketas Choniates
offers the most interesting similarities in the treatment of the corruption that motivated
the Fourth Crusade and the decay of Constantinople thereafter (see poems 2 and 9).
However, some of these parallels (e.g. the comparison of the city with a wrinkled old
woman and the contempt for greedy people) are standardized motifs that do not belong
to a given author, but rather to the subject to which they refer.

The terminus ante quem of our poems is 1318, that is, the date of Laur. Plut. 70.6, the
earliest manuscript that contains them. As stated before, the poems are written by the
same hand responsible for the main text, the scribe Nicholas Triklines. In the following
section, we will establish that every other manuscript that transmits our epigrams is
ultimately a copy of Laur. Plut. 70.6. The question is, thus, whether the epigrams are
autograph and were composed by Nicholas Triklines as he was copying the Histories, or if
they belong to an earlier author and were just copied together with Herodotus’ text.
Autography represents an important issue both for the Tzetzean verse scholia and for the
ones attributed to Niketas Choniates. Both Luzzatto and Mazzucchi comment on the
textual marks that betray the process of composition of these verse scholia. Erasures,

3 Ed. Heisenberg and Wirth (1978) and Hérandner (1972). This poem also expresses a yearning for
Constantinople in vv. 65-75 redolent of our poem 2.
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corrections, rewritings and empty spaces would reveal that the epigrams were jotted
down while the poet was reading the main text.>* These kinds of traces can be useful to
determine whether or not the poems in Laur. Plut. 70.6 are autograph.

Now, there is no palaeographic evidence indicating that the reading of Herodotus
inspired Nicholas Triklines to compose the verse scholia while he was copying Laur. Plut.
70.6. At first sight, the fact that the same hand copied also Herodotus’ text and other
marginalia already conspires against this idea. Note that the other cycles of verse scholia
discussed in this paper were all added in an ancient manuscript by a manus posterior. But,
even if no erasure or correction is to be found in the epigrams, a major question is posed
by the already mentioned lacuna in poem 9. Triklines” awareness of the versified nature
of these scholia is expressed visually, as every verse is written in two lines when the
poems occur in the external margin.> In the sixth verse of poem 9 a space is left blank at
the beginning of the second hemistich, where three more syllables are needed to
complete the dodecasyllable (see Figure 2). The phenomenon can be simply understood
as a case of the scribe not being able to read the passage in the manuscript from which he
copied the poem. However, if we want to regard the scribe as the author of these
epigrams, the particular layout of this verse may also be explained as follows: Triklines
left an empty space until he could find a proper set of words that fit metre and meaning.
In the meantime, he had already decided the ending of the verse, recurrent in our cycle.*®

In general, the signals point to a date of composition earlier than 1318, but it should be
remembered that Nicholas Triklines’ milieu may have also been favourable to the
production of such verse scholia. To my knowledge, no scholium is ascribed to Nicholas
himself. His labour, however, was more than that of a mere copyist, insofar as it shows
philological training and practice. In addition, his reputed brother Demetrios Triklinios

> See e.g. Luzzatto (1999: 51 n. 26), Mazzucchi (1995: 236, 244, 255 n. 296) and the critical apparatus of poems III,
VIII, X, XIII, XIV and XV. Besides, both Luzzatto and Mazzucchi adduce the meticulous use of punctuation,
accentuation and, in the case of Tzetzes, the indications of the length of the dichrona over the line to support
the authography (see below Part 2). Luzzatto’s identification of the hand that annotates the Thucydides of
Heidelberg (Pal. gr. 252) with Tzetzes seems now to be confirmed by Pizzone (2020). Note that Tzetzes’ poems
in Laur. Plut. 70.3, on the other hand, are copied by a later hand.

% Similarly, a space is left blank between verses when they are written in the lower margin (poems 5 and 10).
Note that the partition of the verses in two lines does not necessarily coincide with the caesura. In Laur. Plut.
70.6 all the epigrams are preceded by a lemma, the abbreviation for otix(o1)/(-0¢), except for poem 8. One may
wonder whether this omission corresponds to the author, or rather to an error of the copyist.

% See 5.2, 6.1, 9.3, 9.6. Of course, this could have already happened in the model of Laur. 70.6: the author left the
empty space and Triklines copied the verse as he found it (see a similar case in Pizzone 2020: 679 n. 87). Note
that some apographa (e.g. Ambr. L 115 sup., Marc. gr. 364) leave the blank space too, whereas other show various
solutions to emend the lacuna (see below).
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is known to have undertaken a huge editorial enterprise and produced a varied corpus of
scholia that mainly deals with poetry.>’

Without ruling out the possibility of Triklines” authorship, I am inclined to think that
the poems were copied in the manuscript that served as model for Laur. Plut. 70.6 at some
point between the years 1204-1318. In Laur. Plut. 70.6, Triklines copied Herodotus’
Histories and all the marginalia with the same script and colour, thus erasing the visibly
different layers of marginal interventions in the model. Even if some epigrams show
meaningful concepts and wording in common with Niketas Choniates, there are not
enough elements to claim that Niketas is the author of these verse scholia. The author
seems to be at least familiar with Niketas Choniates’ account of the sack of Constantinople
in 1204 and its aftermath, which is not unlikely considering the wide readership of
Niketas in Byzantium.*® The author, however, does not seem to have experienced the
tragedy of the Latin occupation only through books. The incident seems to be fresh in the
author’s memory, if not still part of his reality. I am alluding here to the possibility that
our verse scholia were written before 1261, when Michael VIII Palaiologos recaptured
Constantinople. It sounds indeed more reasonable to admit that the reader of Herodotus
would refer to the disaster of the Fourth Crusade when the wound was still open. Be that
as it may, the span of a bit more of a hundred years (1204-1318) seems safe enough to date
the composition of the cycle.

57 Bianconi (2005: 130-136) gives an outline of the philological activity of Nicholas Triklines. He seems to have
copied more prose (including some folios of Herodotus in his restauration of Angel. gr. 83), whereas he
collaborated with Demetrios Triklinios for poetry. See Smith (1993: 188-189), Pérez Martin (2000: 317-318),
Bianconi (2005: 128), Pontani (2015: 427) and, especially, Turyn (1957: 232-233) on Nicholas’ metrical training,
For the figure of Demetrios Triklinios, see e.g. Mergiali (1996: 54-57), Fryde (2000: 268-294), Bianconi (2005: 91-
118) and Pontani (2015: 424-428).

%8 See below Part 2.
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Figure 2 Laur. Plut. 70.6, f. 96v

2.4 Description of the manuscripts

241 T

Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 70.6, a. 1318. Parchment, mm. 272 x 195,>°
ff. 1V + 341 + IIL 11. 30.
Content: Herodotus’ Histories (1r-340v).

% According to Turyn (1972: 132). Before, Turyn (1957: 229) gave mm. 185 x 270. Cantore (2013: 35), probably
following the website where the digital copy of the manuscript can be found
(http://mss.bmlonline.it/s.aspx?1d=AWOItWMil1A4r7GXMMDB&c), gives mm. 180 x 270.

% Bandini (1768: 665), Stein (1869: XI), Colonna (1945: 47), Turyn (1957: 229), Hemmerdinger (1981: 106), Rosén
(1987: XXXIV): ff. 340; Cantore (2013: 35): II + 340 + L. F. 341 (numerated in the recto in red) seems to be a
parchment addition. In the recto, it contains the calculation of the manuscript’s date from the date given in the
subscription in the usual Greek way (year since the creation of the world): 6826 - 5508 = 1318; in the verso, the
seal of the library.
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http://mss.bmlonline.it/s.aspx?Id=AWOItWMiI1A4r7GxMMDB&c=Herodotus#/book

Epigrams: poems 1,2 =f. 87v; 3,4,5=1.93v; 6 = f. 94r; 7 =f. 94v; 8 = f. 96r; 9 = f. 96v; 10 =
f.97v; 11 = 100v.

In most editions and studies of the textual transmission of Herodotus’ Histories, this
manuscript is called T.%* Manuscript T has been placed in an intermediate position in the
textual tradition of Herodotus’ Histories, traditionally divided in two main families.®* The
subscription in f. 340v of T gives the scribe who copied the main text and most of the
marginalia, Nicholas Triklines, and the date in which he completed the copy, March
1318.%% A later hand, which Bianconi identified with George Gemistos Plethon (14th-15th
centuries, PLP 3630), copied ff. 164-165 (Hdt. 4.155.2-163.2: £v deA@oiotv avT® - 1] 8¢ vdin
ol xpd t&de’), the two central folios of a quire that fell.** Other later hands corrected this
manuscript.” Sometimes a text is written anew with a distinctive script in a darker ink
over an erased or damaged text, sometimes the darker ink rewrites over a faded text in a
more or less mimetic way.® There seem to be many different hands: compare e.g. ff. 8r
(Hdt. 1.32.1: &vBpwmvov ndv o0daud £V TwuT® pévov [...] TV cewvtod), 16r (Hdt. 1.65.3:
¢ kal Gvdpa) and 46r (Hdt. 2.14.2: t6 onépua, TOV duntov toamod toide uével arodivroag
d¢ tijov Uol).”” The same hands are responsible for some additions in the margins of

61 Colonna (1945: 47; 1953: 23-24), Alberti (1959; 1960: 342-345; 1999: 3-5; 2007), Rosén (1987: XXXIV-XXXV),
Cantore (2013: 35), Wilson (2015: xx). Besides, the manuscript is called d by Stein (1869: XI-XII, see also Hude
1908) and N by Hemmerdinger (1981: 106-121). The manuscript is not considered by Legrand (1932: 181-183) or
Hude (1927b: ix), who counts it among the deteriores.

62 According to Hemmerdinger (1981: 109-110) and Alberti (1999: 3-5), until Hdt. 2.123 the text is closer to the
Roman family and from then on it turns to the Florentine family. According to Stein (1869: XXIV, XXXIV,
XXXVI), Colonna (1953: 23), Alberti (1959: 317) and Rosén (1987: XXXIV), the text of the Roman family reaches
Hdt. 2.133. See also Alberti (1960: 342-345), Bianconi (2005: 135 1. 54; 2015: 254; 2018: 126) and Cantore (2002: 20;
2012: 5-6; 2013: 6 n. 17, 35, 62).

6 + ¢rede1wdn T Tapdv PipAiov S xe1pdg ¢uod Tod duapTwAod | vikoAdov Tod tpikAivn: unvi paptic: iv &,
¢roug kg *+. See Bandini (1768: 665), Stein (1869: XII), Colonna (1945: 47), Turyn (1957: 229 n. 212; 1972: 132-
133), Hemmerdinger (1981: 106).

¢4 25 lines per page. Bianconi (2005: 138-141; 2005b: 403-405; 2015: 255; 2018: 127). Hemmerdinger (1981: 108) had
wrongly attributed these pages to Laonikos Chalkokondyles, who would have copied it from Marc. gr. 365 in
1447. On Plethon and his disciples, including Kabakes, Chalkokondyles and Bessarion, associated with the city
of Mistra in the Peloponnese, see e.g. Masai (1956), Woodhouse (1986), Mergiali (1996: 211-220), Pontani (2015:
447-448).

% Hemmerdinger (1981: 108) distinguishes at least two more. Alberti (1960: 342 n. 26) notes that a hand from the
15th century corrected the manuscript, as for example in f, 8v dnnpog in Hdt. 1.32.6.

% See e.g. ff. 1v, 2rv, 4v, 6v, 7rv, 8rv, 9rv, 11v, 12v, 13v, 14rv, 16r, 17r, 18rv, 19rv, 20V, 21rv, 23rv, 24V, 26V, 27V,
30r, 31r, 33r, 42v, 43v, 44r, 46rv, 47v, 48rv, 49r, 63v, 72r, 78v, 95v., 94v, 96v, 102v, 103r, 106r, 107v, 137r, 147r,
166v, 168v, 169r, 170v, 181v, 185v, 186r, 189r, 190v, 198v, 201r, 202v, 2071, 211v, 212r, 2161, 219v, 2251, 239V, 277V,
278rv, 280v, 281r, 287r, 295rv, 302r, 317v, 322r, 331v, 339r. Sometimes repetitions in the main text are crossed
out: see e.g. ff, 230r, 333v,

¢ The origin of these interventions also vary. The addition in Hdt. 2.14.2 supplements a lacuna (saut du méme au
méme) in T, in Hdt. 1.65.3 the text of T is corrected, whereas the erasure in Hdt. 1.32.1 (& Kpoioe, émotduevév
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missing text or proposed readings.®® Relatively large passages omitted in T are
supplemented by what seems to be the hand of a member of Plethon’s circle from Mistra,
Demetrios Raoul Kabakes (15th century, PLP 10016), who eventually copied manuscript v,
an apographon of T (see below).®” The passages added, mostly omitted in T as a result of a
saut du méme au méme, are closer to the text given by manuscripts of the Roman family.”
In general, the additions are kept in the margins in manuscript v (see below), but Kabakes
adopted some corrections and suggestions in his own copy too.”* The margins of T are also
furnished here and there with the abbreviation for onueiwoat and with the moon and sun
symbols.”

A later hand also recopied the beginning of the colophon of Triklines in f. 340v.” Below,
another member of the circle of Plethon, Laonikos Chalkokondyles (15th century, PLP
30512), wrote down a note, which reflects on the Hellenic history as transmitted in
Herodotus’ Histories.”* Before reaching the Peloponnese, manuscript T most likely
originated from Thessalonike, since Nicholas Triklines is a well-known member of the
circle of Demetrios Triklinios (see above). Nicholas Triklines himself also copied much of
the marginalia of the manuscript, including our epigrams. The marginalia (summaria) of

ue to Belov Tav €0v PBovepdv Te kal Tapax®ddeg Enelpwtdc avBpwrniwy mpnypdtwy épt, see the new verse
scholium in Laur. Plut. 70.3) seems to be motivated by religious scruples. The person who obliterated this
passage is most likely responsible for the erasure in Hdt. 1.131.2 (tov k0kAov tdvta 00 oUpavod Ala kaAéovTeg)
in f. 33r of T. The latter erasure has been attributed to Plethon himself, according to a similar practice of
censorship attested in other manuscripts of Plato (Pagani 2009: 201).

% See e.g. ff. 451, 81r, 91r, 94v, 96v, 128v, 163v, 168r, 189v, 191r, 202r, 214r, 303V, 315V, 316r.

% See e.g. ff. 122v (Hdt. 3.124.2: 1] 8¢ - mapOeveeobar), 1251 (Hdt. 3.134.4-5: kai tadta - otpatevecdat), 138r (Hdt.
4.33.2-3: ToU¢ kopifavrag - eivar), 138v (Hdt. 4.34.1-2: ai uév - #Aain), 148v (Hdt. 4.81.5-6: TOV TkvBéwv -
TARBewG TdV), 228v-229r (Hdt. 6.122: kaAAlew - &vdpi). These interventions could dispel the suspicions of De
Gregorio (2002: 48 n. 49), who wonders why Kabakes did not leave any trace or note in manuscript T. The
additions were before attributed by Fryde (1983: 91) to Lorenzo Valla, who would have used T for his translation
of Herodotus into Latin (see below). The attribution can be refuted after comparison of the script of these notes
with the ones offered by Alberti (1960b).

0 See e.g. 10vT1 4.34.2; T@V, avT@V and TGV in 4.81.5-6 and the whole section 6,122,

1 See e.g. ff. 130v (tovg dioyiAiovug Hdt. 3.157.3, where the main text of T reads otpatiwt@v Todg x1Aiovc) and
329r (Hdt. 9.71.1, where all the manuscripts read ‘EAAfjvwv 8¢, but Kabakes in the margin of T and in v copied
Aakedapoviwv d¢).

72 For an ideological interpretation of the symbols for sun and moon in this manuscript, in the light of the
Hellenism of the circle of Plethon, Laonikos Chalkokondyles (see below) and Kabakes, see Akisik (2013: 58-75).
7+ gtele1wbn 0 mapov PipAi(ov) 81 xe1pdg éuod tol dpaptwAod vik(oAdov) tod tpi(kAivn).

74 Aaovikov o0 &Bnvaiov | Sokolor 8¢ #uotye ol EAAnveg xpnodu(ev)or dpetf ueilovi fi katd &v(Opwm)ov
dmodeifacBat u(gv) Zpya | ola fudc TuvOavouévouc kA TTEGBAL TUXETV 8¢ K1jpUKOG 00 TOAAG TIVL TRV EpywV
| a0tV dmodéovtog: fpoddtov dAkapvacéwg, Tovtwv 1] fkacta éyéveto Oela mound éne&iévrog:-. See Turyn
(1957: 230-231 n. 212; 1972: 132), Kaldellis (2014: 45-48), Akisik (2019: 1-3). Bandini (1768: 665), Colonna (1945:
47),Rosén (1987: XXXI1V) do not identify Chalkokondyles. On Chalkokondyles, see also Akisik (2013) and Kaldellis
(2014, 2014b).
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T have often been compared with those of manuscript Laur. Plut. 70.3 (A for the editors,
see above), even if they do not always coincide.” To begin with, the epigrams are not
present in A.

In manuscript T, almost all the epigrams, except for poem 8, are preceded by the
abbreviation for otix(ot). No apparent corresponding reference marks occur in the main
body of the text, but the epigrams are conveniently displayed in the margins along the
passages concerned. The script and colour of the epigrams are the same as the main text
and the other marginalia copied by Triklines. As for the layout, each verse of every poem
is consistently divided in two lines, except for poem 5.4-5 and 10.2-3 that are separated
by a blank space as they appear in the lower margin. In poem 9.6 a lacuna is to be found
in the second half of the verse (see Figure 2). Triklines simply leaves a gap and completes
the verse. This lacuna is a locus desperatus in the rest of our manuscripts, which deal with
it diversely. This lacuna is also the most compelling proof that the other manuscripts that
transmit our poems derive from T (see below).

Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams online at:
http://mss.bmlonline.it/s.aspx?1d=AWOItWMil1A4r7GXMMDB&c.

242 p

Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Grec 1634, a. 1372. Paper, ff. 481, 11. 26.

Content: Herodotus’ Histories (ff. 2r-481v).

Epigrams: poems 1= f, 130r; 2 = f, 130v; 3=f. 138v; 4,5 =f. 139r; 6 = f. 139v; 7 = f. 140r; 8,
9 =1{,142v; 10 = f. 144v; 11 = f, 148r.

As we learn from the colophon in f. 481v, the manuscript was copied in Astros in the
Peloponnese by Constantine of Pissa (also in the Peloponnese), priest and chartophylax
of the imperial clergy, in June 1372.”° Manuscript p is generally considered to be a direct
copy from T.”” Accordingly, the marginalia, including our epigrams, are at large the same
as in T, except for the supplementations by the hand of Kabakes, who evidently came in
contact with the manuscript much later. Similarly, the moon and sun symbols are not
copied in the margins. The passages later erased in T (e.g. Hdt. 1.32.1, 1.131.2; see above)
are to be found in p in their original form (before erasure), and not because Constantine

7 See e.g. Bandini (1768: 665), Stein (1869: XII) and Rosén (1987: XXXIV), Colonna (1945; 47).

6+ 1 mapodoa PiPAog éypden €v T dotpw ik Xepog €uod Tod £0TEAOVG, KWwvoTavtivov iepéwg Kal
XapTo@UAaKOG Tioong UMNPeToUVTog v T PactAMk® kApw: katd ufiva iovviov: t(fig) dekdt(ng) ivdiktidvoc
100 £€ak10Y1A100T0D OKTAKOG106TOD dydonkootol £T(ovg)+. See Stein (1869: XVII), Omont (1888: 11.114), Colonna
(1945: 49), Hemmerdinger (1981: 39), Prato (1991: 12, 14), De Gregorio (1994: 278), Pérez Martin (2002: 144). On
the scribe Constantine (PLP 14128), see Vogel and Gardthausen (1909: 250-251), RGK 2.321.

7 Hemmerdinger (1981: 109-109, 116-117), Kaldellis (2014: 260), see De Gregorio (2002: 47-49 n. 49), Bianconi
(2005: 139-141; 2015: 255; 2018: 127).
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the copyist had another manuscript, as suggested by Hemmerdinger. On the other hand,
p already copied the text with the corrections in Hdt. 1.65.3 (& kal &v&pa) and Hdt. 2.14.2
(t0 onépua, TOV duntov toamd tovde péver drnodiviicag 8¢ thotv Lol). This proves that
these corrections were made before 1372. As for the folios that Plethon supplemented in
T (Hdt. 4.155.2-163.2; see above), they were of course ignored by Constantine. As it seems,
he kept copying in f. 235v what he found in T: to0 yevouévouv (4.155.2) €ni pev téooepag
(4.163.2), etc. This proves that the two folios of T had fallen already by 1372. Later, ff. 236-
237, copied by another hand, were added in manuscript p. These folios seem to be taken
from another manuscript and not written ad hoc for the restoration. Folio 236r starts in
4.155.3 (xpewpévn'Q PaciAed, émi ewviv NAOeg [...]) and f. 237v finishes in 4.163.3 ([...] un
£0€AONG €¢ TNV du@ipputov: i 8¢ un, dro). The same copyist of ff. 236-237, probably in
charge of the restoration, as it seems, copied and pasted in the bottom end of f. 235v the
passage of 4.155.2-3 (¢v deA@oiolv adT® - £i €imol EAAGSL yAdoon), thus covering what
Constantine had copied from T (énti uév téooepag - un €6éA0ng, Hdt. 4.163.2-3).® He also
most likely crossed off the end of f. 237v (é¢ tv dugipputov €i d¢ un, &no) to make
everything fit. Folio 238r is copied again by Constantine and starts in Hdt. 4.163.3 (¢ trv
aupipputov).

Other marginalia that are not found in T include additions by the main scribe to
passages that he failed to copy (mainly due to saut du méme au méme).” Besides, what
seems to be the same main hand at least once added text omitted in T in f. 86v (5161
BdpPapor foav: E8ékeov 8¢ oprv duoiwg Epviot eOéyyeobor Hdt. 2.57.1) and at least once
annotated a correction to the text in f. 144v (&etov p in margine] aivetov Tp Hdt. 3.29.1).
The hand responsible for the restoration in ff. 235v-237v also intervened in the margins
of f. 346r to copy another passage missed by the main scribe (ntpontoiudleto €k tpidV
ETEWV KOU UGAlota £¢ TOV &0wv Hdt. 7.22.1, saut du méme au méme). The numbers of the
modern sections of each book of Herdotus were later copied in the margins.

Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams online at:
https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148 /btv1b107233831.

78 At first sight, this seems a third hand. But, in fact, once the script of this fragment in f. 235v is compared with
the one of ff. 236-237, the hands reveal one and the same: see e.g. the abbreviation for kai, the compressed A,
the ligatures for xpa, ot, av. The style of f. 235v changes as the scribe crams the words needed in the end of the
folio.

7 See e.g. ff. 3v (6 daokOAov: dpeokduevog pdAiota tovTw T@ yoyn Hdt. 1.8.1), 70r (0pB&¢ eipntar @épe viv kal
avtoiotv atyvntiolotv),180r (édag te EAkovta kal pdkeot ésOnuévov otabévrta 3¢ ¢ uéoov, Hdt. 3.129.3-3.130.1),
49v, 70v, 79v, 86r, 87rv, 961, 971, 107T.
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243 a

Milano, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, L 115 sup., s. XIV.* Paper, mm. 292 x 220, ff. I (parchment)
+312 +1 (parchment).

Content: Herodotus’ Histories (ff. 1-312, des. mut.: tetiuntat adtdg te HAt. 9.79.2).

Epigrams: poems 1, 2 = f, 85v; 3 = f. 91r; 4,5 = f. 91v; 6, 7 = f. 92r; 8, 9 = f. 94r; 10 = f. 95v;
11 =f, 98r.

On the basis of common readings, it is widely accepted that manuscript a derives from
T before T was supplemented and annotated by Plethon, Kabakes and Chalkokondyles.*
Accordingly, manuscript a has almost the same marginalia as T, except e.g. the sun and
moon symbols, the abbreviations for onueiwoat, the additions by Kabakes, etc. At least
one new marginal annotation can be read in f. 37v, in a darker ink: véu(...) paBuA(...)
on(ueiwoar) Hdt. 1.197.% The epigrams are by the same hand as the main text.

The manuscript is throughout damaged by humidity and has been restored. Inspection
of the microfilm of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams in the Vatican Library.

244 u

Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. Urb. gr. 88, s. XV ineunte, Parchment, mm.
331x 237, ff. Il + 203 + 11, 11. 34.%

Content: Herodotus’ Histories (ff. 1r-202v).

Epigrams: poems 1 =f, 52r; 2 = omitted; 3 = f. 55v; 4 = omitted; 5, 6, 7 = f. 56r; 8, 9, 10, 11
= omitted.

This manuscript has been the subject of a thorough analysis by Giuseppe De Gregorio,
who described the script of the main hand as sharing traits with the style of George
Chrysokokkes (15th century, PLP 31141) and therefore dated the manuscript to the third
decade of the 15th century.® It has also been established that in u the text of the Histories

8 Manuscript 501 of the catalogue of Martini and Bassi (1906). According to Hemmerdinger (1981: 36, 116), the
watermarks are dated to 1335-1365; see Rosén (1987: XXXV). Before, the manuscript had been dated to the 15th
century; see e.g. Stein (1869: XV), Martini and Bassi (1906: 603), Colonna (1945; 55).

8t Hemmerdinger (1981: 116), Rosén (1987: XXXV).

82 Martini and Bassi (1906: 603) and Colonna (1945: 55-56) record the presence of a second hand in the margins
of a.

8 See Stein (1869: XIII), Stornajolo (1895: 133), Colonna (1945: 50), Hemmerdinger (1981: 34, 146-147), De Gregorio
(2002), Cantore (2013: 34). Manuscript U for Colonna and Hemmerdinger.

8 Before, Hemmerdinger (1981: 34, 146) had identified the scribe with Chrysokokkes himself (which has been
rejected by De Gregorio) and dated the manuscript to 1415-1436 (Stein 1869; XIII dated wrongly the manuscript
to the 14th century). I refer to De Gregorio (2002) for any further enquires. See now also Speranzi (2011).
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derives from T up until Hdt. 3.26 and, from that point onwards, from a text of the Roman
family of Herodotus’ textual tradition.® The shift of exemplars coincides with a shift in
the marginalia (summaria and epigrams) of the manuscript. The marginalia, titles and
initials are copied in red by the same hand that copied the main text in grey. Until f. 56v,
the marginalia stem from T.** After that, the marginalia coincide with those in
manuscripts from the Roman family. The next summarium occurs in f. 58r of u and
corresponds to the summarium in 131v of, for example, Vat. gr. 123 (from the Roman
family).’” Note that this marginal note is copied in place of our poem 10 in u. Thus, the
change in the text of Herodotus affects our epigrams: the last 4 poems of the cycle are
omitted because the model did not have them among its marginalia anymore.

However, even when copying the same marginalia as in T, the copyist missed some
epigrams (poems 2 and 4). On the other hand, in f. 23r of u the same note is found as in
manuscript a (f. 37v) to Hdt. 1.197: on(ueiwoat) | vouog palpuidviog:, which is not found
in T (ff. 38v-39r). This, together with other textual variants of the epigrams, points at a as
the model for u (see below). De Gregorio (2002: 65-122) also attributed the later marginalia
appearing in manuscript u to the hand of the Florentine Palla Strozzi (14th-15th
centuries, PLP 26963), who would have copied them in the fifth decade of the 15th century.

Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams in the Vatican Library.
Manuscript available at: https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Urb.gr.88.

245 n

Napoli, Biblioteca Nazionale Vittorio Emanuele III, III B 1, a. 1440. Paper, mm. 285 x 200,
ff.1+334+1,11. 27,

Content: Herodotus’ Histories (ff. 1r-332v).

Epigrams: poems 1, 2 =f. 87r; 3=1. 93r; 5, 4 =f. 93v; 6, 7 = f. 94r; 8, 9, = f. 961; 10 = f. 97v;
11 =1. 100v.

The manuscript was copied in 1440 by one John Chandakenos, a church officer
appointed in the Peloponnese, as we learn from the subscription in the upper part of f.
333r.% This folio also includes in the same pale red as our epigrams a transcription of a

% See Colonna (1953: 23-25), Alberti (1960: 334-340), Cantore (2013: 34).

% See the summarium to Hdt. 3.18: me(pi) ¢ o0 nAiov Aeyouév(ng) tpamnélng and the on(ueiwoat) abbreviation
below, found in f. 95r of T.

87 8pa TV Ml Kak® ToD dmiog Emipdv(eiav), 8ti kal ol iepeic kal adTog drwAeto (Hdt. 3.28).

88 + ¢tele100n to Tap(ov) PipAiov unvi avyovot(w) iv(Giktidvog) vy £t(...) (...)27un daxelpdg éuod iw(dv)vou
Srakdvou kai devtep(...) A ayrwt(d)t(ng) unr)pondi(ews) Aakedarpov(iag) tod xavdaknvol:-. See Stein (1869:
XVI), Colonna (1945: 51), Hemmerdinger (1981: 37), Formentin (2015: 45). The colophon is copied in black in the
upper part of the folio, which is damaged by humidity (an easy conjecture completes the date: 6958 = 1440 CE).
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prophecy allegedly inscribed on the Hexamilion walls, which agrees with the
Peloponnesian origin of the manuscript. The inscription is written in an archaizing
language (unmetrical), but it is probably not ancient.® As for the rest of the manuscript,
it has generally the same marginalia as in T, except for the sun and moon symbols and
the additions of Kabakes. The marginalia, including our epigrams, are in a pale red
(sometimes rewritten in black; e.g. f. 26r) and stop appearing from f. 215r until the end.
However, some marginalia from T are missing and n also has some marginalia of its own.*
This may imply that the scribe of n had access to another manuscript. It is widely accepted
that n is related to T. Now, Hemmerdinger proposed that n is a copy from p apparently
only relying on the geographical origin of the manuscript.”® However, the variants and
additions in n are not coming from p as far as the marginalia are concerned.”” As for the
poems, there are no clear conjunctive errors between p and n (see below). Some poems
in n are preceded by a cross (1, 2, 3, 8) and poems 5 and 4 are inverted in order.

Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams in the Biblioteca Nazionale
in Naples.

246 m”»

Venezia, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z. 364 (coll. 718), a. 1469. Parchment, mm. 330
x 232, ff. 11 + 381 (+198bis), 11. 44.

Content: Herodotus’ Histories (ff. 1r-173v, f. 174 is empty); Thucydides’ Histories (ff. 175r-
319v); Xenophon'’s Hellenica (ff. 320r-381v).

For the copyist, see Lampros (1907: 185), Vogel and Gardthausen (1909: 202). This John is not to be confused with
Symeonakis or Syrigos (Vogel and Gardthausen 1909: 200, Colonna 1945: 50-54, Hemmerdinger 1981: 37-38, De
Gregorio 1994: 279 n. 98).

% Edited by Lampros (1905: 472-477). See Bodnar (1960). At the bottom of f. 333r a series of two encrypted
alphabets and five short words (uév, 8¢, t¢, kal, GAA&) were copied in black.

% See, for example, the summaria and notabilia in f. 8r (811 6 8dvatog dpiotov, Spx SAov wpaiov; not in T). The
main title in f. 1r is already different from T: + fjpod6tog ioTopikdg: 1 ioTopia adTod 814 | HoveGV" O a’og KAE1W:
P’oc ebtépmn, etc. In f. 28r, there is a notabilium not found in T, on(peiwoar) Bavuactdv, and a reference mark
connecting mepinuéktee (Hdt. 1.114.4) with a marginal gloss: £8voxéparvev: oiktilduevog tapacoduevog
XOAen®G @épwv:. In T (f. 28r) we can read only the gloss édvoxéparvev, whereas in other manuscripts of
Herodotus the same gloss as in n can be found (see Cantore 2013: 74; e.g. f. 26r of Angel. gr. 83, f. 30v of Laur.
Plut. 70.3).

' Hemmerdinger (1981: 117-118). See De Gregorio (2002: 47-49 n. 49).

%2 See for example the summaria in f. 204r of n (beginning of book 6), which do not occur in f. 203r of T nor in f.
293r of p. The influence of another manuscript can be observed in the text of Herodotus. For example, in the
same f, 204r, n reads Aptagpévng for 6.1.1-6.2.1, where T and p read Aptagépvng.

% Manuscript H for Colonna (1945: 52).
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Epigrams: poems 1, 2 = f, 44r; 3, 4,5 =f. 47r; 6, 7 = f. 47v; 8 = f. 48r; 9 = {. 48v; 10 = {. 49r;
11 =50v.

As we learn from the subscription in f. 381v, manuscript m was commissioned by
Bessarion and copied by John Plousiadenos (15th century, PLP 23385) in 1469.* Although
it is commonly accepted that manuscript m was copied from Marc. gr. 365, this could not
be the case as far as our epigrams are concerned. In fact, the cycle of poems does not occur
in Marc. gr. 365, which was copied from T by Bessarion himself in Mistra in 1436.%
Therefore, manuscript m was copied directly from T (see below).” The marginalia are the
same as in T, but copied in red (the ink of the main text is black).”” The epigrams are also
copied in red.

Inspection of the manuscript, together with Marc. gr. 365 and Marc. gr. 366 (also
without our epigrams), and collation of the epigrams in the Biblioteca Marciana.

247 r

Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Grec 2933, a. 1474. Paper, mm. 290 x 200, ff. I +
225, 11. 39-42,

Content: Isocrates’ To Demonicus (ff. 1r-3v); George Gemistos Plethon’s On the virtues (ff.
3v-6r); Herdotus’ Histories (ff. 7r-205v); lexicon on Herodotus’ Histories (f. 206rv);
Plutarch’s The education of children (ff. 207r-213r), Letter of condolence to Apollonius (ff. 213r-
222r); miscellanea (ff. 222rv); excerpts of the first book of Dionysius of Halicarnassus’
Roman Antiquities (ff. 223r-225v).

Epigrams: poems 1, 2 =f. 60r; 3 = f. 63v; 4,5, 6, 7 = f. 64r; 8, 9 = f. 65v; 10 = omitted; 11 = f.
67v.

The marginalia (summaria and epigrams) are the same as in T and are written by the
same hand as the main text in a light brown, reddish colour, which contrasts with the
black of the main text.”® However, some corrections to the main text (not in T) are copied

% Stein (1869: XII-XIIT), Hemmerdinger (1981: 37), Mioni (1985: 125); see Mioni (1968: 76-77). On the scribe, see
Vogel and Gardthausen (1909: 185-186), RGK 1.176, 2.234, 3.294.

% See Hemmerdinger (1981: 118-119, 137), Matija$i¢ (2018: 193-194). As reported by Mioni (1985: 125), Xenophon
would be copied from Marc. gr. 365. On Marc. gr. 365, see Hemmerdinger (1981: 37), Mioni (1985; 125-126), De
Gregorio (2002: 47-49 n. 49), Bianconi (2005: 139-141), Kaldellis (2014: 46, 260).

% See Akisik (2019: 23-24).

7 However, some of the marginalia copied in black in T, such as the moon and sun symbols, are also copied in
black in m. In this respect, note that for example the later supplementation (post rasuram) in Hdt. 1.32.1 is also
found in manuscript m and Marc. gr. 365 (Hemmerdinger 1981: 119).

% The moon and sun symbols and the addition by Kabakes’ hand in T are not copied in r. As for the
abovementioned erasure in Hdt. 1.32.1, see Hemmerdinger (1981: 119) on the peculiar treatment in the margin
of f. 11v of manuscript r.
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in the margins in black by the same scribe. For example, in f. 60r the main hand copied in
the margin in black: 6100¢] oty Tr (Hdt. 2.172.1); dte 81 dnudtnv to mpiv E6vta Kal oiking
oUK ém@avéog] om. Tr (Hdt. 2.172.2); nenpnyévati] yeyovévar r (Hdt. 2.172.5); &’ éav &¢
xpriowvtat €ékAvovot] om. ABCTrPM (Hdt. 2.173.3). This last note reveals that the copyist
of r had access to a manuscript with readings from the Roman family of Herodotus’
textual tradition.

In f. 206v, after the Herodotean lexicon and before a short index of the Histories, the
date (1474) is given in a short colophon ( aD0d paiw: &" [in red] to télog [in black]).”

Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams in the Bibliotheque
nationale de France in Paris. Manuscript available at:
https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148 /btv1b107223236.

248 v

Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1359, a. 1480, 1487. Paper,'® mm. 235 x
170, ff. 491 (ff. 1-230 = vol. 1; ff. 231-491 = vol. 2), 11. 30.

Content: Lucian’s Herodotus or Aetion (ff. 1r-3r); Herodotus’ Histories (ff. 4r-486v, with
index f. 3v); letter of Kabakes to his son Manilios (ff. 487r-489r).1%?

Epigrams: poems 1 = f, 115r; 2 = f. 115v; 3, 4 = f, 123v; 5 = f. 124r; 6, 7 = f. 124v; 8,9 = {.
127v; 10 =f. 129v; 11 = 133r.

The subscription in f. 486v informs us that manuscript v was copied by Demetrios Raoul
Kabakes (see above) in Rome the year that the Turks seized Otranto (1480)."® Another
date is found in the second colophon in f. 491v, after the letter of Kabakes and a nota

% Omont (1888: 111.62-63), Colonna (1945: 54), Hemmerdinger (1981: 40). Before, Stein (1869: XVII) had misdated
it to the 16th century.

10 This manuscript is called g by Colonna (1945: 54).

191 On the watermarks, see Hemmerdinger (1981: 32).

192 0n this letter, see Bacchelli (2016: 169 n. 14, 189 n. 45). Tit.: Snuntpiov npdg ToOV £GUTod VIOV Havidiov paovA
OV kaPdkn. Inc.: éne1dn ¢ vié pov, moAAdkNG ue HEiwoeg Tept ToD yévoug AUGV [...]. Des.: [...] évtadta 8¢ #ve kai
TéTOG APKETOG Kol Gppddiog.

13 Snuntpiov paodA kafdkn: omaptidrov k(ai) | fulavtiov: | éypden év pdun: v O xpdvw [#tet suprascr.],
Stpovtw | todpkotl katéhafwv; see Stein (1869: XVII), Colonna (1945: 54), Hemmerdinger (1981: 31). The
subscription actually continues: 6 Tod 816¢ naig kaAAivnkog fpakAfig | povkiog eivat Préletat: | ypden &v poun’
¢v & €te1 Stpovtw Tovp|kot katéAaPwv: | Snuntpiov evXf mepl Tag dpxdg Thg Nuépag: | : Xdpig TG Be® T aitiw
100 @wtog k(i) &TAQG [post corr.] mévtwv | T(@V) &dyab(®v). 0 uévov tdV énel tfig yig k(al) &v Toig dAAoig
ototyioig [k(ai) év Toig &ANoig otoiyiowg rursus scripsit in marg.]: | GAAG kai €v [a0T0 in marg.] T® o (pa)v@d
Myeu(@v) (ai) &vag, k(al) oikovduog | T@V MWV @wTwv: voig T00 kdopov k(ai) evkpaocia | &idioc: [rursus
scripsit xdpig... &id1o¢]. See Lampros (1907: 332).
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possesoris by Fulvio Orsini (f. 491r)."** In f. 491v, Kabakes refers to the third year of the
papacy of Innocent VIII (1487) and he says that he was in Rome for 21 years then.'®®

The marginalia are largely the same as in T. As mentioned above, Kabakes also copied
in the margins many of his supplementations with a text from the Roman family.'%
However, there are quite a few new notes not copied from T, which are seemingly by
Kabakes himself.’” The whole manuscript is written by Kabakes with his characteristic
script and irregular orthography (especially when he does not copy, but writes motu
proprio).’*®® This includes our poems, found next to the passages in question written in
black. Note that Kabakes adds the lemma otix(ot) to poem 8 and leaves a large gap after
9.6, instead of in the middle of the verse. Remarkably, another unedited cycle of book
epigrams by Theodore Gazes (15th century, PLP 3450) occur in this manuscript, now made
available through DBBE (see Appendix 1).!° There are 9 elegiac distichs, each on one Muse,
after whom the books of Herodotus’ Histories are named. In fact, the poems are copied in
red at the beginning of every book in the lower margin of the folio, whereas the names of

101 16 ap(Ov) PrpAiov ktijud €ott, povAPiov ovpsivov pwuaiov. Orsini (16th c.) appears first in f. 3v, below the
index (+ p{pAog povABiov ovpsivov pwuaiov Av, €0 te Tdd’ éypd@eto. :-). See Colonna (1945: 54), Hemmerdinger
(1981: 32).

195 mAnpovuévou tod tpitov €Toug Tod mdma Avtlevoiov, Exwu(ev) év T pdun xpdvoug, ka. || : Bavudlw pév T
toU¢ m(até)pag, o0dev wév T frTov TG VIA | k(al) cvyypaen: mPdG T& TO papdoviw, k(ai) Toig dyyéloig |
anokpivapevol. Lampros (1907: 332-333) maintains that this date corresponds to the finishing of the letter only.
The same dates are offered in the colophon of Kabakes to his copy of Strabo in Vat. gr. 173, f. 346. See Lampros
(1907: 333), Vogel and Gardthausen (1909: 102 n. 5), Mercati and De’ Cavalieri (1923: 198).

16 See e.g. ff. 163r (Hdt. 3.124.2: 1) 8¢ - mapOevedesBar), 166v (Hdt. 3.134.4-5: kal Tadta - oTpatevesdar), 184v
(Hdt. 4.33.2-3: Tovg kopi€avrag - eivat), 185r (Hdt. 4.34.1-2: ai uév - £Aain), 199v (Hdt. 4.81.5-6: T®V ZkLOéwV —
TANBewS T@V), 313v (Hdt. 6.122: kaAAisw - Gvdpi).

17 See e.g. f. 267v (Hdt. 5.93): o0 pévov kopivBiol tat kai oi cOppaxor GAAX kai avTOg Ey® mpootiOnuot Ty
yvounv tavtnv 8¢ dpiotnv kal &GAn6f kai dikatotdtny; f. 329r (Hdt. 7.18, see epigram 2 in Appendix 2): Gpa o
Ti¢ KOAAKNAG KAKOV. @WPoL YV aitiov yeva tadtnv. f kai and Aadoswd. tipavvikig; f. 333v (Hdt. 7.35): o0deig
&vOpwmwv BVl o1 82 dugiPdAic ta dvadnué(?) mpdc Tov fAtov, eivan mpdg v 8dAacoav; f. 340r: fj 0XA altn
npo¢ TV OdAatTav, kal T& dvadruata. kol téfev dueipdAnc todto(?) kai Aédyw @avepov Eveloxedov, Komep Kal
avToV, TOV HAlov; f. 373v (Hdt. 7.171): tedevtricavta yevésbal T mpwikd: v Toiov 00 @Aavptdtouvg aivesbot
£6vtag Tipopolg pevéhew; f. 468v (Hdt. 9.71): &g &xw ovyyvduny & Aakedaiuévior dmapéoxduevog thv kpionv
TavTnVv: Kal 8¢ wiodvOpomnov kal drpaktov. T yap mioe tic, mapa tov Evdolov dvdpa ToiTov cuVYVOUNg TIXNV
TPOG GUApTIHAY, GAN Buog oUK £Tixev.

1% yVogel and Gardthausen (1909: 102), Canart (1963: 62, 77), Harlfinger (1974: 33), RGK 1.95, 3.162. Kabakes also
copied two series of excerpts of Herodotus in manuscripts Vat. gr. 1949 and Vat. gr. 2238.

109 https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/27063, https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/27066,
https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/27067, https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/27068,
https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/27070, https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/27072,
https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/27074, https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/27076,

https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/27077.
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the Muses appear in the upper margin, also in red, at the beginning of each book.'
However, there is nothing indicating that the poems were composed with Herodotus’
Histories in mind. The attribution of the poems to Theodore Gazes is recorded in the
external margin on the side of the first poem: 8e0dwpov tod ydlew (f. 4r). At the end of
the Histories, in f. 486v another kind of book epigram occurs. The formulaic monostich
idwv to tépua v xdpiv Bed didov is found in many other manuscripts.'

Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams in the Vatican Library.
Manuscript  available at:  https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.1359.pt.1  and

https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.1359.pt.2.

249 o

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocci 114, s. XV. Paper, ff. III + 183, 11. 40-50."2

Content: Herodotus’ Histories book 1 (ff. 1r-15v); Plutarch’s Life of Sertorius (ff. 16r-19v),
Life of Eumenes (ff. 19v-21r, des. mut.: (ote t0i¢ pév dmobiorg okéAeowv 11.7); Herodotus’
Histories book 3 (ff. 22r-33r), book 4 (ff. 33r-45r), book 2 (ff. 45r-59r), book 7 (ff. 59r-74r),
book 8 (ff. 74r-83v), book 9 (ff. 83v-92r), book 6 (ff. 93r-102), book 5 (ff. 102r-111v); excerpts
of Diodorus Siculus’ Bibliotheke (ff. 112r-117r); various brief works, mainly by Plethon (ff.
117v-181r).1*

Epigrams: poems 1, 2 = f. 58r; 3, 4 =f. 22v; 5, 6, 7 =f. 23r; 8, 9 = f. 23v; 10 = omitted; 11 = {.
24v.

The books of the Histories are mixed up in a wrong succession. This is not due to
material accidents, since many of them are written continuously. The order of the books
in manuscript o is the following: 1, 3, 4, 2,7, 8, 9, 6, 5. A note at the end of book 5 in f. 111v

1* Most titles and marginalia of the manuscript are

by a later hand warns the reader.
written in red. The marginalia, including summaria and epigrams, correspond at large
with T. Notably, some are written in the internal margins of the folio, as for example the

second half of poem 9, mistaken as a separate poem (see below). The text of our epigrams

10 see ff, 4r (KAeww), 56v (Evtépmn), 118v (@dAeia), 175r (MeAnouévn), 2351 (Tepixdpn), 276v (Epatw), 320r
(TMoAduvia), 3951 (OVpavia), 441v (KaAAiémn).

11 See Vassis (2005: 358) and https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/types/2244. Kabakes uses the same monostich in Vat.
gr. 2237 and Vat. gr. 2238.

12 The number of lines is very irregular throughout the manuscript.

13 For a detailed list of these works, see Coxe (1969: 186-189), Tambrun-Krasker (1987: LX).

14 Eo¢ OOe tehetobvrat ai tod Rdwdétov évéa podoar kai otoxdoov va PAAng katd pétpov kai e0Biav tag
povoag O’ 8Tt GAAamaAAAwG téOnvtatl. On the side, the same hand annotated: £€xe1 @OANa ekatOV déKa.
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presents many variants in common with manuscript r (see below).'** However, from f. 59r
onwards there are barely marginalia. Among the few exceptions, three poems occur in ff.
59v-60r (poems 2-3 of Appendix 2) and f. 100v (poem 1) of manuscript o. These verses are
part of a cycle of four epigrams that is written in the margins of two other manuscripts
unrelated to T and its copies, Ambr. C 82 sup. and Paris. gr. 1635 (see Appendix 2). This
shows that the copyist of o consulted another manuscript for the second part of the
Histories. In fact, in Hdt. 9.8.2 manuscript o (f. 84r) reads oUkw dmneteteiyioto, where T has
oUK €Xw €elmelv el éneteiyioto.'® Another poem without any apparent relationship with
the main text is copied in the blank space at the bottom of f. 15v, where book 1 of the

Histories ends:'"’

otixot vikoA(dov) mpdg TOV peyaloudptupa dnurtp(tov):-
+ TANYTV HEV OVUK aOXGOV Ey® deikvoul oot

o0 & &g [post corr.] maBdvti owtep Umép 600 uéyar

GAN” (¢ pikp(OVv) piunua ofig Thevpdg nddoug,

0 81 pe katéotnoev xaipwv(?) detkviw:-

Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams online at:
https://digital.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/objects/84c05e77-78a8-4190-bfd9-fe35270aasf6/.

2410 b

Napoli, Biblioteca Nazionale Vittorio Emanuele 111, Il B 2, s. XV exeunte - s. XVI ineunte.
Paper, mm. 285 x 195, ff. VII + 336 + II, 11. 30.

Content: Herodotus’ Histories (ff. 1r-332r).

Epigrams: poems 1=f. 83r; 2=f. 83rv; 3,4,5=1. 89r; 6 =f. 89v; 7=1. 90r; 8,9 =f. 91v; 10 =
f. 93r; 11 = omitted.

Even if there is no subscription, the copyist of this manuscript has been identified with
Demetrios Damilas (15th-16th centuries, PLP 5084).** Manuscript b reproduce the textual
variants of T, including the interpolations after erasures, such as @oivikeg in Hdt. 1.2.1 (£.

115 Manuscript o (f. 4r) also shares with r the treatment of Hdt. 1.32.1, see above and Hemmerdinger (1981: 119).
Note that, as in r, in o there are works by Plethon (called in the titles sopwtdtov f. 117v, t00 copwtdrov
Sdaokdov f. 128r, &vdpdg Bsiov f. 173v), a scholar linked with the transmission of the Histories.

16 Remarkably, the first hand of r (f. 191r) also copied oUkw &neteteiyioto. This may indicate that both
manuscripts derive from a contaminated copy.

17 Coxe (1969: 186), Vassis (2005: 623). Sevéenko (1997: 66) edited the epigram from another manuscript with
some variants and attributed it with some reservations to Maksim Grek.

18 Canart (1977-1979: 322, 333). See Colonna (1945: 56-57), Hemmerdinger (1981: 38, 117-118), Formentin (2015:
45-46).
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1v), where p and other manuscripts (e.g. n and r in margine) read €AAnveg (T ante
correctionem)."® The marginalia (summaria and epigrams) of the manuscript are in fact the
same as in T, copied in light red as well as the titles (the main body is in black ink; note
the lavishly decorated initial eta in f. 1r). As for the characteristics of our epigrams in b,
poem 11 is missing since the copyist does not transcribe other marginalia from T in ff. 95-
96. The report of Formentin regarding the use of the iota subscriptum by the copyist
applies also to a certain extent to our epigrams (see below and 2.2 tf] omtovdfj).'*

Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams in the Biblioteca Nazionale
in Naples.

119 See above and Alberti (1959: 315), Hemmerdinger (1981: 108, 119).
120 Formentin (2015: 46).
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Table 1
(Part 1)

Synopsis of the chronology of the manuscripts and their contexts of circulation

Manuscript Date Origin
1300
T 1318 Thessalonike?
(Triklinios’ circle)
p 1372 Astros (Peloponnese)
a s. XIV (1335-13657) Constantinople?
1400
u s. XV in. (1420-14307) | Constantinople?
(Chrysokokkes’ circle)
n 1440 Peloponnese
Interventions by
Plethon’s circle in T
T used by Valla and
Strozzi?
m 1469 Venice? (Bessarion’s
circle)
r 1470 Both derive from the
same model
0 s. XV
v 1480 Rome (Kabakes)
1500 b s. XV ex. - Italy (Damilas)
s. XVIin.
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2.5 Relationship of the manuscripts

Manuscript T is the archetype from where all the surviving manuscripts that contain our
poems ultimately derive. Unless the poems are by the scribe of T himself, which seems
rather unlikely, Triklines copied the epigrams from the manuscript in which the poet
wrote down manu sua the verse scholia to passages around the end of the second book
and the beginning of the third book of Herodotus’ Histories. Seemingly, Triklines could not
read well the autograph in 9.6 and therefore left a blank space at the beginning of the
second hemistich (see Figure 2). The copies make all sorts of attempts to fix the lacuna.
Some copies (n, m, r, 0, v) also regularize the lack of title of poem 8 in T by adding the
otherwise consistent lemma otiyor.

As we anticipated in the description of the manuscripts, p is a direct copy of T before
it was corrected by Plethon and his circle. In the text of the epigrams p does not share
any significant readings with any other manuscript: see e.g. the common errors with o
(2.4 mévuxov p o; 11.1 péuevev p o) and b (6.tit. and 10.tit. om. p b). The distinctive
variants or p (such as 9.3 nGeavev; 9.10 cwuatikiv; 10.3 capkik@v; 11.3 yeAwvta p*<,
YEAWVTWV pP<) are not reproduced in any other manuscript either. Therefore p is not the
model of any of our remaining manuscripts.

As for manuscript a, which could have been copied even before p according to the
watermarks, it shares readings with other manuscripts: see e.g. 1.2 60vau;5.406auro;
9.2 Bapog a v. Now, some distinctive errors of a are not reproduced in later manuscripts:
see 2.3 ¢kToTog; 2.4 mavOuepov; 9.11 Avbfvat; 10.3 av. However, precisely poems 2, 9 and
10 are omitted in manuscript u, so that the common variants of 1.2 (66v) and 5.4 (0) of
manuscripts a and u, together with the coincidence of the note to Hdt. 1.197 (see above),
could indicate that u was copied from a. This would solve the difficulties in chronology
brought forward by De Gregorio and discussed by Daniele Bianconi on the Peloponnesian
branch of the apographa of T.?”” The Constantinopolitan branch of the tradition of the
epigrams descend from T via manuscript a into u. Therefore, there is no need to propose
that Bessarion brought T down to Mistra in 1431-1436 (De Gregorio), or Plethon
(Bianconi), because manuscript p was copied in the Peloponnese from T already in 1372.
There is no need to suppose a hurried contact of the copyist of u with T either. The change
of model in u from Hdt. 3.26 until the end of the Histories could be explained by the bad
shape of a, which in fact has a truncated end. The scribe of manuscript a could have found

22 De Gregorio (2002: 47-49 n, 49), Bianconi (2005: 139-141).
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later a better copy to continue from Hdt. 3.26 onwards. Was this copy the model of Vat.
gr. 1227 Was manuscript a also used by Chrysokokkes to correct Vat. gr. 1227 These and
similar questions need a close examination of Herodotus’ text in manuscripts a and u. As
far as our cycle of poems is concerned, it is safe to assume that a is the model for u.
Manuscript u has its own distinctive variants, namely the omission of poems 2, 4, 8, 9, 10,
11, so that no manuscript was copied from u.

Copied in 1440, manuscript n continues with the Peloponnesian branch of the tradition
of our epigrams, but it does not depend on p (see above). Manuscript n has many
distinctive variants. It is probably the manuscript with the largest number of
idiosyncratic readings: see e.g. 1.2 mpénwv; 3.1 Ayeg; 3.2 EumAoknv, 8viwg; 3.3 ti, Suoyevig;
3.4 TPOGAUEVOV; 5.4 EKKAOUTTEL 6.1 HEUNVOG, TAEWV; 7.2 COUATL, EKULAVWY, GEVAC; 8.4 Kl
omitted; 9.2 kat; 9.10 oUv n&oav, dwaptia; 10.2 Boiov. Besides, n omits verses 3-10 of the
long poem 2 and inverts the order of poems 4-5. However, the most significant variant is
that of 9.6. It is the only manuscript that tries to fill the lacuna in T by writing tovg tov
XpLooOV véovtag dydnnv mAéov. The few agreements with other manuscripts (e.g. 3.3 un
daud¢nr o, 8.3 uetdAAwv n m) are mere coincidences. Manuscript n cannot be the model
of any other manuscript since its unique variants are not attested elsewhere.

After reaching Mistra in the Peloponnese, where Plethon and Laonikos left their traces
in T and Bessarion copied Marc. gr. 365 in 1436, manuscript T passed to Italy where it was
presumably used around the year 1450 by Lorenzo Valla for his translation of Herodotus
into Latin and by Palla Strozzi for his supplementations in u.”?° The manuscript was
certainly not taken to Italy by Kabakes, as proposed by Hemmerdinger and contested by
De Gregorio, but either by Plethon, as Bianconi wants, or most likely through the
intercession of Bessarion, to use De Gregorio’s words.”! In any case, manuscript m was
copied by commission of Bessarion in 1469, most likely in Italy. As we have mentioned
above, m is a copy of T, because Marc. gr. 365 does not contain our epigrams (nor does
Marc. gr. 366). The readings of our epigrams in m show agreement with many other
manuscripts, without any clear filiation. These can be independent errors: see e.g. 4.1
ouy®V m r; 7.2 cwuaoly m v; 9.8 €iIAne®¢ m b. On the other hand, the characteristic
variants of m are not reproduced in any other manuscript, which shows that m is not the
model of any other manuscript: see e.g. 2.3 tupavvoUveg; 5.3 €xet; 9.10 draocav.

The Italian branch of the tradition of our epigrams includes manuscripts v and b.
Kabakes copied v from T in 1480 in Rome and supplemented the margins of T most likely
at the same time. Manuscript v has many distinctive variants, such as 3.3 dioyeveg; 6.2
EMTPEML V; 8.4 XaDoV, €oKeV; 9.3 eU@paveyv, Xpuood; 9.4 av; 9.11 Aagdfvat; 10.1 €81&¢; 10.2
Eeipel. The agreements with other manuscripts are not significant (see e.g. 9.8 eiAn@&¢

20 See Alberti (1959), De Gregorio (2002: 65-108).
1 Hemmerdinger (1981: 31-32), De Gregorio (2002: 47-49 n. 49), Bianconi (2005: 139-141).
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m b, eiAn@®g v; and the abovementioned 7.2 cpactv m v, 9.2 fdpog a v). In 9.6, Kabakes
copied the verse all together, without any gap, and started 9.7 after a blank space of about
six lines. Manuscript b was also copied in Italy by the elusive yet prolific copyist Damilas
at the turn of the sixteenth century. The distinctive variants of b are few: 2.4 tavviuepov;
3.3 kal. The reading 9.8 eiAn@®g also appears in m (eiAn@&¢ v), but these are independent
errors. At first sight, the agreement of b with manuscript p in omitting the title (otixot)
in poems 6 and 10 (and in poem 8, with T and a) seems to be more compelling. However,
no further evidence supports a filiation of p and b (see above and what it is said about the
correction to Hdt. 1.2.1 in the description of b). Finally, note that b does not have the last
poem of our cycle (nor does manuscript u, but u omits the last four poems altogether).

Manuscripts r and o, two contaminated manuscripts (see the descriptions of their
marginalia) from the late fifteenth century, constitute the last branch of the manuscript
tradition of our epigrams. This branch is less easy to situate, but it is certain that both
manuscripts descend from a common intermediate model, which we can call t. Many
conjunctive errors attest to this filiation: see e.g. 1.2 tOv r, T®v 0; 5.5 kayodoav r 0; 6.1
gVPebEl 1 0; 6.2 EmTpénov r 0; 8.1 oTepaoting r 0. Manuscript r and o also omit the title
(otixot) of poem 7 and in 9.6 they both react in the same way to the lacuna in T: they write
nAéovi and add a new title (otiyo1) before 9.7-11, as if it was another poem. They coincide
again in the omission of poem 10 (together with manuscript u, but u omits poems 8-11).
Now, r is not the model of o, because the numerous distinctive errors of r are not in o: see
e.g. 1.2 véuov and the omission of 1.3; 2.5 tag; 3.4 otevayudtov; 5.5 oLynv te; 6.1 ™g; 7.2
oTopaot; 8.2 melyfg; 9.2 eUOAIYeV; 9.3 nUppavev; 9.10 cwuatikov; 9.11 tv xpuoivnv. The
same occurs regarding the numerous distinctive errors of o, which are not found in r: see
e.g. 2.2 WKpOV ¢ Ti udépiov [...] xpdvov o; 2.3 omission of map’ and tupavovvteg €k TOTOU;
2.5 mpootixov; 2.9 1) and UTEP TavTh; 2.10 AooTGV; 3.2 AVOpLodUEVOG TUXELS; poem 4 copied
before poem 3 and Oavuacté 0io0a; 6.1 UEUEVWG; 7.2 6DUQ; 8.4 KOU@OV; 11.2 ToD. Even
in the second half of poem 9, copied in the internal margin and therefore difficult to read,
two distinctive variants emerge: 9.8 (...)p0¢ and 9.11 (...)d¢eq. Therefore, a common model
for both manuscripts needs to be postulated (t). The readings of t rarely agree with other
manuscripts (see e.g. 3.3 ur| daud¢ nr o), and so do the readings of r and o separately (e.g.
4 ouYOV M, 9.3 XpLooUG p n 0, 11.1 péuetvev p o), but these have no stemmatic relevance.
However, some of these coincidences may support the proposed position of T as the
archetype of the reconstructed tradition of our epigrams. See e.g. the coincidence of the
reading 6 (poem 5.4) in manuscripts t, a and u (see above). In T, the correct reading () is
written so small that it can be easily misread as an omicron. Similarly, in poem 6.2
Triklines copied the final diphthong -1 in émitpéner in a ligature so tight that Kabakes
took it for an iota (émtpém v) and t read it as an abbreviation for -ov (€mitpémnov r o). The
palaeographical traits of our poems in T have consequences in manuscripts from different
branches of the tradition.
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The relationship of the manuscripts can be synopsized in the following stemma, where
« represents the manuscript in which the author of the epigrams would have first written
down the verse scholia to Herodotus, if the poems are not by Nicholas Triklines himself.?*

s. XIV

s. XV

5. XVI

2.6 This edition

I numerate the poems from 1 to 11 following the order in which they appear in T. Each
poem is preceded by the passage of Herodotus that is commented upon with a brief
description of the context. The critical apparatus is negative and it is preceded by an
apparatus with some relevant loci paralleli. T have restricted these to a minimum and the
reader should be aware of a certain over-representation of references to Niketas
Choniates’ History (see above). In the critical apparatus I have not always included minor
errors regarding accents and breathings, but see e.g. 3.3 un dau®d¢nr o, ti n; 6.1 UeEUNVAOG
V, LEUNVWG b; 8.4 KoUPOV 0; 9.3 NUPPAVEV T, XpLooUG p h 0; 9.4 Tadtog r; 9.8 eiAng®dg m b,
elANQ&¢ v; 11.3 T10eig n. I have not recorded either passages of poem 9 difficult to read
because of material conditions in manuscripts a and o, as far as no variants come to light
(but see 9.8 £(...)9d¢ 0; 9.11 (...)8¢¢ 0). Another phenomenon absent from the apparatus is
the habit of manuscripts a, n and b to leave words unfinished, such as 2.2 tpitnuopt a; 2.8
ynpaA a; 2.10 duopev a; 5.2 oty b; 5.3 TéA b; 6.2 émitpén n; 7.1 aioxVv n; 8.2 tny b; 8.3 @ép n;
9.5 GrmognVv n; 10.1 kKauPoo n.

%2 This manuscript could coincide with manuscript o® postulated by Alberti (1999: 3-5). Compare the stemma in
Hemmerdinger (1981: 8).
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I generally followed the accentuation and punctuation of T.?** There are two uses of
the enclitics that are worth a comment. See, on the one hand, the enclitic accent of the
elided 8¢ in 5.4 (1 §’) and, on the other, the lack of a graphic sign marking the enclisis in
11.2 (évtadBa ye), where a second accent is expected in évtadfa according to the modern
use (évtadOd ye). The orthotonesis of 2.3 ydp in manuscript b seems not to be indicative
of anything (many accents in b are reversed). Accentuation plays a role in the rhythm of
Byzantine dodecasyllables (acoustic metrics), but there are no irregularities to be
mentioned in this respect in our epigrams. Another issue to take into consideration as
regards the iambic prosody of the dodecasyllable (visual metrics) is the (de)gemination
of consonants. In 8.3, I adopt the reading of T together with most manuscripts (p a mP<r
o v b) yetdAwv against the more correct petdAAwv (n m*<), which would as well make
the length of the alpha more evident.?*

As for the punctuation, I have written a middle dot at the end of verse wherever T has
a raised dot, even if sometimes it resembles either a high dot (&vw/teAeia otiyun) or a
low dot (0mootiypn). I have left the commas where T displays commas (at least once raised
over the line in 11.1) and a blank in the few verses where T bears no punctuation sign at
the end of the verse. The basic principle of this system of punctuation is that commas
mark a dearth of completion, whereas a more self-contained syntactic unit of meaning is
indicated with the middle dot. Besides, there is no internal punctuation in the verses, but
I have added a comma in 7.1 to mark the use of the nominative (with article) in place of
the vocative. Finally, at the end of the poems I have written a full stop, except for poems
6, 7 and 8 in which I wrote the Greek question mark (see also 9.6). In manuscript T, most
of the times the poems finish with a colon (:), as in poems 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, once
followed by a dash (:-), in poem 2. In poem 6 it is unclear whether it reads a colon, a middle
dot or a semicolon, whereas poem 7 remarkably ends with a semicolon followed by a colon
(;:), as it may signify a question mark. As for 9.6, a middle dot () marks the end of the verse.

In the text of the epigrams I have systematically added the iota subscriptum at the
endings, which is only present in the manuscripts in 2.2 tf] omovdf] b and 7.1 aicxvvn T.
However, I have not added the iota subscriptum in the middle of the word in 3.5 xprilovot.

23 For a more complete discussion on the methodological principles behind this decision, see below the edition
of the epigrams of Ephraim on Niketas Choniates (Part 2).

54 Similar cases of correptions before a double consonant occur in 2.3 tupavvodvteg and 3.1 Yauurvitov, where
the alphas are required to be short (note however that these sorts of licences are more common in proper
names). See also that in 5.3 and 7.2 t0 is measured long, and so is 11.2 yg, even if they are not followed by a
cluster. Besides, the metric of the epigrams is rather correct. Out of 49 verses, 28 have the caesura after the 5th
syllable and 20 after the 7th, whereas 9.1 can be scanned either way. In the verses with the caesura after the 5th
syllable, the stress falls 16 times in the 5th syllable, 11 times in the 4th and 1 time in the 3rd. In the verses with
the caesura after the 7th, the stress falls 15 times in the 5th syllable and 5 times in the 6th. Note that the stress
in the 7th syllable is avoided and that the stress in the 11th syllable is regular. See also the Appendix metrica in
Part 2 below.
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I wrote in capitals the first letter of every poem and title, and the initials of names of
people and nations. I have decided to leave the lemma of the poems in the manuscripts
(otixot) as a title, even in poem 8, where T notably omits it.
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2.7 Poems

Sigla

T Laur. Plut. 70.6 (a. 1318)

p Paris. gr. 1634 (a. 1372)

a Ambr. L 115 sup. (s. XIV)

u Vat. Urb. gr. 88 (s. XV ineunte)

n Neapol. 111 B 1 (a. 1440)

m Marec. gr. 364 (coll. 718) (a. 1469)

r Paris. gr. 2933 (a. 1474)

v Vat. gr. 1359 (a. 1480)

0 Bodl. Baroccianus 114 (s. XV)

b Neapol. Il B 2 (s. XV exeunte - s. XVI ineunte)
Hdt. Herodotus’ Histories, ed. Rosén (1987-1997)
Abbreviations

a.c. ante correctionem

add. addidit

cf. confer

cod. codex, codices

om. omisit, omiserunt

p.c. post correctionem

tit. titulus

67



u.v. ut videtur

(...) lacuna

Poem 1

Pharaoh Amasis won over his subjects by forging an idol from the metal of a foot pan (Hdt.
2.172.4-5)

TTixol

Q¢ TaTpIK@®G 6L VouPeTeig Alyuntiovg

TO 001 TPEMOV TPOOXNUA TG TIUAG VEUELY-
dAN0G & &V a0TOVG LaoTLYDV EVOUDETEL.

1.1-3 cf. M. Choniatae versus schedographici 2.363.18-20 || 1.3 évoubéteov Hdt.
2.173.2

1.2 16] OV r, TV 0 | 601] 6OV a u | mpénov] mpénwv n | véuev] véuovr|| 1.3 om. r
Verses
How paternally you admonish the Eqyptians
to pay the token of honour suitable for you!

Another ruler would admonish them by whipping.

Poem 2

Pharaoh Amasis devoted only part of the day to the government and the rest of the day
to parties (Hdt. 2.173)

TTixol

AvekTdg 1V “Auacic Tfj omoud] véuwv
UikpoD TprTnudplov fuépag xpovou:

ol yap map’ UiV TupavvolVTeg EKTOTWG,
TAVVUXOV AU KOl TTAVAUEPOV XPOVOV

Taic modiaig mpooeiyxov A Kol taig uéboig: 5
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avdpanddwv Prodvreg eunadi Piov:

¢€ v 10 kdAAog TAG véag Pwuaidog

ynpoAéa cuvéoye putig dOpdov:

1 PaotAig 8¢ kai Tao®v LIEPTATY,

Anot®v Omiip€e duopev@dv katoikia. 10

2.1 véuw Hdt. 2.173.4. || 2.3-6 cf. N. Choniatae historiam 541.54-56, 549.9-13, 557.13-
21 || 2.3 map’ Auiv tupavvoivtec] cf. ibidem 637.34-40, 638.52-55, 639.77-83 || 2.4
TAVVLXOV dua Kol Ttaviuepov xpovov Ps. G. Acropolitae carmen sepulcrale in 1.
Comnenam 90 || 2.5 cf. kol mondiaic xaipovrtog del kai uéaig Ephraemi chronicum
8550 || 2.7-10 cf. N. Choniatae orationes 7 (57.4-7), 9 (85.22-24), 14 (146.30-32), 15
(160.6-21), epistulam 4 (204.22-26) et historiam 576.1-577.19, 591.21-592.49, C.
Manassis breviarium chronicum 4419-4452, T. Prodromi carmina historica 4.41-50,
18.97-108 || 2.7 cf. puooov 1o kdAhog tii¢ véag Pwpaidog C. Stilbis carmen de
incendio 889 || 2.8 ynpaAéa... putic] Anthologiae Palatinae epigrammata 5.129.6,
6.18.2, cf. C. Manassis breviarium chronicum 2321 || 2.9 cf. N. Choniatae historiam
569.7-8, 609.86, 617.90, 627.87-9, 629.59-60 || 2.10 cf. ibidem 539.5-15, 585.58-586.69,
618.9-13, 621.95-2,

2 om. u | 2.2 uikpod] pikpdv o | tprtnudprov] te Tl ubprov o | xpdvouv] xpdvov o || 2.3-
10 om.n || 2.3 ydp b | map’] om. o | tupavvodvteg] Tupavvoiveg m, TupavVOLVTEG O |
¢kTomwg] éktomog a*, ék métov o || 2.4 mdvvuyov] mdvuxov p o | mavruepov]
navOuepov a, tavvAuepov b || 2.5 mpooeiyxov] mpoofixov o | tai¢?] tag r || 2.9 kai] fi o
| Oneptdrn] vmép tavTn 0 || 2.10 Anotdv] AotV 0

Verses

Amasis was bearable, as he devoted to serious issues

one third of the short time of the day,

since those who ruled excessively as tyrants among us

devoted themselves all night and all day long

to amusements or to drunkenness, 5
living a life enslaved to passion.

Because of them, the beauty of the new Rome

was suddenly affected by a wrinkle of old age

and the capital superior to all
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became the abode of hostile robbers. 10

Poem 3

Pharaoh Psammenitus did not react to the spectacle of public shaming of his daughter
and assassination of his son (Hdt. 3.14.3)

TTixol

Qg avdpikov oL TOV Yauunvitov AEyeig

TPOG AUTTPAG OUTWG AVOPLOGUEVOV TUXAG

WG uNdaudg mabeiv T duoyeveg maboc:

QeLApEVOV O Kal PIAQV oTEVAYUATWV:

gv mabeot xprifovot TOAAGV dakpOwv. 5

3 post carmen 4 o || 3.1 Aéyeig] fyeg n || 3.2 Aumpdg] éumhoknv nP< | oGtwg] Sviwe n
| dv8produevov] dvdpioduevoc o | TUxac] tixelg o< (toxng o) || 3.3 w¢] kai b |
undaudg] ur dauds n r o | ] tf n | duoyevég] dvoyeveg n, dioyeveg v || 3.4
@eloduevov] tposapevov n | otevaypdtwv] otevayudrov r || 3.5 ndbeot] ndbw o

Verses

How brave you say Psammenitus was,

acting so bravely towards painful misfortunes
that he suffered no disgraceful suffering at all,
as he refrained even from mere sighs

in sufferings that demanded many tears. 5

Poem 4

Psammenitus lamented the fate of an old friend (Hdt. 3.14.7)
Ttixog
OavpuaotdC Noda kai ory®V o kal Aéywv.

4 om. u, post carmen 5 n || 4.tit. Ztixog] om. p || 4.1 Bavpactdc] Bavuactds o | foda]
oicOa o | ory®v] cuy@v mr
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Verse

You were admirable not only when you kept silence but also when you spoke.

Poem 5

Psammenitus explained his reactions to the Persian king Cambyses (Hdt. 3.14.10)
Ttiyot

Kol thv orynv ténna tnv Yayunvitov

Kal thv AaAwav tig otyfg TIu® TALov-

1 UEV Yap GTEKUAPTOV {OXEL TO TENOG

N & EKKOAOTITEL KAl GOQTIG PPEVOG XAPLV:

KOOHOUGAV AUPW Kal OLyNV Kal TOV AGyov. 5

5.3 Toxet] oxer n*<, &xeim || 5.4 ] 6 aur o, 1 m | éxxadOntel] éxka®0nter n || 5.5
koopoUoav] kapooav r o | oiynv] te add. r

Verses

I am not only amazed at Psammenitus’ silence

but I also esteem more his speech than his silence,

for the latter has an unfathomable purpose,

while the former also reveals the grace of his wise mind

that embellishes both his silence and his words. 5

Poem 6

Cambyses defiled the mummy of Amasis (Hdt. 3.16.1)
TTixol
Ko Tig¢ ueunvwg gvpedij tovtov mAfovy,

0G 6OUA VEKPOV LOOTLYODV EMITPETEL,
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6.tit. Ttixor] om. p b || 6.1 tig] Thg r | yeunvag] uéunvog n, UEUNVQG v, UEUELVLG O,
ueunvag b | epedf] ebpebei r o | mAéov] mAéwv nP< || 6.2 émitpénel] mrpém v,
EMITPETOV T O

Verses
And who could be found crazier than he

who commands to whip a dead body?

Poem 7

Cambyses consigned the corpse of Amasis to the flames against the Persian religion (Hdt.
3.16.2-3)

TTixol
‘0 TUPGOAGTPNG, AVOU®V OVK aioyOVH
CWUAOL VEKPOV EKULXIVWV TO 0€Pag;

7.1 mupooAdtpng G. Pisidae Heraclias 1.14, 181 et alibi (e.g. C. Stilbis carmen de
incendio 902, Theodori Lascaris encomium in patrem Ioannem III 29.115)

7.tit. Ttixol] om.r o || 7.1 0] @ v*<|| 7.2 ocdpact] cwuatt n, sOPAcY m v, otéuactr |
ékuiaivav] ékutdvwyv n | oéfac] cévag n, sdua o

Verses
Fire-worshipper, are you not ashamed of being impious,

as you pollute the object of your devotion with dead bodies?

Poem 8

An extraordinary spring of oily yet light water made the Ethiopians live longer (Hdt.
3.23.2-3)

TTixol
Tepaotiav Gdatog €Ny eootv:
o0k 018’ 80ev péovcav fj Tyfig Tivog:

\ ~ \ bl e bA) 4
T0 YOOV MItapov €k HETAAWV AV QEPTY
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TO Yadvov 1] Katl kKoD@ov £6XEV €K TIVOG;

8.1 Tepaotiav... Vo] cf. tv tepaoctiav @Uov N. Chumni carmen 3.14 || 8.3
Mimapwtepor Hdt. 3.23.2 || 8.4 T xabvov | kai koOgov] cf. Discoridis de materia
medica 5.124.1 et alibi

8 om. u | 8.tit. Ztixot] om. T pab || 8.1 Tepaotiav] otepaoting r o || 8.2 tnyfic] meryfig
r || 8.3 uetdAwv] yetdAAwv n m* || 8.4 xadvov] xadov v | kai] om. n | koGgov]
koU@ov o | £oxev] éokev v

You report the prodigious nature of the water
that flows I do not know from where or from which source.
In any case, if it carries the unctuosity from metals,

from what cause would it have the porousness or even the lightness?

Poem 9

The Ethiopians used gold to fasten their prisoners as it is more common than bronze

among them (Hdt. 3.23.4)

Ttixol

T'AvkDG 6 Seodg ovToc gic prAoxpiicoug:

av Toug mddag EOAPeV wg Tod&V Pdpn,

tag kapdiag nigpavev wg xpuoodg TAEov:

@ Tig Koploel TavTag adToig TAG TEdAC

Kal Tavtag €vOev amoervy deouioug 5
TOUG XpLoOV éunvéovtag (...) TAfov;

o0JEIG Yap adT@V €€EQuye TV déorv-

008’ av uiav #otepéev eilnpac Tédnv-

opo0 8¢ xelpag kal tpdxnAov kai todag,

KAl CWUATIKNV cOunaoav diaptiav, 10

Taig xpuoivaig £omevoe An@Ofivat Tédaig.
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Verses

9.1 @1hoxpvcoug] cf. N. Choniatae historiam 537.49-58, 539.11-15, 551.61-63, 559.77-
80, 576.80-81, 602.4-7, 647.19-21, 652.83-87 || 9.6 syllabae tres desiderantur: fortasse
aépog legendum? cf. ‘0 yoOv napwv ovtoot mtandg MixanA tAéov Gépog dvamnvei tovg
Adyoug Toug coUg M. Italici epistulam ad T. Prodromum 64.1-2, 0v 6 oePdoutog t@
SvTi athp oov A€oV 1} TOV Gépa mpooEnvee G. Tornicae epistulam ad I. Camaterum
128.10 || 9.9 xeipag kal tpdxnAov kai n6dac] cf. Dionis Chrysostomi orationem 80.10
et alibi || 9.10 cwpatiknyv... Staptiav] cf. N. Choniatae historiam 122.46 et alibi

9 om. u || 9.2 #0Awpev] eBOAev 1 | wg] kal n | Pdpn] Pdpog a v || 9.3 nGepavev]
nleavev p, nGgpavev r, ed@pavev v | xpuoodc] xpuoovg p n o, xpucod v || 9.4 &] &v
v | tavtag] Tadtag r || 9.6 Tovg] Tov add. n | éunvéovtag] Tvéovtag dydmny n, post
hoc verbum spatium vacuum unius verbi capax T a m | tAéov] mAéovi r o, post hoc
verbum spatium vacuum unius lineae capax et otixot add. r, otixot add. in margine
interiori et 9.7-11 ibi scripsit o, spatium vacuum sex linearum capax v, in margine
inferiori 9.7-11 scripsit b || 9.8 eiAngwg] eiAngav r*<, £(...)pd¢ o, eiAnpdc m b,
eIANe®G v || 9.10 swpaTiKiV] cWUATIKLY P, CWUATIKOV T | cOumacav] cbv tdoav n,
dnacav m | raptiav] Sraptia n || 9.11 taig] v r | xpvoivaig] xpusivnv r, xvoivaig
vae | Anedfivar] Avbivan a, Aa@dfvar v | tédaig] nP<, médag r*< v, (...)8e¢ o

Sweet is this bond for the gold-lovers:

if it had oppressed their feet as a burden for the feet,

it would have gladdened even more their hearts as it is made of gold.

Oh, who will bring these fetters for them

and thus render all of them prisoners, 5

those who breathe in gold more <than air?>

For none of them would escape the binding,

nor would be content with receiving one single fetter,

but he would be anxious that together hands and neck and feet

and every part of his body 10

were tied up with golden fetters.

Poem 10

Cambyses injured a bull regarded as the god Apis by the Egyptians (Hdt. 3.29.1)
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TTixol

Qde peviv £de1€e KauPiong yéuetv:
Bedv Poetov de€lovuevog Elper

WG TTAX0G AVTOT CAPKIKOV ATtoEnT).

10.3 1dx0G... capkikov] cf. M. Pselli carmen 9.232 et alibi (e.g. C. Stilbis carmen de
incendio 497, 554)

10 om. ur o || 10.tit. Ztixol] om. p b || 10.1 £8e1ée] Ed1€e v || yéperv] nP< || 10.2 féerov]
Béiov n | Elper] Eeiper v || 10.3 adToG] add. nigriore atramento v, ad a*" | capkikov]
OOPKIKWV P

Verses
In this way Cambyses showed himself to be full of intelligence
as he welcomed the ox-like god with a sword

to scrape off its fleshly matter.

Poem 11

Herodotus condemns Cambyses for having profaned and derided Egyptian cults (Hdt.
3.37.3-38.1)

Ttiyot

Kav ei¢ GAAa péunvev €pya KauPoong,
evtadOa ye 600 cwPPOVEGTEPOG POAVEL
YéAwta T10ei¢ Tovg yeAdTtwv d€loug.

11.3 yeAdtwv &iovg] cf. Euripidis Alc. 804, Her. 507 et alibi

11 om. u b || 1.1 péunvev] pépewvev p o || 11.2 608] 106 o || 11.3 nBeic] Tibei n |
YeAOTwV] yedwvta p*< (yeAdvtwv pPe )

Verses
Even if Cambyses has been mad regarding other actions,

here at least he proved to be wiser than you
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as he laughed at those that deserved laughter.
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Appendix 1

Poems on the Muses by Theodore Gazes in manuscript v (see above).

KAe1

OUvoud pot KA1 kA€og avdp@v obvek’ deidw,
XpUoeoV elua @épw, XpUoeov ftop Exw.

Clio

My name is Clio because I sing the glory of men,

[ wear a golden garment, I have a golden heart.

EUTépTn

“Epmol’ ael @pev’ €yw TéPTw T GAAoug EvTEpT,
KOGU10G €DPULIAV, KOGULOG EVGTOUIAV.

Euterpe

L, Euterpe, always move in my mind and I delight others,

decorous is my shape, decorous is my mouth.

Odlewa
Opel pov dépag avOnpag 6 téOnAe OaAeiag

avOed te YPuyfic, vov PAépap’ eimep £xng.
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Thalia
My body that flowered, the body of the flowering Thalia,

puts forth flowers of the soul, if only you have eyes to see.

MeAmopévn

MeATopévn EEV €y KoUpn AL aigv £6vTOg,
(.)paot OEAEx BpoToug, Sppacty adavdtoug.
1 (...)topévn cod.

Melpomene

Stranger, I am Melpomene, daughter of everlasting Zeus,

I enchanted the mortals with my (...), the immortals with my eyes.

TepPixopn

TepPixdpnv ue mathp aidoin T’ eine ye urtnp,
Pripaoty e0pOBUOLG TeEpPapévn Kapdiny.

Terpsichore

My father called me Terpsichore and my venerable mother,

delighted in her heart by my rhythmical steps.

"Epatw

Efu’ "Epatw, uovsdwv ipdv eidog &piotn’
aBavatog 8¢ véwv, GoTig Epod Y épdot.

Erato

I am Erato, the best in figure among the holy Muses.

Immortal among the youngsters, whoever loves me.

78



IToAVpviax

Efvat ToAOuvia uév Buydtnp Atdg, eGyouat givar
otéupata 8’ 10pHot xpuoea Paa tade.

Polyhymnia

I am Polyhymnia, I declare, I am the daughter of Zeus.

I dyed these golden garlands with sweat.

Ovpavia
Ovpavia pe kahodot Ovnrol T aOdvaror e’
14 ’ 7 ~ v y ) 7/
oUTIG adeApdwV yv@otv €uot Y’ €ploet.
1 &0dtot cod.
Urania
Mortals and immortals call me Urania.

None of my sisters will contend with me in knowledge.

KaAA16mn

KaAA1émn médopat Atog evedéotatov €pvog:
@Ogypa ¢ pov otdpatog Kai péAttog yAvKiov.

Calliope

I am Calliope, the most beautiful scion of Zeus.

The voice of my mouth is even sweeter than honey.



Appendix 2

In the margins of manuscript o there are traces of another cycle of verse scholia, visibly
not by the same author as the epigrams in T and its copies. The cycle occurs at its largest
(4 epigrams, 14 verses) in another two manuscripts of Herodotus, Ambr. C 82 sup. (a. 1426)
and Paris. gr. 1635 (a. 1447)." Both manuscripts descend from Paris. gr. 1633, which has a
contaminated text, at times closer to the Roman family of Herodotus’ textual tradition, at
times closer to the Florentine family.? The epigrams comment on passages around the
end of book 6 and beginning of book 7 of the Histories. The Ambrosianus and the Parisinus
virtually read the same text with the same punctuation. They even share some
remarkable features in the layout of the epigrams in the page, namely that some poems
(e.g. poem 1) are written in the margin along the passage of the main text not horizontally
as the main text, but perpendicular to it (poem 4 in the Parisinus is also written this way
and many prose marginalia in the Ambrosianus too). Many of the verses of these epigrams
are also opened and closed by a colon (:) in both manuscripts. The variants in o are clearly
errors, but unfortunately they do not show from which manuscript o copied the
epigrams, since the Ambrosianus and the Parisinus share the same readings. Also because
of this, it seems necessary to postulate an intermediate manuscript between Paris. gr.
1633 (without the epigrams) and Ambr. C 82 sup. and Paris. gr. 1635.

The model of Ambr. C 82 sup. and Paris. gr. 1635 most likely also had another poem
(absent in Paris. gr. 1633 and in o) that I print here as poem 5, even if it is not technically
part of the cycle. The poem, now available in DBBE,® is a 22-verses book epigram in
hexameters full of Homeric references (but also familiar with Herodotus and the lexicon)*
attached to the end of the Histories, in which the scribe addresses a patron of high rank
who commissioned the book. The poem occurs also in a third manuscript of Herodotus,
Neapol. III B 4 (s. XV ex., without the verse scholia 1-4).° Although it is not part of the

! refer to Colonna (1945: 49, 51) and Hemmerdinger (1981: 35-36, 39-40) for a description of the manuscripts
and further bibliography. I collated the Ambrosianus at the Vatican Library (microfilm) and the Parisinus at the
Bibliothéque nationale de France (manuscript available at: https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btvib10721864v).
Nina Sietis first informed me about these epigrams in the manuscript in Milan. We plan to write an article on
the subject.

2 See Hemmerdinger (1981: 148-153), Rosén (1987: XXVII-XXIX).

* https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/types/6177.

1Ed. Stein (1871: 429-440).

51 collated the manuscript at the Biblioteca Nazionale in Naples. I refer to Colonna (1945; 52-53), Hemmerdinger
(1981: 38), Formentin (2015: 47-48) for further precisions.
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cycle, the book epigram (poem 5) can help to understand the context of composition of
the verse scholia (poems 1-4). In fact, the dedicatory verses full of praise to a powerful
patron and ruler in the book epigram (poem 5) point at a circulation in court of these
manuscripts (or at least the intermediate model between Paris. gr. 1633 and these
manuscripts). The general impression of the verse scholia (poems 1-4) agrees with such a
context of circulation and reading. There is a paraenetic, mirror-of-princes tone in these
epigrams that emerges in their neat structure and in their interest in kings and court
dynamics.® As for the structure, note for example that the last two verses of poems 1-3
are introduced by a yap, as if there were lessons or morals to be drawn from the different
scenarios presented in the first two verses. The direct laudatory address to the king (0
oot BaotAed 1.1) and the direct advice to the reader (oUg ye pevktéov 2.4) further support
the assumption of the milieu of circulation. It seems also plausible to assume that the
book epigram (poem 5) precedes in time the addition of the verse scholia (poems 1-4) in
the manuscript in question.’

Poem 1

Croesus gave Alcmeon as much gold as he could carry at once on himself (Hdt. 6.125)
ED oo, PactAed, ¢ #xelg mpdg tovg piloug:

Aaumpag auoPpag cuvtiBeig map’ EAmidar

Kpivelg yap e0dOKIpov avBpwmoug €xely,

M YAV atepmi] To0 Xpuood To @opTiov.

1.4 to0 xpvool to poptiov] cf. Hdt. 4.196.1

1f.152v Ambr. C 82 sup., f. 163v Paris. gr. 1635, f. 100v o || 1.1 coi Paris. gr. 1635 || 1.2
napeAnida o || 1.4 4] 1 o | yAv] ynv Paris. gr. 1635, y&p o | Tod xpucod] toi¢ xpuoov o

Good for you, king, how you behave towards your friends,
putting together splendid rewards unexpectedly!

For you consider honourable to have men

¢ On the modalities of Fiirstenspiegel in Byzantium, see now Agapitos (2020: 42-47), with further bibliography.

" There is more left to be analyzed in these epigrams, which I hope to do in the near future. In the present edition
I sought to follow the orthography and punctuation of the manuscripts, which is quite consistent, even if I have
made some silent modifications. I regularized iota subscriptum and capitals. I give also a succinct apparatus of
parallels and sources that precedes the critical apparatus of textual variants.
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rather than a joyless land, the burden of gold.

Poem 2

Mardonius supported the plan of Xerxes to invade Greece (Hdt. 7.9)
KoAakeg wg €otke dewva Onpia,

@Oeipovta kav OEAywotv Ndovii Adywv

Sp@o1 ydp o0V mpdc Tt képSog avTika

& & ad caf] kpOTTovaLV, 0 Ye PeLKTEOV.

2 f.156v Ambr. C 82 sup., f. 168r Paris. gr. 1635, f. 59v o || 2.2 pBeipovti o || 2.3 képSov
ofl2.4ta] o0

The flatterers, as it appears, are terrible beasts,
who are harmful even if they enchant with the pleasure of words.
For they immediately look for some profit,

whereas they conceal what is clear. These need to be avoided.

Poem 3

Artabanus spoke against Xerxes’ plan (Hdt. 7.10)
"Ovtwg Adyot Bpdttovotv 6pboi kapdiav,

v T1¢ KOAaE elAkvoev évtéx v Pedder

dakvel yap AptaBavog fidn trv Zépovr

70 UEAAOV €kpeEeaBat un o0£vovtog Tov.

3.1.157r Ambr. C 82 sup., f. 168v Paris. gr. 1635, ff. 59v-60r unum cum carmine 2 o ||
3.2 AAkvoev o | Peddn o || 3.3 ddrva 0" || 3.4 uéhov o

The correct words truly disturb the heart
that a flatterer dragged with artful falsehood.
For Aratabanus already bites the heart of Xerxes,

who will not be able to escape the future anyway.
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Poem 4

Xerxes rewarded the Lydian Pythius for his generous hospitality (Hdt. 7.29)

Kpatel ta moAAa kai 60p®V ioxvug Adywv
PPEVOV ATNVAV, WG PPOVToaL TO TPETOV.

4 f. 160v Ambr. C 82 sup., f. 172r Paris. gr. 1635, om. o
The force of wise words often conquers even

the cruel minds so as to think what is appropriate.

Poem 5

Dedicatory verses at the end of Herodotus’ Histories
Tiowv épetufjotv Osoeikede déomota 1Eag,

0G 60QINV TAVTOINV TAVL Tol AUPAYAT&lwv
loTopinv 8¢ pdAiota kai PeAtidvwy anddeéy
glpvne T €pywv kal adaurtov moAéuoto,

T&OL TE AUPLTOAOLOL TTEPIKALTA £pya KEAEVWV
Kapol Y’ €motpeéwg teAéety Tedyog T6d’ dvwyag:
¢€ 2ué0ev yap képSiov eivar Sodooato xelpdv
‘Hpoddtov tvd’ iotopinv Ogiov dmodéxOat,

abTdG éywv {dn t68” Eopyar kai &g TéAog Tktat
Xelpeorv fuetépnot, Oeod teAéovtog Enapag:
E\mouar & o0V ¢’ év Toiode Sraumepéc dyAaieiodat,
0000 AGywV Te daiQpovag £pya Te UEPUEPA PATVEL
totopin co@inv te ToAV{nAov pepdmeoot

Ovntol 8¢ y' Nuiv mavteg dua Oeov IAdokovtat,

WG Kev dmelpovag NAiov €¢ KUKAoug ikavng:

10

15
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) 7 vy 7 y 7 v \ c /s
auPoAradny T énihaunt’ Evvioag Epya kai pEEac,
avOpwmotot TéAnat doidipog Esoopévolot’
ftot éywv ninpa téAecod tot TNVIE TPOPPWYV,
déomota TaUavOwV Te KAl NUETEPWV UEAESWVE®
1] #nea mpocdf] katd & Euuev éueio uviipar

)\ ) 3 4 b4 ~
a0TOG &’ avTIC HoL TEPIKN 010, EBVOX d0DAOV

k) /7 /7 \ ) Ié Ié
eVUEVEWG S1€mwV Kal aydAAwv dwtivnot.

20

5.1 Beoeikehe déomota] cf. M. Italici orationem 123.24-25, 1. Tzetzae epistulam 46.9
et alibi || 5.5 cf. Homeri Il. 6.324 || 5.7 kép8iov eivar odooato] cf. Homeri I1. 13.458
et alibi || 5.10 Beo0 teAéovrog émapdg] cf. Homeri Il. 9.456 || 5.11 Saumepég
&yAaigiobat] Homeri I1. 10.331 || 5.12 &pya te pépuepa] cf. Homeri I1. 8.453 et alibi ||
5.14 00V iAdokovtat] Homeri I1. 6.380, 385 || 5.15 (¢ kev] cf. Homeri Il 6.96 et alibi
|| 5.16 &uPoAddnv] cf. Hdt. 4.181.3 cum lexico 457.14 (= 463.25) AuPoAddnv. kad’
UnepPoriv | énidaunt’] cf. Hdt. 3.69.4 cum lexico 456.8 (= 464.7) 'EmiAaumntoc.
Katapavhg | évvdoag] cf. Hdt. 1.68.3 cum lexico 450.24 (=465.12) EVv@oag.
AwavonOeig || 5.17 cf. Homeri Il. 6.358 et alibi || 5.18 fito1 éywv] Homeri Il. 3.305,
15.190

5f. 221v Ambr. C 82 sup., f. 238r Paris. gr. 1635, f. 433r Neapol. I1I B 4 | 5.tit. otixot
fpwikoi add. Ambr. C 82 sup. || 5.5 T Neapol. III B 4 | mepi kAvta Ambr. C 82 sup.,
Paris. gr. 1635 || 5.6 k&uof Neapol. III B 4 || 5.7 é€euéBev Neapol. 111 B 4 | dodooato]
dodooap cod. || 5.8 Oslav Neapol. I B 4 || 5.9 f§6n Ambr. C 82 sup. || 5.10 &n” &pag cod.
|| 5.13 uepdmeot Paris. gr. 1635, Neapol. 11 B 4 || 5.14 8¢ Neapol. 11 B 4 || 5.16 éniAaunt’]
éniumAav T Neapol. I B 4 || 5.17 &vBpwmnnot Neapol. I1I B 4 || 5.18 fitot Neapol. I1I B
4| 5.21 mepikridoic Neapol. 111 B 4 || Swtrvoiot Neapol. I11 B 4

Giving way to your commands, godlike lord,
you who loving every kind of wisdom,

and above all history and the display of the best
works of peace and of relentless war,

and ordering renowned works to all the servants

you earnestly command me to accomplish this volume.

For it seemed to be best to accept from my hands

this history by the divine Herodotus,
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I myself have now done this and it reached the end

through my hands, as God fulfilled the prayers. 10
I do hope that you will continually rejoice in these things,

prudent people in words and destructive deeds

and much admired wisdom that history shows to the mortals.

All mortals together we seek to propitiate God,

so that you arrive at the infinite circles of the sun 15
and after having understood and done plenty of brilliant deeds

you will be the subject of songs for the future generations.

So did I earnestly finish this book as a service to you,

radiant lord and our guardian.

You indeed could add these words to be on my tomb. 20
Please once again take care of me ruling kindly

and adorning with presents a loyal subject.
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Part 2

Niketas Choniates



Niketas Choniates’ History was masterfully edited by Jan-Louis van Dieten, with a
monumental introduction that describes the manuscripts with due attention to the
marginalia and tracks down the textual transmission of the work. We know quite
precisely the stages of composition of the History, which is preserved in at least three
versions.! In the manuscript tradition, Vaticanus graecus 163 (13th-14th centuries,
manuscript V of van Dieten) contains the last and longest, revised yet unfinished (because
of the death of Niketas), version of the History, called a(uctior).? In fact, manuscript Vat.
gr. 163 has been proposed to be the most faithful exponent of the a version of the History,
which is less homogeneous than the b(revior) version, and thus to represent a more
definitive version of the oeuvre, so much so that van Dieten largely based his edition on
this manuscript. Version a, especially Vat. gr. 163, is a corrected revision of the version b.
It adopts a more critical stance and a more personal style, in contrast to the more
restrained version b. The corrections in Vat. gr. 163 are by Niketas himself, but also by
the first readers of the oeuvre from the close circle of Niketas’ friends, among whom a
draft was in circulation, although it is not easy to distinguish exactly who did what.
Furthermore, Vat. gr. 163 is a primary manuscript for a number of other Byzantine
historiographical works. Folios 1r-61r transmit the so-called version B of the chronicle of
the Logothete, ff. 62r-102v the (political) verse chronicle of Constantine Manasses, ff.
104r-220v contains Niketas Choniates’ History, ff. 221r-268v is the main witness of John
Kinnamos’ Epitome and ff. 269r-302r the oldest witness of the History of George
Akropolites.?

The whole manuscript was copied by at least three main scribes (ff. 1-220, 221-268, 269-
301), supplemented in the 15th-17th centuries (ff. 1, 2, 112, 302, 303) and owned and
annotated by a renowned Byzantine scholar, John Chortasmenos (14th-15th centuries).
Van Dieten thought that two later hands added annotations to the manuscript, but in fact
there are two main different scripts from the same scribe, Chortasmenos, famous for a
variation in his writing style.* As it seems, two of the three main scripts of Chortasmenos
coexist in the margins of Vat. gr. 163: the “classic” (a) and the “round” (b) style. This
fluctuation may represent to a certain extent a diachronic change. The possession note
in red in f. 301v (round = b style, although extremely exaggerated) is dated to December

10n the textual transmission of Niketas Choniates’ History, see first and foremost the introduction of van Dieten
(1975: VII-CXV), with its preparatory works, later revisions and the update in a posthumous preface: van Dieten
(1956; 1962; 1964; 1983; 1994; 1998; 2017). See also Maisano (1994; 1994b) and Simpson (2006; 2013: 68-127).

2 See van Dieten (1975: VII n. 2, XXIII-XXV, LXXIII-LXXXIV; 2017: LXXXIX-XCI), Maisano (1994), Simpson (2013:
77-103). Other main manuscripts of the a version are Vaticanus graecus 1623 (= A) and Parisinus graecus 1778 (=
P).

3 See e.g. Mercati and De’ Cavalieri (1923: 185-187), Wahlgren (2006: 44*-45%; 2019: 323-334), Lampsidis (1996: CII-
CIV), Tocci (2011: 121-130), Heisenberg and Wirth (1978: 1.IV-VI).

1 See Hunger (1969: 14, 16, 20, 52), Canart and Prato (1981: 161-162, 168), RGK 1.191, 2.252, 3.315.



1391, whereas the poignant note in the lower margin of f. 233r (rather classic = a style),
commenting on Kinnamos’ Epitome,’ refers to the Ottoman siege of Constantinople by
Bayezid I in 1394-1402:°

nepl 10 kdoTpov ThG Kwvotavtivoumdlews olov fv téte kai olov éoti vOv. & Tfig
AVeKSINYATOL" Kal GVEVVONTOU KAl AQPAGTOU GLUPOPAG NVIKa yap £yw T EAeeva
tadta pRpata ypagov, Todpkot Thv Kwotavtivou mToAtopkoTor kal Ta¢ EAenOAeLS,
oUTWG EyYUG Myayov alThG, WG ATEXELY THG TAPPOU, MOALG déka TAdAG Kal TUTTOVGL
70 TelX0G ANAAEITTWG, J1& TWV KAAOVUEVWVY OKELOV* TTETPaL O€ elo1v dpalomAnOeic
Kal KATHOKaG KAl TOPYOUG TTaPEGKELATAVTO" KAl TTPOGdOKIUOL €iol KA’ EKAOTNV Dpav
€AETV avTNV: ofpol @IATATN TTaTpig, TOU KIvdOVOL Kal TAG TEPLPPOVATEWG, NV VIO
TOV Goefdv KateppovnOng GAAa geicar KUpie. dveg kUpie omAayxvicbntt pove
@IANGVOpwTe. €€eN0D NUAG TAOV TPOCOOKWUEVWV Kak@®V. OTL €mi o¢ UOVOV TAG
EATIOaG ExopeV +

The palaeographic issue of the hands in the margins of Vat. gr. 163 deserves to be
developed and further clarified elsewhere. For now, let us suggest that the notes, except
those by the main hand, are by Chortasmenos, who read intensively Niketas Choniates’
History and the other historiographical works in the manuscript. Besides the notes printed
by Mercati and De’ Cavalieri, van Dieten (see also the critical apparatus to NC 1.1-3) and
Hunger, there are many other marginalia. Take for example the note in the external
margin of f. 126r, written in Chortasmenos’ classic (= a) style and commenting on NC
121.7-22, when emperor Manuel I Komnenos showers his peer sultan Kilic Arslan II with
gifts:

onueiwoat oxoALov*

@ed T TocavTng Tod PaciAéwg TvPADSEwS. olov Epyov Zpete ka® fautod Te kal
TAVTWVY XPLoTIAV®V- TIG 1] TOoaUTH 0KOTWOIG ToU Aoytopod: Ti¢ 1 dmwAegla’ Ti¢ 1
paviddng atitn @rhodoio: kaAd ye tiig totavtng @rhodwpiag dnwvato:’

5 Ed. Meineke (1836: 75.4).

¢ And not to the fall of Constantinople in 1453, as van Dieten (1975: XXV) thinks. Van Dieten most likely follows
the opinion of Lampros (1908: 260-261), who first edited the note. Mazzucchi (1995: 256), on the other hand,
maintains that the siege in question is that of 1422 by Murad 11, which is narrated by John Kananos; ed. Cuomo
(2006: 8.55 ss.). A translation of the note can be found in Hunger (1969: 16). I reprint the note above with some
minor corrections with respect to Lampros after consultation of the manuscript in the Vatican Library. The
manuscript is available online at https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.163. In this and the following
transcriptions, I preserve the orthography and punctuation of the manuscript.

7 “Note, commentary [the marginal explanation by Chortasmenos to 349.11-12 is opened with ox6A(10v) too; see
the critical apparatus of van Dieten (1975) and Hunger (1969: 20 n. 5)]: Oh, such blindness of the emperor! Such
a deed he did against himself and all Christians! What is this darkening of the reason, what is this perdition?
What is this crazy munificence? Very fine indeed, what he gained from his generosity”.
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Right before, in the margin of f. 125v, the hand of Chortasmenos next to NC 116.79 ss.
rubricated the following: + oxetAtaouog tod cuyypapéwg év evXig LépeL Tpog TOV Bedv.2
Other notes reveal the intellectual and historical background of the annotator. In this
respect, see the notes against the figure of Kalojan of Bulgaria, studied by Ivan Dujcev (see
f. 201r on NC 532.21 ss.; f. 215r on NC 618.93 ss.; f. 219v on NC 642.64 ss.).’ See also the
quotations of a political verse from a catanyctic poem by patriarch Germanos II (f. 206v
on NC 569.7 ss.: peite dakpOwV, 0@OaAuol, Kpouvoug Nuatwpévoug; f. 218v on NC 637.8 ss.
peite dakpLwv dpOaApol, Tnydg Nuatwuévag),™ or of a passage of Synesios’ epistle 41 in
f. 208v on NC 581.15 ss.:

onueiwoat Tuvesiov tod coPwTaTOV

ol KAKOTOL01 SUVAELG €V KOOUW, cLUVTEAODGL PEV Tf] Xpeia THG Tpovoiag koAdlovot
Yap, Tovg d&iovg koAdleabar ot d¢ Suwg Oeopioeic te kal drotpdmaiot. £yepd ydap
@notv &g’ Uudg, €0vog, 4@’ ob, teioeoBe téoa kai Téoa: kal TeEAeLT®V, aDTOIG Ekelvolg
oi¢ émotpatevel gnotv éne€elebosoar 11 mapalaPdvreg Dudc, obk NAéncav: o0dE
avOpwivwg éxprnoavto.

Apart from the quotation of two isolated verses (peite dakpOwv [...]), there are no verse
scholia by the hand of Chortasmenos. However, there is an epigram written in three
columns in f. 168v copied in red by the same hand that copied the main text of Niketas
Choniates’ History. Right after the end of the second (and last) book of Andronikos’ reign,
following NC 354.47, the following verses are attached:*

Kai dikag dvapoiov OEoEG Kapa:

&vO’ v Gwpov EéTIAag TOV oTdyuV

TOV AAEELOV TOV YAUKUV UELPAKIOKOV”

‘Avdpdvike @ed* TOV PaciAelov ToKoV!

Ov Aayodveg yii¢ tiig PactAidog Zévng: 5
mavEdwkav wg dplota ynmove:

@ PaotAel MavounA kal putoonépw:

Sotig EAaxev v PactAebor kA£oG.

tantum in codice V (Vat. gr. 163, f. 168v) || 6 &pictw van Dieten in apparatu

8 “Complaint of the author in the form of a prayer to God”. See a similar rubric in the external margin of f. 195r

to NC 498.29ss: oXeTA10[0¢ TOD cuyypaéw( émi tfj PaciAeiq Pwuaiwv.

® Dujev (1965: 213-217); see van Dieten (1971: 132), Macrides (2007: 144 n. 20).

10 See Migliorini and Tessari (2012: 159).

1 Ed. Garzya (2000: 40.1-7); see there the translation of Denis Roques.

12 The epigram is printed in the critical apparatus of van Dieten (1975: 354.47). The main variant with respect to
van Dieten’s transcription is &piota in v. 6. Besides, I leave the punctuation as in the manuscript. The verses are
translated by Riccardo Maisano in Pontani (1999: 690 n. 173). See also Karlin-Hayter (1987: 113), Simpson (2013:
169 n. 130).
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Implacable man, you suffered the penalty

for having plucked the unripe corn,

the sweet child Alexios,

-alas, Andronikos!- the royal offspring,

whom the womb of queen Xene 5
offered like the best fruits to the husbandman

and sower, to king Manuel,

who received glory among kings.

The layout of the poem in Vat. gr. 163 continues the disposition in three columns of two
poems that surround our epigram as part of the text of Niketas Choniates’ History. In the
beginning of the following book, 8 verses of a poem from the oracles of Leo the Wise (NC
355.9-15 = PG 107.1133B) are used to praise Isaac IT Angelos:"

TO OXfiUa PalVEL TOV TOTOV KAl TOV TPOTOV,
[74 J4 T b3 7 7
0Bev poAnoag, oiog 0¢Oeig ot gpilog

4 \ v b \ b4 7
TPWTAG Yap EXELG APETAG AAAWV A0V
Kal 0w@poVvilels cw@povAV ToLG PIATATOUVG
0Bev TETELXAC XPNOTOTATOL TOU TEAOUG
uévog avayOeig £€ dvaktopwv KAE0G
Kal TQ VEKP®, KPATLOTE, AITWV TO KPATOG
WG v Ppaxel yop EDTUXNOELG TO KPATOG.

The poem of Vat. gr. 163 is also preceded by another series of 8 verses (353.37-354.44) that
share the prophetic tone of the poems attributed to Leo the Wise, but are actually not
included in the collections that survived to us, although they are introduced as a fragment
of €xepot T0 uéAov avt® mpogoifalovres taupPeion otixor PifAoig (“other iambic verses
in books that predict his [Andronikos’] future”, NC 353.34-35). These 8 verses (NC 353.37-
354.44) would allude oracularly to the rise and fall of Andronikos:*

afpvng & avaotdg €k TOToL TANpoLG TdTOUL
avnp meAdvag, dyépwyog TOv Tpdmov,
oTIKTOG, TOALOG, TTOIKIAOG XAUAIAEWY,
gneloneoeital Kai Oepioel kaAdaunyv.

ANV GAAG KaOTOG cLVOEPIaOELC TG XPOVW
govotepov tioelev dOAiwg dikag

OV mep Kok Empatev &v Plw tdhag:

0 Yap @épwv udxatpav ov @oyn Elgog.

13 0n the presence of the oracles in Niketas Choniates’ History, see below (Chapter 4) the commentary on poem
40 of the cycle of Ephraim.
4 On these verses, see e.g. Mango (1960: 63-64), Simpson (2013: 169).
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A short prose explanation of the first verse follows the oracle and closes the chapter
(354.45-47): aigvng & dvaotag ék témov mApouvg mdtov (“Suddenly rising from a place
full of drinking”, NC 353.37) would refer to the city from where Andronikos came to
Constantinople (see NC 225.56, 229.59), Oinaion (modern Unye), which resembles the
Greek word for wine (oivog). In Vat. gr. 163, the 8 verses printed above (inc. Kai 8{kag [...])
follow this exaplanation.

The epigram in Vat. gr. 163 needs to be understood in this precise context. From the
very beginning the poem sets a dialogue with the previous oracle in verse. Notably, the
epigram starts with a kai and the word dikag (v. 1) recalls the same word with the same
meaning in NC 354.42 (¢s0otepov tioetev aBAiwg dikag, “in the end he will pay the penalty
wretchedly”). Unlike the prophecies in verse, the epigram in Vat. gr. 163 addresses
directly the emperor Andronikos. From v. 2 onwards, the exact cause of the penalty
(8ikag) is explained. Therefore, the epigram does not pretend to be a verse oracle, another
fragment from the book that circulated, according to Niketas. Conversely, the epigram is
an exegetical elaboration, a variation on the topic at issue in verse form.

Needless to say, the outrageous penalty (8ikag) in question was narrated in extenso
and quite explicitly in NC 349.93-351.55. On the other hand, the series of evil deeds
performed by Andronikos started with the murder of Alexios II Komnenos, the son of
Manuel I and Maria of Antioch, Xene (NC 273.92-274.29). The epigram in Vat. gr. 163 also
focuses on this event, as if the whole poem was an explanation of the prophecy in NC
354.43 (OV mep kak@¢ Empaev év Biw tdAag, “for the evil deeds the wretched committed
in his life”). To explain this line, the composer of this epigram employs imagery that
appears in the oracle that precedes our epigram (NC 353.40-354.41, 44): £énelomeceitat Kol
Oepioet kaAdunv./ TARV GAAG ka0 TOG oLVOEPLEBELS T XpOVW/ [...] 0 yap @épwv udxarpav
o0 @Uyn &lpog (“he will irrupt and reap the stalk, but himself reaped in due time [...] for
he who bears a dagger will not escape the sword”). In fact, the metaphor of the reaper
appears again and again in Niketas Choniates’ History with respect to Andronikos.'® See
for example another quotation of the iambic oracles of Leo the Wise in Niketas’
assessment of Andronikos (351.71-72): 10 maAaigatov [..] to0to yxpnouwdnua
LOpETaVNPSpe, TeTpaunvév oe péver” (“this old oracle [...]: ‘sickle-bearer, you are due in
four months™; see PG 107.1132B). The association of Andronikos with the oracles
concerning a reaper brings to mind the self-representation of the emperor in his foreseen
mausoleum at the restored church of the Forty Martyrs (NC 332.12-333.60)." Outside a

15 See below the commentary to poem 43 of Ephraim of Ainos (Chapter 4).

e Poem 37 of the cycle of epigrams by Ephraim of Ainos (see below) also alludes to the personification of death
as a reaper with a sickle through the expression g8ov fepiotpa (37.5).

17 See below the verse scholium on Skoutariotes’ chronicle and the commentary of the book epigram in F (poem
45) in Chapter 4.
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door of the restored church, Andronikos had a portrait of himself done in which he was
wearing peasant’s clothes and holding a sickle in his hand (§pénavov mepikaumeg
Katéxovta tfi xepi, BprOv kai péya kai otifapdv NC 332.28)." Hanging from the sickle, a
young beautiful boy was represented. Notably, the word yeipakiokov (NC 332.30) is used,
exactly as in our epigram (v. 3). Niketas Choniates interprets that Andronikos
purposefully wanted to communicate his unlawful deeds, namely that he had killed the
heir and usurped the throne (NC 332.30-34). The epigram in Vat. gr. 163 follows the same
interpretation and elaborates on the motif of the untimely harvest (v. 2; see the similar
metaphor of the imperial garden cut down in NC 269.94-95).” The elaboration includes
the comparison of Alexios II with the uprooted ear of corn (vv. 2-4), of his mother with
the sown field (vv. 5-6) and of the father, emperor Manuel I Komnenos, with the sower
and farmer (vv. 6-8).

The epigram of Vat. gr. 163, therefore, is an exegetical variation on motifs present in
immediate and less immediate contexts in the History of Niketas Choniates. As said before,
these corollary verses at the end of the reign of Andronikos are copied only in Vat. gr. 163
(manuscript V of Niketas Choniates’ History) by the same hand that copied the main text.*
The epigram is strictly not even part of the marginalia of Vat. gr. 163 and it has the same
layout as the other verse oracles surrounding it. Chortasmenos, who commented
elsewhere in the manuscript, must thus be excluded as the possible author of the poem,
nor should we think about a versifier/paraphraser such as Ephraim of Ainos (see below).**

18 On the wording of this passage, see below the commentary to poem 24 (Chapter 4).

¥ For a similar reading of the portrait at the church, including the allusions to the prophecies of Leo and the
representation of death as the Grim Reaper, see Karlin-Hayter (1987). See also Eastmond (1994), Stichel (2000).
2 Another set of 8 verses occurs at the same place in Skoutariotes’ chronicle (ed. Sathas 1894: 363 n. 1), on which
see below Chapter 4. The poem is copied by another hand in the lower margin of f. 92v of Marc. gr. 407, as
reported by Sathas. The verses occur at the end of Andronikos’ reign, where Skoutariotes adds a letter attested
elsewhere (Sathas 1894: 362.29-363.6; see Simpson 2013: 122) and an anecdote about another prediction of
Andronikos’ death, featuring the mausoleum at the church of the Forty Martyrs (Sathas 1894: 363.7-13). The
poet picks up on the forty martyrs and on the mention of an icon of Christ who spoke to emperor Maurice (NC
332.16-17 = Sathas 1894: 352.3-5). The verse scholium in Marc, gr. 407 is far more lenient than the poem in Vat.
gr. 163 (and poems 43-44 of Ephraim, see below), as revealed by the title: “To Christ our saviour, that of Maurice,
by one on behalf of Andronikos”. The poem, indeed, is an entreaty to God: “You promised [see Genesis 18.16-
19.29, Ezekiel 14.12-23] on account of only three to have mercy and save the whole city, thus on account of forty
loyal fellow soldiers and martyrs, will you not save one person, especially your lord Andronikos? Yes, you will
do it for us and more so for him, who firmly suffered for you, good among the martyrs (...)". The verse scholium
needs to be studied more in depth, together with the rest of the marginalia of Marc. gr. 407 (other epigrams are
recorded in Sathas 1894: 381 n. 1, 487 n. 1).

21 As for the metre of the poem in Vat. gr. 163, six verses have the caesura after the 5th syllable, of which vv. 4
and 5 have the stress on the 5th syllable and vv. 2, 3, 6 and 8 on the 3rd syllable. The other two verses have the
caesura after the 7th syllable, of which v. 1 has the stress on the 5th and v. 7 has it on the 7th syllable. The latter
phenomenon is not recorded in the epigrams of Ephraim (see the Appendix metrica in Chapter 3 below). In v. 7,
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However, the poem in Vat. gr. 163 shares with Ephraim’s poems 43-44 the harshly critical
stance towards Andronikos (Kaiserkritik). Notably, the version a of the text of the History
(a group of manuscripts among which Vat. gr. 163 is the most representative exemplar)
is more generous than the b version in critical passages regarding Andronikos.? These
demeaning variations and additions in the text of a, among which our epigram in Vat. gr.
163 should be counted, certainly derive from Niketas’ revision of his own work, but we
have seen that they also stem from the pens of acquaintances, the first readers and
collaborators of the last version of Niketas Choniates’ History. It is natural to attribute the
poem in Vat. gr. 163 after NC 354.47 to one of the members of Niketas’ circle, rather than
to Niketas himself, since there is no apparent reason why Niketas would add a verse
appendix to the final chapter on Andronikos. The poem was most likely copied by a
second hand on the circulating copy of the a version, probably in the margins of this
manuscript, and was later integrated by the copyist of V into the body of the main text,
even if in a distinct colour, together with other additions.

The examples from Vat. gr. 163 exhibit the heterogeneous nature and the multiple
layers of marginalia that result from the active use of this manuscript. In particular, the
epigram at the end of the reign of Andronikos I Komnenos attests to the presence of verse
among the interventions of the readers of Niketas Choniates’ History. The epigram also
illustrates the process through which marginal annotations may find their way into the
main text.

This part of the dissertation aims at offering the first critical edition of a cycle of
epigrams in the margins of a group of manuscripts from the b version of the History of
Niketas Choniates. As I will demonstrate, the epigrams were written by an otherwise
known author, Ephraim of Ainos. Besides paying attention to how the poems interact with
the main text, I will investigate the compositional techniques revealed in these epigrams,
which were not incorporated into the main text but evolved from the margins into a
derivative yet autonomous work, Ephraim’s verse chronicle. In Chapter 3, I present the
cycle of epigrams and 1 argue for Ephraim’s authorship. The edition of the poems is
preceded by the description of the manuscripts and their relationships and followed by
an appendix about the metre of the poems and two indices. Chapter 4 contains a detailed
commentary of the epigrams.

this transgression of the accentual “rules” of the dodecasyllable notably coincides with a proper name
(Mavoun). Other proper names entail some minor prosodic licences (see v. 3 'AAé€iov, where the epsilon
remains short, and v. 4 Av8pdévike, where omicron and epsilon need to be long). Finally, there is no
enjambement in these 8 verses, which is expressed in the strong punctuation after the end of each line (see
below).

2 See Simpson (2013: 165-170). On the other hand, in some manuscripts of the b version, such as in F and its
apographa (see below), Andronikos is consistently addressed with the title of faciAeUc, as noted by van Dieten
(1962: 233-234).
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Chapter 3
A cycle of epigrams in the margins of Niketas
Choniates by Ephraim of Ainos

A series of twelve-syllable verse scholia can be found in the margins of some manuscripts
belonging to the version b(revior) of Niketas Choniates’ History.! The occurrence of the
poems is recorded in van Dieten’s introduction to his edition of the History. While
describing manuscript D, he presents the cycle of poems and mentions that they were
edited by Hieronymus Wolf. Subsequently, he notes the presence of the epigrams in the
description of the manuscripts that contain them.? Van Dieten’s description is overall
precise and careful and this section owes much to his meticulous and exhaustive work.
However, his considerations regarding the epigrams are only preliminary. This section
offers a first critical edition of the poems and some suggestions about their context of
production and authorship.

The number of epigrams listed by van Dieten is slightly inaccurate. At its largest, the
cycle of epigrams comprises 44 poems (200 verses): poem 1 comments on the proem,
poems 2-40 comment on the reign of John II Komnenos, poems 41-42 comment on the
reign of Manuel I Komnenos (6th book of Manuel) and poems 43-44 comment on the reign
of Andronikos I Komnenos (2nd book of Andronikos). Van Dieten counts 42 poems on

! Vaticanus graecus 168 (D), Vindobonensis Historicus graecus 53 (F), Parisinus Coislinianus 137 (C),
Vindobonensis Historicus graecus 105 (W), Parisinus graecus 1722 (Z), Fuggeranus 159a (®). The poems were
excerpted from X in Parisinus Supplementum graecum 249 (s). Except for s, all sigla are adopted from van Dieten
(1975). All quotations of Niketas Choniates’ History refer to this edition too. See below for a description of the
manuscripts and their relationships. In the abundant and multi-layered textual tradition of the History, the
group of manuscripts representing the version b preserves some consistency, in contrast to the unfinished
revision of the text named a(uctior). C and W however do not show purely b texts: C follows b only until 614.7
(from there onwards an a text was copied), whereas W mixes layers from different versions (as van Dieten
already notes, W copies the epigrams from D).

2 Van Dieten (1975: XXX, XXXII, XLIII-XLIV, LI-LII).



John's reign instead of 39 and takes the two poems on Andronikos as one. He also
considers poem 1 as separate from the cycle, on which see below.

The epigrams were indeed first published in the editio princeps of Niketas Choniates by
Wolf in 1557, but only with @ as a model.? Emmanuel Miller later edited 8 poems from the
cycle, with a translation into Latin and a commentary, but only from later manuscripts.*
These 8 poems from Miller were included in the catalogue of loannis Vassis and some of
their words collected in LBG.® Besides, the poeta scholiastes (as called by Miller) has not
received much attention.

However, when reading the verses, the identity behind the mask of anonymity
becomes clear. Many verses of these epigrams find striking parallels in the oeuvre of
Ephraim of Ainos, a world chronicle and a catalogue of the bishops of Constantinople in
dodecasyllables.” Full verses or parts of verses of these epigrams are found again in
Ephraim’s oeuvre and entire passages reflect the general impression or the exact wording
of Ephraim, besides drawing concepts and imagery from the narration of Niketas

* Wolf (1557). The epigrams are printed in the margin next to the Greek text: poem 1=p. 1;2=p. 2;3=p.3;4,5
=p.4;6,7,8,9,10=p. 6; 11,12 =p. 7; 13, 14,15 = p. 8; 16, 17, 18, 19 = p. 9; 20, 21 = p. 10; 22, 23 = p. 11; 24 = p. 12;
25,26 = p. 13; 27, 28 = p. 14; 29 = pp. 15-16; 30 = p. 16; 31, 32 = p. 17; 33, 34 = p. 18; 35, 36 = p. 19; 37 = p. 20; 38, 39 =
p. 21;40 = p. 22; 41, 42 = p. 91; 43, 44 = p. 161. The epigrams exhibit many conjunctive errors with ® (notably the
banalizations in 8.1, 35.4, 38.5 and the word order in 21.2; see below). In fact, all marginalia are the same as in ®;
see van Dieten (1975: XXXII). Wolf also used two other manuscripts for the text of Niketas Choniates, as he states
in the appendix to his edition (“Variae lectiones et annotationes in Nicetae Choniatae historiam”, reproduced
in Bekker 1835: 871-892 = PG 139.310-1038). Van Dieten identifies these manuscripts as = (Monacensis graecus
93) and B (Monacensis graecus 450); see van Dieten (1975: XXXIV, L, CV; 1979: 37), Reinsch (2016: 48-49).

* Miller (1881): poem 23 = p. 165; 27 = p. 166; 28 = p. 169 (see p. 172); 29 = pp. 175-176; 30 = pp. 178-179; 37 = p. 186;
38 + 39 (edited as one poem) = p. 191. In the introductory words to poem 23, Miller declares that he knows the
epigrams from @, ¥ and Wolf (1557), but in fact his text often agrees with X (see e.g. 27.4; 37.6, 9; 38.4). For the
manuscripts, see also Miller (1875: 211 n. 1; 1881: 131-132) and van Dieten (1975: CVIII).

5 Vassis (2005): poem 23 = p. 366; 27 = p. 278; 28 = p. 170; 29 = p. 614; 30 = p. 149; 37 = p. 76; 38 + 39 = p. 318. Poem
1 is also included in p. 569, but from other sources (see below). As for LBG, see e.g. 27.3 dvakwyevoig; 27.4
dvarmvéw (lege dvamviw); 28.2 xpuoomAovtoPpitng 29.1 Ppotovpydtng (lege Ppotepydtneg); 30.4
HUPLOOTEPNPOPOG; 37.4 TpwToyevvig, Topeupavdrg, 37.5 Bepiotpa; 37.8 évtpdxiov, tpoxnAdtevua (lege
TpoxHAevua); 37.10 idxp1otog; 38.6 ovpecitpo@og (see also the Indices nominum and verborum notabiliorum below).
¢ See e.g. the brief mentions in Romano (1980: 165-166), Mazzucchi (1995: 202), Zorzi (2001: 72, 75 n. 49; 2012:
XVII-XVIII).

7 The chronicle was edited by Lampsidis (1990); previously with translation and comments in Lampsidis (1984-
1985). The catalogue can be found in Bekker (1840: 383-417). They can be deemed as two parts of a single
enterprise, especially when we consider that the catalogue of the patriarchs begins with a kai; see Lampsidis
(1971: 29 n. 3; 1990: XVI-XVTI). If we count these together with the two verses that function as title for the
catalogue (Lampsidis 1971: 23, 106), we reach the number of 10418 dodecasyllables. It must be kept in mind that
the beginning of the chronicle is not preserved: two folios are missing from Vaticanus graecus 1003, which must
have contained 70 to 90 verses; see Lampsidis (1971: 31; 1990: XI-XII). On Ephraim (PLP 6408; ODB s. v. Ephraim),
see primarily Lampsidis (1971) and, more recently, Karpozilos (2015: 445-460) and Nilsson (2019).
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Choniates.®? Moreover, the date of the earliest manuscripts carrying the epigrams (see
below) coincides with the postulated date of Ephraim, i.e. between the end of the 13th
century and the beginning of the 14th.’

Another relevant piece of information from a manuscript significantly matches one of
the few things we know about Ephraim. A book epigram at the end of manuscript F refers
to Ainos, a city in Thrace (now Enez) notably associated with Ephraim.'® The poem
describes the restoration and rebinding of the manuscript by (on behalf of) the bishop of
this city (45.6). " The poem itself shares some common traits with other book epigrams,
but it also reproduces some elements from Ephraim’s style.”” The sponsorship for the

® The following verses are found (almost) identical in Ephraim: 15.2; 18; 19.3; 28.5; 40.12. The same words in the
same metrical position can be read in verses 10.2; 13.3; 14.2; 17.3; 19.1; 24.2; 29.4; 30.5; 31.6; 33.2; 35.1; 35.5; 35.6;
37.14; 37.16. And the general appearance of the following poems reminds of Ephraim: 8.3; 13.2; 20.4-11; 21.2; 22;
23.2; 26.3; 29.4-6; 31.4-6; 32; 35.3; 37.9-11; 40.7; 41.4-5; 43. Interesting use of Niketas Choniates’ text can be found
in verses 1.2; 7.2; 7.4; 20.3-11; 22; 24.1-4; 25.1; 25.3; 27.4; 29.5; 29.8; 31.4-9; 32.2; 34.3; 35.4; 36.2; 36.4; 36.10; 37.9-
11; 38.8; 39; 40.3; 40.5. All these examples are recorded in the apparatus of the epigrams and see also below the
commentary in Chapter 4. See the Appendix metrica below and Hilberg (1888) and Lampsidis (1971: 75-105; 1971-
1972: 292-305; 1990: LIII-LV) for a comparison with Ephraim’s dodecasyllables.

° The chronicle ends with the entrance of Michael VIII Palaiologos in Constantinople in 1261. The catalogue
finishes with the patriarchate of Isaiah, which started in 1323 and lasted until 1332. However, the death of the
patriarch is not mentioned. This is taken as a terminus ante quem for the completion of the work and as a
reference for Ephraim’s date. See Lampsidis (1971: 27-30; 1990: X, XVII).

1 The epigram was edited by van Dieten (1962: 224); see below and poem 45. As a matter of fact, the connection
of Ephraim with Ainos was masterfully reconstructed by Lampsidis from the catalogues of the Vatican Library
written before Vat. gr. 1003 (the main manuscript of Ephraim’s chronicle and catalogue) lost its first folios. See
Lampsidis (1971: 16-24; 1973; 1990: X). Not only did the name of the author and his geographical origin disappear
with the first folios, but also any further reference to the context of Ephraim, namely a possible commission of
the oeuvre by a patron. See below and Lampsidis (1971: 38-40; 1990; XVT), Nilsson (2019: 527-528). The mention
of Ainos in the book epigram in F further confirms Lampsidis’ reconstruction.

1 Ainos was an important fortified and port city in Thrace, a bishopric from the first centuries of Christianity
and a Metropolitan see from the 11th century (see Soustal 1991: 170-173 and ODBs. v. Ainos). Unfortunately, the
little we know about the bishops at the time of Ephraim is insufficient to pinpoint better a possible patron. One
bishop Michael (PLP 19061) was expelled by patriarch Gregory II around the years 1285-1289 and an anonymous
successor was also deposed by patriarch Niphon by 1310-1314 (see Laurent 1971: n. 1496, Darrouzés 1977: n.
2006). Other metropolitans were appointed as proedros of Ainos, i.e. as administrators of the see while still being
metropolitans elsewhere: Sabas of Antioch in Pisidia around 1298 (PLP 24627; see Laurent 1971: n. 1704,
Darrouzes 1977: 1. 2016), Arsenios of Pergamon (PLP 1405; see Darrouzés 1977: n. 2032) around 1315, Theodosios
of Melitene (PLP 7161; Darrouzés 1977: n. 2149) around 1329. These seem somewhat weaker candidates, as they
would have been less involved in the cultural life of Ainos. Other bishops of Ainos after the patriarchate of Isaiah
(1323-1332), under which Ephraim wrote his catalogue of patriarchs, include Daniel (PLP 5129), Jacob of Makre
(PLP 7901), Eusebios (PLP 6329) and Dionysios (PLP 5480).

12 Notably, the way of calling the bishop of Ainos ¢ mowuevdpxng Alvit@v: mowuevdpxng occurs 48 times in
Ephraim (nowevapyia 4 times), more than in any other Byzantine author (see TLG). Moreover, the poem evokes
the restoration of the church of the Forty Martyrs by Andronikos in Ephraim’s chronicle 5338-5347. The formula
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conservation of this manuscript by the bishop shows at least that F was in Ainos at a
certain point. As we will see, however, the epigrams were copied in F from the common
exemplar of D and F, called n by van Dieten." The particular material support and format
of the book epigram raise another set of questions. It is written by a hand different from
any other in F on a parchment strip added at the end of a paper manuscript (see Figure
3). This unusual feature could be explained as follows. The piece of parchment is actually
a fragment from the exemplar 1. The poem, therefore, would refer to the repair of 1,
where the cycle of epigrams was first written down by its author and from where the
poems were later copied in F and D separately. After the copying of F (probably in Ainos),
the section of the folio with the book epigram was cut out from (probably the end of) n
and attached in F instead of being copied in it." This is a strange procedure indeed, but
not stranger than writing down an epigram in a piece of parchment when there was space
in the blank paper flyleaf of F (f. 323). In fact, a series of notes were later copied in f. 323
(see below), where the parchment strip also used to be pasted according to van Dieten.'

Figure3  Vindob. Hist. gr. 53, f. 324v

This hypothesis fits in a scenario in which Ephraim jotted down the poems in the margins
of the postulated manuscript n while preparing his chronicle in Ainos. However, there is
no need to locate the composition of the poems in Ainos: Ephraim is believed to have
spent some time in Constantinople.'® The origin of the parchment strip in F, on the other

v napovoav Tuktida recurs in book epigrams (8 occurrences in DBBE). See below the commentary in Chapter
4,

3 Van Dieten (1975: LXVI); see below.

“This could have been done in my opinion because n was too damaged (45.1-3), even after the restoration (45.4-
8), but the copyist of F wanted to keep the memory of the bishop of Ainos alive.

15 Van Dieten (1975: XXXII). An alternative explanation is that the epigram was copied either in what served as
a parchment guard leaf for a paper manuscript (F), which was rendered useless after the restoration of the
manuscript, or else in a remnant of parchment used to rebind the volume.

16 Lampsidis (1971: 24-25; 1990: X).
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hand, is not essential either for the argument of the authorship of the cycle of poems."”
The formal parallels in the poems with the oeuvre of Ephraim and the connection of an
authoritative manuscript with Ainos still constitute solid evidence. In any case, the cycle
of epigrams attests to the creative process of the chronicle of Ephraim. For the epigrams,
he is working directly with the text of Niketas Choniates, as confirmed by the many
passages commented on in the epigrams but absent in the chronicle.'® This means that
the verses were not extracted from the chronicle into the margins of n, but rather
composed ad hoc by Ephraim as the germ of or preparatory material for what would be
his chronicle.”” Additionally, we already knew that Ephraim worked with a text from the
b version as the main source for his chronicle. Manuscript n is the best candidate for being
this text, especially since a passage included in Ephraim is omitted in R (Vaticanus graecus
169) and M (Marcianus graecus 403, coll. 857), the other two main manuscripts of b, whose
agreement reveals the manuscript p proposed by van Dieten.?

A question arises as to why the epigrams are distributed in this particular way,
concentrated in the margins of the book of John Il Komnenos. Either the distribution was
a deliberate decision of the author or the cycle as we know it now is in a fragmentary
state. The size of the epigrams can be an indication of the former. The number of lines
and the complexity of the poems increase from poem 20 onwards, peaking in poem 37,

171f the book epigram belongs solely to F, this would only be at odds with considering Ephraim as the author of
the book epigram too. If the parchment strip comes from n, it is tempting to even see the epigram as an
autograph by Ephraim. Otherwise, the presence of a book epigram by Ephraim on a copy of the cycle of epigrams
would be untenable, unless Ephraim was later in contact also with F or unless the book epigram was also copied
from 7 (but by a different hand in a separate parchment piece?). Yet another issue remains unaddressed here,
namely the relationship between the bishop and Ephraim and whether this played any role in Ephraim’s circle.
Here may lie a clue to find the commissioner of Ephraim’s oeuvre (see below the Conclusions). Note that Ephraim
was not a bishop himself, but most likely a monk. See Lampsidis (1971: 23 n. 4, 25-26; 1973: 510; 1990: X).
Patronage could be connected with the presence of images in F and its relatively rich ornamentation (see the
description of F below).

8 Poems 3, 4, 6, 17, 24, 25, 30, 34, 37, 40 comment on passages not included in Ephraim’s chronicle. See also the
allusions to the last speech of John (not in Ephraim) in poems 34, 36, 38 and the possible references to other
passages of Niketas Choniates in 24.3-4, 25.1, 35.4.

 The sole challenging case is 19.3: the poem reads Xpdopov as in Ephraim, instead of Xpdauog of Niketas
Choniates (see Kinnamos, ed. Meineke 1836: 11.11, 20; Skoutariotes, ed. Sathas 1894: 194.25). As it seems, Ephraim
consistently wrote it with a sigma (maybe out of metrical scruples) and the reading Xpduov of D must be a
correction inspired by the main text. See another possible interplay between the epigrams and the chronicle in
35.8 (81e00yn/ovvelyn). See below the commentaries in Chapter 4.

% See van Dieten (1975: LXXXIX-XCI; 1990: XLVI). Simpson (2013: 117-119). The reasons adduced by van Dieten
to exclude F are insufficient. The word 6Ado@upog is missing in Niketas Choniates’ History 214.68 and 215.88 in
F, but it appears elsewhere, notably in 216.28 (f. 116r), from where verse 4822 of Ephraim’s chronicle derives.
However, our poems read Tepakokopueitng (12.3) and Niotpiov (28.5), with D, where F has ‘Iepakokopueritig
(13.36-37) and "Totpiov (29.49).
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the longest of the cycle, and concluding with poem 40, the last on John’s reign. The last
four epigrams are relatively brief and limited to two passages. Ephraim could have started
annotating snippets as aide-mémoires and gradually given free rein to his inspiration. At
the end of book I, the author realized that the notes had gone too far in elaboration. The
apparent initial function of the epigrams as material for a larger verse paraphrase was
subverted by a certain opacity, a poetical surplus, that progressively rendered the poems
into more autonomous pieces.” The poet only reappears in two critical episodes: the
defeat of Manuel in Myriokephalon (poems 41-42) and the report of Andronikos’ cruelty
(poems 43-44).%

However, an alternative explanation could be given for the uneven distribution of the
poems. As we shall see, poems 1, 43 and 44 are present only in part of the manuscript
tradition. Notably, D omits them and they are copied in a different script and colour in F
(see Figures 4-6). On stylistic grounds, all three poems do belong to our cycle of
epigrams.” One may wonder, therefore, whether poems 1, 43 and 44 were already copied
in 1 in a different colour or layout so that they were not copied in D and copied in F only

2l However, the coexistence of a somehow dignified, rhetorically arranged tone and a plain, factual style is
characteristic of Ephraim. See Lampsidis (1971: 64-75; 1977: 115-121; 1990: XLIX-LII), Nilsson (2019: 527-530). For
example, some figures of speech in the epigrams, such as the wordplay on Xw(émoAig (11.1) and
‘Tepakokopueitng (12), find counterparts in the chronicle, as well as the resort to proverbial expressions (34.1-
7). In any case, the epigrams do not merely perform a versification of the passage in question. Higher literary
ambitions are quite evident, as for example in the many passages reminiscent of encomiastic literature and
court poetry from the Komnenian, Nicaean and Palaiologan periods. See below Chapter 4.

2 Note that the epigrams follow the general tendency of Niketas Choniates’ Kaiserkritik: they are utterly positive
about John, ambiguous on Manuel and severe with Andronikos. On Niketas Choniates’ Kaiserkritik, see e.g.
Tinnefeld (1971: 158-179), Magdalino (1983; 1993: 1-26), Harris (2000; 2001), Simpson and Efthymiadis (2011: 13-
58), Karpozilos (2009: 729-770), Simpson (2013; 144-197) and above Part 1.

% Poem 1 (preserved only in manuscripts F and @) is deemed alien to the cycle and published in van Dieten
(1975: XXXII). He could have been more or less influenced by Wolf (1557), who in the beginning of his “Variae
lectiones et annotationes in Nicetae Choniatae historiam” after the edition of Niketas Choniates considers the
poem as maybe written by the copyist of @ (see below). This confusion enjoyed some success and it is reproduced
by scholars from Leo Allatius in his opuscule “De Nicetarum scriptis” (Mai 1853: 33 = PG 139.297-298; see PG
140.304) to modern ones such as Grigoriadis (1998: 339) and Urbainczyk (2018: 12). Poem 1 is the celebrity of our
cycle, but it is only quoted separately. See e.g. Krumbacher (1897: 284), Sathas (1894: cAy’), Maisano (1994: 78 n.
12), Davis (1996: 142; 2016: 57), Karpozilos (2009: 711), Kaldellis (2011: 76), Zorzi (2012: XVI-XVII), Simpson (2013;
124). The epigram also owes its popularity to the irreverent way with which it addresses the author of the main
text on a subject that arouses empathy in the modern readers of Niketas Choniates. The apparent exceptionality
of poem 1 within the cycle can be better understood if we take into account the programmatic and self-reflective
section to which it reacts, namely the prologue. A playful allusion to the grandeur of Niketas Choniates’ style in
contrast to the humbler Ephraim can be read in verses 3733-3736 of the chronicle. On the other hand, poems 43
and 44 (copied in C too) should be read within the aggressive criticism against Andronikos. The authorship of
Ephraim seems guaranteed by the echoes of poem 43 in verses 5348-5371 of the chronicle, while the rare
Bpotovpydc (43.3) recalls the hapax Ppotepydtng (29.1). See the commentaries below in Chapter 4.
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in a second stage. A further hypothesis in this train of thought is that there were other
epigrams in n that escaped notice and were eventually not copied in D or in F. This could
imply that Ephraim originally wrote a larger cycle of epigrams in n, which is only partially
preserved.” Either way, our epigrams can be read as variations on the same theme treated
by Ephraim in his chronicle, a practice not unknown to Palaiologan poets on
commission.” The epigrams reveal themselves more spontaneous and hence less careful
than the austere execution of the chronicle. Improvised on the spur of the moment, at
times digressive or exuberant, the epigrams seem to have undergone strict revision when
incorporated into the well-structured plan of the chronicle. As a result, some epigrams
were later discarded for the chronicle, such as the vignettes of the Armenian Constantine
(poems 24, 25), the deeds and fate of John’s offspring (17, 34, 37) or the biblical
interpretation of a prophecy (40).%

In what follows, I offer a description of the manuscripts transmitting the epigrams and
their relationships as regards the poems. While owing much to van Dieten’s Einleitung and
being subsidiary to it, the description pays special attention to marginalia and other
aspects of the manuscripts relevant for the epigrams. In addition, some rectifications are
made and some overlooked elements are brought forward, such as the new witness of the
Metaphrasis in the margins of W.

% In this scenario, it remains to be explained why the isolated poems 41 and 42 on Manuel were copied without
any problem by D and F, and how D could ignore the long poem 37. On the other hand, it is still a possibility that
poems 1, 43 and 44 were written directly in F. In this case, Ephraim must have worked first on n and later on F
(see the book epigram in F).

% Rhoby (2019). See also Drpi¢ (2016: 37-39), Kubina (2020: 230, 251, 263-271).

% Other improvements and regularizations are visible in the chronicle, as for example the substitution of
Beouritopog (20.7) and okfintpov Exwv (20.10) with the metrically more suitable untpavdvdpov napdévou (v.
3898) and okfintpov @épwv (v. 3903), the avoidance of unaugmented (21.2 kteivev, 38.4 ndOeg) or uncontracted
forms (36.4 aictdg, 37.1 aco@dpe, 38.7 4€BAovg), the correction of the hypermetric 12.3 and the deletion of the
strange mioovpog (20.5); see below Chapter 4 and Appendix metrica. Another disctinctive stylistic feature of our
epigrams is not found again in Ephraim’s oeuvre, namely the use of the second person to address the characters
in the work of Niketas Choniates or the author himself. On the other hand, in the epigrams there is no trace of
the conventional reader addressed in the second person in Ephraim’s chronicle and catalogue. See Lampsidis
(1971: 40; 1990: XVI), Nilsson (2019: 529). See the commentaries in Chapter 4 and the Conclusions below.

100



Figure 4

Figure 5

Figure 6

Vindob. Hist. gr. 53, f. 2v

Vindob. Hist. gr. 53, f. 18v

Vindob. Hist. gr. 53, f. 176v
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3.1 Description of the manuscripts

311 D

Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 168, s. XIII-XIV. Paper (without
watermarks), mm. 260 x 191, ff. I + 289, 1l. 22-27.7

Content: Niketas Choniates’ History 1-614.10 (ff. 1r-340v).

Epigrams: poem 1 = omitted; 2,3 =f.3r;4=f. 4r;5=1f. 5r;6,7=f. 6r; 8,9, 10 =f. 6v; 11 =
f.7r;12=1.7v;13 =1. 8r; 14,15 =£. 9r; 16,17 = f. 9v; 18 = £. 10r; 19 = f. 10v; 20 = f. 11r; 21 = f.
11v; 22 =1, 12r; 23 =£. 12v; 24 =1f. 29v; 25 ={. 29r; 26 = f. 13v; 27, 28 = f. 14r; 29 =f. 151r; 30 = {.
15v; 31 =f. 16r; 32 = f. 16v; 33, 34 = f. 17r; 35 = f. 17v; 36 = f. 18r; 37 = omiitted; 38 = f. 19r; 39
=f. 19v; 40 = f. 20r; 41 = f. 92v; 42 = . 931; 43, 44 = omitted.

The manuscript presents many codicological irregularities and palaeographical
complexities already discussed by Mercati and van Dieten. Among the codicological
issues, the misplacement of f. 29 is relevant for our epigrams. The text from f. 12v (poem
23) continues on f. 29v (poem 24), then on f. 29r (poem 25), and returns to f. 13r. The folio
is not only misplaced but also inverted. The correct succession of the epigrams reveals
that the copy of the epigrams was done before the interpolation of the folio. The folio is
also very damaged and was subsequently repaired using another rather transparent one.
Some words are therefore difficult to read in poems 24 and 25.

Different hands copied the manuscript. The main text in ff. 13-20, for example,
definitely belong to another copyist.”® The hand that copied the epigrams and many of
the marginalia and corrected the text of Niketas Choniates is yet another one, working in
a later stage with respect to the copying of the main text. The ink is darker and the script
smaller. Another remarkable feature is that the epigrams (and some other marginalia)
are surrounded by a light red rectangular frame. This same hand is responsible for many
corrections and additions to the text (even on ff. 13-20, where the main hand changes).
Some of these interventions are recorded in van Dieten’s apparatus, but some others are
not.”” Punctuation is added and other small corrections are made in the text throughout
probably by the same hand. It remains, however, undefined which other manuscript(s)

77 See Mercati and De’ Cavalieri (1923: 192). However, I count 19 lines on f. 4v for example.

% Note that the change of hand follows the interpolation of the folio after f. 12 as f. 29vr.

» See e.g. kal €ykolAdvacav and o@atpdoacav over the line at Niketas Choniates’ History 10.55-56 (f. 6r); y added
over éAAektal 12.86, eile10uiidv after tiktewv crossed out 12.91 (f. 6v); v separated from superscripted odv
15.83 (f. 8v); yp’ tf] moAepiq over T® moAéuw 18.57, -ov over -wv in Gvanentapévwy 18.60 (f. 10v); ued’ over xad’
27.95 (£. 14r).
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this hand was consulting to supplement and correct the main text.* This information may
be important to corroborate from where the hand copied our epigrams. As we shall see,
they most likely come from the same manuscript from which D and F derive ().

Four poems (1, 37, 43, 44) are omitted. The absence of the first and of the last two
epigrams of the cycle is less difficult to explain, since these are also copied by a different
hand and without any distinctive colour in F (see Figures 4 and 6), the manuscript that
preserves more epigrams (see below). The omission in D and the peculiarity of the
epigrams in F could go back to the same origin in the hypothesized exemplar from which
they both derive. However, the omission of 37, the longest and one of the most elaborate
poems, is harder to explain (see Figure 5).*! Three poems (24, 25, 26) are placed next to
slightly different passages in comparison with F and its apographa. This is because the
passage of Niketas Choniates’ History 21.59-24.25 is abridged in D.** Some epigrams seem
to be accompanied by a symbol to mark notabilia, the abbreviation for onueiwoat, as it
happens quite consistently in F. However, as evidenced by the rather doubtful cases, the
co-occurrence of onueiwoat and epigrams could also be pure coincidence.*

Other non-versified marginalia, such as notabilia introduced by 6pa or the abbreviation
for yvwuikév, a mark to highlight short pieces of witty knowledge or general truth, recur
also in other manuscripts.* D is furnished with a large amount of summaria. Among the

** When the corrections are not common to the whole tradition, sometimes they agree with the readings of b
(manuscripts R, M, F), but sometimes with the version a (e.g. manuscripts V = Vaticanus graecus 163 or A =
Vaticanus graecus 1623). In this regard it is interesting the marginal note to 535.3 on f. 248v of D, witten inside
a light red square: tiveg tépov tpitov tobtov ypdgovatv, where R, M and F have as a title: Téuog tpitog [...]. On
the other hand, see the marginal additions listed in van Dieten (1975: XXIX, LXXXI-LXXXII), such as 143.51-64
on f. 69r, which supplement the common errors of b.

*! The passage commented upon in poem 37 occurs on f. 18v, where there are very few corrections by the hand
copying the epigrams. Note also that the passage is not referred to in Ephraim’s chronicle, but there are other
passages of Niketas Choniates missing in Ephraim where D displays epigrams.

52 See van Dieten (1975: LVIII) and the critical apparatus to this passage. Poem 24 is found next to 23.83, poem
25 next to 24.21, poem 26 next to 26.90. Note also that these poems are written in and after a folio affected by
material accidents (f. 29).

%3 The abbreviation on(ueiwoal) accompanies poems 14, 17 (the abbreviation is actually placed at 17.32), 24
(notably the abbreviation occurs next to the correct passage, while the epigram occurs before), 28 (the
abbreviation is placed in the internal margin, at 28.30), 40 (the symbol was written before the epigram was
copied: the last two verses are written around it). The abbreviation occurs throughout the manuscript, also
where no epigrams are found.

3 See e.g. Spa BEANpX yuvaikdg before poem 2 (with a blank space before the poem of approximately eight lines);
Spa Adyoug Pacihikoig before poem 3; Spa 6moiog 6 AAéE10¢” (a blank of six lines) 8dvatog Ahe€iov ToD faciAéwg
on 6.26 ss. (f. 3v); yvwuikdv next to 32.50-52 (f. 16r), 37.92-93 (f. 18r), 155.88-90 (f. 76r).
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ones not specified by van Dieten, there are some that are more or less descriptive.* Other
summaria written completely in dark red can be even more elaborate.*
Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams in the Vatican Library.”

312 F

Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Cod. Hist. gr. 53, s. XIV ineunte. Paper (without
watermarks), mm. 287 x 220, ff. I+ 325, 11. 21-26.

Content: Niketas Choniates’ History 1-614.10 (ff. 1v-322v).

Epigrams: poem 1=2v;2={,3r;3=f.3v;4=f.4v;5=1.5v;6,7=1.6v;8,9,10=f. 7r; 11 =
f.7v;12=28r; 13,14 =1, 8v; 15,16,17 =f. 9r; 18,19 = f. 9v; 20 = f. 10r; 21 = f. 10v; 22 = f. 11r;
23 =1f.11v; 24 ={. 12r; 25, 26 = f. 13r; 27, 28 = f. 14r; 29, 30 = f. 15v; 31 = f. 161V; 32 = {. 16V; 33,
34=1f 17v; 35,36 =1, 18r; 37 = f. 18v; 38 = f. 19v; 39 = f. 20r; 40 = f. 20v; 41, 42 = f. 97r; 43, 44
=f. 176v.

This manuscript contains the cycle of verse scholia at its largest. Most of the epigrams,
as well as the titles, are copied in red by the same hand that copied the main text, except
for poems 1, 43, 44 (see Figures 4-6). The hand is the same but the script is smaller and
more austere, less extravagant than the brown Fettaugen of the main text.*® As for other
particular palaeographical traits, note the consistent use of a stroke over names of people
and a hyphen below rare, poetic compound nouns. Poem 31 is written until v. 6 on f. 16r
and the last 3 verses on f. 16v. For this reason it was copied in the apographa of F as two
different poems.*°

% See e.g. dnunyopia 1ol PaciAéwg Twdvvou #idn t& teAevtaia mvéovtog 42.20 ss. (f. 20r); SiéAsvoig ThOV
Alapavev 60.45 (f. 31r); dnunyopia Koppddov tob pnyodg Adapaviv péAlovtog cuunAékesbal toig Tovpkolg
katd tOv Maiavdpov motapdv 68.74 (f. 36r); mepl TV TikeA@v TV kataoxdviwy ta Képkvpa 73.2 (f. 38v);
gnavdotaoig TV Bevetrikwv katd Pwuaiwv 85.40 (f. 44v); katdoxeoig kal EKTOPAWOLG TOD £ml ToD KavikAeiov
Trunelwtov 110.20 (f. 53r); eloéAevoig Tod covAtdvou eic trv méAv 118.29, tepi Tob Zappaknvod Tod TndoavTog
&mo tod mopyov 119.57 (£. 55v); deutépa @uyn tob Kouvnvod Avdpovikov 128.27 (f. 59v); Spa dvaideiav dvdpdg
186.59 ss. (f. 951); £podoc TdV Tovpkwv Katd Pwuaiwv 192.45 (f. 98v); Emvdénua tod PapPdpov 194.4 (f. 100r).

% See e.g. Gpa mote HipEavto xAeinerv ol eldfpoves oTpati@tal Kal éotpdtevoe oi xvdaiot §te kal ekdmn 1 Pdya
TGOV 0TPATIWTOV Kal £TdxOnoav ai mpdvoiat 209.36 ss. (f. 107v); onueiwoat Stwg did xpuoivwv 6 Tpwtooefaotog
oLVESTNOEV ApX1epeic Enl kabalpéoel ToD TatTpidpxov Ocodooiov ol kal andvta kabapéoer vépPatov 241.88 (f.
122v).

7 See Mercati and De’ Cavalieri (1923: 192-193), van Dieten (1975: XXIX-XXX).

%8 Mazal (1981: 102) says mm. 282/285 x 220/225; van Dieten (1962: 224) says ll. 20-27.

% Epigrams 25-32 (and to a certain extent 41-42) are copied in a more careless way and there the Fettaugenmode
arises again.

* The opposite case occurs in poems 8 and 9. They are copied so close to each other that the apographa took
them as one single poem.
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The abbreviation for onueiwoat accompanies the epigrams quite consistently, written
in red ink by the same hand that copied poems 2-42.*' Other poems are furnished with
more or less elaborate ways of indicating notabilia.*” This same hand also copied textual
variants in the external margin (see van Dieten’s apparatus): 7.66 ypdetat, ueodeioig (f.
4v) and 566.28 ypapetat kal teiyxn (f. 292v). However, the latter is not written in red ink,
even if in the same script and with the same abbreviation as in the former. The same goes
for the interlinear note above ypdupa (see van Dieten’s apparatus): 40.74 ypd@etat EEopa
(f. 20r).” Finally, the same hand copied the quire number at the bottom of the first and
last folios of each quire, with a similar transition as in other marginalia from red to brown
ink. Take for example the red P visible at the end of the second quire (f. 16v) and the ¥
written twice in brown at the end of quire 22 (f. 176v).

The first and last two poems of the cycle, absent from D, are written in the upper
margin in brown (see Figures 4 and 6). These were copied by two different hands or the
same hand at two different stages (verses 43.2-3 have a rougher style and a lighter colour;
similarly fapa®pwdn in poem 1.3). In any case, the script of poems 1, 43, 44 is typologically
not far from the one responsible for the main text in the more austere version of the
epigrams. If not the same hand, they are contemporary and possibly from the same
milieu. Other interventions by the same hand(s) as poem 1, 43 and 44 seem to be found in
the margins elsewhere. In two different passages variants are given.** Additionally, a
series of summaria and notabilia were copied by what could be the same hand(s).* Some
other marginal notes are written in a script even closer to the one of the main text.*

“11t appears just before poems 4, 5, 7, 11, 19, 20, 22, 23, 24, 33, 36; on the internal margin at poem 8; in the body
of the text at poems 9, 12, 13, 17; both at the beginning of and in the body of the text at poems 10, 14, 15, 16.
However, there is a decreasing tendency towards the last poems: no abbreviation accompanies poems 18, 21, 25,
26,27, 28,29, 31, 32, 34, 35, 37, 38, 39, 42. Poems 30, 41 are preceded by other symbols.

2 See 8pa OEAnUa yuvaikdg before poem 2, Spa Adyoug PaciAikoig before poem 3, onueiwoat pa before poem
6, 6pa before poem 40. The same hand copied other notabilia elsewhere in the first folios: e.g. Gpa 6moiog 6
ANéE0¢* Bdvatog Alekiov 6.26 ss. (£, 4r); onueiwoat Spa 7.67-68 (f. 4v); yvwiikdv 37.92-93 (£, 18v).

3 These corrections show that the main scribe may have had access to another manuscript (or that 1, the model
of D and F, already had variae lectiones). Notably, the corrections agree with D and partially with P (Parisinus
graecus 1778).

“ See oiual PactAevoag dei ypagfivar 46.58 (f. 23r) and oipor ueAetnodvrwv 371.13 (f. 207r). These are
conjectures to solve a textual problem that do not derive from other manuscripts (see van Dieten’s apparatus:
the vera lectio in 46.58 is just a good conjecture).

1 E.g. onueiwoat epl tg TV AAaUav®OV KivAoew( 60.45 ss. (f. 29r); onpeiwoat mepl Bépn AdAwviog 91.26 ss. (.
44v); onueiwoat epi N0 Tod TkAnpod kal tod Ziknditov MixaniA 147.81 ss. (f. 75r); epi Bevetrikwv 171.41 ss. (f.
89v); Spa évtebBev 231.11 (f. 124v).

¢ See the summarium GPpig T@v oAitdv 233.70 ss. (f. 125v) and the note to a quotation of the Book of Wisdom
combined with the Psalms but introduced by Niketas as @notv 6 Aavid (89.58 ss., see van Dieten’s apparatus; the
note is actually crossed out): 6 ZoAou@v tobto (t0?) Aéyer Xwvetdta pov (f. 43v; note the similarity with the
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Other hands annotated the margins. A more florid Fettaugen hand wrote down some
summaria and a long, interesting erudite note.” Another hand (similar to the one of the
epigrams) subscribed to the latter: ocuuewv® oot 6 deiva.”® The hand that partially
rewrote f. 85r in a darker ink and explained in the margin what provoked his intervention
is the copyist of @, Alexander chartophylax (see below). While copying @ he spilled some
ink on the model, copied again the ruined passage and wrote down in the margin:
oOuPaua €k to0 xvBfival T peAdviov €€ dyvoiag kai (¢ van Dieten) cOyyvwre oi
AVAYLVWOKOVTEG, 0Tt 00d€ig aAdOnToC.*

F. 324 is interesting for many reasons. First, it is not another regular folio, or a blank
flyleaf like f. 325, but a parchment strip inserted in a paper manuscript. Second, f. 324v
displays a book epigram by a hand distinct from any other in the manuscript with
relevant information with respect to the context of composition of the poems (see above
Figure 3 and below poem 45).°° Among other remarkable features of this manuscript, note
the portraits of the author (f. Iv) and of emperor Alexios V Doukas Mourtzouphlos (f.
291v). No less remarkable are the colophons by three different Greek hands (George
Apoteras, John Zygomalas and John Malaxos) on f. 323r attesting to the sale of the book
in Constantinople, June 1571, to a certain Hannibal, secretary of emperor Maximilian II,
and certifying that the manuscript is an autograph, which has been proven to be false.”*

Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams online at:
http://data.onb.ac.at/rep/10007015.*

tone of our poem 1). The passage 245.94-95 (kai [...] €ot1) missing in the body of the text was copied in the margin
(f. 132v) most likely by the same hand as the main text.

7 E.g. mepl 100 modog AAegiov ov éyeivato t® PaciAel N devtépa oOluyog 168.79 ss. (f. 88v); mepi tob
ppovtiotnpiov o0 €8efpato 6 MavourA 206.71 ss. (f. 110v); Péyog T@V povactnpiwy TV katd &G TOAELG 207.75
ss. (ff. 110v-111r). The erudite note reacts to a confusion of Niketas in 395.51 (f. 221v; see van Dieten’s apparatus):
8éomotd pov, obk 0ide (0ida van Dieten) tf Aéyel fj dyiwobvn oov [...).

% Yet another hand seems to be behind a note on 55.8: (g €0 Aéyeig (f. 27v; see Van Dieten 1975:VIII n. 2). This
rather thin script is somewhat similar to the hand that becomes more frequent towards the end of the
manuscript, see e.g. the marginal gloss on f. 206v and the summaria on ff. 227v-229r, 289r, 290r. Other hands are
less easy to classify, e.g. the marginal gloss on 363.10 (f. 201v; see van Dieten’s apparatus).

“ Van Dieten (1975: XXXII). The abbreviation for kai (that van Dieten took for ) is one of the many
palaeographical traits that the script of this note shares with ®. Alexander also rewrote a passage in f. 106v of
F, most likely after a similar accident with ink.

%0 F. 324r has a short scribal note written carelessly. I can only read: (...) oxdoavteg tobg kémoug kal otAavTeg
().

51 See e.g. Bick (1920: 112), Buberl and Gerstinger (1938: 60-62); van Dieten (1962), Restle (1965), Spatharakis
(1976: 152-158), De Gregorio (1996: 194-195), Tsamakda (2017: 129-131).

52 See Hunger (1961: 58-59), van Dieten (1975: XXXI-XXXIII), Mazal (1981: 102-104).
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313 C

Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, Coislin 137, s. XIV-XV. Paper, mm. 406 x 287, ff.
345, 11. 40.

Content: John Zonaras’ Chronicle books 10-18 (ff. 3r-14v, 16r-148r, with index ff. 1r-2v);>
Niketas Choniates’ History 1-646.11 (ff. 15rv, 151r-255v, with index ff. 148v-150v);
Nikephoros Gregoras’ History books 1-11 (ff. 259v-345r, with index ff. 257r-259r).>*

Epigrams: poem 1 = omitted; 2, 3 = f. 151v; 4 = f, 152r; 5 = f. 152v; 6, 7, 8 = f. 153r; 9, 10,
11, 12 = f. 153v; 13 = f. 154r; 14 = omitted; 15, 18 = f. 154v; 16, 17, 19, 20 = omitted; 21 = f.
155r1; 22,23 =f, 155v; 24, 26 = omitted; 25 = f. 156v; 27, 28 = 157r; 29 = f. 158r; 30, 31 = omitted;
32 =1.158v; 33, 35 =f. 159r; 34, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40 = omitted; 41, 42 = f. 190r; 43, 44 = f, 212v.

This manuscript is the only one among the manuscripts containing the epigrams
where the text of Niketas Choniates co-occurs with other Byzantine historiography. All
these works were copied by four different scribes. Gregoras (ff. 257r-345r) was copied by
one hand around 1399, as we learn from a colophon on f. 345r. Another hand copied ff.
42r-148r (second half of Zonaras) by 1422 as a colophon on f. 148r states. A third hand
copied the first part of Choniates (ff. 151r-198v) and a fourth hand completed Choniates,
Zonaras and the indexes to these two. Only these last two hands are relevant for us.>

The great majority of our epigrams comment on a text written by the third copyist.
However, it is evident that the hand that copied in red ink not only the epigrams, but also
much of the marginalia, the titles and the initials, is not the same third hand that copied
the main text of ff. 151r-198v. The script responsible for the epigrams is actually closer to
the fourth hand. This would fit the scenario in which the fourth hand finished up the
manuscript.” But the faded script of the marginalia up until at least f. 230r (quite after
the change of hands at f. 199) is not at first sight identical to hand 4 either. The ink of this
script is indeed so light that many times it is difficult to distinguish. However, from f. 230r
until 250r, where the last marginalia to Choniates occur,” as well as in the marginalia to
the first part of Zonaras, the script is darker, easier to read and more clearly identifiable

** Ed. Dindorf (1869-1871: 2.340-4.260).

' Ed. Schopen (1829: 3-568).

% These hands seem to have worked together in completing the manuscript (hence after 1422, the date of hand
2). There are no dates in the folios for which they are responsible, but the watermarks situate the paper of C in
the last quarter of the 14th century and the first quarter of the 15th. See van Dieten (1975: XLIV-XLV; 1975b: 36).
Van Dieten further proposed that the manuscript was finished and put together by hands 3 and 4 around 1450
in Constantinople and that hand 4 was a member of the Laskaris family. Leone (1991: 243) limits himself to
situating the last two hands in the 15th century, possibly in Constantinople.

5 For example, hand 4 does seem to copy the numbers of the paragraphs listed in the index (ff. 148v-150v) in
the margins next to the corresponding passages of Niketas Choniates.

57 This coincides with the end of the text of version b at 614.7, as noted by van Dieten (1975: XLIV).
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with the fourth hand. Therefore, the scribe responsible for the epigrams is either a fifth
hand or, more likely, the fourth hand writing more carelessly.

The same summaria and notabilia as in other manuscripts accompany the epigrams.
However, as noted by van Dieten, the margins are filled quite systematically by many
idiosyncratic summaria and notabilia that do not depend on any other preserved
manuscript. These notes appear almost in every folio and are mainly introduced by 6nwg,
mepl, Opa, onuelwoal, 6oa, etc. There are shorter ones, but they can become more
descriptive.’® Some of these summaria are preceded by the paragraph number according
to the index. One may wonder whether these short descriptions in the margins
correspond to the summaries in the index, but in fact they do not have any relationship.*
Actually, the marginal notes just draw wording from the main text and encapsulate it in
a self-contained statement. Some of these summaria and notabilia take the place of omitted
epigrams, but this again seems to be a matter of mere coincidence, and not a deliberate
decision nor a consistent practice.®

Besides, hand 3 also intervenes in the margins. Sometimes it completes lacunae in its
own copy (e.g. ff. 155v, 157r, 158r), but it also writes down yvwuikov wpaiov at 32.50-52
(f. 158v, similarly D) and variants marked with the abbreviation for ypdgetar.® As we shall
see below, van Dieten proposed that C derives from F on the basis of common errors, even
if the text of a lacuna in F can be read in C (the copy would have been made before a folio
fell in F). The filiation with F is confirmed by the presence of poems 43 and 44, as well as
other non-versified marginalia.®” Moreover, as noted by van Dieten, the marginal
correction of F to 371.13 peAetnodvtwy is adopted in C (f. 220v). However, ypdeetat

% See e.g. Spa kai onueiwoat 7.64 (f. 152r); epi todtov A&ovy 9.24 (f. 152v); Stwg TV ZwlémoAtv eilev 6 PactAedg
Twdvvng kai Soa Etepa moAUXVia 13.35-38 (f. 153v); Smwg kal THV kaotaudva eilev 6 PaciAedg Twdvvng 18.70 ss.
(f. 155r); onueiwoat 29.63-64, Spa 30.76-78 (f. 157v); 6w 6 ToD PactAéwg Twdvvou &deA@og 6 Toadkiog d1eleUyn
100 Twdvvou Kal uyag QxeTo 32.31 ss., STwg TpOg TOV GdeA@oV Twdvvny Unéotpeev 0 Toadkiog 32.45 ss. (f.
158r); Snwg naAv kata t@v Mepo@v e€dpunoev O Pacievg Twavvrg 33.61 ss., Spa 34.4 (f. 158v); see also the
note on f. 211r referred to by van Dieten (1975: VIII n. 2).

 See e.g. the marginal note 8w 6 PaciAedc Twdvvng dmriet TV katd HapeuAiav Swlénolv 12.14 (f. 153v),
preceded by a §, but in the index after § the following account can be read: éxotpateia 100 PactAéwg kata
Mepo®v kal 8t éviknoe kal v Aaodikiac katéoxe (f. 148v); also TV TkvB@V TOV "Totpov daPfdviwy kal Td
Opakda pépn AniCopévwv £eiot kat’ avt®v O PactAeds Twdavvng 13.39-41 (f. 153v), with an € next to it, but in
the index &: €€¢Aevoig T0D PactAéwg kata TkVODV Kal vikn TEPLPAVIG KATA TOUTWV Te Kol TV ZépPwv (f. 148v).
5 See e.g. §pa PaciAéa in place of poem 14 (f. 154r); Snwg kai katd TOV ZépPwv Exwpnoey 6 PactAeds Twdavvrg
in place of poem 16 (154v); 8pa OpiauPov wpardtatov instead of poem 20 (f. 155r); Snwg 6 Makedwv Edotpdtioc
1oV PdpPapov Kwvetavtivov éuovoudynoe kal Stwg katéPale instead of poem 24 (£, 156r).

81 See e.g. ypapetat Pevdooivaig (7.66), whereas peBodeiaig is copied in the main text (f. 152r), the opposite to
F and D (see above and van Dieten’s apparatus). Similarly, in 566.28 (f. 241v) C gives still uépr and has not adopted
the corrections in F and D.

62 Van Dieten (1975: LVIII-LIX). See e.g. mepl TA¢ T@V AAauav@dv Kivioewg 60.45 ss. (f. 164v); nepl to0 maidog
‘ANe&iov Ov éyeivato T® PactAel 1 devtépa ovluyoc 168.79 ss. (f. 187r); Bpig T@V moAit®dv 233.70 ss. (f. 199r).
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duetamnointog is written in the margin to 42.37 dvemnointog (f. 160v): remarkably
apetanointog is the reading of D. This may imply that C was also in contact with another
manuscript with readings shared with D.

Now, although the manuscript does include poems 43 and 44, many epigrams are
omitted, notably towards the end of the first book of Niketas Choniates. In fact, this is the
manuscript where the most epigrams are missing. Poems 2, 41 and 43, i.e. the first poems
of every different book of Niketas Choniates, are preceded by the abbreviation for stixor.
Poem 11 is connected through the so-called signum solis with the correct passage: the sign
is repeated before peta Bpayv 8¢ kal (13.31) in the main text. This may be related to the
fact that poem 12 is copied right after poem 11 as if they were the same poem. Other
anomalies happen in poem 25 (only the first verse is copied) and in poem 28 (only the last
verse and the last word of the second last verse are copied: néAeig [...] ®épemn). These
mistakes seem to be caused by negligence of the copyist of the epigrams rather than by a
defective model.

Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams in the Bibliotheque
nationale de France in Paris. Manuscript available at: ark:/12148/btv1b10037986d.%*

314 W

Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Cod. Hist. gr. 105, s. XIV-XV. Paper, mm. 215 x
142, ft. 1v + 277, 11. 23-31.%

Content: Niketas Choniates’ History 3.47-517.93 (ff. 1r-272v).

Epigrams: poem 1 = omitted; 2 = f. 1v; 3 =f. 2r; 4 = f. 3r; 5 = omitted; 6, 7 = f. 5r; 8,9, 10 =
f.5v; 11,12 =1. 6v; 13, 14 = omitted; 15, 16,17 =f. 7r; 18 =f. 7v; 19 =1f. 8r; 20 = f. 8v; 21 = f. 9r;
22=1f.9v;23=1.10r; 24 =f. 10v; 25 = f. 11r; 26, 27 = f. 12v; 28 = f. 13r; 29 ={. 14v; 30 = {. 15r;
31=f.15v;32=f. 16r; 33,34 = f. 17r; 35 = f. 17v; 36 = f. 18r; 37 = omitted; 38 = f. 20r; 39, 40 =
f. 20v; 41, 42 = f. 93v; 43, 44 = omitted.

The poor condition of the manuscript affects the reading of some epigrams: poems 16
and 18 are partially illegible due to material damage in the external margin of f. 7, one
line of poem 31 is concealed by a crease and poem 39 was copied in the upper margin
partially cut off. Moreover, poems 13 and 14 are missing for material reasons: a folio has
fallen between ff. 6 and 7 (14.50-16.1). There is no apparent explanation for the omission
of poem 5 (manuscript T also omits the poem; see below). The omission of poems 1, 37, 43

% See Montfaucon (1715: 208-209), Devreesse (1945: 128-129), van Dieten (1975: XLIV-XLV; 1975b: 34-37), Leone
(1991: 242-243).

5 Note that the four folios following f. 75 are again numbered as ff. 72-75%", so that the last folio (actually a
blank flyleaf) is numbered 273.
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and 44, on the other hand, relates this manuscript to D. Even before considering the
common readings (see below), it is clear that the poems in W were copied from D.*

Not only the epigrams were copied from D, but also many of the marginalia.® Both the
poems and the marginalia from D seem to have been copied by the most recent third hand
(s. XV), according to the categorization of van Dieten, which copied the text of Niketas
Choniates from D on ff. 1-35, 40-41, 163-164, 185, 190-191, 229-272.%” The same hand also
copied in the margins other kinds of texts, such as marginalia from manuscripts A and
P.%® In a darker ink, the same as the epigrams, hand 3 also copied some passages as
supplemented already in the margins by D.*

Van Dieten also notices the long pieces of marginalia introduced by ¢t that appear
from f. 28r (not f. 28v) onwards. These extensive summaria recur throughout the
manuscript until f. 253v where the last one occurs.” Seemingly, they were copied by the
same hand 3, but at a different stage in a lighter ink and in a more sloppy way that render
the notes difficult to read. They are frequently placed in the external or lower margins,
but they sometimes occupy the blank spaces in the body of the main text. What has
remained so far unnoticed is that these notes in fact reproduce much of the wording of
the 14th-century paraphrase of the History preserved in manuscripts B (Monacensis
graecus 450), S (Scorialensis ¥-I1V-17), X (Vindobonensis Supplementum graecum 166)
and Y (Parisinus graecus 3041).” Let us take, for example, the first note in the lower
margin of f. 28r:

% See also the placement of poems 24, 25 and 26 as in D.

% Some of the marginalia were omitted or slightly changed, as in Spa 6moiog fv 6 'AAéE10¢ 6.26 (£. 2v) or mepi Tfig
Siedevoswe TV Ahapav@v 60.45 ss. (f. 31v). Regarding the corrections in the text of D (see above), W is not
consistent: e.g. W (f. 8r) reads t® noAéuw 18.57 (ante correctionem D), but dvanentauévov 18.60 (post correctionem
D).

¢ Van Dieten (1975: XLII-XLIII).

% For example, the summarium to 485.6 in A (f. 210v) referred to by van Dieten (1975: XXVIII) is found in W (f.
253v). See van Dieten (1946: 314; 1975; XLIII).

% See e.g. 143.51-64 (f. 73%°rv), 168.79-169.87 (f. 86v) and 206.50-52 (105v) added in the margin like in D (see above
and van Dieten’s apparatus). Similarly, the correct reading of 141.6-8 (f} kai [...] 8i8otat) was copied in the upper
margin (f. 72%r), but the variant in the text only occurs in W (not in D; see van Dieten’s apparatus).

7 See ff. 28r, 29v, 36v, 42v, 43v, 45v, 46v, 50r, 53r, 551, 61rv, 68r, 70v (misplaced according to van Dieten), 71r,
72v, 74%rv, 75%rv (misplaced according to van Dieten), 89v, 97v, 102v, 106rv, 109v-113r, 115r, 116r, 118r, 127r,
130v, 131v, 132v, 144r, 164rv, 165v, 169r, 185v, 186r, 191v, 204r, 205rv, 2061, 209rv, 210r, 214v, 225v, 226rv, 228,
230v, 232r, 235r, 236r, 253v.

' On the Metaphrasis, a “translation” of Niketas Choniates’ History into a more accessible Greek in a lower
register, see primarly van Dieten (1979) and the works by Davis (1996; 2004; 2011; 2016). A new critical edition
is being prepared by Davis and Hinterberger (forthcoming). Martin Hinterberger has confirmed per litteras that
the editors are aware of the marginalia in W.
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8t 00tog cuveBeipato kai Tfj adToD dvend g adtadéAgng avtod Buyatpl: kal fv
t00T0 a0T@ HoAvoudg kol uéung émeldn) kai &didpopog v mpdg TG uikelg TéV
YUVOIK®V.

The note summarizes and paraphrases a passage of the History that is not found in the
main text of W. Actually, only manuscript V transmits the passage 54.70-74:7

Kal tpOg Ta§ Hieic dxddektog Wv kail moAAaic OnAvtépaig émbopvipevog EAabe kal
8" dpoyviov Tpupalidc dOspitwe éumepov@v. kai v Ekefvy uéAvoua T mpaxOév,
SrohwPodv kal kataxéov dmpéneiav, Goa Kal SPews XaplEoong EKPLEIGE Tov ToD
TPOCWTOL GKPOXOPdWV 1| AAP&OV E€avOnuata.

In the apparatus van Dieten gives the reading of B:”?

Kol PO Ta¢ Wikl TV yuvaik@v adidpopog, kal moAAaic yuvaiél uryvouevog,
éufyn kai Tf avtob (€avtod van Dieten) &veid. kai v To0To HOAUGHOG Kai UEUYPIG
UEYAAN adT® kabdmep kol AwPn i wpatdTATOV TPAGWTOV.

First, we can infer that the note does not depend solely on W, since the incestuous sexual
behaviour of Manuel is not specified there. Second, we see that the note in W not only
simplifies the convoluted style of Niketas Choniates, but it also makes the facts explicit.
And even more explicitly than in the Metaphrase, as the nature of the kinship (tfg
avtadéAenc abtod Buyatpi) is absent there. In general, the notes do not reproduce word
by word the paraphrase of Niketas Choniates, but they usually adapt its content, omit
sections and reverse the word order, while presenting the summary of the passage in
question in a more self-contained way.” However, even if these notes must have been
indeed copied from another manuscript, the alterations in the text of the paraphrase as
we know it from manuscripts B, S, X and Y make us wonder whether these marginal notes

72 Version a systematically adds such passages of open criticism, see e.g. van Dieten (1975: LXXIII-LXXIV),
Maisano (1994: 69), Simpson (2013: 77-78, 155-156) and above.

7 Davis 2004: (18.12-15).

7 These notes deserve a deeper examination, which I plan to conduct in the future. I will limit myself to listing
some correspondences as a starting point. See e.g. in the lower margin of f. 74%r: §t1 6 PaciAedg obrog un
TEPLEPYALOUEVOG TG VayyeALoTh] Twdvvn Aéyovtt €v Tf] ATokaAver abTod: £y €iut T6 A Kal TO Q, TOUTECTLY
EyQ iyt 1) dpxn kol to TéAog, GAAG epiokon @V del TO A, w¢ avTd uéAAel dradé€acBat v PaciAelav avtod,
noAAovg dvartiovg povayolg énoinoe kai £€dpioe. This corresponds to Niketas Choniates’ History 146.37-41 (see
van Dieten’s apparatus for the readings of B) and to the Metaphrasis, ed. Davis (2004: 101.12-16). For other
examples, see the note on f. 74*v (lower margin) corresponding to 146.52-147 (Davis 2004: 102.3-8); on f, 75r
(lower margin) to 148.4 ss. (Davis 2004: 103.12 ss.); f. 106v to 206.71 ss. (Davis 2004: 162.14 ss.); ff. 109v-113r to
210.75 ss. (Davis 2004: 167.7 ss.); f. 1151 to 222.66 ss. (Davis 2004: 176.21 ss.); f. 130v to 252.70 ss. (Davis 2004: 207.17
ss.); etc.
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attest to the process of composition of the paraphrase. One cannot avoid drawing the
analogy with the epigrams of Ephraim.”

Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams online at:
http://data.onb.ac.at/rep/1001CD58.7

315 X2

Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Grec 1722, s. XVI. Paper, mm. 305 x 211, ff. Il + 308
+V+4+1V, 1l 28-39.

Content: Niketas Choniates’ History 1-614.10 (ff. 1r-308v); anonymous unedited
religious treatise consisting of biblical quotations followed by interpretations (ff. 309r-
312v, tit.: Pefaia anddei€ig 6pOod6Eov miotewg, mpoPnT®OV yap TtV Belwv t& Adyia
dnAolotv; inc.: EkAoyr ocUvtouog €k th¢ Osomvedotov ypa@fg [...]; des. mut.: [...] xaipe
opOdpa BUyatep Z1dv: 611 1800 £y Epxouat, Kal Kata).

Epigrams: poem 1 = omitted; 2 = f. 2v; 3 =f. 3r; 4 = f. 3v; 5 = omitted; 6 = f. 5r; 7, 8,9 = f.
5v; 10 =f. 6r; 11 = omitted; 12 = f. 6v; 13 = {f. 7r; 14, 15, 16 = . 7v; 17,18, 19 = f. 8r; 20 = {. 8v;
21="f.9r;22=1.9v; 23 =1, 10r; 24 = f. 10v; 25, 26 = f. 11v; 27, 28 =, 12v; 29 = f. 14rv; 30 = {.
14v;31=1f 15v;32=f. 16r;33 =f. 16v;34=1f. 17r;35=f. 17v; 36 =f. 18r; 37 =f. 18v; 38 = {.
19v; 39 = ff. 19v-20r; 40 = £. 20rv; 41 = f. 100r; 42, 43, 44 = omitted.

According to van Dieten, the manuscript was copied by five different hands. However,
hands b and d of van Dieten, as well as the hand copying the last 4 folios, are so similar on
palaeographical grounds that I would propose that they are the same. Therefore, hand 1
copied ff. 1r-72v and 153r-176v (30 lines per page), hand 2 ff. 73r-152r, 216r-308v (28 lines)
and ff. 309r-312v (39 lines) and hand 3 ff. 177r-215v (28 lines). The poems were copied in
the margins by the respective hands copying the body of the text, so that the poems
commenting on the first book of Choniates are copied by the first hand and poem 41 is
copied by the second. The marginalia are the same as in F, including summaria, notabilia
and epigrams.

Hand 1 copied in red ink the marginalia (as well as initials and titles) that are in red in
F. Some of the marginalia in brown ink in F were copied in ¥ in black.”” The second hand

75 A contamination with the text of the paraphrase in a marginal note to Niketas Choniates’ History 205.41-42
(see apparatus) in W (f. 106r) is already observed by van Dieten (1975: XLIII); see Davis (2004: 161.9). A similar
explanation can be proposed for a summarium to 54.75 ss. nepl TV Aeyouévwv yeoaot@v (f. 28r), where the
Metraphrase talks about pueodlovtec (Davis 2004: 18.17). On the manuscripts that the paraphrase could have used
and the relevant role of W among them, see van Dieten (1975: LXXXVI-LXXXVIII) and Simpson (2013: 119-123).
76 See van Dieten (1956: 312-314; 1975: XLI-XLIV), Hunger (1961: 111).

7 See e.g. w¢ €0 Méyeig 55.8 (f. 28r); onueiwoat mepi Bdpn AbAwviag 91.26 ss. (f. 47v). As for the corrections in F,
ueBodeiaig 7.66 was incorporated into the text (f. 4r), but {joag 46.58 can still be read (f. 23r).
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copied all the marginalia in black ink, even poem 41 that is written in red in F.”® Hand 3
does not copy any marginalia. To sum up: there is no marginalia in X that is not in F (apart
from some scattered corrections to the copying), but not every marginalia in F was
adopted in X. The sole paratextual intervention of importance not originated in F is a note
by hand 2 on the otherwise blank f. 113v: tapadpopr to0 @UAANov yéyove kai yOpioov TO
@UAAoV Tva gbpng TV totopiav (f. 114r is empty and the text continues on f. 114v).

Some epigrams are omitted, notably 1, 43 and 44, the ones not written in a distinctive
colour in F. However, we have observed that  copied some marginalia written in brown
ink in F. The omissions of poems 5, 11 and 42 should be explained as further negligence
on the part of the scribes, who copied arbitrarily some marginalia and ignored others. On
the other hand, some particularities of the epigrams in = can be understood if we consider
F as the model for X (see below), such as the confusion between poems 8 and 9, written as
if they were one single poem (even if there are two abbreviations for onueiwoat in the
main text). The same goes for the strange position of poem 31: split in two as in F, verses
7-9 are taken as a different poem and copied in the upper margin before the first six
verses. This is a clever correction, once the mistake of taking it as two different poems is
made. In fact, the sense and wording of verses 31.7-9 corresponds better to the passage
next to which they are found in X (32.50-52). The traits of F are reproduced even in the
punctuation (see below) and the layout of the poems (see e.g. poem 30). Note that the
verses were delimited with a straight vertical bar in dark ink by a later hand until poem
13 and in poems 35-40.

Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams in the Bibliotheque
nationale de France in Paris. Manuscript available at: ark:/12148/btv1b55013502t.”

316 @

Dillingen an der Donau, Fiirstlich und Gréflich Fuggersches Familien- und
Stiftungsarchiv, 159a, a. 1555. Paper, mm. 333 x 235, 1 + pp. 386 + I, 1l. 27.%°
Content: Niketas Choniates’ History 1-614.10 (pp. 1-386).

78 See e.g. onueiwoat tept TNO t00 ZkAnpod kai tol Tikiditov MixanA 147.81 ss. (f. 78v); mepi To0 nodog ‘Ale&iov
Ov gyeivato t@ PaciAel n devtépa oOluyog 168.79 ss. (f. 92r); mepi Beverikwv 171.41 ss. (f. 93r); mepl tod
@povTioTnpiov oD 8sfuato 6 MavourA 206.71 ss. (f. 113r); Pbyog T@V povaotnpiwy TGV Katd &G TOAELS 207.75
ss. (ff. 113r-114v); GPp1g t@v moAit@v 233.70 ss. (f. 130r). In 566.28 (f. 281v) the text still reads pépn: the reading
suggested by the main hand in F was not adopted.

7 See Omont (1888: 11.130), van Dieten (1975: LI-LII).

% The manuscript is paginated and not foliated, with some irregularities (e.g. p. 237 follows after p. 235). There
are remains of at least one more folio at the end: pp. 387-388 seem to have been used to fix the destroyed low
corners of pp. 379 ss. (the numeration 387 can be seen in one of such restorations).
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Epigrams: poem1=p.2;2,3=p.3;4=p.4,5=p.6;6=p.7,7,8,9,10=p. 8;11,12=p. 9;
13 =p. 10; 14, 15,16 = p. 11, 17,18, 19 =p. 12; 20 = p. 13; 21, 22 = p. 14, 23 = p. 15; 24 = p. 16;
25=p.17;26 = p. 18; 27,28 =p. 19; 29 = p. 21, 30 = p. 22; 31, 32 = p. 23; 33 = p. 24, 34,35 =p.
25:36 = p. 26; 37 = p. 27; 38 = p. 28: 39, 40 = p. 29; 41, 42 = p. 126; 43, 44 = p. 217.

The whole manuscript was copied by the same scribe, a certain Alexander,
chartophylax of Hagia Sophia, in 1555, as the colophon states (p. 386), probably in
Constantinople.®* The copyist also wrote down in the margin of p. 287 a series of
explanatory notes next to an allusive enumeration by Niketas: ‘'ONogépvng 424.38-39;
‘TovAtavog 424.39-40; ZRvwv 1| Avaotdotog 424.40-45; miotol BactAeic 424.45-46; KOpog i
[Tépong GAAOG 424.46-47. Apart from these and the abbreviation for yvwuikdv to 32.50-52
(p. 23),% all other marginalia are the same as in F. As it happens in Z, not all marginalia
from F are copied in @ either. However, ® and X do not exhibit the same marginalia.*

As the first hand of %, the scribe of ® copied in red ink what is in red in F, so that all
epigrams are copied in red, except from poems 1, 43 and 44, which are in black. Note that
no epigrams from F are missing. However, there are a few peculiarities in their
presentation: the abbreviation for otiyot is added before the beginning of poems 2, 3, 5,
6,7,14, 15,16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 31, 43; before the beginning and instead of
onuelwoat in poems 4 and 12; €tepot is written before poem 8 and €repor évavriot before
poem 44, Additionally, a reference mark is more or less systematically placed at the

81 The colophon is transcribed by van Dieten (1975: LII), with some errors: lege map’ éuod tod éAaxiotov [...] T°
TV unvi paptiw 1, Auépa 8 (Wednesday, 6 March 7063 = AD 1555). Hans Dernschwam probably acquired this
manuscript for the Fuggers in Constantinople (see the note in manuscript 159b published in van Dieten). As we
have seen above, ® was later used for the editio princeps of Niketas Choniates’ History by Wolf (1557). An Alexander
Chartophylacus (sic) is mentioned as the seller of a manuscript (Monacensis graecus 325) in a note by
Dernschwam in Monacensis graecus 324 (f. Ir) and Monacensis graecus 325 (IIv). These two manuscripts were
acquired by Dernschwam in 1554 in Constantinople and later used by Wolf for his editio princeps of Zonaras’
chronicle (Basel, 1557). See Biittner-Wobst (1892: 202-217), Leone (1991: 228, 240-241), Reinsch (2016: 46-48).
Stadtmiiller (1934: 275 n. 3) proposed that the same Alexander is the copyist of Kedrenos (Niirnberg,
Stadtbibliothek, Cent. V. App. 13, a. 1556) referred to by Vogel and Gardthausen (1909: 12). The partial
transcription of the final colophon published by Tartaglia (2016: 40) seems to confirm it ([...] év iepodiakdvoig
ghayiotog ANEEAVDPOG, O Uéyag xapTto@UAaE tfic ueydAng ékkAneiag [...]). Another interesting parallel is that the
manuscript was most likely used for the editio princeps of Kedrenos by Xylander (= Wilhelm Holtzmann, Basel,
1566). See Tartaglia (2016: 61-63).

82 This passage is not marked in F (nor in £), but it is in D, C (see above) and W (f. 15v). The inclusion in ® may
pose the question of whether the copyist of ® had access to another manuscript or he just added the note on his
own. Most likely the latter is true, since Alexander worked directly with F and not with any intermediate copy,
as the note in f. 85r of F reveals (see above).

8 See e.g. the long marginal note in p. 264 to 395.51 (see above and van Dieten’s apparatus, absent from ¥):
déomotd pov olk 0ide tf Aéyet fj dylwovdvn covr EAAN ydp éotiv 1y 16mmn 1) vOv Aeyouévn (kahovuévn F) Mdea
[...]. The note below by a different hand in F is not included.
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beginning of the poem and in the body of the text before the passage commented upon.*
Even at the second half of poem 31 (it is divided as in F), at verse 6, another sign is placed
and repeated in the text at 33.56. The yvwuikdv abbreviations to 32.50-52 (p. 23) and to
37.92-93 (p. 26) are also connected to the main text through a sign. However, poems 43
and 44 do not have any reference mark. Before, poem 1 seems to be preceded by a signum
lunae, but I could not find any such sign in the main text.

Another significant phenomenon is the banalization of certain readings. The
corrections are written instead of the true readings, which are however preserved over
the line as if these were glosses or variants.® A similarly curious phenomenon happens in
poem 21.2. The scribe copied kai toU¢ "EAnvag kteiveiev @UAakag Elgel instead of kal
ToUG PUAakag Kteivev "EAANvag Eipetl. In a second stage, he added a A over “EAnvag, a
circumflex over the acute in kteiveiev and put the words in the right order by adding
letters over them: an a over tovg, a p over QUAAKAG, a Y over KTeivev, a & over QUAAKAC
and an € over &ipe1.*

Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams at the Fugger Archives in
Dillingen (Donau).®

317 s

Paris, Bibliotheéque nationale de France, Supplément grec 249, a. 1568-1569. Paper, mm.
125-143 x 80-91, ff. I + 406, 11. 20-30.%

Content: miscellaneous booklet with notes and extracts for personal use. The verse
scholia on Niketas Choniates’ History are excerpted (from ¥) on ff. 224v-230v.%

® An abbreviation for enueiwoat is written in the body of the text for poem 8 and 9 copied as one. For poems 10
and 13 onpeiwoat is only placed in the main text and for poem 14 onpeiwoat is found both at the beginning of
the epigram and in the text. From poem 15 onwards, different signs are placed before the epigram and in the
main text before the passage commented upon (e.g. the signum lunae for poem 15, the signum solis for poem 16,
and many others more or less conventional or creative).

% See e.g. poem 7.2 -oi written over cuunepartei; 8.1 €50AfiG over kaAfg; 20.5 -0G over wioovpeG; 35.4 Haxeoi- over
moAepdkAovog; 38.5 6udG over Onpoc.

% See a similar phenomenon in Vat. gr. 1003, the main manuscript of Ephraim’s chronicle and catalogue
(Lampsidis 1990: 92, critical apparatus to v. 2441). Other corrections of the scribe of @ to his own copying appear
likewise: e.g. 25.1 n over @pUV; 34.6 -1v over dwpeoPputny; 36.10 v over {wvieL.

8 See van Dieten (1975: LII), Olivier (1995: 132; 2018: 380).

% The booklet has folios of different sizes: e.g. f. 210, mm. 130 x 87; f. 211, mm. 125 x 80; f. 333, mm. 140 x 91; f.
404, mm. 143 x 91. The lines per folio are equally irregular, as well as the page layout.

% A partial list of oeuvres in Omont (1888: 111.238). An excellent analysis of this manuscript, its contents and
sources can be found in Olivier and Monégier du Sorbier (1987: 79-84, 98, 183-205).
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Epigrams: poem 1 = omitted; 2, 3, 4 = f. 224v; 5 = omitted; 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12 = f. 2251; 11 =
omitted; 13 = f. 225rv; 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 = f. 225v; 19, 20, 21 = f, 226r; 22, 23, 24, 25 = {, 226v;
26 = ff. 226v-227r; 27, 28 = . 227r; 29 = f. 227rv; 30 = f. 227v; 31 = ff. 227v-228r; 32, 33 ={.
228r; 34,35 =1.228v; 36 =f.229r; 37 = £, 229v; 38, 39 = 230r; 40, 41 = 230v; 42, 43, 44 = omitted.

The entire manuscript was copied by the same scribe, the French humanist Pierre
Moreau, in Paris by 1568-1569, as attested along the manuscript (1568: ff. 91r, 150v, 210v,
385r, 398r, 401v; 1569: ff. 28r; 331v)."° However, since the manuscript seems to be
composed of autonomous quires later collected and bound together, we cannot be
entirely sure when the epigrams were copied.”* According to a preliminary division (not
strictly codicological, but based on the type and size of the paper employed) offered by
Olivier and Monégier du Sorbier, the epigrams on Niketas Choniates are found in section
6 (ff. 219-230).”> However, at least ff. 219-233 seem to have belonged to the same
codicological unit as they used to be numbered from 6 to 20 (the numbers were later
crossed out). The only date mentioned in these folios occurs on f. 231r: “Extrait du livre
Espagnol intitulé Carcel de amor imprimé a Paris par Gilles Corrozet. 1567. (pag. 287)”. This
could serve as a safe terminus post quem for the copy of the epigrams.”

Van Dieten discusses s in an appendix to his description of £, because the epigrams are
evidently excerpted from this manuscript.’ The same epigrams are transmitted with the
same variants (some other variants are unique to s). Remarkably, Moreau often tried to
correct defective readings in marginal annotations frequently introduced by an “f.” (=
fortasse). Sometimes he conjectured the true reading, as in poems 15.2, 24.1, 24.4, 26.2,
34.5,36.9, 37.12;”° sometimes he only gave a reasonably improved version of what he read
in ¥, as in 17.3, 20.9, 29.9, 36.10, 38.3, 38.7. In 40.6, partially omitted in %, he just marked

% See Olivier and Monégier du Sorbier (1987: 84, 98), Vogel and Gardthausen (1909: 385), RGK 1.348, 2.476, 3.553.
°! See Vilborg (1955: XXII-XXIII), regarding the fragments of Achilles Tatius (ff. 241r-243r).

%2 Olivier and Monégier du Sorbier (1987: 183 n. 376). The first part of this section (ff. 219r-224r) has not been
identified by Olivier and Monégier du Sorbier (1987: 199). This commentary of passages of the Old Testament is
a fragment (inc. mut.: tf¢ éufic QwvAc. Epunveia: nedn €xaotov [...]) of the already fragmentary religious
treatise from the last folios of Z. The passage preserved in s corresponds to X ff. 310v(l. 15)-312v. The end of =
was already truncated when Moreau copied it, so that at the end of s it is written: Aeiret ta Aownd (f. 224r).
 See Olivier and Monégier du Sorbier (1987: 203). From f. 231v onwards, many passages of Tzetzes’ Histories can
be found. Olivier and Monégier du Sorbier (1987: 203-204) argue that the quotations come from the editio princeps
by Gerbel (Basel, 1546) and that they served as references for the translations of George of Pisidia in preparation
by Moreau in 1567-1568. The familiarity of Moreau with Tzetzes is parallel to his familiarity with Niketas
Choniates: he worked extensively on Tzetzes’ Carmina Iliaca and Niketas’ Thesaurus orthodoxae fidei. See Olivier
and Monégier du Sorbier (1987: 142-170, 174-181).

% See van Dieten (1975: LII), Olivier and Monégier du Sorbier (1987: 190-191).

% Moreau even managed to give the right conjecture to the text of Niketas: he copied the passage 32.52-33.56
before the first part of poem 31 and in the external margin (f. 227v) he annotated “f. tAciov” to 32.55, where =
reads miglov.
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the metrical defect with asterisks at the beginning and the end of the line. Only in 29.1
and 38.8 were wrong conjectures given to already correct readings of =. The merging of
poems 8 and 9 and the inversion of the two parts of poem 31 clearly point to T as the
model for s. After poem 41 X reappears, as Moreau states that unlike the others, “rubris
litteris exarata”, the last epigram is written in black.

The collection of epigrams is opened by the following title (f. 224v): {aufor &déomotor
€1¢ T To0 Nikrjta To0 Xwvidtov 1otopika mept PactAeiog kupod Twdvvov tod Kopvnvod.
Each poem is preceded by quotations of the passages of Niketas Choniates’ History alluded
to, which are sometimes altered and rearranged.”® After poem 40, té\o¢ is written,
followed by the title of the book to which poem 41 belongs, a brief quotation of the
passage in question and poem 41. As for the non-versified marginalia, Moreau copies 6pa
BéAnua yuvaikdg before poem 2 and Spa Adyoug PaciAikoig before poem 3 as if they were
part of the poems. Note that after poem 27 a brief note quoting Niketas Choniates (27.6-
7) is preceded by *AiC106. A parallel asterisk connects the word dvamnvuveeig in poem 27.4
with Aiiov in the main text (27.6) in Wolf’s editio princeps.”

Inspection of the manuscript and collation of the epigrams in the Bibliotheque
nationale de France in Paris. Manuscript available at: ark:/12148/btv1b11004959s.%

3.2 Relationship of the manuscripts

Many of the main lines of filiation between the manuscripts have already been revealed
while describing the manuscripts. Let us now turn to the textual variants of the poems
and establish the relationship of the manuscripts from their shared readings.

Since F contains the largest number of poems and D seems to copy the poems in a
second stage, one may be inclined to think that D copied the poems from F. This is not
possible given the many correct readings of D where F fails.”” However, F gives some

% See e.g. the citation before poem 2: 6 Bacileds (kal tokevg tolvuv omitted) 'AAEEL0G pdAota T@V EAAWY
naidwv @ Twdvvn npocékeito (5.87-88). 1 8¢ (urjtnp kal copied later below) faciAig Eiprivn tf] Ouyatpi "Avvn
(5.90-91). 1j (116 €l Aéxog T® omitted) Nikngdpw Bpuevviw cuvélekto (5.86). The modifications aim at offering
amore simplified and self-contained context to understanding the poems.

?7 Chronologically, it is possible that Moreau had access to the edition of Wolf (1557). There is not enough
evidence to sustain such contamination (see however the agreement in 7.3 Tp6 kaipo0).

% See Omont (1888: 111.238), van Dieten (1975: LII), Olivier and Monégier du Sorbier (1987: 79-84, 98, 183-205).

% For example, D gives the correct reading in poems 11.1 Zw{énoA1ig; 20.3 otp®o1g; 24.3 fp16v; 26.1 factAevg; 31.6
puplong; 32.4 ékPralerc; 34.2 trv; 34.8 Untfjv. Note that some of these passages were emended in manuscripts in
principle not related to D: Zw{dnoAig C; otpidoig @; uupioig ®; vnfv @ (see ékfidlwv @ and ineiv T s).
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better readings than D, besides preserving poems 1, 43 and 44 (see Figures 4 and 6).'® F
cannot depend on D either, because D omits poem 37 (Figures 5). As has been postulated
above, D and F copy the poems from their common exemplar, the now lost manuscript 7,
on whose margins Ephraim first wrote down the epigrams. The errors of D and F in
copying from n explain peculiarities in their respective copies.

W derives from D, as proved by the omissions of poems 1, 37, 43 and 44, the
misplacement of poems 24, 25 and 26, and the long list of common readings.'™ W also has
its own omissions and distinctive errors, sometimes agreeing with manuscripts with
which in principle W does not have any relation.'®* The position of C is less evident with
regard to the epigrams. Van Dieten established that C depends on F, even if C copies the
text of a lacuna (445.19-446.59) in F and its apographa.'® As for the epigrams, C cannot be
a copy from D: C omits poem 1 and separates correctly 8 and 9 as D, but C copied 43 and
44 and placed poem 25 as F (21.59-24.25 is not abridged). Could the epigrams have been
copied directly from n? C agrees with F against D in an error (32.4 ékP1de1v) and a correct
reading (35.5 oikeiov yévoug). It also agrees with D against F in the correct reading of 11.1
(ZwlbmoAig), but we have seen that some good readings of D are conjectured by the copies
of F.’* The omission of so many epigrams in C (poems 1, 14, 16, 17, 19, 20, 24, 26, 30, 31,
34,36, 37,38, 39, 40; see 25, 28) makes it difficult to find more compelling evidence against
a dependence on F, so that it should be assumed that C copied the epigrams from F. In this
regard, C cannot be the model of any other manuscript, since the epigrams omitted in C

10 See e.g. 20.9 cvotpatnyEtidi; 30.4 puplootepnPdpog; 35.5 oikeiov yévoug. The case of 19.3 is uncertain:
Xpdopov is kept in the text because of the correspondence with Ephraim’s chronicle 3873, but the reading of D
(Xpduov) would actually be more accurate (see above). Xpauov should only be preferred if we consider that
Xpdopov is a mistake by the scribe of F and that Ephraim later worked only with F for his chronicle. The same
goes for te (F) against ye (D): both seem correct and certainly better than t® of the chronicle. In fact, Hilberg
(1888: 53), without knowing D, proposed ye as emendation for this verse of the chronicle of Ephraim. However,
the corruption of t@ seems easier to explain from te.

101 Notably, W shares all the correct readings of D listed above (11.1, 20.3, 24.3, 26.1, 31.6, 32.4, 34.2, 34.8) and all
the variants of D where F is to be preferred (19.3, 20.9, 30.4, 34.5, 35.5). See van Dieten (1975: LVIII, LXXIX-LXXXI).
12 E.g poem 5 is also omitted in T and s; 7.2 mapougpdoelg W, mapepgdoeig C; 10.1 Aaodixiag also in C;
Gvakdyevotv also in ¥ and s; 34.3 kapmofpudec also in ®; 34.6 dwpeofpitny in X, ante correctionem ® and s; see
30.4, 30.6, 34.1, 36.2. Distinctive errors of W: omission of poems 13 and 14 because of a material accident (see
above); 26.4 Ouvel, TAG; 27.1 €0vnkoic; 27.2 dppovtiog; 27.3 néAv; 29.1 mepang; 29.3 dpxT; 29.6 ATIXVOG; 34.4
napoipoiac W; 35.3 pn&vwv; 35.5 Aeimwv; 36.4 4etdg; 40.3 talaiugatov.

103 See above and van Dieten (1962: 230-231; 1975: LVIII-LIX). The common reading of F and its apographa pointed
out in van Dieten (1962: 233-234) seems also to be observed in C: 288.51 6 Pacidevg Avdpdvikog (f. 207v).

1% One may wonder whether the omission of o0 in 35.7 in C originates from the partial erasure in F. Similarly,
the correct reading of 44.3 edonAayyviag is given by C (and @), but the y seems to have been deleted only later
inF.
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can be found elsewhere.'” Moreover, C has many distinctive errors that only rarely agree
with a variant from other manuscripts.'*

The origin of the remaining manuscripts is more clear and has already been suggested
above: ¥ and @ derive from F, and manuscript s, in turn, derives from %.!” ¥ and @ agree
with F against D in many places.'® They both agree on splitting poem 31 and on writing
continuously poems 8 and 9. In addition, some of the errors in £ and @ can be explained
by F as their model.'” Besides the already mentioned banalizations in 8.1, 20.5, 35.4, 38.5
and the inversion of words in 21.2, ® has its own errors, which only rarely agree with
unrelated manuscripts.'® ® cannot be a copy of %, because @ has all the 44 poems as in F.
In %, poems 1, 5, 11, 42, 43, 44 are missing. However, X is not a copy of ® either because

does not reproduce the errors of ® with respect to F.''! Being ¥ and @ copies from F, T

195 The opposite can be inferred from the schematic stemma of van Dieten (1975: CI), but see the stemma in van
Dieten (1975: LXVII).

106 2,2 J0Kelc; 7.2 Tapeppdoeis (mapaiu@doeic W); 8.1 €ic; 9.1 5o@og C (6o@oT ante correctionem W); 10.1 Axodiking
(also W); 12.3 igpakopugritov C (iepakokopurtov s); 18 ovvol (also T s); 25.1 mdda; 27.4 dvamAvvOeig
(GvamvwBeic T s); 41.4 yap 0e0¢; 42.1 yerl®orv; 42.3 nevkeddvny, PaAAwv.

17 See van Dieten (1975: LVIII). The editio princeps of Wolf, in turn, derives from @ (see above). Wolf prints all the
errors of @ and some of his own. Only exceptionally his errors agree with the readings of other manuscripts and
not with ®: see e.g. 7.3; 13.2; 20.5.

1% See e.g. the correct readings 20.9 cuotpatny£tidl, 30.4 puplooTePnPSPoG, 35.5 oikelov yévoug and the variants
24.3 BpaxD, 26.1 PaciAed, 34.2 TA. The variant of F in 11.1 (ZwlémoAv) was only followed by ®, because the poem
is not in . The variants of F in 20.3 (otp®o1v) and 31.6 (uvpiaig) were only followed by £, because @ conjectured
the good readings. In 32.4 £ copied the variant of F (¢kfidCerv) and @ conjectured éxPralwv (éxkPraleig D).
Similarly, the variant of F in 34.8 (ginfjv) was corrected in ineiv by T and in Onfjv (with D) by @. In 34.5 the
reading of F (18n) was followed by ® and the variant of D (f{n) conjectured by X. Both X and ® read npooyxwv
with D, but this is a common haplography.

19 See e.g. 38.1 where both manuscripts confused the stroke marking “HpaxAeg as a proper name with a grave
accent and copied flpakAeg T and fpakAevg @. Other mistakes in = and @ (37.12, 38.4; see 3.2) are products of the
misreading of F.

10 See e.g. 1.3 ypuwdn; 7.3 ebyevnig T6 Aowmdv; 30.4 pupidkng @ (pupidkoig W); 31.4 t¢; 34.3 kapmofpubig (also
W); 38.3 1 tig; 38.6 dpeoitpdpov; 40.5 paydaiwtdtwy; 43.2 aTav.

1 The distinctive errors of ¥ are the following (almost always agreeing with s, its copy, and only exceptionally
with other manuscripts): 2.2 kaAoO¢ X s; 7.3 e0yeveg T s; 13.1 e1viig T s; 13.2 XapitwvUlov pdvou I s; 15.2 eipia
T (nepia ante correctionem s); 17.3 mpokpol T ante correctionem s; 18 obvol C T s, foteot = s; 19.3 xpdooBat X
(xpdoBat s); 20.2 méyyAwooav T s, TAeloTwV X 5; XpUo® VOV Z (xpuo®d DE®V s); 20.10 fiv = (v s); 24.1 6TéUaA)0G
T ante correctionem s; 24.2 éNOAEYONV T s; 24.4 €D0TPAOC X ante correctionem s; 26.2 AMOKpHUwV I s; 26.3 TepikAitov
%, 27.3 &vakdyevowy W X s; 27.4 dvanvwbeic X s (dvamAuveig C); 28.1 Puldvtic T post correctionem s; 28.2
Xpuowdivnyv X s; 30.6 dptouv T (dptivwy s, dptd pov W); 31.8 uéAAn I; 33.2 Pouxdpxa X s; 34.1 &pTiQarnS T s,
dopddng = s (Snuédng W); 34.4 dogaoua = (8 vpaocpa s); 34.5 factAikwtdtwg T post correctionem s (-nv in margine
s); 34.6 dwpeoPputrv W X ante correctionem @ s; 35.6 AvakTopikic T s; 36.2 Sramavta T (S mavtd s); 36.4 Spvng =;
36.9 ToUG I ante correctionem s; 36.10 Apuvacpuov T ante correctionem s; 37.6 amryayev T s, ok6Toug X s; 37.9
nakedavov T s; 38.3 yap I, TOTAUOG ante correctionem X, ante correctionem s; 40.6 TfiG oknvfi¢ KAUo1G om. X s; 40.7
ApxXNYETIS Z; 41.1 pénn T s. T and s also agree with W in omitting poem 5.
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seems to have been copied later than @, as many deteriorated passages in F are missing
or corrupted only in Z."* It has already been demonstrated that s excerpted the epigrams
from 2. Accordingly s reproduces all the errors of T (although many times tries to emend
them) and omits the same epigrams as T (and alters the verse order in poem 31). Besides,
s has its own errors.'?

All these relationships can be put together in the following schematic stemma, where
P represents the manuscript of the version b of the History published by Niketas Choniates
between 1205 and 1209 and 1 represents a copy of p where Ephraim wrote down the
epigrams while preparing his chronicle before 1332.'**

s. XIII B
~
/n\
s. XIV D F
s. XV
\WY C
s. XVI
>0
S Wolf

3.3 This edition

Each poem is numbered from 1 to 44 following the order in which they appear in the
manuscripts. Additionally, the poems are preceded by a reference to the passage of
Niketas Choniates they comment upon with the corresponding verses in Ephraim’s
chronicle between brackets (“nusquam” means that the passage of Niketas Choniates is
not found in the chronicle) and a summary of its content. As for the text of the poems,

112 The places where T could not read F (and s follows %) because of material damage are 17.2; 20.9; 20.10; 35.7
(see C); 36.7; 36.10 (see ®@); 37.9; 38.7. See also 20.2; 20.3; 29.9.

B See e.g. 12.3; 19.1; 23.1; 29.1; 29.3; 29.4; 29.7; 38.7; 38.8; 41.2.

114 See van Dieten (1975: LXVII; 2017: LXXXVI), Simpson (2013: 109, 123). NB: 1 should date back to the 13th
century. Only later (most likely in the first quarter of the 14th century) Ephraim wrote down the poems in its
margins. In this sequence, both D and F need to be dated to after the intervention of Ephraim in n.
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the readings of D and F are of course preferred. The variants of the manuscripts and
editors are recorded in a negative apparatus, preceded by another apparatus with
references to relevant loci paralleli. Among these, especially abundant are the formal
correspondences with the oeuvre of Ephraim and with the text of Niketas Choniates’
History. The former serve to prove the authorship of the poems, while the latter are only
recorded when the same wording is used. In general I have tried to limit the references
to other authors to the minimum, as for example regarding the stock motifs of
encomiastic literature. [ have written “et alibi” to render this lack of exhaustiveness more
visible. The same applies to words or group of words found in the same metrical position
in other works in verse, for which I also wrote “in eadem sede”. All the references
recorded in this apparatus are collected and explained in the commentary (Chapter 4).
The variants regarding accents and breathings are only recorded when they can be
meaningful.'”®* The treatment of enclitics deserves special mention. Typical Byzantine
practices have been adopted in the text when at least manuscripts D and F agree: 8.2 1] §’;
12.3 aig &oti; 27.3 uikpdv §’; 29.3 cof §’; 38.3 tig O¢; 41.4 Bed¢ yap. In this last case, the
enclitic occurs in the fifth syllable, after which the caesura falls. Similarly, I print to16¢
yop in 34.8 with F, where D reads toiog y&p. The pronoun to1dg is often combined with
particles (especially d¢) and yap is the seventh syllable of 34.8, after which the caesura
falls (stress is generally avoided in this position of the dodecasyllable).’¢ A phenomenon
not unrelated to the accentuation issue is the couple of words written as one. Again, such
forms are included in the poems only when D and F agree: 19.2 katakpdtog; 25.3 £6a001g;

S E.g. 1.1; 20.1; 23.2; 26.5; 28.1, 5; 29.4, 7, 9; 36.8 (coronis); 37.5; 38.2. No lack of accent or breathing is recorded,
such as 2.2 dvaocoa @; 23.2 addvrg ; 25.1 @pnv C; 28.3 pidnv @; 31.2 Guayov ; 31.7 @uoig Z; 34.1 akavla s; 34.3
analog @; 39.2 dykog @; 39.4 wg @; 42.1 w¢ @ (see 17.1 tekvwv F; 20.5 kaAAitpixog F; 43.1 dpacot F; which can
actually be the result of manuscript damage); nor rough breathing for smooth, such as 9.1 €no¢ F T @; 24.1
dpuevokiMié T s; 26.5 Env = ® Wolf; 35.2 fittwv @; 36.11 8poig W. Note the breathing of Gde in 20.1 and 40.1. See
e.g. Noret (2014: 116 n. 91), Tocci (2015: 59* n. 11).

116 See the Appendix metrica below. On the enclisis/orthotonesis of 3¢ (especially when elided), ydp and éoti, as
well as on other questions of accentuation and orthography discussed below, see e.g. Noret (2014) and Tocci
(2015: 116*-141*), with further bibliography. As we will see regarding punctuation, the question of accentuation
does not only concern editorial decisions or linguistic evidence, but it also plays a relevant role insofar as the
rhythm of the dodecasyllable is at issue. In this regard, see now Bernard (2018: 30-34) and Lauxtermann (2019:
284-319). For similar phenomena in Ephraim, see Lampsidis (1965: 482-494; 1971; 34-37, 55-58, 86-89; 1971-1972
241, 294-298, 326; 1990: XIII-XIV). For a case study on poetry, see De Groote (2012; 133-146). The same treatment
of y&p and 8¢ is recorded in the verse scholia by Tzetzes on Thucydides (Luzzatto 1999: 13 n. 9, 63 n. 68, 97) and
in the epigrams on Diodorus Siculus ascribed to Niketas Choniates (Mazzucchi 1995: 208 n. 32). See also verse 3
of the Tzetzes’ verse scholium in f. 5v of Laur. Plut. 70.3 (8¢ in the seventh syllable, before caesura) and the
enclisis of the elided 8¢ in poem 5.4 of the new cycle on Herodotus above in Part 1. In the epigrams of Ephraim,
enclitics can also occupy the last syllable of a verse (e.g. 37.8, 38.1) and before the caesura (e.g. 32.2, 33.1).
Needless to say, the behaviour of the enclitics is not always consistent, as the various corrections in the
apographa reveal. These and other variants are recorded in the apparatus (e.g. 31.4; 33.1; 37.19; 38.3; 39.5).

121



26.4 toAowmov (but tO0 Aowmodv 7.3); 34.2 mapavtika; 36.2 Swamavtog.t’ Another
orthographic feature worth mentioning is the fluctuation of the spelling of geminate
consonants. Unusual forms are adopted in the main text again only if at least D and F
agree: 27.2 'Oppovteioig; 37.4 mpwtoyevv@v; 42.1 PdéAar'® Note that, whereas
accentuation mainly serves the needs of “acoustic” metrics, (de)gemination of
consonants can be facultative in relation to the “visual” metrics, i.e. the correct prosody
according to ancient metre.'” Other variations can be motivated by the dynamics of the
dodecasyllable, such as the alternation of ¢¢/€i¢ (e.g. 8.1-2; see 29.8 é¢ Miller), xeipi/xepdg
(e.g. 24.4; 39.2) and &Ov/o0v (e.g. 19.3 and Ephraim’s chronicle 3873). Accentuation,
however, can also be relevant for the “visual” metrics, as to which some variants attest
(e.g. 23.2, 26.5, 38.2). This leads Miller to propose 29.9 icov, but the manuscript tradition
already shows that the “rules” of the prosodic iamb are flexible: e.g. 25.2 Kwvotavtivog.'®

In the manuscripts certain words are written incompletely, leaving the ending to be
inferred in context (the accent of the missing part is still written).'® These are only
recorded in the apparatus when they are the origins of variants in the tradition: 24.2
npokaA~ F; 26.1 faciA’ D; 31.2 PactA’ D; 36.10 Atuvaoy’ F. As for the iota subscriptum, it has
been systematically added. It is mostly omitted in the manuscripts, but some regularities
can be observed. For example, D and F have it mostly in the second person singular of the
medio-passive voice. Datives often have the iota subscriptum in F, never in D. D writes it
in a temporal augment (17.3 mponpod), F in the word §dng (37.5; 37.18). F also writes it
inside aorist forms of verbs in -aivw (27.1 &xpavag; 29.8 €€0gqve): these were not adopted.
The iota is only found as adscriptum in W (20.8 ni). The apographa sometimes follow the
model, sometimes omit the iota subscriptum and sometimes add it.'** These variants are

17 Otherwise, they are recorded in the apparatus (e.g. 35.8). The case of 20.8 ¢ 1} in ® seems to be a mere error
(apostrophe is missing), as well as 2.2 Sokfjonep and 14.1 sutpiodvag in Wolf. Note also the distinct meaning of
24.3 oUkouv and 39.6 o0koDV, as noted in Noret (2014: 123). Crasis is a different yet related phenomenon: see
12.1, 36.8.

18 Otherwise, the most regular variant is adopted: 3.2 EvAAéxw; 14.1 &moppw€; 24.5 oakeo@dpog; 25.2
Koumoppruwv. Note that all these variants come from D, while the readings of F adapt the orthography to suit
visual metrics.

119 See Hilberg (1888: 62-69), Lampsidis (1971: 56-57, 76-84; 1990: XLVII-XLVIII), Lauxtermann (2019: 278-279) and
the Appendix metrica below. See above Part 1 the case of petdAwv in poem 8.3 of the new cycle of verse scholia
on Herodotus.

120 See Hilberg (1888: 81-83), Lampsidis (1971: 78-79 n. 6), Lauxtermann (2019: 283-284) and the Appendix metrica
below.

121 See e.g. 7.2 kaA' F Z; 20.6 PaotA’ D; 30.1 factA’ D; 38.5 factA’ F; 39.5 Pacide~ D; 44.1 ¢O6v C. Similarly, 1.1
Xwveldt and 1.2 Aéy can be read in F, but poem 1 is written in the upper margin and the endings could be cut
off.

12222 §0kfig s; 3.2 EuPpiud T s, tff EVAAEXW s Wolf; 3.3 6@ yévw s Wolf; 10.2 nd F s Wolf, ponfi s Wolf; 15.1 0@ F
T s Wolf; 15.2 Adyw F T @ s Wolf, eipa F; 17.3 tponpos D W; 19.1 Oypoxépow, uéxn F = s Wolf, naykpateotdtn
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only exceptionally recorded in the apparatus. Illegible passages in the manuscripts
because of material damage are indicated with (...) in the apparatus, irrespective of the
length of the lacuna.

As for punctuation, a point has been made in recent scholarship to observe the features
of Byzantine punctuation instead of printing texts with conventional punctuation mostly
applied to ancient Greek texts, often imposing the editors’ interpretations of the texts
and projecting practices of their respective languages to the detriment of the reality of
the manuscripts.’”® However, concessions to the customary punctuation of Greek texts
need to be made to avoid jeopardizing the understanding of the text, especially since
there does not seem to be one single homogeneous system of Byzantine punctuation to

124 This is also true for our manuscripts F and D, which do not

which editors could stick.
show the same punctuation, even if they copied the epigrams around the same time from
the same manuscript. At first sight, F has a more complex, if not chaotic, array of signs.
However, once we simplify the variegated picture of F, some general tendencies emerge.
D and F represent in their own two possible Byzantine punctuations of the epigrams, but
their agreement may attest to what Ephraim himself wrote in n. After the adaptations
listed below, I hope the punctuation adopted reflects some of the main principles of the
punctuation in the manuscripts, while not representing any hindrance for the reader.

I have taken into consideration the punctuation of F and D, with sporadic references
to the apographa, introducing modifications in order to gain consistency and avoid an
extravagant punctuation of little use to the modern reader. At the end of the verses, I
have followed the general principle of leaving a punctuation sign wherever the
manuscripts have one, since most verses have some kind of sign.'® The high frequency of

Wolf; 19.3 ®payyoxwpiw F ='s Wolf; 20.8 fj F X s Wolf, ni W; 20.11 cuykAfitw s Wolf, tdon F T s Wolf; 24.4 mayeia
F s Wolf; 25.1 eopufi DF T 's; 25.3 oixnn DF W £ s Wolf, suvéxn D F £ Wolf; 25.4 kaBurdyn D W s Wolf; 27.1 €xpavag
F; 27.2 kaBaipn DF C W I 's; 27.4 T {eUpw s Wolf; 29.1 xpiot®d Wolf, ¢ s Wolf, fpotepydtn s Wolf, Adyw F s
Wolf; 29.7 ¢ F Wolf, 6eiw s Wolf, 160w F s Wolf; 29.8 é€0@ave F; 29.9 piw F s Wolf; 30.1 tf s Wolf; 30.3 tfj s Wolf;
31.5 @ Be® T s Wolf; 32.2 t® otpat® F = s Wolf; 34.2 tf] kaAA1puad s; 34.7 okOuvw F T s Wolf; 36.1 yivn DF W
Wolf; 37.5 G8ou F 's; 37.8 t® F £ s Wolf; 37.16 ka1p® F s Wolf; 37.18 @dng F Z; 41.1 tpénn D; 41.3 e0xn D F Wolf,
@off] D F s; 42.3 Yuxij Wolf; 44.2 BAaprion F. The iota has been added in places with no variants in the tradition
(e.g. 11.2 6p@; 15.1 ‘Hrtdc; 24.2 mpokaAf]; 34.5 1dn), but not inside words (e.g. o1y 44.3; see padiwg 45.8).

123 See primarily Reinsch (2008: 259-269) and the contributions in Giannouli and Schiffer (2011), with further
bibliography.

124 See e.g. the contributions of Reinsch (2012: 131-154) and Bydén (2012: 155-172). Recent inspiring examples of
how to deal with this issue include Reinsch (2014: XXXIV-XXXV), Zagklas (2014: 166-170), Tocci (2015: 141*-
149*), Cuomo (2016: XLVI-LII), Papaioannou (2019: CLVI-CLIX). The lack of studies on punctuation in Byzantine
poetry noted by Zagklas is for now ameliorated by Bernard (2018: 25-30).

12 In D, no sign can be found only at the end of 3.1; 3.2; 31.3; 31.8; 34.5; 34.8; 38.5; 40.11 (the damage in the
manuscript prevent us from distinguishing the end of 24.2; 24.3; 24.4). In F, there is no sign at the end of 1.2;
20.10; 28.3; 31.6 (after this verse the poem continues in the verso); 36.8; 43.2; 44.2; 45.6.
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punctuation at the end of the verse can be explained by the nature of the Byzantine
dodecasyllable as a self-contained unit of rhythm and meaning.'* It is true that the layout
of the poems in the margins of the manuscripts renders the final punctuation of each
verse even more necessary, as the end of the verse may not always coincide with the line
break. However, the rich variation of signs reveals that there is more at issue.’”” I have
simplified such richness by reducing it to two main signs in my edition, the middle dot (")
and the comma (,). Additionally, I wrote semicolons (;) to mark questions and a full stop
(.) at the end of every poem.’” I have only deleted end-of-verse punctuation when it could
seriously mislead the modern reader. In the manuscripts, the péon otiyun () and its
combinations with the Oootiyur (.) are used in general at the end of verses with a rather
self-contained meaning, whereas the comma and its combinations with other signs often
mark a continuity in the following verse. Commas, and to a certain extent dmootiyuat, call

126 See Bernard (2018: 26-27).

127 In F, the péon otiyur] () occurs at the end of 7.2; 7.3; 8.1; 15.1; 20.1; 20.2; 20.3; 20.4; 20.7; 20.9; 35.3; 35.4; 35.7;
37.3; 37.8; 38.1; 38.7; 40.1; 40.2; 40.3; 40.4; 40.6; 45.7; sometimes looking close to an Umootiyu (), e.g. 1.1; 2.1; 3.2;
7.1;17.1; 20.11; 29.5; 34.2; 35.6; 36.3; 36.9; 37.10; 37.11; 38.4; 39.1; 39.2; 40.7; 40.9; 44.1; 45.3; sometimes close to an
&vw/teAeia otiyun (), e.g. 30.4; 37.18; 38.2; but the irregular layout of the lines makes it difficult to distinguish
them. The combination of uéon otiyur] and Oootiyun, written as a colon (;), occurs at the end of 12.1; 13.2; 19.2;
20.5; 24.2; 26.4; 27.2; 28.2; 29.2; 29.4; 29.6; 29.8; 30.2; 31.2; 31.5; 32.2; 32.3; 34.7; 35.2; 36.1; 36.2; 36.4; 36.7; 37.2; 37.6;
37.12;37.14; 37.16; 38.3; 38.5; 38.6; 39.3; 39.4; 41.1; 42.1; sometimes followed by a uéon (), e.g. 25.1; 25.2; 25.3; 26.3;
27.3; 28.1. The comma (,) occurs at the end of 3.1; 8.2; 11.1; 22.1; 24.1; 24.3; 26.2; 31.8; 36.5; 36.6; 36.10; 37.1; 37.4;
37.5; 37.9; 37.13; 37.15; 37.17; 40.10; 41.2; 43.1; 45.1; 45.2; 45.4; 45.5. 1t is also combined with the péon, written as
a semicolon (;) or successively (; or-), at the end of 13.1; 14.1; 17.2; 19.1; 20.6; 20.8; 21.1; 23.1; 24.4; 28.4; 29.3; 30.1;
30.3; 30.5; 31.1; 31.3; 31.4; 31.7; 32.1; 34.4; 34.5; 35.5; 37.7; 39.5; 40.5; 40.8; 40.11; 41.3; 42.2; it is combined with the
colon, written in horizontal succession (,: or ;,) or vertically (*), in 12.2; 16.1; 27.1; 29.1; 29.7; 33.1; 34.1; 34.3; 34.6;
35.1; 41.4; and with the combination of colon and uéon (*) in 26.1 and 34.8. Note that the comma can also be
written raised above or quite below the line (especially in combination with uéon or colon). In D, the difference
between vnootiypt] and péon otiyur] (sometimes close to teleia) is more clear. The dmootiyun can be read at
the end of 7.1; 7.3; 8.2; 10.1; 11.1; 12.2; 13.1; 17.1; 20.1; 20.2; 20.6; 20.10; 21.1; 25.1; 25.2; 25.3; 28.4; 29.6; 30.1; 34.3;
35.1; 35.2; 35.3; 35.5; 36.8; 38.1; 38.3; 38.4; 38.6; 40.2; 40.3; 40.4; 40.6; 40.7; 40.8; 41.4; 42.2; the uéon at the end of
7.2; 8.1; 13.2; 14.1; 15.1; 20.3; 20.5; 20.9; 20.11; 23.1; 26.3; 26.4; 27.1; 27.2; 28.1; 28.2; 29.2; 29.4; 29.5; 29.8; 30.2; 30.4;
31.2;31.5;31.6; 32.2; 32.3; 34.2; 34.4; 34.7; 35.4; 35.7; 36.1; 36.2; 36.3; 36.7; 38.2; 38.7; 39.3; 39.4; 39.5; 40.1; 40.9; 41.1;
41.3; 42.1. The comma occurs at the end of 2.1; 12.1; 16.1; 17.2; 19.1; 20.4; 20.8; 22.1; 24.1; 26.1; 27.3; 28.3; 29.1; 29.3;
29.7; 30.3; 30.5; 31.1; 31.4; 31.7; 32.1; 33.1; 34.1; 34.6; 35.6; 36.4; 36.5; 36.9; 36.10; 39.1; 39.2; 40.5; 40.10; 41.2. The
comma follows an Umootiypd (,,) in 26.2 and 36.6. A colon (;) occurs at the end of line 19.2, but it can also mark
the end of the poem in D (see below). A correction renders the punctuation illegible both in D (20.7) and in F
(10.1).

128 At the end of a poem, F has almost always a colon followed by a dash (:-), except for poem 2 and 12 that have
a cross (+), poem 26 that has the combination of both (:-+) and poem 36 that has :- followed by some
ornamentation (poem 45 has a cross both at the beginning and at the end of the poem). The final punctuation
of poems 1 and 43 is not visible. D has a colon () at the end of poems 2; 3; 4; 5; 6; 8; 9; 10; 11; 12; 13; 14; 15; 16
(preceded by Unootiyun); 17; 18; a colon with a dash (:-) at the end of poems 7; 19; 20; 21; 22; 23; 24; 25; 26; 27; 28;
30; 31; 32; 33; 34; 35; 36; 38; 39; 40; 41; 42; and a cross (+) in poem 29.
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for completion of the sense and thus can separate subject from predicate, verb from
complements, etc. Accordingly, a punctuation sign at the end of the verse, particularly
the comma, may actually mark a continuity of the syntax in the following verse, in a
(pseudo-)enjambement, as called by Lauxtermann.'” This situation agrees with the
prescriptions of Dionysios Thrax and later commentators, especially if we consider that
the comma often performs the function of the vmootiyur}, and that the uéon otyun,
difficult to distinguish in practice from the high dot (dvw/teleia otiyun), may as well
signify the fulfilment of a meaning.™

So much for the punctuation at the end of verse. Now, inside the verses the péoat
ottydai (sometimes looking like vrootiyuai) mostly mark asyndetic coordination in the
manuscripts. In general, [ have written commas in their place, only once (22.2) I turned
an omootiypr] into a middle dot, but I have deleted them when unnecessary.”™ The
commas, in turn, are mainly used to solve ambiguities by delimiting words that
syntactically go together.”” Inside the verses, I have left them as commas when they do
not interrupt the flow of reading, but deleted them when they could confuse the modern
reader. 1 have only added commas regularly to enclose vocatives (or nominatives
functioning as vocatives) and parenthetical remarks. Note that the manuscripts usually
place commas only after them, but not always, and not before them. In addition, some of

129 See Lauxtermann (2019: 351-353).

130 See e.g. Gaffuri (1994), Mazzucchi (1997), Panteghini (2011: 131-136). 1t is also telling that both the
descriptions of the punctuation rules by the grammarians and the few reflections on the dodecasyllable by the
Byzantines dwell on the completeness or incompleteness of the meaning (8idvoia, £vvoia, vonua, évOounua):
see e.g. Horandner (1995; 288-289), Lauxtermann (1998), Lauxtermann (2019: 348-351).

11 F has yéoat inside 8.2 (after 1); 10.1 (x2); 11.1 (after Twtfpa); 15.2 (x2); 20.12 (x2); 22.2 (Umootiyur); 23.2
(bnootiyun before Bakd); 26.5 (x2, before and after uoota); 28.1 (Unootiyuai x2); 28.2 (before kal); 28.5 (x4); 29.2
(only after Aifavov); 29.7 (before Beiw); 29.9 (Umootiyur); 30.4 (after pupidkic); 32.1 (Urootiypai x2, also before
kai); 32.4 (after BupavAeiv); 35.3; 35.7 (x2); 35.8; 37.18 (x3, also before kai); 38.8 (before Poppdg); 40.6 (x3); 40.8
(x2). The combination of yéon oty and comma written as a semicolon (;) is found inside the verses only in F
and in this context, preceding the last element of an enumeration: 15.2 (before xai); 23.2 (before xai); 38.8
(before vétog). In D, as it happens at the end of the verse, uéon and vmootiyur are better distinguishable, but
their functions seem to be the same: péoat occur inside 10.1 (x2); 15.2 (x2); 23.2 (before kat); 25.3; 26.5; 28.5 (x4);
29.2 (x2); 29.4 (x2, before kai); 35.5 (after mepipdveiav); 35.7 (after téAunc); 38.8 (x2); 40.6 (x2); 41.3 (before kal);
Unootiypai inside 15.2 (before kai); 20.2 (before kai); 22.2; 23.2 (before Bekd); 29.2 (after kouiler); 29.7 (before
kai); 35.7 (after 00d£v); 40.6 (after cUppora).

132 See Noret (1995: 69-79). In F, commas occur inside 2.2; 3.3 (after xpdtog); 5 (after &va); 6; 7.1 (x2, also before
Aéyeiq); 7.4; 8.2 (after ékatov); 9; 13.3; 14.1 (before ov); 14.2 (before £vBéoic); 15.1 (before Tkvb&V); 16.2 (after
vikrioag); 19.3 (after eihe); 20.1 (before kai); 20.9; 21.1 (before gile); 23.1; 24.3 (before 10); 24.4 (before 0); 29.4
(before kai?); 29.9 (before 00dev); 31.2 (after PaciAed); 31.7 (before Svtwg); 32.4 (before BupavAeiv); 33.2; 34.9;
35.4 (before uévog); 36.7 (after thv); 36.9; 37.11 (after 5); 39.3 (after av); 39.6 (after to0); 40.3 (before €ic); 40.7;
41.3 (before kai); 42.1 (after 6o0). In D, commas occur only inside 30.2; 31.2 (after PaciAed); 31.6 (before #); 40.9.
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these punctuation signs may coincide with the caesura.” It has been argued that in
dodecasyllables, as well as in other accentual poetry, the structure of paired cola
separated by internal pauses (5 + 7 or 7 + 5 syllables) is equally important as the
isosyllabism."* However, marking the caesura does not seem to be the primary function
of punctuation in the few verses with this feature in our manuscripts.

With the manuscripts, I have not reversed the grave accent of oxytones before
punctuation.’® I have written in capitals the initial letters of every poem and the initials
of names of people, nations and places." Finally, note that I have not adopted in the text
nor in the apparatus any of the many possible signs preceding the epigrams in the
manuscripts (and sometimes repeated before the passage commented upon in the main
text), such as onueiwoat, otixot, Gpa, etc. To conclude, I print as poem 45 the book epigram
in F already edited by van Dieten, with minor corrections (namely, I adopted the editorial
criteria listed above and left the punctuation as in F). Strictly speaking, poem 45 is not
part of the cycle, but is most likely connected with Ephraim and the genesis of poems 1-
44,

133 See Horandner (1995: 286 n. 29), Bernard (2018: 27-30), Lauxtermann (2019: 364 n. 231). As for a schematic
description of the colon structure of our dodecasyllables and its stress patterns, see the Appendix metrica below.
1% See Lauxtermann (1999: 80-86; 2019: 369-371).

1% See e.g. Mazzucchi (1997: 138-139), Noret (2014: 111-112), Reinsch (2014: XXXIII). In F, some oxytone words
only have the acute accent when they happen at the end of the line (e.g. 25.1 dAalwv; 25.3 @uydg; 27.1 cavtdy;
27.4 qvanvuvOeic; 28.1 Bulavtic; 29.3 dpxof; 29.5 @agivdg; 29.9 o08EV; 35.7 008£v; 36.4 aieTdc; 42.3 mevkedaviv):
these are not recorded in the apparatus.

13 Most names of people in F and sometimes in D are furnished with a sign above them.
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3.4 Poems

Sigla

D Vat. gr. 168 (s. XIII-XIV)

F Vindob. Hist. gr. 53 (s. XIV ineunte)

C Paris. Coislin. 137 (s. XIV-XV)

w Vindob. Hist. gr. 105 (s. XIV-XV)

T Paris. gr. 1722 (s. XVI)

0] Fugger. 159a (a. 1555)

s Paris. Suppl. gr. 249 (a. 1568-1569)

Wolf Wolf (1557)

in appendice  “Variae lectiones et annotationes in Nicetae Choniatae historiam” in
Wolf

Miller Miller (1881: 165-166, 169, 175-176, 178-179, 186, 191)

Hilberg Hilberg (1888: 53)

van Dieten van Dieten (1975: XXXII)

van Dieten (F) van Dieten (1962: 224)

NC Niketas Choniates’ History, ed. van Dieten (1975)
Ephraem Ephraim’s chronicle, ed. Lampsidis (1990)

Ephraem (B)  Ephraim’s catalogue of the patriarchs of Constantinople, ed. Bekker
(1840: 383-417)

Abbreviations

a.c. ante correctionem



add. addidit

cf. confer

cod. codex

im. in margine

om. omisit, omiserunt
p.c. post correctionem
s.l. supra lineam

uwv. ut videtur

VV. versus

(... lacuna

Poem 1

Rhetorical prescriptions on how to write history (NC 3.34-45, cf. Ephraem 3733-3736)
00k 018’ 811 1| vOadi, Xwverdta:

60OV TO oaPEC GLYYPAPWV elvat Aéyelg,

it yp1epwddn kai Papadpddn ypdeeig.

1.2 NC 3.37 et Euripidis Or. 397

1om.DCW Xs||1.1 018" 8t1] oida ti Wolf (in appendice), van Dieten | ¢fi¢ van Dieten
¢vBdde Wolf (et in appendice), van Dieten | xwveiata Wolf (sed xwveidta in
appendice) || 1.3 ypvewdn ® Wolf van Dieten

I do not know what you say here, Choniates:
when writing you affirm that clarity is wise,

then you write like riddles and abysses.

Poem 2

Empress Irene Doukaina’s favour to her daughter Anna against her son John (NC 5.90-1,
Ephraem 3787-3791)
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@eAnuataiveic oig tapaPAéneis @oorv,
avaocoo KaAr, kav dokfi¢ mep AavOdverv.

2.1 @eAnuataiveig] OéAnua tetveig Wolf || 2.2 kadovg T s | Sokeig C
You act arbitrarily against those whose nature you overlook,

good queen, even if you seem to escape notice.

Poem 3

Emperor Alexios I Komnenos’ answer to Irene in favour of John (NC 5.10-17, Ephraem
nusquam)

‘AN 1e kpdTiote Kopvnviddn,
AVOKTOPIKAOG EUPPIUd Tfi ELAAEX W
Kol 6Q) YOV TO KPATOG EVOIKWG VEUELG.
3.2 EuPpnud X<, EuPpoud ® Wolf | Eudéxw F C X @ || 3.3 yévw to] yév(...) C
Most mighty Alexios Komnenos,
as a true king you rebuke your wife,

and you fairly bestow the power on your son.

Poem 4

Alexios’ silence on his deathbed (NC 7.53-56, Ephraem nusquam)
EDye, PactAe, Thg dyav e0PovAiag.

Well done, emperor, for your completely sound judgment!

Poem 5

Emperor John Il Komnenos’ administration (NC 8.95-2, Ephraem 3738)
Atkatog dva€ évoikwg TIpdg VEUEL

5o0m.WZXs
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A fair king bestows honours fairly.

Poem 6

Sexual details of Anna Komnene and Nikephoros Bryennios (NC 10.52-56, Ephraem
nusquam)

ToPM) YUVALK®V, €K AUTNG Tadta AEYeLC.

Wise among women, you say this from grief.

Poem 7

Advice of John Axouch, of Turkish origin, to the emperor (NC 11.70-82, Ephraem 3770-
3780)

'A€ovy dyabde, Tpog Yuxnyv Osiav Aéyeig,

1 GUUTEPATOT GOIG KAAAG TXPALPACELG:
SVTWG TO AOLTOV EVYEVIG GL TUYXAVEL,
Kav aAAoeOvoig €k Yévoug, AN’ o0 Tpdmov.

7.2 mepatol v mapaigactv NC 11.82, taodtyn ye metobel¢ PactAeds mapai@doet
Ephraem 3779 || 7.3 &\\oebvolc €k yévoug] cf. NC 368.42 || 7.3-4 cf. anonymi
professoris epistulam 48.3-4, T. Balsamonis carmen sepulcrale in E. Macrembolitam
13.16-17 et alibi

7.2 ovumepatel *< (ol @) | mapeupdoeic C, mapaiugdosic W || 7.3 10 Aowdv
g0yevnc] evyevig tO Aodv @ Wolf | edyeveg T s || 7.4 dAAogBvoig 2%V | AN’ ob
tpdmov] dAAovtpdmov post rasuram DUV, dANotpbdmov W, GAAov tpdmov Wolf

Noble Axuch, you speak to a divine soul,
which accomplishes your good advices.
Thus, you are truly well born,

even if from a foreign nation, but not foreign manners.
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Poem 8

The emperor’s answer to Axouch (NC 11.82-85, Ephraem 3781-3786)
"Eomelpev 'Aovy €¢ Puxfic €6OAf¢ Baboc

N & €1¢ EKATOV GVESWKE TOV GTAYLYV,

Xp10T00 TOV 01KTOV ATEXVGIG UTUOLUEVT,

8.1-2 cf. Mt. 13.3-23 || 8.3 dtexv®¢ pipovuévn] cf. NC 322.34 | Oepudg T épactng
xplotopuftwy tpdnwv Ephraem 3786 (cf. 3693, 3775 et alibi e.g. T. Prodromi
carmina historica 24.44, 30.102, M. Holoboli carmen in prokypsin 1.15-16)

8.1 €i¢ C | £60Ac] kaAfg D> (¢0OATic ®*') Wolf || 8.2 1) = s Wolf
Axuch sowed in the depth of a noble soul,
which produced a hundredfold grain

genuinely imitating the clemency of Christ.

Poem 9

Irene’s proverb (NC 12.86-89, Ephraem 3794-3797)
Tepvr) PactAic, wg co@ov @pdlelg €moc.
9.1 600G C, 509od W< | @pdlng T s

Honourable empress, what a wise saying you express.

Poem 10

Capture of Laodikeia (NC 12.1-5, Ephraem 3805-3810)
Top0ei, moAilel, Aaodikeiag mOALy
i@ pomii uéyrotog &vag xapieig.

10.1 moAilet... méAv in eadem sede Ephraem 92, 115, 394 || 10.2 &va€ xapieig in
eadem sede Ephraem 871, 3905

10.1 Aaodikiag C W
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The greatest graceful king destroys and rebuilds

in one movement the city of Laodikeia.

Poem 11

Capture of Sozopolis (NC 13.31-36, Ephraem 3811-3814)
TWTAPA Zw(OTOALG ADGOVOKPAETNV
0pd Kopvnvov tov yéyav Twdavvny.

11 om. I s || 11.1 cwlémolv F ® Wolf || 11.2 Spax Wolf
Sozopolis sees his saviour, the lord of the Romans,

the great John Komnenos.

Poem 12

Capture of Hierakokoryphitis (NC 13.36-38, Ephraem 3817-3822)
"Entng, PactAel, wg taxivog 1€pak,

KATIL KOPLPAG TV 0p&dv nApdtoug

aic &oti TeTY0G TepakokopLPITOU.

12.1-2 cf. Ephraem 1528-1529 et alibi (e.g. A. Comnenae Alexiada 2.4.9, T. Prodromi
carmen historicum 19.145, M. Italici orationem in Ioannem II 248.1-2 et infra 36.4)
|| 12.3 ‘Iepakopugitov in eadem sede Ephraem 3818

12.3 éot1 C @ s Wolf | iepakopueritov CP<, iepakokopu@ritou s, iepakokopur) Wolf
You flew, emperor, like a swift hawk,
also over the steep peaks of the mountains,

in which there is the fortification of Hierakokoryphitis (the peak of the hawk).

Poem 13

Battle against the Pechenegs (NC 14.62-15.70, Ephraem 3823-3829)

Maxr peyiotn Zkvbikod detvod @UAov,
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KAl TOUUEYIGTOV XAPLTWVUUOVUEVOD,
Huptovikov, deomdtov PactA€éwg.

13.2 vtwg xapitvupog, OAPia xapig Ephraem 3712 (cf. 2834, 3935, infra 33.2, Lc.
1.13-14 et alibi e.g. E. Zigabeni commentarium in Lucam PG 129.864A, 1. Tzetzae
historiam 7.126, T. Prodromi carmina historica 17.44, 19.135, N. Irenici
epithalamium 4.81) || 13.3 pvpiévikog in eadem sede Ephraem 3730 (cf. 4087)

13 om. W || 13.1 dewvfig Z s || 13.2 xapitwvupovuévou] xapitwvipov uévou I s,
Xapitwvopov pévoug Wolf

The greatest battle between the terrible Scythian tribe (Pechenegs)
and the almighty, named after the grace,

countless-times victor, lord emperor.

Poem 14

The emperor’s devotion to the Virgin (NC 15.88-93, Ephraem 3830-3837)
TAg evoePelag anoppwi oL, Tproavag,
Kal oLVOAIPelg dGkpuot cavtodv EvBLolc.

14.2 ¢vBéoig in eadem sede Ephraem 3831

14 om. C W || 14.1 &mopw& F £ @ s Wolf
Thrice king, you are the quintessence of piety

and you afflict yourself with divine tears.

Poem 15

Victory over the Pechenegs (NC 16.1-4, Ephraem 3838-3840)
‘Httdg, BactAel, cUv Oe® TkuB®V oTiXA,
YVWoeL, Adyw, Tpdypatt Kai melpg uaxne.

15.2 yvwoet, Aoyw, Tpdyuatt kol elpg pudyng Ephraem 3729 (cf. 7898)

15.2 meipa =, merpia s*< (melpy s ™)
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You defeat, emperor, with God’s help the lines of the Scythians

with knowledge, words, practice and experience of war.

Poem 16

Victory over the Serbs (NC 16.15-19, Ephraem 3851-3855)
"Ava& vikntd, Tpog Viknv €k Th¢ Vikng,
XWPETS viknoog kal TpipaAlovg kai ZkvOag.
16 om. C || 16.1 (...)0¢ viknv €k tii¢ vik(...) W || 16.2 kai'] pallidiore atramento D
Victorious king, from victory to victory

you advance vanquishing Triballi (Serbs) and Scythians.

Poem 17

Four sons of the emperor (NC 16.25-31, Ephraem nusquam)
Tétpwpov, Avag, 1] TETPAKTUG TOV TEKVWV-
o1¢ dvaPaivwv kai B0d Bdppet Tpéxwy,

TATETV TPONPOD TNV TETPAKALUOV KTIoLV.

17.1 Térpwpov] cf. infra 37.3 | tetpaktig TV tékvwv] cf. Ephraem 8358, T. Prodromi
carmina historica 17.311-317, 19.138-141 || 17.3 v tetpdrAipov ktiotv in eadem
sede Ephraem (B) 9675 (cf. Ephraem 7197 et infra 38.8) || 17.1-3 cf. M. Italici

epistulam ad I. Axouch 229.5-17, T. Prodromi ibidem 5.65-70 et alibi

17 om. C || 17.2 &v(...)Baivwv F, &v faivwv X s | 0 Wolf || 17.3 mponpod] mpokpod =

%<, Tp0 KatpoD s'™ Wolf
It is a quadriga, king, the group of your four children,
which you mounted and rode confident in God

and on which you decided to visit the four corners of creation.
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Poem 18

Hungarians’ invasion (NC 17.39-40, Ephraem 3864-3865)
0vvvot kpatodotv doteog Bpavitldpng.

18 OUvvot (O0vot cod.).../ katakpatodotv &oteog BpavitléPng Ephraem 3864-3865

18 o0vo1 C I's, oGvvol @, (...)vvor W | doteot I s, (...)oteoc W

The Huns (Hungarians) conquered the city of Branicevo.

Poem 19

Victory over the Hungarians (NC 17.50-18.61, Ephraem 3869-3874)
"Ev UYpOXEPOW TAYKPATESTATY HAXT,

avaé tpomovtat Malovag KATAKPATOC:

kol Xpdopov eile E0V Te Dparyyoxwpiw.

19.1 év Oypoxépow kai oOevapd duvduel Ephraem 3870 (cf. 4136, 8336) || 19.3 kai
Xpdouov eile o0V & (ye Hilberg) dpayyoxwpiw Ephraem 3873

19 om. C || 19.1 (...)ykpateotdtn F, maykpateotdtng sP< || 19.2 katakpdtog] katd
kpdTog W @ Wolf || 19.3 Xpdouov] xpduov D W (sic NC), xpdocOat =%, xpacOat s | te]
YeD W, cf. 20.11

In a powerful battle by water and land
the king put to flight the Paeonians (Hungarians) with power,

and seized Chrasmos (Chramos) together with Frangochorion (land of the Franks).

Poem 20

Triumph in Constantinople (NC 18.78-19.2, Ephraem 3891-3903)
Opiaupog wde kal xapdg ueotr) mOAIC:
TAYYAWGG60G DUVOG Kal uopwv TAgioTn X001

Kal XpuooUQQOV KATA YiiG 6Tp@OI§ TEMAWY:
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Kal X10vVWdng Ik suotoryia,

KaAALTpixog mioovpog Ekpépet dippov: 5

€lg OV PactAevg avaPipader péyog

v tii¢ Ogouritopog Oelav eikdvar

¢’ N YeynOwg kai memo1fwg ¢€4xw,

WG GLOTPATNYETLL, YPAPEL TAG VIKAG

4

NG Kal TTPOTYE OTAVPLKOV GKATTPOV EXWV, 10

nool Badilwv EOv te ouyKARTW TTdoN

to10070¢ 0 BpiaupPog, EvOeog, Eévog.

20.1-3 cf. M. Italici orationem in Ioannem II 266.1-14, N. Basilacae orationem in
eundem 72.7-22, T. Prodromi carmen historicum 6.98-104 || 20.3 mémAoq...
Xpuooierg NC 18.81-82 et alibi || 20.4-5 Ttioupeg ot kaAAitpixeg x16vog Asukdtepor
NC 19.88-89, 0 xiovwdng tetpaktdg ovotoixia/ {mmwv TG eilkev €0QULEG
Cevyvuuévwv Ephraem 3895-3896, cf. T. Prodromi ibidem 6.83-84 || 20.6-7 thv tfig
Beopntopog gikdva tovTtw EmavePifacev NC 19.90, év t@®de cemtrv avaPipadlet
kpdtwp/ ThG untpavdavdpov mapbévov trv eikdva Ephraem 3897-3898, cf. T.
Prodromi ibidem 6.204-210, I. Cinnami historiam 13.19-20|| 20.8-9 é¢’ fmep Av
YEYNOWG... Kal TAG VIKAG WG cuoTpathy£ETdL AuUdxw Emtypag@duevog NC 19.90-92, v
1] memodws kol katopd®dV TAC vikag/ ¢ ocvotpatnyéTidt kat éxOp&dv udxng
Ephraem 3899-3900, cf. T. Prodromi ibidem 4.158, 15.97-99, 16.125, 19.82-88 || 20.10-
11 pofiyev adTO¢ OTALPIKOV oNUEIOV XE1P1{OUEVOC KAl TTOGL THV TTOPEIaY TTO10VUEVOC
NC 19.94-95, 1| kal Tpofiye ovv 8An yepovsia/ moai Padilwv, otavpikdv ckfintpov
@épwv Ephraem 3902-3903, cf. 1. Cinnami ibidem

20 om. C || 20.1 &8¢ @ Wolf, cf. infra 40.1 || 20.2 mdyyAwooav T s | mAeioter Fo<,
mAelotwv I s || 20.3 xpuooB&V] FP<, xpuo® (xpuo® s) De&V I s | otpdotv F E s || 20.5
niiovpog D*< (o D**) Wolf, nicovpeg ®* (o¢ @) || 20.9 w¢] paene legitur in F, om. X s
(tfj add. s'™) | suotpatnyétida D W || 20.10 fig] paene legitur in F, fiv Z, fiv s || 20.12
gvOeoc] év B Wolf

Here is the triumph and the city full of joy,

the hymn in all languages and the largest profusion of perfumes,

and the paving of gold-woven veils over the earth,

and the snowy set of horses,

a group of four of beautiful manes brings forth the chariot, 5
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in which the great emperor puts

the divine icon of the mother of God,

in whom he rejoices and trusts above all

and as to a fellow commander he ascribes his victories,

and before whom he led the procession holding a cross-like scepter 10
marching by foot together with the whole senate.

Such is the triumph, divine, extraordinary.

Poem 21

Danismendid’s capture of Kastamon (NC 19.6-9, Ephraem 3904-3910)
Tavicudviog ile v Kaotaudva,
Kal ToUG¢ UAakag Kteivev "EAANvag Elgpel.

21 Tovioudviog... v mAv eike kal 1@ El@el katd T®OV QUAdKWY Pwuaiwy
éxprioato NC 19.7-9 || 21.2 kai @UAakag kteivavta Pwuaiovg Elpet Ephraem 3910

21.2 @UAakag kteivev “EAAnvac] EAnvag kteivelev UAakag @< (litteras o, 3, y, B, €
ordinem recte indicantes, accentum et A @), EAAnvag ktetvev @OAakag Wolf

Tanismanios (Danismendid) seized Kastamon

and killed with the sword the Greek guards.

Poem 22

Recapture of Kastamon and capture of Gangra (NC 20.23-25, Ephraem 3911-3912)
"Enavacw(el T moAv Kactaudva
“EAAnov Gvaé mpog 8¢ mopOel kai Tayypav.

22 ‘Pwuaiolg émavacwoduevog Kaotapdva NC 20.24-25, kal tNvd €mnavéswoe
‘Pwpaiwv kpdtel./ mpog toiode T'ayypav katanopbel thv ndéAv Ephraem 3911-3912
(cf. 3883)

The king recovers the city of Kastamon
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for the Greeks, besides he also destroys Gangra.

Poem 23

Campaign against the Armenians in Cilicia (NC 21.54-22.65, Ephraem 3916-3922)
Toavpokilig, otpatiav Eévnv déxov,
Tapool kpatoboav, Bakd kol tfig Addvng.

23.2 Tapoov... / kal v 'Addvrnyv kai Bakd Ephraem 3921-3922

23.1 otpatelav s, otpatiov Wolf || 23.2 Bakd] fexd D, Pakd & Wolf
Isauro-Cilician, receive the foreign army

that conquers Tarsos, Baka (Vahka) and Adana.

Poem 24

Single combat in Baka between Constantine the Armenian and Eustratios the Macedonian
(NC 22.76-24.29, Ephraem nusquam)

‘0 BapPapog otduaryog Appevokilié,

KEVQG TPOKAAT] Kat EMALYONV paxnv-

oTé€e1g yap oUkovv to Bp1dv péya Elgpog,

EVoTpdTioq O Xe1pl Taxelq Qépet,

omAttonaAag Makedwv 6akespOpoc. 5

24.1 otéuaAyog NC 23.84 | Apuevokilikiag Ephraem 3920 || 24.2 mpoukaleito dvédnv
TOV EMAEYINV €kelvw ovumAaknoduevov NC 23.88-89, kat’ €mA€ydny in eadem sede
Ephraem 4167 || 24.3-4 t6 &l@og omacduevog mayeiq kai fpwikf xelpt, Bp1Ov kai uéya
kai otifapdv NC 415.3-4, cf. Homeri Il. 5.746 et alibi (e.g. M. Glycae carmen in
Manuelem I 32) || 24.5 6nMitondAag] cf. infra 35.4 | cf. émAitag cakeopdpoug C.
Manassis breviarium chronicum 1043, 3636

24 om, C || 24.1 otépaiyxog = s (yog s'™), otéuapyog Wolf || 24.2 mpokaAfi] tpokaAi
paene legitur in D, mpokaA~ F, mpokadel = @ s Wolf, mpookalel W, cf. infra 25.1 et
alibi | xat’] paene legitur in D | énoAéydnv = s | udxnv] paene legitur in D || 24.3
oté€eic] ev€eic Wolf | yap] (...) D | olkovv 10] paene legitur in D | p100] Ppaxl F =
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® s Wolf || 24.4 edotpdog X s* (t10g s™) || 24.5 (...)tomdAag pake(...) D | cakkeo@bpog

FX
Boastful barbarian Armeno-Cilician,
in vain you challenge an elected soldier to battle.
In fact, you will not endure the heavy big sword
that Eustratios with a stout hand bears,

the heavy-armoured Macedonian shield-bearer.

Poem 25

Fate of Constantine (NC 25.40-48, Ephraem nusquam)
‘H @pnv GAalwv, dovAk®¢ deouf] Tédag,

0 KoumoppNuwv PapPapog Kwvetavtivog

otxn d¢ puyag, AN’ €6ad1g cuvEXN:

\ e ~ 4 pd Ié
kol kaOumdyn taic dikag énatiwg.

25.1 1| dhalav @priv NC 575.63-64 | cuAnebel¢ 6 Kwvotavtivog &mdystat
dopudAwrog, 618fpw Tobg Tédag dopaAiobeic NC 25.41-42 || 25.3 puydg ofxetat... kai

ovoxedeic a0 NC 25.47-48

25.1'H @piv] (.Jpiv D | opdv @< (n 0°4) | Seopfi] (.)ufi D, Seopiet Wolf | 6 v |
25.2-4 om. C || 25.2 kounoppriuwv] (...)umoppriuwv D, kounopriuwv F W T @ s Wolf |
Kwvotavtivog] (...)votavtivog D || 25.3 guydg] (...)dc D | £0adf1c] ¢ adBig @ s Wolf |

ouvéxn] (...)xn D, Euvéxn s*< (o s°)

Arrogant mind, you are shackled in the feet as a slave,
barbarian braggart Constantine.
Then you escape, but you are detained again,

and you are subjected to justice as you deserve.

Poem 26

Capture of Anazarba in Cilicia (NC 25.49-27.1, Ephraem 3923-3924)
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Aoo@v Bactlevg Epkiwv AvaPaplng,

TV ATOKPNUVWV EYKPATNG 0POELG HOYIG,

g€ahanaler tnv nepikAvtov oAV

L4 \ \ /4 /7

Upvel tohoirov trv Bedodotov vikny,

TOINTA, POOTA TOV 60POV M@V KiALE, 5

26.3 é€alamnale] cf. infra 28.4 | trv TepikAvtov TéAv] mepikAuTdv T€ Kol KOADVELAY
ndAv Ephraem 3924, cf. in eadem sede C. Stilbis carmen de incendio 2, 762

26 om. C || 26.1 d1o066¢ Wolf | faciA™ D, facided F T @ s Wolf | épréwv Wolf || 26.2
dmokpripwy T s || 26.3 nepikAitov X || 26.4 Ouvel W | todormdv] to Aowmdv = @ s Wolf,
cf. supra 7.3 | tv] TAg W | viknv] xdprv s*<|| 26.5 mointa F @, mointa Wolf

When the emperor with difficulty is in control

of the steep double defenses of Anabarza (Anazarba),
he sacks the famous city.

So, chant the God-given victory,

poet, Cilician initiated in the wise verses. 5

Poem 27

The emperor in Antioch (NC 27.2-9, Ephraem 3925-3934)
"Expavag, dvag, £0vikoig cavtov Avbporg,

Kal vov kabaipn taic 'Oppovreiaig divaic

HIKPGVY & AVAKWYELOLY EVPIOKELG TTAALY,

WG avamvuvOeig @ (e@Upw TAG AdPvng.

27.2-4 v KaAAimoAwv Avtidxelav elowdv, fv dietov 'Opéving kai mepiPoufel
Zépupog Gvepog NC 27.3-4 || 27.4 Adevng] hoc suburbium Antiochiae haud raro
nomen dabat urbi, cf. e.g. M. Italici epistulam ad T. Prodromum 100.29 et alibi

27.1 £0vnkoic W || 27.2 dppovtiong W, dpovteiaig s, Opovteiaig Miller || 27.3 uikpdv

C W z*¢ & s Wolf Miller | &vakéxevorv W T s | méAwv W || 27.4 dvamAuveeig C,
avanvwoeig T s Miller
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You defiled yourself, king, with foreign blood
and now you purify yourself in the whirlpools of the Orontes.
You find a short break again

to recover with the zephyr of Daphne (Antioch).

Poem 28

Campaign in Syria (NC 27.10-29.53, Ephraem 3936-3939)

"Ed¢ep, Bulavtic, Evgpdtnyv Eévov Bpielg,

TOV Xpuoodivnv Kai xpusomAovtofputhv:

0C TG TaPELPPATIOAG EKPEWV PUINV

g€ahamdlel kai mapacUpel TOAELS,

M, XaAern, Niotprov, Kappad, @éper. 5

28.1-2 Gen. 2.10-14 || 28.3-4 kai pog Tapev@pdTidag dneiot néAeig Ephraem 3936 ||
28.4 g€alamdler] cf. supra 26.3 || 28.5 Meld, XdAen, Niotpiov, Kappapd, ®épen
Ephraem 3939, cf. T. Prodromi carmina historica 11.54, 16.64

28.1 E&&u] 0n uév Wolf | Bulavtig] puldvric T sP< (Bolavtig s*<) || 28.2 xpuowdivny
2 s | xpvoomhovtoPpvtny] cf. infra 34.6 || 28.1-3 om. C || 28.4 é€alamdler kai
napacvpet] om. C || 28.5 kappada Wolf

Eden, Byzantium, you produce an extraordinary Euphrates
of golden whirlpools bursting with wealth of gold,

which, as it flows profusely, sacks and sweeps away

the cities next to the Euphrates,

Piza (Buza’a), Aleppo, Nistrion, Kafartab, Pherep (Atarib). 5

Poem 29

Gifts offered to the emperor in Shayzar (NC 30.90-2, Ephraem 3940-3944)

Tepoig Xp1otd mpiv T@ Ppotepydtn Adyw
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d&pa kopilet, AMPavov, xpucov, opdpvav:

6ol & av, PaciAeD, IlepotkGv dpyoi pUAwY

XPLOOV @Epouat Kal AMBovg Kal Lapydpoug:

év oic pagvdg v Eevilwv Advxvitne 5
TNV GTAVPLKNV HOPPWOLY GTEXVRC PEPWV-

o TEXVIKN Xelp kol Ypa@ic Oeiw mé0w

€1¢ KGANOG €E0QaVE YPAUUATWY TUTOUE:

o0 kpeittov 008Ev, 008’ ooV TdV &v Plw.

29.1-2 cf. Mt. 2.11 et T. Prodromi carmen historicum 9a.7-8, M. Holoboli carmina in
prokypsin 14, 18.9-14 || 29.4 kai AiBoug kai papydpovg/ moAUv te xpuoodv Ephraem
3941-3942 (cf. 7800 et alibi), cf. M. Italici orationem in Ioannem II 264.12-14, N.
Basilacae orationem in eundem 67.14-17 || 29.5-6 ctavpdv &i¢ xeipag de€duevog
TAyKaAov Tt xpfiua kai Eevilov tfi O, Avyvitn AMbw kekoAayupévov NC 30.93-94,
Kol Avxvitnv @épovta otavpod tOv timov,/ xpfiud Tt tavBaduactov, EKTANKTOV,
&&vov Ephraem 3943-3944, cf, 1. Cinnami historiam 20.11-13, M. Italici ibidem
264.18-19, N. Basilacae ibidem 68.1-5 || 29.7-9 év @mep adToPLAG 1] TéXVN S1vave
ypdupata €ic kaAAog @iAdveikov tol Belov eikdopatog Kal 0POAAUDY ATEXVHOG
TpueAV NC 30.94-1, cf. M. Italici ibidem 264.19-265.3, N. Basilacae ibidem 68.10-14 ||
29.9 00 kpeittov o08¢V] cf. infra 35.7

29.1 teponig W | Xpiot®] 0e® s™ | ppotovpydtn Miller, cf. infra 43.3 || 29.3 6ol CW @
s Wolf Miller | &pxr) W | &pxol @OAwV] dpx1@OAwv s | “codd. puAdv” perperam Miller
|| 29.4 MiBolc s || 29.6 drixvidg WU || 29.7 & s || 29.8 & Miller || 29.9 008’ icov] 003
iaiooov sic =%V, obdaiooov s (avddoag s'™), o0d’ Toov Miller

Persia before brought to Christ, the Word, creator of mortals,

gifts, incense, gold and myrrh.

Now to you, emperor, the leaders of the Persian tribes (Arabs)

carry gold and stones and pearls,

among which there was an astonishing shining stone (lychnites), 5
truly bearing the shape of the cross,

in which an artful hand and a chisel with divine love

for the sake of beauty wove engraved letters,
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better than which there is nothing, nor even equal, among the things in life.

Poem 30

Triumph in Antioch (NC 31.16-21, Ephraem nusquam)

Aig 0 PaciAelg tf) Osoundder mOAet,

Kal Oig VIKNTHG elotwv, KAEoG VEUEL

kai 8i¢ 8ic o0tog Akt Tfi Kwvotavtivov,

KAl HUPLAKIG UUPLOGTEPNPOPOC:

WG TOV KAA®V kKGAAoToC AbGdVWVY Gvaé, 5
gpiotatatl OplapPov aptowv maAry.

30.5 Abcdvwv dval in eadem sede Ephraem 7566 et alibi (e.g. N. Calliclis carmen
2.34 et T. Prodromi carmen historicum 25.9) || 30.6 é¢ictator in eadem sede
Ephraem 3927 et alibi

30 om. C || 30.4 pupidxoig W, uupidkng =< @ Wolf | pvprootepnedper D W || 30.5 cc]
“an d¢ potius?” Miller || 30.6 &ptdwv] &ptd pov W, &ptiuy Z, Gptivov s

Twice the emperor bestows on the city of Theoupolis (Antioch)

glory and twice entering as a victor,

and two times twice he did the same on Constantinople

and innumerous times bearing innumerous crowns.

As the best king of the good Romans 5

he arrives and prepares again a triumph.

Poem 31

Reunion of the emperor with his brother Isaac (NC 32.31-33.60, Ephraem 3950-3965)
"ApoXov OTAOV TV QUGLV TOIG €V QUGEL

el0wg, PactAed, d@ditov kpdTog Pépers

™V yap EVvaiov Kapav Kai Tau@iAtdtny,
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gnaviodoav €k dpacuol Te Kal TAdvng,

1dwv xaprotrpra t@ 0@ Oveig 5
tep@Beig anelpwg 1 vikaig taig puplog

1] @U01¢ 8vTwC 0ide PIALTOGTPEPWG

QEPELY €T AUTNV YVNoiwg Kal UAAEYELV

ATOPPAYEVTA TA HEAN GLUPLTAG.

31.4-6 00 AgloV T® TAG ViKNG TEPIOVTL 7] Tf] TOD KAGLyVHTOL ENavodw NyaAAidro.
Kai T0 Umrkoov 8€... 00ov Be® xapiotripia... NC 32.55-33.60, Emavidvta Kai yap idwv
6 kpdtwp/ Oe@ xapiotrpia TV SAwv B0,/ 00X ftTov Nobeic | vikaig Taig pvplalg
Ephraem 3961-3963 (cf. N. Basilacae orationem in loannem II 64.4-7) || 31.7-9
loxupov yap Tt xpfipa 1600¢ cuyyeveix dtu@atvouevog, Kav aroppayein uikpdv T
TG oLUPLTNG, TaXEWG PIAVTOGTPOPOG yivetal NC 32.50-52

31 om. C || 31.2 PaciA’ D, faciAevg W || 31.4 énavioGoav €k dpaocuod te] énavi(...) W |
¢ @ || 31.5 xapi(..)pra W || 31.6 tep@Beic] (...)eppBeic W, tpebeic Wolf | pvpioig F
¥ s || 31.7 prlumootpd@wg ZP< || 31.8 uéAAN X | supgueiog Wolf || 31.7-9 aliud carmen
perperam T @ s Wolf (ante vv. 1-6 scripserunt X s)

Knowing that nature is an invincible weapon for the things in nature,

emperor, you carry an immortal power.

For, when you see the most beloved man of your own kin

returning from his flight and wandering,

you offer thanksgivings to God, 5
immensely pleased more than with your innumerous victories.

Nature indeed knows in a reconciling way

to bring together and collect

the broken pieces of legitimate kinship.

Poem 32

Campaign against the Turks (NC 33.67-83, Ephraem 3972-3975)

"Avag, 6 mpalic kal YETplog TOV TpdTOV,
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Bapug dokelG TwG TM oTpat® TOV ADGOVWV-
TAVTWG AVIGTOV GPETKOVG TTPOC TPOTOUC:
ToUTOUG BupavAETV EkPralelg EVTEXVWG.

32 otpat®d Papg £8o&ev 6 mpalc dval/ wg davioT®V &peikdg Tpog udxag/ Kol
npooPrdlwv kaptepelv év Tfj udxn Ephraem 3973-3975 || 32.2 toig otpatevouévolg
aovyyvouwy €do&e kai Papug NC 33.70

32.4 ¢kPradewv F C T s, éxPralwv @ Wolf
King, gentle and moderate in character,
you seem somehow severe to the army of the Romans,
completely stirring them up for the martial issues,

you skilfully force them to camp out in the field.

Poem 33

Victory over the Turks (NC 35.19-27, Ephraem 3976-3979)
"EMaivetdg cov Thig otpatnyiag tpdmog,
ava€ xapitwvuue, povAdpxa kpdtop.

33.2 cf. Gva& xapitvvupog Ephraem 3935, 8542, supra 13.2 et alibi (e.g.
inscriptionem in Pantocratoris monasterium BEiU 1.213.1, T. Prodromi carmen
historicum 8.61)

33.1 émovetdg 600 F C X @ s || 33.2 Pouydpxa = s
The way of your military command is praiseworthy,

king of gracious name, chief, ruler.

Poem 34

Heroic deeds of Manuel, fourth son of the emperor (NC 35.28-38, Ephraem nusquam)
‘Aptipur|g dkavOa, dnuwdng Adyog,

™V KaAALULa delkvuot Ttapavtika:
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Kal KaproPpieg dévdpov amalog Avyog,

Kal kpdomedov &’ Vpaoua Tfg mapoipiac:

idn &’ 0 mposoxwv Kol factAtkwtdtnv 5
Puxnv aptotodxetpa dwpeoPpitiy,

€V UELPAKL UEVOLGOV AVAKTOG GKUUV Q'

pLGITTOALG TO1OG yap LTV €k Ppépoug

Kopvnviadng MavounA, uéyag dva.

34.1 dnuwdng Adyog] in eadem sede alibi e.g. N. Eugeniani de Drosillae et Chariclis
amoribus 6.541,599 || 34.1-2 Mikpd0ev 1 dyadr| dkavOa patvetat: £l TdV €k TpDTNG
NAkiog @avouévwv dyad&v yevésbar M. Apostolii proverbium 11.71 || 34.3
kaproPpiBeg 8évdpov] cf. NC 634.74 | amaAdg AVyog] Gotepov 8¢ thv oknvry glotwv
npnvA Tadévta d1 AUyou ETuPev NC 35.36-37 || 34.4 "Ex to0 kpaomédov o Bepaoua
deikvutar: €ni TV dnd uépoug katahauPavéviwy to GAov M. Apostolii ibidem 6.91
et alibi || 34.7 &vaxtog okOuvw] cf. T. Prodromi carmina historica 16.5, 17.213,
19.144, M. Italici orationem in Ioannem II 258.15-16 et alibi || 34.5-7 ad proverbium
¢€ Bvuxog tOv Aéovta alludere videtur (cf. M. Apostolii ibidem 7.57, NC 435.39-42,
M. Italici ibidem, N. Basilacae orationem in I. Axouch 87.13-14, C. Manassis
breviarium chronicum 3407-3408 et alibi) || 34.8-9 cf. NC 45.37-46.40 et alibi (e.g. I.
Cinnami historiam 21.16-22.2, 27.20-22, M. Italici orationem in Manuelem I 286.10-
287.22)

34 om. C || 34.1 dpripang = s | Snuddng W, Souwdng = s || 34.2 thv] T F = & Wolf, tf
s | kaAM1ud s | Tapavtika] WPS, ap” adtika @ || 34.3 kapmoPpubec W @ || 34.4 &
Gpaoua) dv@acua Z, 8’ veacua s | tapotuoiag W || 34.5 18] 18n F @, 1801 Wolf, f8n
D W X s | 0] partim erasum in F | mpocoywv] mpooxwv F*< (6 F¥*) D W T & s Wolf |
BaciAikwtdTtwe Z, Pacthikwtdt sP< (wg ut nv add. s'™) || 34.6 SwpeoPpitnv W T @<
s (cf. supra 28.2) || 34.7 udpaxt @ Wolf || 34.8 to16¢ yap] Toiog ydp D Wolf, toiog yap
WU, To166 yap s | onfiv] einijv F, eineiv T s || 34.9 kouvividdng o>

The newborn thorn, a popular saying,

shows immediately its noble nature,

and the soft twig shows a fruitful tree,

and the edge shows the cloth according to the proverb.

Whoever pays attention shall also see the most royal 5

soul, brave and bursting with gifts
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living in the youngster, cub of the king.
For such a saviour of the city was he since he was a whelp,

Manuel the Komnenian, great king.

Poem 35

Defection of John, son of Isaac, to the Turks (NC 35.39-36.71, Ephraem 3984-4001)
008V AUTNG KaKLov WG @OotuPpotov,

fittwv mep ¢ 8éde1kto kai Twdvvng,

fipwg &vip, &vrikpug pngrvewp "Apng,

OTMALTONAA NG HayeGikAoVOG uévog:

MV TEPLPAVELaV OTKEIOV YEVOUG, 5
GVOKTOPLKOV KAl XPLoTWVLHOV 0€Pag

00 xgipov o0&V, & TéAuUNG, & TG AdTNg:

téAag, 66 £€ fig kol B0 S1eloyn.

35.1 pBio1fpdtov in eadem sede Ephraem 3492, 5033 || 35.2 fittwv] cf. infra 36.1 ||
35.3 &vtikpug pnéfvwp "Apnc] cf. Ephraem 4089, 7759, Homeri 1. 7.228 et alibi || 35.4
dmAtondAag uaxeoikAovoc] cf. &vijp & obtoc dmAitondAag kai ToAeudkAovog NC
32.35-36 et supra 24.5 || 35.5 cf. T. Prodromi carmen historicum 19.170 | oikeiov
Yévog in eadem sede Ephraem 3079 || 35.6 kai xpiotwvupov oéPag in eadem sede
Ephraem 3999 || 35.7 00 xeipov 008&v] cf. supra 29.9 || 35.8 tdAag... 1eC0yn] cf. kai
ouveCVyn tdAag Ephraem 4000

35.3 pn&ovwv W || 35.4 payxeoikhovog] moAeudkAovog @+ (uayeoi ®*) Wolf || 35.5
Aemmwv W | oikelov yévoug] oikeioug yévog D W || 35.6 dvaktopikdv] &vakTopikic X s
|| 35.7 00] ov (accentus et spiritus erasi) F, om. C, 00 s || 35.8 ¢€ f¢] £&fi¢ s Wolf

Nothing is worse than the man-destroying grief,
which not even John proved he could resist,

truly a hero, an Ares, breaker of the ranks of men,
heavy-armoured, who raises alone the din of battle.

He left behind the fame of his family lineage 5
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and the royal worship that bears the name of Christ.
Worse than this there is nothing! Oh, recklessness! Oh, grief!

Wretched he who by this was even separated from God!

Poem 36

Return to Constantinople in winter, campaign in Cilicia and Syria and capture of cities in
lake Pousgouse (NC 37.72-38.12, Ephraem 4002-4011)

“Hrtwv, factAed, oy kal Poxoug yivy:

0¢ dramavtog aibpralery Ayanac

oxdalerg 8¢ tayv thv Bulavrtog PaAfidar

KAl TTNVOG OpVIG AeTOG KB UEYag,

TAG APETAG TTTEPLYAS AUX DV Kal PAETwY 5
GOKAPOAUVKTWE TOV VONTOV puopOpoV,

@Oavelg dramtdag TV Tupwv Kai Kidikwv:

KAKETOE KAAGDG TNV KAALXV TNy VUELG,

0800 mapepyov, Tag Movoyovoiag TOAELC,

&g Bp1ryyog Uypog kail Atpvacuog (wvviet, 10
EMAVAOWONG TOIG OpOLg TV AVGOVWV.

36.1 “Httwv] cf. supra 35.2 || 36.1-2 6 8¢ xewuwv f}dn mapeiciwy toi¢ aibpidlovoty
gduokOAaivev... éndvelov €i¢ Bulavtiov, t@ Puxev® tod Kaipol vmevdovg NC
37.75-78, cf. t0 aibprdletv Gel pot mepieonovdaoto NC 43.49, T. Prodromi carmina
historica 16.32, 118, 19.179-180 || 36.3 oxd{e1G... PaAPida] Lycophron 13 || 36.4 mtnvog
opvig in eadem sede T. Prodromi de Rhodanthes et Dosiclis amoribus 4.141, 275 et
alibi || 36.4-7 cf. Srantéobat 8¢ kai ¢ oi PactAeis T@V dpvibwv NC 42.25, Ephraem
2895-2896, 4110-4111, supra 12.1-2 et alibi (e.g. M. Italici epistulam ad I. Axouch
224.9, M. Holoboli orationem in Michaelem VIII 93.33-34) || 36.6 tOv vontov
ewopdpov] cf. in eadem sede M. Pselli carmen 13.20 et alibi (e.g. M. Holoboli carmen
in prokypsin 9.14, M. Philae carmen 2.210.3) || 36.9 6800 ndpepyov] cf. Euripidis El.
509, NC 29.50-51, Ephraem 4198 et alibi || 36.10 @ Oyp®... {wotiipt Tfg AMuvne NC
37.95
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36 om. C || 36.2 Sramavtdg] S1d mavtog W Wolf, Sramavta I, Sic avtd s || 36.4 8pvng
% | &etog W || 36.5 tag @*< || 36.7 dramt'(...) F, dramtovg T s || 36.8 kakeioe F s || 36.9
T0¢] ToUg X 57 (TG s'™) || 36.10 Opryyoc] s (puvdakdg te s™) | Oypoc] vy(...) F, om.
¥ s, Dypov ® Wolf | Aiuvaouog] Aiuvaoy® F, Atuvacuov T s (ua s'™) | Lwvioer @< (v
o)

Emperor, in the end you are not even able to resist the cold,

you, who loved to camp in the open air.

You quickly release the start rope from the city of Byzas,

and as a big winged eagle bird

boasting your virtues as wings and watching 5
the intelligible light-bearer without blinking

you arrive flying to the regions of Syrians and Cilicians,

and there you establish well the nest,

as a detour on your way, restoring the cities of Pousgouse,

which a lake surrounds and a humid wall, 10

to the boundaries of the Romans.

Poem 37

Death of the first two sons of the emperor and premonition of the emperor’s death in a
hunting accident (NC 38.13-23, Ephraem nusquam)

‘AppatnAdta PactAed gascpdpe,

fon dpduog 60g mpog dvorv amoPAémer

T00 Y&p TETPWPOL THV KAANV Euvwpida,

oV TPWTOYEVVOV TIOPPLPAVORDV LIEWV,

adov Beplotpa TOD KpATOUS TAPNOPOL 5
EkoPev Anryaye TpOg okGTOL TOAAC

Kal Oavatov KOAVOpog dukTog TAALY,

wg évrpdytov T® TpoxnAevuati cov,
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TEVKEJAVOV ATPAKTOV €K OF|G PAPETPAS

npofikev 10xploTov WG ProOopov: 10

Kal KovdUAovg 6oV TO PBopdg Eet Elpog:

&pxfig 8" OV Avia kaAdg i00verg

TOV dpY1KOV UOWTA 81’ OV KATEXELG,

TOV KOKKOPa@f] o0 KdAapov avtdvaé:

Kal BactAk@®¢ Toig UMNKOOLG VEUELS 15

£V TavTl Kalp@ dwped¢ Tag aeddvouc:

SVTWG EMEGTPATELOAV €V GOL TPLOTATAL,

Bdvatog, @dnc kai @Bopd, KakoOv Tpitov-

Kal 000 Katekpatnoav, ol al {nuiag.

37.1-2 cf. T. Prodromi carmina historica 4.121-130, 5.11-20, 19.41-42, M. Holoboli
carmen in prokypsin 1.1-4 et alibi || 37.2 d0o1v] etiam mortem significat, cf. T.
Prodromi ibidem 12.24-30, 25.103-104, M. Italici orationem in Manuelem I 292.5-6,
Ps. T. Prodromi versus sepulcrales in A. Contostephanum 188 et alibi || 37.3
tetpwpov] cf. supra 17.1 || 37.5 &8ov Oepiotpa] cf. Ps. T. Prodromi ibidem 26, 70-74,
171-172, 259-260, 337 | 100 kpdtoug mapndpov] cf. NC 205.30-31 et alibi || 37.6 oxdtov
noAag in eadem sede Euripidis Hec. 1 || 37.7-8 cf. e.g. T. Prodromi ibidem 41.10,
45.365, C. Manassis breviarium chronicum 2837 et Ps. C. Manassis carmen morale
592-593 || 37.9-11 cf. NC 40.64-71, @apétpac,/ iotpdpa PéAeuva Onpdv i¢ pdvov/
&vdov @epoliong kal xuBévtwy dtpdktwv/ ei¢ T@Vde @ed mAnée kpdtopog xépa
Ephraem 4035-4038 || 37.12-16 cf. M. Italici ibidem 290.21-291.2 || 37.14 adtdvaf in
eadem sede Ephraem 4087 et alibi || 37.16 dwpedg tag dpBdvoug] in eadem sede
Ephraem 2940, 6916 et alibi (e.g. C. Mitylenaei carmen 77.116) || 37.17 tpiotdran] cf.
Exod. 14.7 et alibi

37 om. D CW || 37.4 6&v] t@v Miller | tpwtoyeviyv ® Wolf || 37.5 0épiotpa &> | tob
Kpdtoug mapndpov] cod kpdtoug mapndpwv (vel maprjopov in apparatu) correxit
Miller || 37.6 dmfyayev = s Miller*e | okétoug = s Miller || 37.9 mevkedavov]
nakedavov X s (signum exhibet s* sed conjectura desideratur s'™), Tnkedavov
(takedavov in apparatu) Miller, cf. infra 42.3 | éx] (...) (spiritus paene legitur) F, xai
¥ s || 37.12 &’ Gv fjvia] macula partim erasum in F, 8" & vnvia T s*< (81" v fvia
s'™), 81" v Avia @ Wolf, [§'] bv fvia (f. fvia) Miller | 40Gveis Wolf || 37.17 8vrwg]
0Utwg Miller || 37.19 600 F, cov Wolf | kekpatrikaotv Miller | {nuion Miller

Emperor, charioteer, bearer of light,
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your course now turns to the West.

For an excellent couple of the quadriga

of your first-begotten and purple-born sons,

the sickle of hell, the trace-horse of power, 5
cut and led to the doors of darkness.

And the inevitable cylinder of death again,

as a brake for your chariot,

shot the sharp arrow from your quiver

anointed with poison destructive of life. 10
And the arrowhead of destruction scrapes your knuckles,

with which you direct well the bridles of government,

with which you hold the goad of government

and the red-dyed pen as the king you are,

and you royally bestow on your subjects 15
abundant gifts at all times.

Against you truly marched the commanders

death, hell and destruction, three times evil,

and overcame you, oh, oh, such a loss!

Poem 38

Hunting bravery of the emperor (NC 40.61-64, Ephraem 4027-4031)
“HpakAeg, UOAog ta katopbwpatd cov,

Kol u00o¢ anA®g kal tepatdng Adyog

TG Yap TOTaU®@V, Tic 8 KepPépou udaxn;

TIC €K VEKLOG TPQOLG NV TABeg TAAAG;

0 yap BaciAevg ovog aypiov 6B€vog 5
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XaUA1880VTOG 00PESITPOPOL TEUVEL,

peTa pupiovg G€OAOLG peTa Vikag

€w¢ &g e18e kai Suoun, Poppdc, véTog.

38.1 ta katopOwpatd oov] in eadem sede T. Prodromi carmen historicum 11.164 et
alibi || 38.3 motau®v] ad Alpheum et Peneum flumina alludere videtur (cf. e.g.
Apollodori bibliothecam 2.89) || 38.4 vékvog tpoig] ad vulnus Nessi centauri
alludere videtur (cf. e.g. Apollodori ibidem 2.151-152, 157-158 et N. Basilacae
progymnasma 44) || 38.1-4 cf. N. Basilacae incertum encomii fragmentum 116.13-17
|| 38.5-6 6VLAG... oOpeattpdov] cf. T. Prodromi carmen historicum 30.197 || 38.8 cf.
supra 17.3, NC 42.47, T. Prodromi ibidem 9b.15, 10c.11-12 et alibi

38 om. C || 38.1 “HpakAeg] signum nominis videtur accentus gravis in F, fjpakA&g Z,
fpakAedg @ Wolf || 38.2 udbog F = @ Wolf || 38.3 yap T | motau®dv] motaudg Z*< (dv
¥1) st (uod s'™), motapod Miller | tig?] ff ® Wolf | d¢] ti¢ ® Wolf, 8¢ Miller || 38.4
vékvoG Tp&o1G] [vekp&dv AUtpwoig] Miller | mdBec] mdbr =4V, ndOs ® Wolf, ndbn s
Miller || 38.5 ovog] Bnpdg d*< (cudg @) Wolf || 38.6 dpecitpdpov ® Wolf || 38.7
&£0Aouc] (...)éBAoug F, #0Aoug T s*< (&0 s'™), &’ &0Aoug, [kai] Miller | uetd?] Tag add.
s'™ || 38.8 €wg a¢] £Rag s'™ | Suoud s

Heracles, your deeds are nonsense

and simply a myth and a prodigious tale.

For, what is the battle with the rivers, what is the one with Cerberus?

What is the wound from the corpse from which you wretched suffered?

For the emperor cuts the strength of the wild boar 5

of outstanding tusks, bred in the mountains,

after countless labours, after victories,

which the East saw and the West, the North and the South.

Poem 39

Incurable wound in the emperor’s hand (NC 40.71-41.7, Ephraem 4039-4042)

TO tpadpa Ppaxv daktvAov dépua Efoav,

0 & 8ykog oUtw TG XEPOG HETPOL TEPQ,

Bapttatar & ab ai neprwduviar
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WG ATOKAMETV Kal Mayadvwv dKog:
Kai oot, BactAel, téppa unvoet Plov 5
PpOVTIoOV 0UKODV TOD KpdToug d1addyov.

39.1-4 10 &fopa TOO O£PUATOG... TEPLWIVVINIG... TOV THG XEPOG OyKov.. ol
‘AckAnmiddar NC 40.74-41.86 || 39.6 mepl 100 daddyov tii¢ Paciheiag yvwket
okénteaor NC 41.6-7

39 om. C || 39.1 tpadu(...) Bpaxd daktUA(..) &épu(...) W || 39.2 oUt(...) T(...) xepdg
pétpov mép(...) W || 39.4 drokdpvery Miller || 39.5 kai oot] kai ot s

The wound that scraped the skin of the finger was small,

but the inflammation of the hand was so beyond measure

and the excessive pains were so deep

as to exhaust the remedies of the Machaones (doctors).

And this reveals the end of your life to you, emperor: 5

now think about the heir of the power.

Poem 40

Prophecies on the death of the emperor (NC 41.7-16, Ephraem nusquam)
K1Bwtdg wde katakAvouds 084Twv:

KOpakeg dAANot N®e kal tavomepuiar

Kal pripa tadaigatov €1 Tépag TpEXEL

oKNVT] KIBWTOG TOV AVAKTOPWV VEX

paydatotdtwv drAeTdtwy LIGTWY, 5
XVo1g, Uo1g, sUppota, Tf§ oKNVAG KAVOIG

apxnyétng de N@e, tdv dot@v dvaé:

Pouv@V, KOPAKWY, TV TAPWVVHOVUEV®Y,

UECOV TEEGCWV, E0TNOE TOVG HAKPOUG dpOUOUG:

11 8" ad dmeipov oTpatidc mavomepuia 10
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TOV avdplavTa Tig oTpatnylag vEKLV
\ \ 4 b4 Ié /4
npog v PactAevovoav avayet TOALY.

40.1-2 Gen. 6.11-8.7 || 40.3 T0 maAaipatov Adylov NC 41.13 | eig tépag tpéxet in eadem
sede M. Philae carmen 2.1.810 || 40.5 Ugt00... paydaiov NC 41.7 || 40.7 dotddv (G vag
Ephraem 1752 || 40.8 & n&¢ yevAon Ppdua detvdv kopdkwv NC 41.12-13 (versus
oraculi Ps. Leonis VI, PG 107.1129B), cf. NC 40.61-63 || 40.9 necwv] témoig & £v Oypoig
kol map’ EAnida méong NC 41.10-11 (versus oraculi Ps. Leonis VI, PG 107.1132B) | cf.
pakp® dpduw in eadem sede Ephraem 3692 || 40.12 tpog trv facidevovoav axOsion
ndAv Ephraem 931 et alibi

40 om. C || 40.1 Gde @, e Wolf, cf. supra 20.1 || 40.3 naAaiupatov W || 40.5
paydaiwtdtwv @ || 40.6 tfig oknviig kKAVoiG] om. T s (versum interpunxit s) || 40.7

&PXNYETIG 2
Here is the ark, the flood of waters,
other crows, Noah and the variety of species.
And the old prophecy is being fulfilled:
the royal camp is the new ark;
the stream of most furious, immeasurable waters, 5
the rain, the accumulation of water is the inundation of the camp;
and the leader Noah is the king of citizens,
who, falling in the middle of the mountains,
the so-called “crows”, stopped a long course;
and in turn the variety of the immense army 10
brings the deceased, a model of military command,

back to the imperial city.

Poem 41

Defeat of emperor Manuel I Komnenos against the Turks in Myriokephalon (NC 182.43-
183.65, Ephraem 4480-4481)

"Ava€ MavounA, ti tabwv oUtw Tpénn;

154



oV ydp PactAebtatog eival TV SAwv

g0X1 KpatoLVTwV Kal o] Mepcookvbag;

o€l 006 yap UTEPNPAVOUS PPEVAG,

Kal TOiG Tamevoic dgbovov xdptv VEEL. 5

41.3 MepoookVOag] cf. Theodori Lascaris encomium in patrem Ioannem I1T 28.107 ||
41.4-5 Prov. 3.34, cf. NC 357.59, ©g0¢ & énevddknoe toutolg o0d6AwS/ Wioel yap
SvTwg LIEPNPAvOLG PUoeL; Ephraem 7723-7724

41.1 "Ava€ MavounA, ti mabwv] (...)avounA (...) W | tpénn] (...) W, mpénn = s || 41.2
BaciAevtatog eivatl t@v] (...)tatog (...)v W | factAebtepog (ut tatog) s || 41.3 ebyn]
(...) W | @ofii] (...) W || 41.4 wioei] (...)eT W | 066 yap] Bed¢g yop W Z @ s Wolf, ydp Bed¢
C | omepn(...)oug W || 41.5 toig tamervoig &pdovov] (...)amevoig &(...) vov W

Emperor Manuel, what happened that you turn this way?

You boast you are the greatest king

amonyg all those who reign and you fear the Perso-Scythians (Turks)?
Indeed, God hates the arrogant hearts

and grants the humble ones abundant grace. 5

Poem 42

Wounds and distress of Manuel (NC 183.66-71, Ephraem 4482-4484)
Mul&otv, dvag, wg BOEAaL 600 Ta BEAT
kol Aetmodpaveic £€ dvnkéotov mdboug,
v mevkedavnv v Puxfi Padwv Avmnv.

42 om. T s || 42.1 yell@owv C, (..)uldowv W | g POéAar] (...)0éAor W || 42.2 kai
Aemmodpaveis €€ dvnkéotov] (.. )imodpav(...)s £ (...)kéotov W || 42.3 v mevukedavrv
év] (..)kedavAv (...) W | Yuxdl Yuxn D, (.)x1 W | mevkedavrv] tevkeddvnv C, cf.
supra 37.9 | dA\wv C

King, the arrows suck your blood as leeches,
and you lose your strength from an incurable suffering

as you throw a piercing grief in your heart.
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Poem 43

Evil deeds of emperor Andronikos I Komnenos (NC 323.60-74, Ephraem 5258-5265)
"Av gbpev Avpdvikog wv Abotv Spdoor,

TAVTWG &V €VPOL KAl TATAV KAKOV AVoLv-

6v 6 Ppotovpydg einev dvOpwmokTEVOV.

43.1-2 cf. xai Aoy §0€dlovtag TV Kak®V TV avTol dvaAvoty €k ToD owpatog NC
338.2-3, A0otv ebpelv nratopdtwv Ephraem 5883 et alibi (e.g. 1271, 1289-1290) || 43.3
Bpotovpydc] cf. Ephraem 5369 et supra 29.1 || 43.2-3 To. 8.44, cf. NC 337.55-56, udAAov
3¢ Tatav GAANog avBpwmoktdévog Ephraem 5349

43 om.DW I s || 43.2 catav ® Wolf || 43.3 dvOpwmoktévov] &(...)xt(...) F
Had Andronikos found absolution from the things he did,
even Satan would surely find absolution from his wicked deeds,

whom the creator of mortals called the murderer of men.

Poem 44

Andronikos’ cruelty (NC 323.75-324.95, Ephraem 5266-5269)

‘Acvunadng, avOpwre, kal OSVOL YEUwV:

Tl yap PAaPnon mpog xdptv Tov oikéTnv

o lety Beod BéNovTog €€ evomAayxviag;
44,3 ¢€ ebomAayyviac] in eadem sede M. Philae carmen 2.174.2 et alibi
44 om.D W I s || 44.3 ebomAayviag post rasuram F*":

Man, you are pitiless and full of envy.

For how would you be harmed if God graciously

wants to save a servant out of his mercy?
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Poem 45

Restoration of the manuscript on behalf of the bishop of Ainos

Xpdv Avbeicav tnv tapodoav TukTidy,

@Oopdv te mabeiv kKivduvedovoav QUAAWY,

WG UNKET etvan ur 8¢ kekAfjoat PiPAov-

Tf] GUVOETIKI] TEXVITOU XELPOLPYIQ,

TEXVNG T€ Ao TOLKIAN TEXVOLPYIQ, 5
0 ToLHEVAPXNG AVITOV cUVOET TTdALY

KAl TV TPLV E0TPEMELNY UTT] TTAPEXEL

WG AVay1VWoKoLTo Tdot padiwg.

45.1 cf. xpévw mahaiwdévta in eadem sede Ephraem 5340 | tr)v tapooav muktida
in eadem sede haud raro in librariorum subscriptionis (cf. DBBE, e.g.
https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/16932) || 45.5 téxvng te Aownfig] cf. nefg
te Aownf|g in eadem sede Ephraem 1722 (cf. 7184, 9153 et alibi) | moAvteleic te
nowkiAovg téxvn Ephraem 5344 (cf. 3893) || 45.6 nowuevdpxng] Ephraem et Ephraem
(B) passim (e.g. 9708)

45 tantum in fine codicis F || 45.2 @OAAwv van Dieten (F), @i\ cod.
The present codex damaged by time
and in danger of suffering the destruction of its folios
so that it would no longer be a book nor be called so,
with a craftsman’s binding art
and the manifold handicraft of the rest of the crafts, 5
the chief shepherd of Ainos binds it again
and provides it with the former beauty

so as to be read easily by everyone.
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Appendix metrica

In poems 1-44 (200 verses), the rules of prosody are generally observed as regards
graphically distinguished long and short syllables (¢/n, o/w and diphthongs), with a free
use of the dichrona (a, 1, v).*® The sequence of two or more consonants (including ¢, € and
) normally lengthens the previous syllable, but several sorts of correptions are found.***
As for the acoustic metrics of rhythm, all verses are stressed in the 11th syllable and, with
only one exception, all have 12 syllables.* All verses have also an internal pause or
caesura either after the 5th or the 7th syllable. The table below shows the distribution of
the caesura and where the stress falls before them.*® The last row shows the percentages
regarding the subsets of caesura after the 5th syllable (151 verses) and after the 7th (49
verses). The rest of the percentages are over the total number of verses (200).

40 Only exceptionally, visibly long or short vowels are measured the opposite: e.g. 4.1 EDYE; 11.1 Zw{6mdALG; 20.7
0edunTopOg; 20.10 okfimTpdv; 24.1 Apuevokili&; 24.4 EDotpdtidg; 30.1 &; 34.9 MavoUnA; 36.9 TloUoyovsiag; 37.1
‘ApuatiAdta; 37.9 tevkedavdv. Another graphic way to distinguish short and long vowels is through accents,
but the use in our epigrams is not consistent (see above). For example, the circumflex accent is changed in 36.3
BaABida but maintained in 25.2 Kwvotavtivog (see 29.9 ioov).

0L E.g. 8.3 GTEXVDG; 11.2 KOpuvnvov, Twdvvny; 14.1 arndppwé; 17.1 tékvwv; 19.3 T8 dpayyoxwpiw; 20.3 TETAWY;
20.5 Sigppov; 20.9 cvatpatnyéTidi ypdpet; 22.2 Tayypav; 25.2 Koundppripwy; 26.1 Avapaplng; 27.1 Abbpoig; 27.2
"Oppovreiaig; 27.4 Adevng; 28.1 BOlavtig; 28.5 Niotpidv, Kapeadd; 29.1 Xplot®; 29.2 oubpvav; 29.8 £€0¢avE
YpauudTwy; 31.4 Spdopod; 32.4 EviExvwg; 34.3 kaptdPp1OLg; 34.5 & mpoooxwv; 34.7 okOUVw; 35.2 Twdvvng; 35.3
avtikpUs pnénvwp; 36.3 BOlavtog; 35.6 XploTWVUUoV; 35.7 TOAUNG; 36.10 ATpvaoudg; 37.3 TETpwpov; 37.6 &mryayE
TpOg; 37.9 papttpag; 38.6 TEUVEL 38.7 GEOAovg; 38.8 dUopr; 39.1 Tpadud Ppaxy; 40.1 katdkAvouog (see 45.2). For
the phenomenon of (de)gemination of consonants, see above. For {, technically not a double consonant
anymore, see 35.8 S18C0y. For &, the categorical statement of Lampsidis (1971: 82; 1990 LIV), that the Attic &
does not lengthen the syllable, is not entirely true. Besides verses 1457 and 5044 of the chronicle, see Hilberg
(1888: 89), note e.g. 20.11: &Vv is allowed since the previous syllable is already long, but it is avoided in cuykAfiTw
since te needs to be short.

192 The exception is 12.3, which has 13 syllables (see above). The first colon is correct (5 syllables, stress on the
4th). The problem is in the second colon, ‘Tepakokopu@itov (note that the stress in the second last syllable is
however observed). It has 8 syllables, unless we read a synizesis of the first two vowels, but this still presents
prosodic problems (Tepakdkopupitov). Haplology solves all the problems in the chronicle 3818
(Tepakopu@itov). It should be noted that in Kinnamos, ed. Meineke (1836: 7.12), Tepakopugitnv is an error: the
manuscript (Vat. gr. 163) reads ‘Tepakokopu@itrv.

3 Among the ambiguous cases, [ have counted 21.1 as 5 + 7; 21.2 as 5 + 7; 31.3 as 7 + 5; 31.7 as 5 + 7. Note that
stress is totally avoided in the 7th syllable (I have counted 23.2 as 5 + 7).



Table 2

Appendix metrica (Part 2)

Caesura after the 5th syllable

Caesura after the 7th syllable

151 verses (75.5 %)

49 verses (24.5 %)

Stress on the
3rd

Stress on the
4th

Stress on the
5th

Stress on the
5th

Stress on the
6th

7 verses 71 verses 73 verses 43 verses 6 verses (3%)
(3.5%) (35.5%) (36.5%) (21.5%)
4.64% 47.02% 48.34% 87.76% 12.24%




Index nominum

"Adava 23.2 ©@eoVmoALG 30.1

Alvitng 45.6 ‘Tepakokopugpitng 12.3
‘ANE€Log (Kopvnviddng) 3.1 Toavpokilig 23.1
‘AvdaPapla 26.1 Twavvng (Kopvnvdg) 11.2
‘Avdpdvikog 43.1 Twavvng 35.2

‘A€ovy 7.1, 8.1 Kappadd 28.5

"Apng 35.3 Kaotapwv 21.1, 22.1
‘Apuevokihi€ 24.1 KépPepog 38.3
AVoovokpdtng 11.1 Ki\i€ 26.5, 36.7

AUooveg 30.5, 32.2, 36.11 Kopvnviadng 3.1, 34.9
Bakd 23.2 Kopvnvog 11.2

Bpavitlofa 18 Kwvotavtivog (ApuevokiAif) 25.2
Bulavtig 28.1 Kwvotavtivov (moéAig) 30.3
BUCa¢ 36.3 Aaodikelx 10.1

Tayypa 22.2 Makedwv 24.5

A&V 27.4 MavouhA (Kouvnviddne) 34.9, 41.1
ESéu 28.1 Maydwv 39.4

“EAANV 21.2, 22.2 Niotplov 28.5

Evotpdtio¢ (Makedwv) 24.4 N&e 40.2, 7

E0@pdtng 28.1 ‘Oppovrtelog 27.2

‘HpaxAfig 38.1 Odvvot 18
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Maioveg 19.2
Mepotkdg 29.3
Mepoig 29.1
ITepoookvOa 41.3
Ml 28.5
[Tovoyovs10G
Tatav 43.2
Tk00a1 15.1, 16.2
TkLO1KOG 13.1
T0pot 36.7

TwlomoAig 11.1

Index verborum notabiliorum:

AVaKTOPIKAG 35.6
AVOKTOPIKADG 3.2
AVAKWYELOIG 27.3

*avanvow 27.4 (cf. LSJ s. v. &umvuto; Ps.

Zonaras’ lexicon s. v. "Aunavua)*®

*amAétatog 40.5 (cf. dmAetog)
apLoToOxeLp 34.6

avtavaé 37.14

Tavioudviog 21.1
Tapodg 23.2
Tp1paAlot 16.2
Oépem 28.5
dpayyoxwptlov 19.3
Xdalem 28.5
Xpdopog 19.3
Xp1o166 8.3, 29.1

Xwvelatng 1.1

*B8EA 42.1 (cf. BSEMAQ)

*BovAdpxng 33.2 (cf. e.g. kpatdpxng)

*Bpotepydtng 29.1 (cf. LBG s. .
ppotoupydng)

Bpotovpydg 43.3
*SwpeoPputig 34.6 (cf. e.g. pavvoPpoitic)
€0vikog 27.1

Evtpoyiov 37.8

4 An asterisk (*) precedes the words not recorded in du Cange (1688), Stephanus (1831-1865), Sophocles (1900),

Dimitrakos (1936-1950), Lampe, LSJ, LBG.
15 Ed, Tittmann (1808: 155).
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gmavaowlw 22.1, 36.11
EMAEYONV 24.2
feAnuataivw 2.1
Beountwp 20.7
Bedodotog 26.4
Beplotpa 37.5
10xptotog 37.10
Kabundyw 25.4
KaAAitpixog 20.5
KAAALQPUNG 34.2
KaproPp1Or|g 34.3
KATAKPATOG 19.2
KAVO1G 40.6
KOUTOpPHHWYV 25.2
Kpatwp 33.2
KUAVOpog 37.7
Aeimodpavéw 42.2
AMuvaouog 36.10
*uayeoikAovog 35.4 (cf. toAeudkAovog)
ULPLOVIKOG 13.3
yuptootePnPdpog 30.4
uooTng 26.5
*EOAAeX0G 3.2 (cf. 6OAAeKkTPOG)
onAttondAag 24.5, 35.4
0VpEGiTPOPOG 38.6

TayyAwooog 20.2
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TOUPEY16TOG 13.2
naugiltarog 31.3
TOPELPPATLS 28.3
TOPWVUUEW 40.8
TepikAUTOG 26.3

*nicovpog 20.5 (cf. tiovpeg)
TIOLUEVAPXNG 45.6
TopPLPAVOTG 37.4
TPWTOYEVVNG 37.4
puointolig 34.8

OTaLPLKOG 20.10, 29.5
oTOUaAYOG 24.1

oUYKANTOG 20.11
oLUTEPATOW 7.2

ovueuia 31.9
GLOTPATNYETIG 20.9
TETPAKALHOG 17.3

Tétpwpov 17.1,37.3

*1016¢ 34.8 (cf. e.g. T01600¢)
*toAomdv 26.4 (cf. Td Aomodv)
tproavag 14.1

TplotdaTng 37.17
*tpoxAevua (cf. LBG s. v. tpoxnAdtevua)
UypOxepoog 19.1
XOPITWVUUEW 13.2

XOPLTWVUUOG 33.2



XPLOTWVLHOG 35.6
XpLoodivrg 28.2
XpvoomAovtoPpitng 28.2
@UAVTOOTPOPWG 31.7

*de 20.1, 40.1 (sic spiritus)
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Chapter 4
A commentary on the poems by Ephraim

As we have seen in Chapter 3, the main source for our poems is Niketas Choniates’ History,
since Ephraim is working directly with the text of 1. This is to say that, in principle, the
epigrams do not add any new information about the period with which Niketas Choniates
deals.! In general, the poems do not supplement, certify or question the report of Niketas,
but rather put in verses a summary of the episodes narrated. Even the most notable
exceptions to this practice, such as poem 1 or 40, do not add new historical information.
As has been highlighted in Chapter 3, the poems begin with a more to-the-point style, but
their elaboration escalates from poem 20 up to the end of book I. In fact, the bulk of the
epigrams (2-40) comment on John’s reign. Besides Niketas Choniates, this period is
conspicuously covered by the account of John Kinnamos and the historical poems of
Theodore Prodromos. There is no element in the epigrams indicating acquaintance with
Kinnamos.” Since the poems exploit topics and formulas from the encomiastic literature
and court poetry, it may seem that Ephraim was familiar with Prodromos. The same can
be said regarding the panegyrics of Michael Italikos or Nikephoros Basilakes. However,
there is not enough evidence to support a direct contact of Ephraim with these, even
though a degree of familiarity, especially with Prodromos, cannot be completely ruled

! Comprehensive commentaries of the events referred to by Niketas Choniates can be found in the notes of
Kazhdan (1994), Pontani (1999; 2017). See also Maisano (1994c), Pontani (2010), Zorzi (2012). On John 1I in
particular, see now the contributions in Kotzabassi (2013) and Bucossi and Rodriguez Suérez (2016). On Manuel
I, see Magdalino (1993). On Andronikos 1, see Jurewicz (1970).

2 On the vexed question of the relationship between Niketas and Kinnamos, see e.g. Maisano (1994c: 399-402),
Zorzi (2012: XX-XXIII), Simpson (2013: 215-224), Pontani (2017: 468-469 n. 8), with further bibliography.



out.” On the other hand, it is well known that Niketas Choniates already made use of
encomiastic literature as sources for his History.*

The epigrams reproduce the rhetorical motifs of encomiastic literature and court
poetry, which survived the Komnenian period and can be found again in later authors.?
The same imagery, wording and tropes can be read in the orations of Basilakes and
Italikos or in the poems of Theodore Prodromos, but also in the poetry of the so-called
Manganeios Prodromos, writing later in the 12th century under Manuel 1.° There is a
continuity in the Nicaean and Palaiologan periods, as for example in the preserved poems
of Nicholas Eirenikos or, notably, in the oeuvre of Manuel Holobolos, among others.” This
literature was often performed in ceremonial settings, such as triumphal processions or
prokypseis.® Accordingly, the formulas and symbolisms follow the steps of the ceremonies
in question. In our poems, however, the elements of praise and imperial ideology seem to
be out of context, even if they may be an indication of commission or circulation at court.
The verse scholia represent another type of occasional poetry, more associated with the
act of reading than with public performance of orations and chants. Ephraim uses
phraseology and metaphors from the encomiastic tradition, which in fact Niketas
Choniates already attributed mainly to the figure of John.” The poems on the other
emperors (41-44) abandon the laudatory tone and the Kaiserkritik becomes gradually more
apparent. Ephraim’s familiarity with the encomiastic register attests to a certain
rhetorical training. At the same time, the appraisal of the emperors in our epigrams
reveals how the Palaiologan society looked back into the past to shape and validate its
identity. This is especially the case regarding the Komnenian period, from which our
epigrams draw the subject and imitate some traditional forms of approaching it.*

The following commentary will not dwell on the accuracy and details of the historical
events commented on in the epigrams. The historical context will be given, but I will

* Prodromos had gone under a process of canonization since the 13th century; see Hérandner (2012b: 108.163,
112, 128) and a concrete example in Hérandner (1972).

1 See e.g. Maisano (1994c: 393-399), Simpson (2013: 229-242).

5 See Hoérandner (2003). On the encomiastic mode, see now Lauxtermann (2019: 19-56), for previous poetry, and
Kubina (2020), for a prolific poet on commission from roughly the same generation as Ephraim, Manuel Philes.
¢ See e.g. Horandner (1974: 89-108), Magdalino (1993: 413-454), Jeffreys and Jeffreys (2015: 56-59). A similar
repertory of images and formulas is displayed earlier in the 12th century in the poems of Nicholas Kallikles (ed.
Romano 1980), as well as in other pieces of the anthology in Marcianus graecus 524, ed. Lampros (1911: 3-59,
123-192, see e.g. numbers 71, 84, 101, 258, 272, 320, 370).

7 Eirenikos, ed. Heisenberg (1920: 97-112); Holobolos, ed. Boissonade (1833: 159-182) and Treu (1906-1907). On
Holobolos, see also Treu (1896), Heisenberg (1920: 112-132), Previale (1943), Macrides (1980).

8 See e.g. Heisenberg (1920: 82-97), Horandner (1974: 79-89), Jeffreys (1987), Magdalino (1993: 237-248), Macrides,
Munitiz and Angelov (2013: 401-411).

? See Simpson (2013: 232).

1 Macrides (1994: 269-282), Nilsson (2019: 528, 533).
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rather focus on the stance the commentator adopts towards the passages he comments
upon. The value of Ephraim’s verse chronicle has often been disdained because it is not
easy to distinguish any substantially new piece of historical information with regard to
its sources. Roughly, Ephraim uses the chronicle of John Zonaras up until the reign of
Alexios I Komnenos (v. 3708) and Niketas Choniates’ History from John Il Komnenos until
the fall of Constantinople to the Fourth Crusade.'! From the death of Baldwin of Flanders
(v. 7431), Ephraim follows the History of George Akropolites until the triumphal entrance
of Michael VIII Palaiologos in Constantinople in 1261."* If anything was found in Ephraim
without clear parallels in his sources, an elusive fourth source has been postulated or an
intermediate compendium of the remaining three.”® However, it is not necessary to deny
personal contributions of Ephraim to his own oeuvre, of which the most evident is the
verse form. While versifying the sources, he is obviously adding something of his own,
which does not have to stem from a given source. This added value should be enough to
vindicate a monumental work of over ten thousands verses (if we consider the chronicle
together with the catalogue), even if it may seem at times unoriginally rhetorical or
historiographically irrelevant.' The process of versification is not mechanical and it often
entails a change in emphasis, structure and scope, as well as in style and intended
audience, which should not be disregarded. In any case, as it is clear with our epigrams,

1 There are some poems on Zonaras in ff, 33v, 61v, 101v of Vat. gr. 136 (13th century), but they are not related
to Ephraim. Two verse scholia of six dodecasyllables each comment on Zonaras’ chronicle 3.6
(https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/17785: the description of the torture of scaphism, Dindorf 1868:
1.191.12-192.10; see Kampianaki 2017: 19-20) and 5.22 (https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/17770: the
misdeeds of Herodes, Dindorf 1868: 1.391.11-19). These passages are not found in Ephraim’s chronicle (see
however v. 2 dvBpwnoktdvog in the same position as 43.3). Moreover, the verse scholium on scaphism is
attributed to one Constantine, whereas the other epigram on Herodes seems to be by the same author. A longer
book epigram (29 dodecayllables) is also attributed to Constantine and occurs in f. 101v, at the end of book 9
(https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/17771; see also Kampianaki 2019: 248). On the manuscript tradition
of Zonaras’ chronicle see Leone (1991) and Bandini (2014).

12 This triumph, a foundation stone for the Palaiologan dynasty, can be related to our poems 20 and 30. It is
interesting that the triumph in 1261, as described by Akropolites (Heisenberg and Wirth 1978: 1.186.29-1.188.7
= Ephraim’s chronicle vv. 9568-9588; see also Treu 1906-1907: 72.5-76.20), reproduces features from the one in
1133, which is the subject of poem 20. Namely, the icon of the Virgin plays a central role and the emperor
marches on foot (see the commentary below).

13 See Lampsidis (1971: 42-55, 109-238; 1990: XL-XLVII and the apparatus fontium), van Dieten (1975: XC), Simpson
(2013:118-119).

4 Consider, for example, the stereotypical characterizations of the emperors placed often at the beginning of
each reign in the chronicle. For analyses of the work of Ephraim with his sources and comparisons with
contemporary works, see e.g. Prinzing (2008: 287-289), regarding the Fourth Crusade, and Kinloch (2018: 201-
274), who compares the treatment of Akropolites’ History 66-72 (Heisenberg and Wirth 1978: 1.138.21-151.24).
Kinloch theoretical approach is especially interesting since it does not reinforce the subordination of Ephraim’s
chronicle to its sources, but rather explores the (hyper)textual transformations.

166


https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/17785
https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/17770
https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/17771

at least regarding Niketas Choniates, Ephraim is not using any epitome or compendium,
but working directly with a manuscript of the version b of the History.

The same accusations of historiographical irrelevance can fall on our epigrams, as they
strongly depend on the passages next to which they are found in the manuscripts.
Ephraim’s chronicle has received less attention than, for example, another derivative
work as the Synopsis chronike by Theodore Skoutariotes, because the latter seems to add
more information to the same sources.'” Our epigrams and Ephraim’s chronicle should be
read in connection with this and other contemporary works, such as the already
mentioned Metaphrasis of Niketas Choniates.’® Certainly, Ephraim is the heir of
Constantine Manasses and John Tzetzes, who wrote their chronicles in verse in the 12th
century."” But he can be better understood in his own context, as a compiler making
available and rendering more appealing a series of texts. As such, his work is also close to
the so-called continuation of Manasses, a brief supplement to the chronicle of 79 political
verses depending on Niketas Choniates.’ Yet again, I will not put the focus on what the
epigrams add of new to their source in terms of facts, but rather on how they rewrite it,
paraphrase it and adapt it for their own purposes. The epigrams, in fact, not only adorn
the source text with rhetorical embellishments, but they also simplify and summarize the
content of Niketas Choniates’ convoluted narrative. These formal procedures and the
selection of passages commented upon reflect a certain view of the past and may indicate
the interests of the author, his patron and his milieu.

One last point regarding a most remarkable feature of Ephraim’s chronicle. Even if it
is not unparalleled, the use of dodecasyllables for a world chronicle has provoked some
perplexity. Whereas the political verses of the precursor Constantine Manasses have
found plausible explanations, given the nature and origins of this metre associated with

15 This chronicle was first edited by Sathas (1894: 1-556) and thus it is also known as Synopsis Sathas. On the more
or less self-standing versions of this work and the controversed issue of its authorship, see e.g. Zafeiris (2010;
2011) and Tocci (2015: 64-115), with further bibliography. On its sources, see e.g. van Dieten (1975: LXXXVIII-
LXXXIX), Macrides (2007: 65-71), Simpson (2013: 114-117). Van Dieten considers this chronicle as the only
testimony worth recording in the apparatus to his edition of Niketas Choniates. Part of the additions to
Akropolites are edited separately in Heisenberg and Wirth (1978: 1.275-302). On the verse scholia on
Skoutariotes, see above.

16 See the description of manuscript W above in Chapter 3.

7 Some parallels between Ephraim and Manasses are listed in Lampsidis (1971: 52-55). This continuity is
investigated and to a certain extent refuted by Nilsson (2019). However, the verse form uncovers in Ephraim as
much as in Manasses’ verse chronicle the “literariness inherent” in all historiography, as Nilsson (2006) put it.
On the verse chronicle by Tzetzes, see also Hunger (1955b).

8Ed. Grégoire (1924), see Simpson (2013: 110), Nilsson (2019: 529). The date of the poem should be revised in the
light of the later studies regarding the different versions of the text of Niketas Choniates: it does not need to be
composed right after the capture of Constantinople. On the readership and uses of Manasses’ chronicle, see also
Nilsson and Nystrém (2009).
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court and didactic settings, why did Ephraim choose the dodecasyllable to cast and
convey his paraphrase? Recently, Ingela Nilsson has argued that this decision is part of
an archaizing trend, which finds a precedent in Tzetzes’ (now fragmentary) verse
chronicle.”” It is true that, unlike the political verse, the dodecasyllable has a clear
classical model in the iambic trimeter. The rather succinct and cursory style of Ephraim
corresponds better to the Byzantine perception of the dodecasyllable, as opposed to the
more playful and entertaining fifteen-syllable verse.”® However, there is one more
element to consider in the light of our epigrams by Ephraim on Niketas Choniates. In fact,
if these epigrams are at the origin of what later became the chronicle of Ephraim, we
could explain better the choice of this metre. Dodecasyllable is the predominant metre in
epigrams, including book epigrams and, more specifically, verse scholia. The origin of the
chronicle as marginal verse scholia in manuscripts of the sources can contribute to
explain this metrical feature of Ephraim’s chronicle. Our epigrams attest to the
experimentation of Ephraim to find the right tone for his chronicle. Eventually, the
epigrams’ laudatory effusions, more commonly found in the political verse elsewhere,
give way to the more fact-based narrative of the chronicle, which maintains the
dodecasyllable.

4.1 Commentary

41,1 Poem1l

This poem is the only one commenting on the proem of the oeuvre (1-4.81). Niketas
Choniates here discusses how a historical work should be written: clarity of expression
should be sought and long, intricate periods should be avoided. He is convinced to have
followed these rules in his work, but in fact the rhetorical elaboration he employs in these
lines and throughout the History contradicts him. The conventional prescriptions in the
prologue are in evident conflict with the actual style of Niketas Choniates. This paradox
triggers the first intervention by Ephraim.

Poem 1 is exceptional for some other reasons. It is written by a hand different than
poems 2-42. This is also the case for poems 43-44, with which poem 1 shares other

¥ Nilsson (2019).
% On political verses, see above Part 1. On the dodecasyllables of Ephraim, see the Appendix metrica above. On
the Byzantine reflections on this metre, see Horandner (1995: 285-289) and Lauxtermann (1998).
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features. These poems are present in only part of the manuscripts, namely F and some of
its apographa. Unlike poems 2-42, poems 1, 43-44 are written in brown, with passages
written by what seems yet another different hand (see Papa®pwdn 1.3 and verses 43.2-3)
in the upper margin of the folio in F. They look as if they were copied later than the other
poems and, because of their position, they are not evidently connected with a specific
passage.” But the connexion with the precise passage of Niketas Choniates is guaranteed
by the aphorism co@ov 1o cageg, already found in Euripides’ Orestes 397 and reproduced
in the main text.?” It is also exceptional because in the first verse the poet addresses the
author, Choniates. However, it is not rare that Ephraim talks in the second person with
the historical characters in the History. What strikes the most is in fact the rather
aggressive attitude in marking the contradiction.

All these irregularities may arouse the suspicion that Ephraim is not the author of
poem 1. In fact the poem was frequently conceived as autonomous and analyzed apart
from the rest of the poems.” The use of the second person and the vocative is not
unparalleled in the other epigrams of Ephraim. However, the polemical address to the
author is also found in many other verse scholia, as for example in the three political
verses by Tzetzes in Laur. Plut. 70.3 on Herodotus or even in the non-versified scholia in
F.* Moreover, there are no clear formal parallels with verses of Ephraim’s chronicle, but
this is also the case for other epigrams or the cycle. However, an interesting
correspondence can be found in verses 3733-3736 of the chronicle. When the chronicle
begins to use Choniates, after the preliminary portrait of John (3709-3732), the poet
confesses that the subject matter is beyond his capabilities:

00 Tovg dyGvag kai vikag kataléyely,
TV dpet®@V O’ Suthov ai¢ Nv éumpénwy,
Kol prtopt yévort’ av €pyov eE6xw
Uikp’ dtta & NUIv €k TEPITTOV AeKTEOV.

To enumerate the battles and victories of this one (John)
and the multitude of virtues in which he excelled,
this would be the task for an outstanding rhetorician.

21 On the palaeographical traits of these poems and the implications in the transmission, see above Chapter 3
and Figures 4 and 6.

22 Niketas Choniates’ History 3.37: T0 6ag&g WG o0 udvov Katd tov eindvra co@dv. The passage is actually found
before, on the recto of the same folio. Note, however, the emphasized deictic £évBadi, which seems to point at
the passage in question in the body of the text (see below @3¢ in 20.1, 40.1). This is another sign that supports a
later and deficient copy from n of poem 1inF.

5 See Chapter 3 above for editions and attributions.

% See e.g. f. 43v: 6 Tolou@v todto (t0?) Aéyel Xwverdta pov (later crossed out) on 89.58 ss. (see above Chapter
3). For the new epigram on Herodotus (inc. Zuppaptupeic, Hpddote, t0 Oeiov tdv EAARvwv), see above Part 1,
Chapter 1.
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Me, I must say a few small things out of his many remarkable deeds.

Can we read in v. 3735 an allusion to Niketas Choniates and his grand style, and even to
other orators and poets who celebrated John (the already mentioned Theodore
Prodromos, Michael Italikos, Nikephoros Basilakes)? In any case, this passage playfully
mirrors the harsh criticism in poem 1. It is significant that such considerations occur in
inaugural instances, the proem of the History of Niketas Choniates for poem 1 and the
beginning of Niketas as a source for Ephraim’s chronicle. The first epigram of the series,
therefore, can be read as programmatic. In a way, while evidencing the inconsistency
between Niketas’ theory and practice of historiography, poem 1 tacitly acknowledges the
necessity of a paraphrase that clarifies the arcane Niketas. Ephraim will try to perform
such operation in some of the following epigrams and later in the chronicle. All in all, the
evidence to attribute the first epigram to Ephraim is not conclusive. However, both on
stylistic grounds and as regards the textual transmission of the epigrams, the authorship
of Ephraim is not only plausible but also desirable.”

Besides, the structure of the epigram is simple and efficient, each verse containing a
single complete meaning. Verse 1.1 admonishes the author through a rhetorical question,
calling him by his name. Verse 1.2 states what Niketas says (actually using the same words
as he) and 1.3 what Niketas actually does (with two adjectives with the same termination
-w0dn¢). Some combinations of sounds (¢, o, yp) appears throughout the poem, especially
in 1.2 (alliteration/parechesis).

41,2 Poem 2

Niketas Choniates narrates at this point (5.90-1) the efforts of Empress Irene to promote
her daughter, Anna Komnene, and her son-in-law, Nikephoros Bryennios, as heiress and
heir of the throne to the detriment of the later emperor John II. And she does so by
maliciously criticizing the latter in front of emperor Alexios 1. The epigram synthesize
this episode in two verses, but it states the matter in an oblique way. The poet addresses
the queen with pomp and accuses her of acting irresponsibly, but he omits the names of
the parties involved. A certain ambiguity seems to be deliberate. Later, in poem 9, the
poet highlights a proverb by the same queen that exculpates her from conspiracy against
John (see below). In the chronicle, Ephraim connects in ten verses the subject matter of
poems 2 and 9 (vv. 3787-3797). First he admits that in the beginning the empress disliked
John (3787-3791), but once he was emperor she refrained from intriguing (3792-3797).

@eAnuataivw is a rare verb attested from the 12th century (present in Niketas
Choniates’ History 562.48; see LBG).

% A further parallel with the chronicle could be the use of o0k oida (1.1): see e.g. vv. 1419, 8207, 9106.
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4,1.3 Poem3

In Niketas Choniates’ History 5.10-6.22, after the insistence of Irene, Alexios loses his
temper and replies to his wife that John is the natural candidate for his succession.
Niketas adds that he does so pretending that succession was still an open question (NC
6.24-28). The epigram, however, simplifies the issue in three verses. The emperor,
addressed honorifically in 3.1 and in the second person in 3.2-3, does the most correct and
royal thing, according to Ephraim: he puts his wife in her place (3.2) and makes his son
John heir (3.3). In the chronicle, the quarrel of Alexios and Irene is suppressed and John’s
government is opened when he takes the power. See v. 3737 of Ephraim’s chronicle: O0tog
KATAOXWV GOQAAGDG Kpatapyiov.

The term *€0AAexoc (3.2) is unattested elsewhere. It seems to have been coined after
oUAMekTpog (present in the context of Niketas Choniates’ History 5.92) and Aéxog (see e.g.
NC 5.11), with the attic £ that Ephraim frequently uses. The double A corresponds better
to the etymology of this word and to the metrical structure of the dodecasyllable, but
note that F and its apographa give EuAéxw (corrected by s and Wolf). The verb
guPprudouar could be picking up on éupp1d&g (NC 6.24), whereas avaktopik®g 3.2 (and
avaktopikdc) are late terms (from the 9th century, see LBG).

41,4 Poem4

Niketas at this point narrates Alexios’ disdain for the earthly pleas of Irene regarding the
empire’s succession. He prefers to remain in silence preparing his soul for the imminent
death (NC 7.53-56). To this scene, the poet reacts with a monostich (the first of many, see
poems 5, 6, 9, 18) where he praises the emperor’s determination. The scene is not to be
found in Ephraim’s chronicle: the death of Alexios is taken from Zonaras and occurs
before in vv. 3702-3708. On the formal level, note the recurrence of the sv sound.
According to the iambic prosody, the second ¢ in e0ye should be measured long, which go
against the “visual” metrics of the dodecasyllable.

4,15 Poem5

After Alexios’ death (15 August 1118), John finally occupies the power and starts
distributing offices and titles among his family and familiars (NC 8.95-2). The scholiast
summarizes this in another monostich, reusing some of the words of Niketas (dnéveue
TaG TIpdg NC 8.2). This is the first epigram that uses the third person instead of the second,
as will happen regularly in the chronicle. However, the encomiastic tone persists. In fact,
this verse scholium has the appearance of an aphorism (see the etymological play dikaiog
[...] €vdikwc). The verse corresponds to the beginning of the proper reign of John in the

171



chronicle (v. 3738). The already quoted v. 3737 (see above poem 3) paraphrases NC 8.95
(g 10N &v T@ doaAel KaBeOTWQ).

The poem is omitted in two manuscripts, W and X (also in s, the copy of £), that are not
connected with each other (each one has a different model where the epigram is present).
The brevity of the poem could explain the omission.

4,1.6 Poemé6

This poem comments on a much obscure passage where Niketas narrates a sort of slander
or gossip about the sexual life of Anna Komnene and Nikephoros Bryennios (NC 10.52-56).
Once the attempt of a coup by these two failed during the first year of John’s reign, it is
said (Aéyetar NC 10.52), Anna regretted the weak character of his husband and blamed
the nature of his male member. The poet censures Anna in a monostich, addressing her
with flattering words that echo the description in Niketas Choniates’ History 10.45-46.
Accordingly, the passage is not found back in the chronicle, even if the plot against the
emperor is described in vv. 3742-3746. Ephraim expresses his disapproval in the epigram
and refrains from reproducing the accusations in his chronicle.

4,1.7 Poem 7

This is the first of two poems referring to John Axouch, a Turk captured in his youth and
offered to Alexios Komnenos who grew up as a close friend of John Komnenos and
occupied a central role in his administration (see NC 9.23-10.36). Poem 7 addresses
Axouch and praises him for his advice to the emperor concerning the wealth of Anna
Komnene, confiscated after the plot was brought to light. Emperor John wanted to confer
it to Axouch, but Axouch dissuaded him and proposed to give the goods back to Anna. The
poet reacts with four verses to the first intervention of Axouch in direct speech (NC 11.70-
82). The first two verses refer to the advice, which is as good as the advisee (7.2 picks up
on the wording of Niketas: see nepatol trv mapaipaciv NC 11.82). The last two verses
elaborate on a motif present elsewhere in Byzantine literature: nobility is not just a
matter of birth, but one of character.”® This is especially significant for a high officer
coming from a foreign land (&AAogbvoUc €k yévoug 7.4). Significantly, this expression
finds a parallel much later in Niketas Choniates’ History (368.42). This is not the only place
where the epigrams show that Ephraim indeed read the whole History, as he seems to

% See e.g. the anonymous teacher’s letter 48.3-4 (ed. Markopoulos 2000) and Theodore Balsamon’s poem 13.16-
17 (ed. Horna 1903).
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quote from passages that have no epigrams attached (see 8.3; 24.3-4; 25.1; 34.3; 34.5-7,
37.5; 41.4-5; 43.1-3).

The chronicle narrates at length this episode after the plot of Anna Komnene (vv. 3747-
3786). The recommendation of Axouch is narrated in direct speech in vv. 3770-3780. The
only significant parallel is to be found between 7.2 and v. 3779 of the chronicle (tavtn ye
nelofelg Paciedg mapaipdost), where mapaipdosic/mapaipdost occur in the same
position in the verses. The verb cuunepatdw in 7.2 is late and rare, even if it derives from
Niketas’ tepatoi (see above).

4,1.8 Poem 8

Unlike the previous epigram, in this one the answer of the emperor to Axouch (NC 11.82-
85) is commented on in the third person, hence with a style closer to the chronicle, but
not less encomiastic than the other epigrams. The first two verses echo the gospel parable
of the sower (Mt. 13.3-23). Note the alternation of £¢/¢i¢ (8.1-2) out of metrical reasons
(both syllables need to be long, but £c is followed by a consonant that makes position) and
the enclisis of the elided 8¢ with the article (1] & 8.2), a typical Byzantine phenomenon
(see above). The last verse (8.3), in turn, reproduces one topos of court poetry: the
emperor as imitator of Christ,”” whereas the iunctura atexv@g pipovpévn can be traced
back to NC 322.34. The passage commented on in the epigram is paraphrased in vv. 3781-
3786 of the chronicle. Ephraim closes this set of verses with a line playing with the same
topos: Oepudc T’ Epaoctrg xprotopiuntwy tpdnwy (v. 3786), with an ending that becomes a
formula in Ephraim (see e.g. vv. 3693, 3775).

419 Poem?9

As a conclusion for the eventful succession of Alexios and the tumultuous first year of
John'’s reign, a last epigram comments on words by Irene (NC 12.86-89). Once she learned
about the plot against her son, she declared that she was not involved in it and uttered
the saying (co@dv t1 Adyrov NC 12.87) praised by the epigram: d¢ei faciAéa pev oby Umdévta
(ntelv, mapdvta 8¢ pr) petakivelv (“a king must be sought when there is none, but must
not be replaced when there is one” NC 12.88-89). The epigram does not reveal the content
of the proverb, but reacts to it positively. It addresses the queen honorifically and talks
to her in the second person using some of the vocabulary in Niketas Choniates. In the
chronicle, on the other hand, the words by Irene are summarized in vv. 3794-3797 (see

77 See e.g. Theodore Prodromos’ Historical Poems 24.44, 30,102 (ed. Hérandner 1974) and Manuel Holobolos’ Poem
1.15-16 (ed. Boissonade 1833).
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above poem 2). The function of the epigram seems to be preparatory inasmuch as it
indicates a passage worth developing in the chronicle.

4,1.10 Poem 10

This poem inaugurates a series of epigrams on the military campaigns of John (poems 10-
19). Poem 10 summarizes the seizure of Laodikeia, a city in Phrygia (Asia Minor), from the
Turks in the spring of 1119 (NC 12.1-5). The episode is told in full in the chronicle (vv.
3805-3810). The epigram narrates the episode in the third person as the chronicle. The
manuscripts have a punctuation sign at the end of 10.1, even if it separates verbs and
complements from the subject (10.2), but this is a common trait (see above). There is
alliteration of mo- in 10.1, besides the figura etymologica oAiler [...] téArv (internal object).
These words (noAile1 [...] téAv) occur in the chronicle of Ephraim in the same position
elsewhere (vv. 92, 115, 394). The juxtaposition of the two verbs (10.1), together with wa
pomii (10.2), portrays the readiness of the king in his military actions. The way of calling
him in 10.2 anticipates another topos of encomiastic literature on historical figures
named John: the alleged etymological play with xapieig (see below 13.2, 33.2). Besides, the
ending of 10.2 (&vag xapieig) occurs in the same metrical position in Ephraim’s chronicle
vv. 871, 3905 (the latter refers to John I Komnenos).

4,1.11 Poem 11

The epigram summarizes the capture of the city of Sozopolis from the Turks in
Pamphylia/Pisidia (Asia Minor) in the spring of 1120 (NC 12.14-13.36). The episode is
found in Ephraim’s chronicle vv. 3811-3814. The first verse of the epigram (11.1) plays
with the etymology of Zw(6moAig and calls the emperor cwtfjpa. As poem in 10, the
episode is referred to in the third person. The two verses present a clear enjambement
and, as in the previous epigram, a punctuation sign in the two main manuscripts at the
end of 11.1 indicates this (comma/Unootiyur}). ZwldnoAig (11.1) is the true reading of D
and some other manunscripts (some depending on F, where the word was just corrected
possibly without any knowledge of D and W), whereas in F and some apographa read
owlémoAv (see above). The emperor is praised with honorary titles, among which
Aboovokpdtng (11.1) is a very rare one, only attested before in Manganeios Prodromos
(see LBG), a variant of the less uncommon (but still rare) Abcovokpdtwp (the latter in
Ephraim’s chronicle vv. 625, 771, 6891). The compound includes AGooveg, an archaizing
way of calling the Romans, i.e. Byzantines, much employed by Ephraim (see below 30.5,
32.2,36.11).
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4,1.12 Poem 12

This poem narrates a minor conquest of John, that of the fortress of Hierakokoryphitis, a
sequel of the campaign on Sozopolis. This deserves a brief mention in Niketas’ History
(13.36-38), which corresponds to vv. 3817-3822 of the chronicle of Ephraim. The epigram
reacts to this episode addressing the king in the second person and using a comparison
of the emperor with a hawk recurrent in encomiastic poetry and literature to signify his
activeness and majesty.” The motif is found in Ephraim’s chronicle in quite similar terms
(vv. 1528-1529) and it is not far from the symbolism of the emperor as an eagle. See below
poem 36.4-7 and the oration of Michael Italikos on John Komnenos, where the motif of
the eagle is used in a way that reminds the second verse of poem 12: kaBdmep t1g deTog
DPéTng €ml TAg TV OpQdV KopLPag.”

Now, the motif of the hawk here plays a role in the wordplay with the meaningful name
of the fortress. ‘lepakokopuitng means something like “the peak of the hawk”.
Therefore, the emperor flies like a hawk (12.1) over the peaks (12.2) where there is the
fortress called the peak of the hawk (12.3). This last verse is the only one in the epigrams
by Ephraim that is hypermetrical, that is, it counts 13 syllables.”® In the chronicle,
however, v. 3818 reads ‘Iepakopueitov, which renders the word apt to the rules of
dodecasyllable through haplology. It seems that in assembling the chronicle, Ephraim
decided to privilege the metrical correctness of the verse to the detriment of historical
accuracy. This would not be the only case where the version of the chronicle improves
the metre of the epigrams (see e.g. 20.7, 10). However, it could as well be a case of
haplography or hypercorrection by the scribe of the manuscript of the chronicle (Vat. gr.
1003). See, for example, the variants of C and Wolf and note that the editor of Kinnamos
also edits ‘Tepakopugitnv where the manuscript (Vat. gr. 163) reads ‘Tepakokopu@itnv.™
Another remarkable feature of 12.3 is the lack of enclisis in the form éori.

4,1,13 Poem 13

Poems 13-15 move from east to west and are devoted to the military campaign against
the Pechenegs, after they invaded Thrace. In particular, they react to the battle of Berroia
(1122). Poem 13 presents the first encounter and the two sides of the conflict (NC 14.62-
15.70, vv. 3823-3829 of Ephraim’s chronicle). The people of the Pechenegs is named, as in

 See e.g. Anna Komnene's Alexiad 2.4.9 (ed. Reinsch and Kambylis 2001) and Theodore Prodromos, Historical
Poem 19.145 (ed. Hérandner 1974).

» Ed. Gautier (1972: 248.1-2).

%0 See the Appendix metrica above for more details.

*' Ed. Meineke (1836: 7.12).

175



Niketas Choniates, after the archaizing association with the Scythians (ZkvBikod de1voD
@VAov 13.1), whereas the emperor is adorned with a series of titles (13.2-3). The term
uvp1évikog (13.3) is rare and mostly attested from the 12th century on (see LBG), but twice
in the same metrical position in Ephraim’s chronicle (vv. 3730, 4087, the former
describing John II Komnenos himself). The superlative mauuéyiotog is less rare, but it
tends to occur more towards the same period onwards (once in Ephraim’s chronicle in
the same metrical position, v. 271). It plays with the udyn peyiotn (13.1), which together
with pvprovikov (13.3) and xapitwvupovuévou (13.2) gives an insisting repetition of the
u sound throughout the poem. This last participle comes from a very rare verb (see LBGs.
V. Xaprtwvupéw and the variants in the later manuscripts). However, the motif behind it
is a well-known one (see above 10.2 and below 33.2): the traditional association between
the name John and the Hebrew for xap1i¢. This goes back to the words of the gospel of Luke
(1.13-14), which are explained in the commentary of Euthymios Zigabenos (12th century):
Twavvng yap ‘EPpaikov pév éotiv dvopa, pebepunvevopevov d¢ mpod¢ thv EAANvida
QwVTV, onuatvel xapwv ) xapav (“For John is a Hebrew name, which translated into a
Greek word means grace or joy” PG 129.864A).*2 The wordplay is exploited in laudatory
literature concerning figures named John.” It is found in similar terms in Ephraim’s
chronicle e.g. vv. 2834 (on John I Tzimiskes), 3712, 3935 (on our John Il Komnenos).

4,1.14 Poem 14

This poem praises the emperor’s piety in the battlefield. Niketas (15.88-93) narrates how
John started crying at an icon of the Virgin as in inspired contemplation in the middle of
the battle. The episode finds a place in the chronicle of Ephraim (vv. 3830-3837) and it is
summarized in two verses addressed to the emperor in the second person (o0, savtov) in
the epigram. The address is found in the first verse (tpiodvaé is a rare word attested from
the 12th century, see LBG),* which deals with the concept of edo€Pera.*® The second verse
refers in particular to the weeping scene of the emperor. In the corresponding passage of
the chronicle (v. 3831), évOéoig occurs in the same metrical position. The piety of the
emperor recalls the topos of the imitation of Christ (8.3) and anticipates the gesture of
leaving a prominent place to the Virgin in the future triumphal procession (see below
20.6-9).

32 A similar explanation can be read in John Tzetzes’ Histories 7.126, vv. 245-246 (ed. Leone 2007).

3 See e.g. Theodore Prodromos’ Historical Poems 17.44 (one of the few occurrences of xapitwvupéw), 19.135, on
our John 1T Komnenos (ed. Hérandner 1974), and Nicholas Eirenikos’ poem on John III Vatatzes 4.81 (ed.
Heisenberg 1920; see the note to this verse in page 103).

3 See also https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/types/5165, v. 13.

% This concept is also topical, see Hérandner (1974: 99).
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The form dmoppw¢ (14.1) seems to be more standard and is transmitted by D, whereas
F and some of its apographa read the metrically more appropriate aGrop®&. The omicron
should remain short in the 7th syllable and this is more visible with the degeminated p.
However, in this as in other cases (see e.g. EvAAéxw 3.2 above), the most standard form
has been adopted in the main text when D and F differ (see above). (De)gemination can
be facultative with respect to the visual metrics, but it is also a common linguistic
phenomenon in medieval Greek. The variant dropw¢ could be a correction by the copyist
of F or simply an error.* As has been mentioned above, the irregular (de)geminations of
consonants occur more often in F (and apographa).

4.1.15 Poem 15

The last poem on the battle against the Pechenegs. The poem comments on the final
victory of the emperor narrated in Niketas Choniates’ History NC 16.1-4. The first verse of
the epigram addresses the emperor who defeated the Pechenegs (again named Scythians
as in 13.1, 16.2) with the intercession of God (similarly in Ephraim’s chronicle v. 3839:
©£00 8186vTog TV viknv 00pavdbev). Note that the complement oOv Be® is followed by a
comma in manuscript F: this seems to be one use of the comma inside the verses in the
manuscript, to disambiguate the syntax (ZxvB&v goes with otiyac and not with 6e®).

Verse 15.2 (yvwoet, Adyw, Tpdyuatt Kai Telpa uaxng) is one of the strongest elements
that point to Ephraim’s authorship. The full verse is found again in Ephraim’s chronicle
(and nowhere else): see v. 3729 (in the first general description of our John Il Komnenos)
and later v. 7898.

4,1.16 Poem 16

This poem leaves the Pechenegs but stays in the west to comment on the victory against
the Serbs (1123), called TpifaAlovg (16.2) as in NC 16.15-16: katd to0 t@V TpiPaAA&dv
€0vouc (elmor & &v t1g €tepog ZépPwv). The episode is related in NC 16.15-19 and in vv.
3851-3855 of Ephraim’s chronicle (also there they are called Triballi). The epigram is
compact and addresses the emperor playing with the repetition of the vikn- sound
(alliteration/figura etymologica/polyptoton) to signify the repeated victories of the
emperor. There is a mild enjambement between the two verses and this is indicated in

36 Note e.g. again the case of EoAAéxw 3.2, where F and some apographa read Euléxw whereas this is not needed
by metrics, as upsilon needs to be long in this syllable (upsilon happens also to be a dichronon, see above the
Appendix metrica).
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the manuscripts with a punctuation sign (a comma in D and a combination of comma and
colon in F), as elsewhere.

4,1.17 Poem 17

The poem comments on the presentation of John’s four children (NC 16.25-31): Alexios,
the oldest, followed by Andronikos, Isaac and Manuel, the later emperor Manuel I
Komnenos. In fact, this poem is closely connected with poem 37, where the death of the
first two sons of John is narrated and the same metaphor of the chariot is employed (see
tétpwpov 17.1, 37.3). This passage, as well as the one commented on in poem 37, is not
included in the chronicle. It seems as if the subject presented itself too digressive for the
purposes and style of the chronicle.

The epigram addresses the emperor and compares his four sons to a chariot with four
horses (tétpwpov). The expression 1] teTpaktdG TOV Tékvwv (17.1) is similar to Ephraim’s
chronicle v. 8358 (naidwv & OTApxe TeTpaktLg Oc0dpw, on the children of Theodore
Komnenos Doukas).”” But the most remarkable parallel between our poem and Ephraim’s
chronicle is the hemistich tnv tetpdxAipov ktiowv (17.3): the same words are to be found
in Ephraim’s chronicle (v. 7197) and in the same metrical position in Ephraim’s catalogue
(v. 9675).%® Elsewhere, the adjective tetpdkAipog is rare, but it is found once in Niketas
Choniates’ History (584.23) and later in Manuel Holobolos’ oration 1 on Michael VIII
Palaiologos 45.15-16.* As in poem 17, Holobolos plays with the number four (tov
tetpanpdownov [...] Sk thv tetpadiknv cuotoyiav f TO TG 0IKOUUEVNG TETPAKALUOV 1| TO
T00 Xpdvou TeTpdwpov 45.14-16). In our poem, the alliteration/figura etymologica in tétp-
(tétpwpov, TETPAKTUG, TETpdKALUOV) goes together with a repetition (parechesis) of these
sounds T, tp, KT (T@V TékvwV, TPEXWYV, KTiowv).

The tetpdkAipog ktiolg (17.3) anticipates 38.8, where the four cardinal points are
explicitly mentioned. This is another motif of encomiastic and court literature sometimes
associated with the motif of the chariot (17.1-2). Compare e.g. Michael Italikos’ letter 39
to John Axouch: 0 Osoméoiog Nu@vV avtokpdtwp (John I Komnenos) £néPn tol PaciAtkod
&puatog [...] 00 yap €oTiv, 00K £oTiv Ué€POg YG, 0UK dvatoAikdv, obyi dutikdv, ob Pdpetov,
oV voTiov KATUa, €@’ & un yeyovate.® See also Theodore Prodromos’ Historical Poem 5.65-

37 The turn of phrase seems to go back to Theodore Prodromos’ Historical Poem 17.313, 317, ed. Hérandner (1974):
1] TETpakTUG TOV maidwyv, actually referring to the sons of our John II Komnenos; see also Historical Poem 19.138-
141.

* Ed. Bekker (1840).

* Ed. M. Treu (1906-1907: 45.15-16); see LBG and https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/types/4082 v. 1.

““Ed. Gautier (1972: 229.5-17).
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70: [...] 6 Sippog ovtog,/ T& Téooapa ydp kAiuata tig 8Ang meptyeiov [...], where the
chariot in question is the one of the triumph in poem 20.

4,1.18 Poem 18

Poems 18 and 19 comment on the campaign against the Hungarians at the north-western
frontier of the empire (1127-1129). Poem 18 encapsulates in one verse the invasion that
caused the conflict (NC 17.39-40). It is the last monostich of the cycle and goes straight to
the point to describe what happened: the Huns (archaizing way of calling the Hungarians,
also found in Niketas) took a city near Belgrade in the summer of 1127. The monostich is
expanded in two verses in Ephraim’s chronicle, but the wording and structure in basically
the same: 00vvot [tov "Iotpov ékmepdoavtes 0¢poug/ katalkpatodotv doteog Bpavitlépng
(vv.3864-3865). This is another strong argument in favour of Ephraim’s authorship of the
epigrams.

On the issue of the (de)gemination of consonants (see above 3.2, 14.1), see here the case
of O0vvot: some apographa and the only manuscript of Ephraim’s chronicle (corrected by
Lampsidis) read OUvot. This proves that the phenomenon of (de)gemination can be
unrelated to any metrical issue. According to the iambic prosody, the first syllable of the
dodecasyllable can be either long or short. Besides, the geminated consonant v would not
need to make position for an already visibly long diphthong (ov).

4,1.19 Poem 19

This poem closes the war against Hungary with the victories of the emperor in the years
1128-1129 (NC 17.50-18.61). As in the previous epigram, the verses of poem 19 prefigure
some treatments of the episode in Ephraim’s chronicle (3869-3874). First, as it is told in
Niketas Choniates’ report, the counteroffensive is assisted with vessels in the Danube
(bdpaiog 6poT Kal xepoaiog NC 17.53). The rare compound 0ypdxepoog (19.1), only found
before once in George of Pisidia and twice in Constantine Manasses (see Lampe and LBG),
occurs in the same construction and in the same metrical position when Ephraim
paraphrases the same battle in the chronicle: £v Oypoxépow kai 60svapd Suvdpet (v. 3870,
see also vv. 4136, 8336 for the same word). Then, Taiovag (19.2) is another way of calling
the Hungarians (see O0vvot 18), which is not used in this context by Niketas.*? However,
Ephraim’s chronicle (v. 3874) uses Paeonian from this passage on. The most striking
parallel with Ephraim’s chronicle is verse 19.3 (kai Xpdopov eile E0v te dpayyoxwpiw),

“Ed. Horandner (1974).
2 This name is given only from NC 92.31 on, see e.g. 100.46: katd [aidvwv, obg kai OGvvoug @aot.
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which can be read almost identical in the corresponding passage of the chronicle (v.
3873): kai Xpdopov eihe obV T payyoxwpiw.

Several points deserve discussion in this verse (19.3 = v. 3873). First, the whole verse is
another strong evidence for Ephraim’s authorship of the epigrams. Both the epigram and
the chronicle have the form Xpdopov, where Niketas Choniates refers to this fortress as
Xpdpog (NC 18.61).° 1t is true that D and its copy W read Xpdpov, which seems to be more
accurate according to other sources. However, the coincidence of this elsewhere
unattested form (Xpdouov) in the chronicle and in the epigram suggests that Ephraim
deliberately wrote Xpdouov and that Xp&uov is a correction by the copyist of the epigram
in D (see above). Why would Ephraim do so? It is not clear, but maybe for metrical reasons:
the cluster ou lengthens the o that needs to be long in the second syllable of the
dodecasyllable. However, « is one of the so-called dichrona, i.e. it can play the role of a
long vowel without the need of two consonants to make position. This case is not
identical, but it is not far either from the issue of (de)gemination. The evolution Xpduog
> Xpdaopov is less easy to explain on linguistic grounds than geminated consonants, but
the cluster oy can be used to emphasize the length of the previous syllable. Similarly, the
alternation £0v/c0v can perform the same function: sometimes it can be meaningful,
sometimes it is just for the sake of variatio. Note that a first difference between the
epigram and the chronicle is that 19.3 has £0v, whereas v. 3874 cUv. The previous syllable
(Ae) is anceps in the dodecasyllable, so that there is no need for £ to make position.
However, as has been mentioned above in the Appendix metrica, despite Lampsidis’
opinion,* the Attic & can be used to lengthen the previous syllable: see vv. 1457, 5044 of
Ephraim’s chronicle® and, for example, our poem 20.11, where &0v coexists with
oLYKARTW (see below). Another difference between 19.3 and v. 3873 of the chronicle is
te/t®. The syllable needs to be short, so that the reading of the manuscript of the
chronicle is less suitable. This had already been noticed by Hilberg, who proposed the
emendation ye.*® In fact, ye is what manuscript D reads here. However, both t® and ye are
easier to explain as corruptions from te than the other way around. Moreover, in the
already quoted 20.11 the same construction £0v te can be read.

The structure of the epigram is compact. Verses 19.1-2 comment on the first victory
narrated by Niketas Choniates. There is a pseudo-enjambement between these verses,*
which is marked with punctuation at the end of 19.1 in the manuscripts (a comma in D
and a combination of comma and péon otiypr] in F). Note also in 19.2 the orthography of

3 See also NC 127.91, Kinnamos’ Epitome (Meineke 1836: 11.11, 20) and Skoutariotes’ Synopsis chronike (Sathas
1894: 194.25).

“ Lampsidis (1971: 82; 1990: LIV).

15 See Hilberg (1888: 89).

16 Hilberg (1888: 53).

7 For the concept, see Lauxtermann (2019: 351-353).
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Katakpdtog: both D and F read this form (corrected in later manuscripts into kata
Kpdtog), which is not unusual in medieval Greek. Verse 19.3 (parallel to the chronicle)
narrates the capture of a fortress (Chramos = Haram) and a region (Frangochorion).

4.1.20 Poem 20

This poem is the longest poem since the beginning of the cycle and stands out after poems
1-19 counting from 1 to 4 verses. It is an ekphrasis of the triumph organized by the
emperor in Constantinople to celebrate his first capture of Kastamon in 1133.*® The poem
extracts much of its wording from the report of Niketas Choniates’ History (18.78-19.2),
which is also reproduced in Ephraim’s chronicle vv. 3891-3903. This triumph is notably
also the occasion and the subject of Theodore Prodromos’ Historical poems 3-6.*° Besides,
our poem echoes the report of another triumphal procession, which is related in our
poem 30, in the panegyrics of Michael Italikos and Nikephoros Basilakes.

The important word Opfaufog opens the poem and the adverb &de forms a
construction that comes again in poem 40.1 in the same position (Kifwtdg w¢ [...]J: note
the consistent soft breathing in the adverb @d¢). Remarkably, the deictic 8¢ seems to
spatially point at the main text from the margin of the folio (as in “here, in this passage
the reader will find the triumph [...]”), at the poem that unfolds below (as in “here, in the
following verses the reader will find the triumph [...]”) and at the vivid reenactment of
the event (enargeia). The first three verses outline the setting of the celebration. These
verses (20.1-3) do not find direct correspondence with Ephraim’s chronicle and the only
clear borrowing from Niketas Choniates’ History is xpvood@®v [...] ménAwv (20.3): see
nénhog [...] xpvootgrg (NC 18.81-82). However, this is a very successful iunctura in
Byzantine literature (see TLG). For example, it is to be found in Italikos’ account of the
triumph in Antioch in 1138 (see below poem 30), which has many other additional
similarities with our poem 20: Opiaupov [...] tfi¢ Tpoddov Tovg Adyoug DpaivovTes Kal THiG
EVO10KEVOIG TV JNYNOEWV XPWUEVOL, TANV OUY WG VOV EMITPOXAONV EYWYE YpAPW KAl
Aéyw dia Tov kdpov toD Adyouv, GAAX mavta Adyw HAKPG KATAAEYOVTEG, WG Apa 1) TOALG
8An. “Amavta fioav HeoTd kol dvEp@dV kal ewVGV kal TéTAWV Xpuooig@V [...] Ebuuiktor
d¢ mavtayxdev Poai tov dépa kateixov mepinyodoat [...] €€ nuicelag oot ToV Eni TH owThpt
Uuvov €kpdtnoav.” Italikos refers to the speeches, narratives and hymns that were part
of the ceremony, which are alluded to in our poem in the ndyyAwocog Uuvog (20.2), but

* NC 18.70-77 = Ephraim’s chronicle vv. 3880-3890. This episode is not recorded in the epigrams, see below
poems 21-22,

* Ed. H3randner (1974). See Magdalino (2016).

5% Michael Italikos’ oration 43 on John II Komnenos, ed. Gautier (1972: 266.1-14).
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totally absent from Niketas Choniates’ account. See also Basilakes’ account of the triumph
of Antioch: Opiaufov [...] &g év @daic #mAeké cot Td E@Vuvia. kai A O Euog ‘Aavid év
puptdory’ Gdéuevog tO TOAMTIKOV Kal 600V OIKOUPOV EMEVPHUEL, TO OTPATIWTIKOV
énondvile. Pori Tic v Edupktog kai ToAUYAwooog [...] Exarvotoueito kai ToG8agog kai
W¢ £€ DPAOUETWVY TIWWTEPWYV DIESTPWTO [...] 1} & TGOV pdpwv ddun Tpdg TRV TOV AvOEWwV
gvwdiav fipile [...]."! Basilakes not only depicts the same vivid scene (kai xapdg peotn
noA1g 20.1) and largely mentions hymns and chants,*? but he dwells on the fabrics used to
cover the floor and on the perfumes.>® All these parallels are compelling, but they do not
automatically mean that Ephraim was inspired by Italikos or Basilakes. These are as well
stock motifs and topoi of literature on triumphs. However, the detail of the nadyyAwocog
Uuvog (20.2), absent from Niketas Choniates and Ephraim’s chronicle, calls the attention
for the possible metapoetic overtones. Many of our epigrams adopt in fact some
inflections, if not the metre, of laudatory chants. This is reminiscent of Theodore
Prodromos’ references to his own and others’ production of occasional literature for the
triumph of 1133 in Constantinople.**

The next two verses describe the horses carrying the magnificent chariot built for the
occasion. These lines (20.4-5) clearly draw from the corresponding passage in Niketas
Choniates’ History (nicupeg irmot kaAAitpixeg x16vog Aeukdtepor 19.88-89),” which in turn
echoes the description of the same horses in Theodore Prodromos’ Historical poem 6.83-
84.°° Ephraim’s chronicle reproduces a similar wording: 6 x10v&d1¢ tetpaktiuc cvotoyia/
rnwv Tig eilkev 0QUGS (eLYVUUEVWY VV. 3895-3896 (see x10vddnG and cuotoryia in the
same metrical position). However, the rendering in the epigram is less careful than in the
chronicle. Ephraim, as it seems, wanted to incorporate and adapt the poetic syntagm
niiovpeg 1tmot kaAAitpixeq.”’ In the epigram (20.4), the hypallage is less achieved than in
the chronicle: x1ovdng [...] cvotowxia receives yet another adjective (irmikr|) instead of
the genitive intnwv in enjambement of the chronicle (v. 3896). And in 20.5, the words
kaAAitpixog icovpog seem to also function as adjectives modifying suotoiyia, the subject
of the predicate that follows (ék@éper dippov). Now, kaAAitpixog as a two-endings

51 Nikephoros Basilakes’ oration 3 on John Il Komnenos, ed. Garzya (1984: 72.7-22).

52 Note that Por} Eoppiktog of Basilakes repeats the same wording as in Italikos (E0upiktot 8¢ mavtaxfev Poat),
whereas ToAUyAwooog reminds of our poems’ ndyyAwooog Upvog (20.2). The word ndyyAwooog is rare, see LBG.
5 Compare €€ DpaoudTwy TIHWTépwY LIEoTpwTo of Basilakes with kal xpuoolip®v kata yfig oTp@o1g TETAWY
(20.3) and 1} 8¢ T@V pdpwv 6dun with kai uopwv mAeiotn x0oi¢ (20.2). Note that in 20.3 manuscript F and some
apographa (some other apographa correct the reading on their own) read the variant stp&otv.

> See Historical poem 6.98-104, ed. Hérandner (1974).

% See x16vog Aevkdtepor also in Nikephoros Basilakes’ oration 3 on John I Komnenos (Garzya 1984: 65.16-17)
and in Skoutariotes’ Synopsis chronike (Sathas 1894: 195.20). The construction goes back to Iliad 10.437.

¢ Ed. Hérandner (1974).

%7 The form micvpeg is Homeric for téocapeg and kaAAiBpi€ is also Homeric and mostly applied to horses.
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adjective is very rare but attested elsewhere (see LSJ, LBG), whereas micovpog is a very
strange hapax, probably the result of a mistake or inability of Ephraim to understand or
use miovpeg while improvising the epigram. The ending in -og (singular) is somehow
contradictory with a numeral meaning “four”. Moreover, the form with double sigma of
niovpeg is very rare too.”® However, the manuscripts read nicovpog, with the exception of
D, which seems to have written nicupog¢ and added a second o afterwards over the line (®
also corrects in micovpeg).

Verses 20.6-7 reveal with more precision the compositional techniques of Ephraim and
the transitional position that the epigrams occupy with respect to the source text
(Niketas Choniates’ History) and the ultimate verse paraphrase (Ephraim’s chronicle). The
verses 20.6-7, in fact, adopt the wording of Niketas Choniates: 0 d¢ PaciAebg tnv tod
dpuatog éniPactv mapeikws TNV Th¢ Beouritopog eikdva tovtw €navePifacsv (NC 19.89-
90). But, in doing so, Ephraim violates some prosodic rules. The word 6eoprjtopog, for
example, is particularly unfit for the dodecasyllable (in our poem, the first two omicrons
should be measured long). The chronicle corrects such imperfections and brings an
improved version of the paraphrase, while keeping some traits (see &vapiféler and
glkova in the same metrical position) from the first version, i.e. the epigram: év t®de
oentrv dvaipaler kpdtwp/ thg untpavavdpov napbévou thv eikdva (vv. 3897-3898). As
with the odd nioovpog (20.5), Osouritopog (20.7) reveals a more spontaneous, clumsy and
somewhat slavish approach of the epigrams, whereas the chronicle presents a more solid,
severe and mediated version of the poetic paraphrase. On the other hand, these verses
refer to a significant detail of the ceremonial: the emperor decides to leave his place in
the chariot to the icon of the Virgin and march on foot (see 20.11). The pious gesture of
John I Komnenos is also recorded in Prodromos and in Kinnamos’ Epitome.*® They both
comment on the innovative revival of the tradition of the Roman triumph. The devotion
to the Virgin reminds us of poem 14, whereas the gesture of giving a central position to
an icon of the Virgin Mary may have reminded the contemporary reader of another
triumphal procession closer in time and more relevant for the governing dynasty, that of
1261 after the reconquest of Constantinople. In fact, this is the last episode narrated in
Ephraim’s chronicle (see vv. 9578-9582). A last note on these verses: there is an
enjambement in 20.6-7, which is marked in the manuscripts with a punctuation mark at
the end of 20.6 (a semicolon in F, a low dot or Ormootiyur in D).

Verses 20.8-9 also show the transition from Niketas’ History to Ephraim’s chronicle. The
epigram follows very closely the vocabulary of Niketas: £¢’ Amep v yeyndag [...] xai tég
VKOG WG ovoTpatnYETIOL GUdX W Emtypa@duevog (NC 19.90-92). The corresponding passage

81t is attested only twice in the idiosyncratic hexameters of Theodore Metochites, a contemporary of Ephraim:
1.341,10.572, ed. Polemis (2015).
% Historical poem 6.204-210, ed. Hérandner (1974), and Meineke (1836: 13.19-14.2).
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in Ephraim’s chronicle reproduces some of the epigram’s formal procedures but less
loyally with respect to the source: év f| memoi®ag kai katopd&v Tdc vikag/ g
ovoTpatnYETIdL Kat' €xOp&dv udaxng (vv. 3899-3900). The epigram puts in verse quite
faithfully the syntax and wording of the source (e.g. ¢¢’ fimep v yeyndawg > £¢’ 1] yeynowg
20.8; Ta¢ VIKaC WG ovoTpatny£Tidt [...] Emypa@éuevos > WG cLOTPATNYETIOL YpdPEL TAG
vikag 20.9), whereas the chronicle loses some of these elements (e.g. €@’ fimep AV yeyndwg
> ¢v 1} meno10wg; TaC vikag w¢ cvotpatnyétid [...] émypagduevos > kai katopd&V TG
vikag/ wg ovotpatnyETidi). Some traits from the epigram survive in the chronicle, as for
example tag vikag and w¢ cvotpatnyétidt in the same metrical position, and the use of
nenotbwg. The latter is an instructive example of the compositional methods of Ephraim.
Niketas reads ¢¢’ fimep v yeyn0aq. In the epigram, Ephraim expands this construction
with a sort of hendiadys: ¢’ 1] yeyn0wc kai memo1bwg (20.8). Eventually, in the chronicle
he prefers his innovation to the expression in the source and accommodates the syntax
of the relative pronoun: év 1 neno10wg. The assistance of the Virgin to the emperor in the
battlefield brings back to memory again the episode reported in poem 14. Besides, the
motif of the Virgin as warrior and ally is part of the imagery of Theodore Prodromos’
poems on John.® Precisely on this word, cuotpatnyétidt (20.9), a branch of the manuscript
tradition has the variant cvotpatnyétida (manuscript D and apographon). However, both
the source (Niketas Choniates) and the witness of Ephraim’s chronicle confirm the
reading ovotpatnyétidi. This word (cuotpatnyétig) is very rare and attested only once in
Theodore Prodromos’ Historical poem 19.84, besides Niketas Choniates and Ephraim’s
chronicle (see LBG).

The following two verses (20.10-11) finish the picture: the emperor proceeds on foot
with his court. Again, the phrasing of the epigram depends on Niketas Choniates’ History:
TPOTYEV AVTOC OTALPIKOV onueiov xe1pl{duevog Kai ool TV mopeiav molovuevog (19.94-
95). The rendering in Ephraim’s chronicle is not substantially different: fic xai npofiye cbv
8An yepovoia/ mool Padilwv, otavpikdv okfAntpov @épwv (vv. 3902-3903). The first
hemistichs of 20.10-11 are actually identical and the second part of the verses seem to be
inverted in the chronicle. Even the escort of the senate, a detail absent in Niketas
Choniates, is expressed in a variation (0v te ouykAfTwW Ttdon 20.11 > cOV AN yepovoiq).
Yet again, a minor metrical point is improved: the change of the verb (ctavpikov
oKkAnTpov Exwv 20.10 > oTALPIKOV oKANTpoV Pépwv) makes position and lengthens the
last omicron of okfjntpov, which needs to be long in that syllable (see 6eounropog 20.7 >
untpavéavdpov apbévouv above). On the construction EVv te cuykAfjTw don (20.11), see
above 19.3. As mentioned before, the alternation between £0v/cvy- can serve here the
rules of prosody. The cluster £ would be allowed since the previous syllable is already long

% See e.g. Historical poems 4.158, 15.97-99, 16.125, 19.82-88, ed. Hérandner (1974).
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(it does not matter if it makes position), but o is preferred since te needs to stay short in
this syllable.

The last line (20.12) sums up the scene and recalls the first verse (20.1) by mentioning
again the ceremony in question (0 Opiapufog) and adding another deictic (torodtog, see
@3¢ 20.1). Together with the opening line, this last verse frames this ekphrastic epigram
with a very appropriate synoptic force. The self-contained nature of Ephraim’s epigrams
constitutes a major difference regarding the continuous, even if episodic, flow of the
chronicle. It is not surprising that 20.12 does not find a parallel in the chronicle.

4,1.21 Poem 21

Poems 21-22 narrate the fall of Kastamon, a city in Paphlagonia (north of Asia Minor), to
the Danismendids, a Turkmen people named after the creator of the dynasty
(Danismend), and its later recapture in 1134/1135. The first campaign against the
Danismendids (NC 18.70-77 = Ephraim’s chronicle vv. 3880-3890) is not the subject of any
epigram (see above poem 20). Poem 21 succinctly recounts how the successor of
Danismend, Ghazi (called here Tavioudviog 21.1), took the city of Kastamon. The epigram
faithfully reproduces the report of Niketas Choniates’ History: Tavioudviog [...] tfjv téAv
gile kai 1@ Elpel katd TOV QUAdKWY Pwuaiwv éxpricato (19.6-9). In the chronicle,
Ephraim also refers to this event (vv. 3904-3910). He uses 20.2 almost word by word: kai
@UAakac ktelvavta Pwpaiovg Elpet (v. 3910). However, the small differences betray the
development from the epigrams to the chronicle. The most evident is the change
“EAAnvag (21.2) > ‘Pwpaiovg: Pwuaiovg reflects more accurately the self-perception of
the Byzantine identity as it comes to its political organization (see below AGooveg 30.5,
32.2,36.11; Pwuaiwv is actually what Niketas uses). “EAAnvag would more properly allude
to the strictly Greek cultural heritage of the Byzantines, which does not seem to be the
issue in this passage. Yet, it is noteworthy that the first and more spontaneous version of
the epigram calls the Byzantine “EAAnvag. Another minor change is kteivev (21.2) >
kteivavta. Besides the syntactic difference, the participle avoids the unaugmented form
kteivev. Another unaugmented aorist occurs in 38.4 (ndfeg), but this feature typical of
hexametric poetry is generally avoided in dodecasyllables. However, this mixture of
registers is not unprecedented, as can be seen e.g. in the dodecasyllables of Theodore of
Stoudios and Constantine of Rhodes.” As it happens with the pseudo-Homeric
kaAAitpiyog mioovpog (20.5), the epic-like forms are later abandoned in Ephraim’s
chronicle.

S Hinterberger (2019: 56).
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4,1,.22 Poem 22

The emperor captures once again the city of Kastamon and afterwards gains for the
empire the important city of Gangra, also in power of the Danismendids. The epigram
comments on this episode narrated in Niketas Choniates’ History 20.23-25. In fact, it
reproduces some of the words of Niketas: see ‘Pwpaioic énavacwodpevo Kastaudva NC
20.24-25. Similarly, Ephraim’s chronicle renders: kai tfvd’ énavéowoe Pwpaiwv kpdtet./
Tp0g Toiode Tayypav katamopOel thv oA (vv. 3911-3912, note that the first capture of
Kastamon is announced in similar terms in v. 3883). Once again, the chronicle offers a
different version. First, it replaces “EAAnotv (22.2) > ‘Pwuaiwv kpdtet, as in Niketas (see
above 21.2). In the chronicle, Ephraim adopts the more official, so to say, politically
correct way of referring to (what we call) Byzantines as Romans, whereas in the epigrams,
more personal and impromptu reading notes, he prefers the self-perception as Greeks.
Besides, both the epigrams and the chronicle use the verbs émavacdl{w and
(kata)TopBEw, but the most visible improvement is the avoidance in the chronicle of the
enjambement of the epigram. In the manuscripts, the enjambement is marked with a
punctuation sign at the end of 22.1 (a comma both in F and D) and another one after dvag
(bnootiypai both in F and D).

4,1.23 Poem 23

After 5 poems, the poet makes use of the second person again. Poem 23, however, does
not address the emperor or any of the characters in the History. It addresses a general
inhabitant of the region where the emperor and his army march in 1137: Isauria and
Cilicia (south of Asia Minor). The hapax ToavpokiMi€ (23.1), built on the same template as
‘ApuevokiM€ (see below 24.1), includes these two regions. However, only Cilicia is
mentioned in Niketas Choniates. Isauria is located in the west of Cilicia and it is only
alluded to by Niketas when he indicates the cause of this campaign: the Armenians
threatened to siege Seleukeia (important city of Isauria). In fact, poems 23-26 narrate the
campaign against the Armenians of Cilicia. Significantly, the general address to an
Toavpokihi (23.1) in the beginning of this series is mirrored by a similar address to a
KiAi€ (26.5) at the end of the series of poems.

This poem comments on Niketas Choniates’ History 21.54-22.65, the beginning of the
campaign. After the appeal to the local population (23.1), the poet refers to the first
conquests of the imperial army (23.2). The chronicle of Ephraim includes the beginning
of the campaign in vv. 3916-3922, mentioning the same cities of Cilicia: Tapoov
TAPESTAOATO, PaeLViY TTOAY,/ kai thv Addvny kai Bakd otpatnyiq (vv. 3921-3922).
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4,1.24 Poem 24

Poems 24-25 dwell on an entertaining novelesque scene of Niketas Choniates’ History: the
incidents around the figure of Constantine, an Armenian soldier from Baka (or Vahka). ¢2
The episode is not recorded in Ephraim’s chronicle, because it was too digressive, as it
seems. Poem 24 comes next to the first act of this self-contained narration (NC 22.76-
24.29). During the siege, Constantine, who speaks in Greek, insults the emperor and his
family and calls out to fight an elected soldier. The first verse (24.1) addresses Constantine
with a nominative (with article!) in place of the vocative. This feature is not unparalleled
in Byzantine literature,”® but it is another element that betrays the improvised and
unrefined nature of the epigram in contrast to the chronicle. The poet awards
Constantine some epithets already present in Niketas Choniates: see fapPapov (NC 23.84),
otopadyog (NC 23.84). ApuevokiME, however, is a hapax that recalls 'ToavpokiAi€ (23.1). A
remarkable parallel, yet another strong element in favour of Ephraim’s authorship of
these epigrams (even of those epigrams commenting on passages not included in the
chronicle), is found in the passage of Ephraim’s chronicle where the epigrams could have
been inserted: the similar hapax 'Apuevokihikiag (v. 3920, see LBG). The second verse
(24.2) renders quite faithfully the wording of Niketas: tpovkaleito avédnv tov EmAéydnv
gkelv ovumAaknoduevov (NC 23.88-89). The construction kat’ émAéydnv (24.2) is not
found anywhere else except from Ephraim’s chronicle v. 4167 (in the same metrical
position). The spelling of mpokaAf] (second person singular, present, middle voice) is
confirmed by the subsequent such forms often written with the iota subscriptum in the
manuscripts (see e.g. deoufi 25.1, oixn [...] cuvéxn 25.3, kabumdyn 25.4, kabaipn 27.2, Tpémn
41.1, €0xn [...] @oPii 41.3, Yuxii 42.3, PAaprion 44.2). Here (24.2), only D seems to read
npokaf] (the folio is damaged), whereas F leaves the ending open to interpretation (it
reads mpoka followed by the circumflex, a common practice in our manuscripts). The
apographa generally have an -¢1 ending.

This rather Homeric setting finds a proper set of words in the next verse: the
expression BpOb péya Eipog (24.3) is redolent of the Homeric formula Bpi00 péya
oT1fapov (see Iliad 5.746, 8.390, 16.141, 16.802, 19.388, Odyssey 1.100), always applied to
€yxoG. The formula is adopted elsewhere in Byzantine literature. Niketas Choniates uses
it two times in his History:* once describing Andronikos’ portrait outside the church of
the Forty Martyrs (NC 332.28) and another time speaking about a German soldier from
the Third Crusade: to0 &lpog onacduevog maxeia kai Npwikfi xeipi, Pp1OL kal péya kai
otifapdv (NC 415.3-4). Here, not only is it applied to a Elpog as in 24.3,%° but also the mayeia

62 See Simpson and Efthymiadis (2011: 38).

53 See Holton (2019: 1947) and poem 7.1 of the new cycle on Herodotus (Part 1).

¢ See also NC 375.18-19 and Niketas’ orations, ed. van Dieten (1972: 28.23-24, 90.3-4 and 135.21).
% See also Michael Glykas’ poem on Manuel I Komnenos v. 32, ed. Eustratiades (1906).
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Kol Npwiki xept echoes xeipt maxela 24.4. Verses 24.3-5, in fact, introduce the antagonist
of Constantine. Eustratios, a brave soldier from the ranks of the Romans, specifically from
the Macedonian division of the army (Makedwv 24.5), eventually beats Constantine in the
duel.

A few final textual and stylistic remarks. The word 6mAttondAag (24.5) is rare (see LBG),
found in Niketas Choniates’ History and once again in our epigrams (see below 35.4). On
the other hand, cakeopdpoc (24.5) is more attested.®® Again on the issue of the gemination
of consonants, manuscript F reads caxkeo@opog: this is further evidence that this
phenomenon is not always used consciously or on purpose for metrical reasons, since the
alpha in the previous syllable does not need to be long (anceps) and is already a dichronon.
Manuscript F and its apographa also read the form Ppayxv instead of fp100 (24.3). However,
as it has been observed, pp10U péya is part of a well-attested formula to refer to weapons
that goes back to Homer.

4,1.25 Poem 25

This poem summarizes the later developments on Constantine (NC 25.40-48). After the
defeat of Constantine at the single combat, the city of Baka eventually falls to the Roman
army. Poem 25 addresses Constantine and recounts him his own story. The first two
verses tell of the first seizure of Constantine. The paraphrase of these verses (25.1-2)
simplifies the rendering of Niketas’ History: cuAngBei¢ 6 Kwvotavtivog dmdyetal
dopudAwtog, 018 pw Tovg TddaG dogaAiodeig (25.41-42). Once again (see above 24.1) there
are nominatives (with the article) instead of the vocative in the address to Constantine in
this poem (25.1-2). The first of them (‘H @pnv dAalwv 25.1) uses a construction employed
by Niketas elsewhere in his History to characterize the Crusaders that sacked
Constantinople: 1] dAalwv @prv (NC 575.63-64). The second address fills the whole verse
25.2. Constantine is called again BapBapog (see above 24.1). kourmoppripwy (25.2) is a rare
word (see Lampe), attested both with a simple and with double rho, but the latter seems
to be more spread and etymologically more correct. kounopripwyv is significantly attested
in another iambic line of George of Pisidia,” as it seems, for metrical reasons: the syllable
-To- needs to be short in this position (seventh syllable of the dodecasyllable). Similarly,
the same syllable needs to be short in our verse 25.2 (third syllable of the dodecasyllable).
Accordingly, manuscript F and all the apographa (even W, copy of D) read koumopripwv.
In D, on the other hand, the damaged folio only conceals the beginning of the word, but -

% See a similar iunctura in Constantine Manasses’ verse chronicle, ed. Lampsidis (1996): émAitag sakeo@bpoug
vv. 1043, 3636.
 Hexaemeron v. 1233, ed. Gonnelli (1998).
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umoppritwv can be read. As in drnoppwé (14.1) above, the most standard form has been
preferred over the metrical adaptations. It is true that the reading of D could be a
hypercorrection, but compare below *Oppovteiaig (27.2), where the first omicron should
remain short (seventh syllable of the dodecasyllable), but both manuscripts D and F read
-pp-,"® when the most correct and widespread form seems to be with a simple rho. This
shows again that (de)gemination is more a fluctuant linguistic phenomenon than a
conscious and consistent tool to serve the needs of prosody. The fluctuation probably
goes back to Ephraim himself and should not be charged to the copyists. The copyists, on
the other hand, could be responsible for some other corrections paying attention to the
prosody of the iambic dodecasyllables. The same can be said about accentuation. See for
example in this same verse Kwvotavtivog (25.2): the eleventh syllable should be
measured short, but the circumflex would indicate that the dichronon iota should be
measured long. However, all manuscripts read the circumflex and no variants can be
found as it is common elsewhere (see above and e.g. icov 29.9). Orthography is not always
sacrificed on the altar of prosody.

The last two verses narrate the second and final seizure of Constantine. The wording
again reflects the choices of Niketas. Compare 25.3 with Niketas Choniates’ History 25.47-
48: Quydg ofxetat [...] kal cvoyedeic adOic. As with poem 24, these picturesque lines do not
eventually find a place in the more sober chronicle of Ephraim.

4,1.26 Poem 26

Omitting the episode of Constantine, Ephraim’s chronicle advances from the capture of
Baka (v. 3922, see above poem 23) to the one of Anazarba (vv. 3923-3924). The siege of
Anazarba (another city of Cilicia occupied by the Armenians) is related in Niketas
Choniates’ History 25.49-27.1, even if it had chronologically preceded the fall of Baka. The
difficulties in taking the city are alluded to in the first two verses (26.1-2): compare the
description in NC 25.50-55. There is a clear enjambement between these verses (26.1-2),
which is marked with a comma (or combination of signs containing the comma) in the
manuscripts (see above). In manuscript F (and apographa) there is a distinctive error in
26.1: BaoiAed instead of PaciAevg. Manuscript D, in fact, has the abridged version: paciA
followed by a grave accent (see above mpokaAf] 24.2 in F). The error of F could be
originated in another such abbreviation in the common model 1. Note also that the city

% Together with the apographa: only the late excerpta of Pierre Moreau and the edition of Miller correct into
‘Opovreiag.
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is called Anabarza instead of Anazarba, which is a well-attested alternation.® Only
manuscript V in Niketas Choniates reads AvalapBav (25.50). Accordingly, manuscript n,
which Ephraim annotated, must have read 'AvdPaplav. Oddly enough, Ephraim’s
chronicle reads 'Avaldppnv (v. 3923). This could be another case where the chronicle
renders a more careful and accurate text than the epigrams. However, the form
‘AvalapPnv from Ephraim (as if from Avaldppr) seems not to be attested anywhere else.”

Verse 26.3 refers to the final success of the emperor. The verb é€aAandlet recurs in the
same metrical position in another epigram of the cycle (see 28.4 below). The rest of verse
26.3 reproduces the same formula that Ephraim uses to characterize the city of Anazarba
in his chronicle: mepixkAvtév te kal koAdvewav méAwv (v. 3924). This particular
accentuation of mepikAvtog is late (see LBG; the ancient Homeric form is oxytone). The
form is to be found in Niketas Choniates’ History (158.75, 442.45), but, most notably, occurs
in the same construction in the same position of the dodecasyllable in vv. 2, 762 of
Constantine Stilbes’ Fire poem (late 12th century): th\v nepikAvtov éAwv.”!

The last two verses of the epigram (26.4-5) do not refer to any event, but mark the end
of this sort of sub-cycle of four poems (23-26) that narrate the deeds of John Il Komnenos
and his army against the Armenians in Cilicia. As mentioned before, these two lines
mirror the opening address in epigram 23. Here, the epigram abandons the third-person
treatment of 26.1-3 and turns to a generic Kili€ (26.5, see 'loavpokiliE 23.1 and
‘ApuevokiM€ 24.1). As in poem 23, Ephraim uses the imperative mode (Guvet 26.4, déxov
23.1) and seems to address not an enemy, but a common person (differently the
‘ApuevokiM€ 24.1). However, this Cilician is a little less undefined: the epigram addresses
a poet and asks him to celebrate the victory with hymns. This hymn recalls the
metapoetic allusions in poem 20.2. As in poem 20, it is not a matter of direct self-
reflection, since Ephraim’s epigrams are not strictly speaking celebration hymns to be
performed. However, the metrical nature of our epigrams and the frequent allusions to
the motifs and manners of occasional literature render the allusions to encomiastic
poetry more meaningful.

One last note on the orthography: see the proclisis of the article and its combination
with the following word in toAoinov (26.4). The main manuscripts D and F both read this
form (corrected in some apographa in t6 Aoinov). The same manuscripts, however, read
T0 Aownov in poem 7.3. Either there is a nuance in their respective meanings or there is a
free variation between the two forms (see katakpdrog 19.2 above). As in the case of the

% See Hild and Hellenkemper (1990: 178) and e.g. 'AvaPaplav in Michael Italikos’ oration 43 on John IT Komnenos,
ed. Gautier (1972: 253.5 and n. 40).

70 Other sources have Anazarbos/Avalappoc, see e.g. Kinnamos’ Epitome, ed. Meineke (1836: 16.20, 17.16, 18.3,
18.10, etc.) and Skoutariotes’ Synopsis chronike, ed. Sathas (1894: 199.10, 200.12).

"1 Ed. Diethart and Hérandner (2005).
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gemination of consonants or the new enclitics, this could also be used for the sake of the
visual metrics of the dodecasyllable (prosody), although this seems not to be the case.

4,1.27 Poem 27

After the Cilician campaign, the emperor and his army march to Syria and reach Antioch
in 1137. Raymond of Poitiers, prince of Antioch, loyal to John, allows him to sojourn there
before a new expedition in Syria. The epigram comments on Niketas Choniates’ History
27.2-9, where this episode is narrated. The corresponding passage is found in vv. 3925-
3934 of Ephraim’s chronicle. The epigram talks to the emperor again in the second person.
The first verse (27.1) seems to refer to the recent victories of John. Miller edits this
epigram (see above) and shows perplexity on the choice of the word &0vikoic. He
translates £0vikoic [...] AUBpoig as “gentilium [...] sanguine” and comments between
brackets “Armeniorum! at ii quoque Christicolae”.” However, here ¢0vikoig seems to
mean just foreign, i.e. not Roman, regardless of the religion. It is equivalent to PapPapog,
which the poet has used before with the Armenian Constantine (see above 24.1, 25.2).”
The drift of meaning reminds the relationship between “EAAnve¢ and ‘Pwuaior recorded
in our commentary of poems 21.2 and 22.2, as these terms reflect the Byzantine
representation of the self and of the other.

The last three verses (27.2-4) recount the arrival and rest of John in Antioch in a way
that recalls the treatment of Niketas Choniates: tv kaAAimoAv ‘Avtidxsiav gioiidv, nv
dierorv "Opdvng kad eptPoufel Zépupog dvepog (NC 27.3-4). The river Orontes (27.2) and
the wind Zephyr (27.4) are mentioned in our epigram. However, the city is never
explicitly named, but alluded to by mentioning Daphne (27.4), a village on the outskirts
of Antioch.”* This suburb does not appear in Niketas Choniates (nor in Ephraim’s
chronicle), but it is a common way of distinguishing this Antioch from other homonyms.”

On the textual level, note the unusual double rho in ’Oppovteiaig (27.2). As mentioned
above with respect to kounopprjuwv (25.2), 'Oppovteiaig is the reading of almost all the
witnesses (including manuscripts D and F), even if it goes against the prosodic rules of the
iambic dodecasyllable (the first omicron must remain short in the seventh syllable,
whereas the double rho normally makes position and lengthens the previous syllable).
Therefore, here the gemination is not used for metrical reasons. The geminated rho in

2 Miller (1881: 166).

7 See e.g. Theodore Prodromos’ Historical Poem 4.288-289, ed. Hérandner (1974).

7 See Todt and Vest (2014: 1080-1088).

7 See e.g. the geographical letter of Michael Italikos to Theodore Prodromos: Avtidyxeiav trv Katd thv Adevny,
ed. Gautier (1972: 100.29). Todt and Vest (2014: 539): 'Avtidyxeia 1] £ni Ad@vnc.
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the name of this river is found again only rarely, but significantly in the Historical Poems
of Theodore Prodromos and in Manuel Holobolos’ oration 2 on Michael VIII Palaiologos.”
The adjective 'Opdvteiog, on the other hand, is already rare, significantly only found, as it
seems, in Niketas Choniates’ oration 7 and in Holobolos’ oration 3 on Michael VIII
Palaiologos.”” Note the alternation in Holobolos of the two forms. Manuscripts D and F
(against all apographa) also have the enclisis of elided &¢ in 27.3 (see above 8.2). Finally,
avanvuvbeig (27.4) is a form unattested elsewhere. It seems to have been coined on the
Homeric aunvo(v)On (lliad 5.697, 14.436),”® as if from a verb *&vanviw. See e.g. Ps.
Zonaras’ lexicon, s. v. "AUTQUUA. GVATALUA. [Kal KATd GUYKOTIV Gumavud. Gumvoven.
avamnviow, Avanvoow, AVETVUKA, AVETVUUAL, AUTAUUA GVETVUGON. Kal TAEOVAOUE TOD V
qumvovon, wg To dptovon].”” Even if the preposition in our epigram is not syncopated, the
form is another example of epic elements in the mixed register of some verses (see the
lack of augment in 21.2 above). The novelty of the word baffled the copyist of C
(avamAvvOeig) and T (dvanvwOeig). Miller, who used mainly T (see above), edited
avanvwPelg and noted this “quidem barbara vox &vamvwbelg, ab dvamvor] male
conficta”.® LBG adopts this scribal error as an entry, s. v. avanvow. Another very rare
word recorded in LBG quoting our epigram from Miller’s edition is avakdyevowv (27.3).

4,1.28 Poem 28

After the stop in Antioch (poem 27), epigrams 28-29 comment on another campaign by
John, who sieges and captures a series of cities in Syria in 1138 before returning to Antioch
(poem 30). Poem 28 summarizes in five verses a large passage of Niketas Choniates’ History
(27.10-29.53). The report of Ephraim’s chronicle is even shorter (vv. 3936-3939), but it
shows many compelling parallels with poem 28. The first two verses (28.1-2) address
Byzantium (i.e. Constantinople)® and establish a comparison between the city and the
garden of Eden, drawing some images from the book of Genesis (2.10-14) in the
description of the river Euphrates. Note the alliteration (xpvco-) in 28.2 and the obvious
etymological play not only between xpuvcodivny (see LBG) and the hapax
xpvoonAovtofpitnv (see LBG), but also between -BpUtnv and Ppoeig (28.1).

The marvelous Euphrates streaming from Byzantium (28.1-2), in turn, seems to signify
John and his army, if we follow the development of the metaphor in verses 28.3-4. A

7 Prodromos’ Historical poems 11.105, 11.166, 12.36, ed. Hérandner (1974). Holobolos, ed. Treu (1906-1907: 70.36-
71.1).

77 Choniates, ed. van Dieten (1972: 58.8). Holobolos, ed. Treu (1906-1907: 92.18). See LBG.

78 See LSJ s. v. Gunvuto and Prodromos’ Historical poem 8.284, ed. Hérandner (1974).

7 Ed. Tittmann (1808: 155).

8 Miller (1881: 166).

81 Bulavrtic is a form much used in Ephraim’s chronicle: see Lampsidis (1990: 351).
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turbulent new Euphrates (note another figura etymologica in ékpéwv podnv 28.3) coming
from Constantinople conquers the cities close to the Euphrates in Syria. The first
remarkable parallel with the corresponding passage in Ephraim’s chronicle occurs in
these verses (28.3-4): kai mpd¢ mapevpatidag dneiot moAeig (v. 3936). Verse 3936 of the
chronicle and poem 28.3 are the only two occurrences (with the same inflexion and in the
same metrical position) of the elsewhere unattested tapev@pdrig (see LBG). Note also the
same metrical position and inflexion of méAei¢ (28.4, v. 3936 of the chronicle), whereas
e€ahandaler (28.4) recurs in the same metrical position in 26.3 (see above). However, one
of the most striking parallels is the final verse (28.5), which is almost exactly reproduced
in Ephraim’s chronicle: le{d, X&Aer, Niotpiov, Kapeapd, dépet (v. 3939). Admittedly, this
time the epigram has a more accurate text than the chronicle. ila (28.5) is better than
Meld (v. 3939).%2 Similarly, Kapgapd (v. 3939) seems to be an error from Kappada (28.5),
which in turns renders imperfectly Kagapda (NC 28.45).* Manuscript F in the main text
reads Kagapdd (NC 28.45) and, similarly, F reads "Totpiov (29.49) instead of Niotpiov (NC
29.49, 28.5; v. 3939 of Ephraim’s chronicle).?* This shows that Ephraim was not working
directly with F for his epigrams, but most likely with the model of D and F, manuscript n.
A similar asyndetic enumeration of cities as in 28.5, including XdAen (Aleppo; see NC
28.29, 31), ®épem (28.30, 42)* and Kappadd, can be read in Theodore Prodromos’ Historical
poems 11.54, 16.64: ¢k ®épen XdAem Kagapt@v.®* As in other verses, the asyndetic
enumeration in 28.5 is marked in the manuscripts with péoar otiyuai (see above).
Regarding punctuation, the enjambement between 28.3-4 is marked with a comma in D
(no sign in F).

Miller edits this epigram and criticize the poet in a short note: “Falso enim ad Euphratis
ripam ponuntur eae urbes, quae longe ab illo flumine absunt neque ejus alluvium timent.
Unde Nicetam ipsum nimis ambitiose locutum fateri oportet ubi Joannem ait ad
Euphratem accessisse, t@ E0@pdtn mpooeyyloal, quum verius dixisset ad Syriam
Euphratensem”.®” As he admits, Ephraim is depending on the narration of Niketas at this
point, who not only says that John t@® motau® mpooeyyloag E0@pdtn Ggikveital €ig Tt
noAixviov éyxwpiwg Mk kahoduevov (NC 27.10-11), but also later that poipav dageic
OTPATEVUATOC KATH TOV ENEKELVA TOU ED@pdtou mOAewVv kKol @povpiwv TARB0¢ Aagupwv

82 See NC 27.11, 28.27, where manuscripts R and M (= p, see above) read ITi{@, like Kinnamos’ Epitome, ed. Meineke
(1836: 19.11), and Todt and Vest (2014: 1004-1007, s. v. Beselathon kome).

8 See Todt and Vest (2014: 1351-1356, s. v. Kapharda).

8 See Todt and Vest (2014: 1552-1553, s. v. Nistrion).

% See Todt and Vest (2014: 1463-1467, s. v. Litarboi).

% Ed, Hérandner (1974).

87 Miller (1881: 169): “In fact, these cities are wrongly put along the banks of the Euphrates, since they are far
away from this river and there is no risk of flood. For this reason, we must admit that Niketas himself had already
said rather affectedly that John approached the Euphrates (t® Ev@pdtn npooeyyioat), when he should have
better said that he approached Syria Euphratensis”.
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ouvéAele (28.26-27). Besides, the Euphrates does not only give the general setting of the
region where John carried out his deeds, but it also enables the metaphor of the flood in
28.1-2, which should not be understood literally. As a result, tapevpdrtidag is easier to
understand in 28.3 than in Ephraim’s chronicle v. 3936.

4,1.29 Poem 29

This poem comments on Niketas Choniates’ History 30.90-2. After a long siege of the city
of Shayzar in Syria (1138), John is forced to abandon it and accept the terms of peace
sealed with gifts on behalf of the city. Besides the corresponding passage of Ephraim’s
chronicle (vv. 3940-3944), with which our epigram shares several traits, the episode is
recorded in other historiographic and court literature. These sources, especially with
regard to the lychnites stone (29.5), are analyzed in depth and compared with other
witnesses by Niccold Zorzi, who also knows our poem 29.% I will explore some of these
parallels without contributing substantially to identifying the actual historical reality of
these gifts, but rather paying more attention to the textual procedures behind their
representations.

The first three verses (29.1-3) constitute an innovation with respect to the source
(Niketas Choniates) and the later chronicle. They set the premise for a comparison of the
emperor with Christ: as once the Magi came from the East (Persia) to honor the king of
the Jews with the well-known gifts (29.1-2; see the gospel of Matthew 2.11), now the
Persians offer their gifts to John (29.3 cof & a0, faciAed [...]). As before with Scythians (=
Pechenegs 13.1, 15.1, 16.2), Triballi (= Serbs 16.2) and Huns/Paeonians (= Hungarians 18,
19.2), here the archaizing name of Persians (Iepoig 29.1, Mepoik®v 29.3) is used to
designate the Arabs, even if it is more commonly applied to Turks elsewhere (compare
TMepoookvOag 41.3). Perhaps Ephraim ignored who exactly held the city of Shayzar at that
moment, since the report of Niketas is not so clear in that respect.®” Be that as it may, the
comparison with the Magi is part of the imagery of court poetry,” but it is never
constructed so compactly and neatly as here, where actual presents are found on the
other side of the comparison. This epigram is another example of the self-contained
structure of our poems in contrast to the chronicle (see above on 20.12).

8 7orzi (2001: 72, 75 n. 49).

® Niketas clearly says that the inhabitants of Shayzar were Saracens (Zapaknvoi, NC 30.2), which normally refers
to the Arabs. However, the Persians (Turks) are all around in this section (NC 30.89, 31.9). In fact, the gifts are
said to be part of the booty of Mantzikert (NC 30.2-31.7).

% See Theodore Prodromos’ Historical poem 9a.7-8 (ed. Horandner 1974) and Manuel Holobolos’ Poems 14, 18.9-14
(ed. Boissonade 1833).
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The presents are enumerated in the following verses (29.4-9). The first conventional
elements are accommodated in one line (29.4). They all appear in the corresponding lines
of the chronicle: [...] kai AiBoug kal papydpoug (in the same metrical position)/ moAvv te
Xpuoov (vv. 3941-3942).°* The following verses (29.5-6) introduce the central gift, as it is
attested in several sources.”” The epigram depends on Niketas’ account (ctavpov €ig
xelpag de&duevog aykaAdv i xpfipa kai Eeviov tfj 0£q, Avyvitn AiBw kekoAauuévov NC
30.93-94) and shows similarities with the treatment in Ephraim’s chronicle (kai Avxvitnv
pépovta otavpod Tov tomov,/ Xpfud Tt tavOavuactov, EKTAnKTov, EEvov vv. 3943-3944),
The first question that these reports arouse is about the nature of the lychnites stone,
whether a sort of marble or a sort of gem is meant.” A second question is whether a
monolithic sculpture of a cross is described or rather a crux gemmata, a cross covered with
precious stones. With the help of the testimonies of Italikos and Basilakes, Zorzi leans
towards the latter.” The epigram, however, since it follows Niketas, does not immediately
favour this interpretation. As in the chronicle (vv. 3943-3944), a stone is said to have
adopted almost miraculously the shape of a cross. In fact, dtexvdg (29.6) contrasts with
the texvikn xeip (29.7) of the following verse. Verses 29.7-9 refer to some sort of
inscription or design carved in the stone. Once more, the epigram follows Niketas’
account: v Qmep avTOQLEAG 1) Téxvn Stbgave ypduuata gi¢ kdANog piAdveikov tod Beiov
glkdopatog kal 0PBaAUGOV dtexvig Tpuenv (NC 30.94-1). Note the repetition of some
expressions and words (S10@ave ypdupata £i¢ kKGAAog > €i¢ kdANog EEVQAVE YpaAUUATWY
tomouvg 29.8) and a similar opposition between dtexvdg/texvikn xelp (29.6-7) in
aLTOPLUAE 1 TéXVN (see also dtexv@g Tpuerv). After comparison with the accounts of
Italikos and Basilakes, Zorzi suggests that the cross must have had an inscription and/or
a depiction.” Even if the ypauuata have been interpreted before as “lines” arranged as
ornamentation, the epigram seems to refer to letters inscribed on the cross.” In the
chronicle, this detail is omitted and thus the ambiguity is avoided. The vague xpfjud t
navOaduactov, EkmAnktov, Eévov (v. 3944) reproduces to a certain extent the emphasis

*! Albeit conventional (see e.g. v. 7800 of the chronicle), the same gifts are mentioned in the panegyrics of Italikos
(ed. Gautier 1972: 264.12-14) and Basilakes (ed. Garzya 1984: 67.14-17).

% See Kinnamos’ Epitome, ed. Meineke (1836: 20.11-13); Italikos’ oration 43 on John II Komnenos, ed. Gautier
(1972: 264.18-19); Basilakes’ oration 3 on John Il Komnenos, ed. Garzya (1984: 68.1-5).

% See Zorzi (2001: 67-77).

* Zorzi (2001: 77-80).

% Zorzi (2001: 80-84); Italikos, ed. Gautier (1972: 264.19-265.3) and Basilakes, ed. Garzya (1984: 68.10-14).

% Basilakes also refers to letters in quite similar terms as our epigram (&md y&p t@v év EuuPdiw ypappudtwy
dtexv®q) and even gives the content of the inscription: To0td co1 0 §mAov ovpdviov, &V ToVTY Kal 6L vika VOV
ToUG £x0povg ¢ €kelvog TO Tpdtepov, ed. Garzya (1984: 68.12-14). On metrical inscriptions on crosses, see e.g.
Nicholas Kallikles’ poems 6, 7, 27, 33-36 (ed. Romano 1980), Hérandner (2007) and BEiU 2 numbers Me1-3, 6-8,
etc.
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and grandeur of the closing line of the epigram (29.9), while it also reminds of the closing
line of poem 20 (a similar enumeration with £€vog in the same metrical position in 20.12).

Some final notes on the linguistic peculiarities of this poem. First, ppotepydrtn (29.1) as
if from Ppotepydtng is a hapax legomenon. Miller edits Bpotovpydrtn against all
manuscripts and witnesses.” From this edition, it was included in LBG (s. v.
Bpotovpydtr), but Ppotepydtn is not only the reading of all manuscripts, but also -
gpydtng is the correct way of composing nouns with this ending. The form -ovpydng is
elsewhere unattested. The diphthong -ov- is used, however, with the ending -ovpydg. See
e.g. below the also rare Ppotovpydg (43.3; see LBG s. v. and Ephraim’s chronicle v. 5369).
Miller silently corrects other words out of metrical scruples: €ig > ¢ (29.8; see above 8.1-
2) and icov > {oov (29.9; the iota needs to be short in the seventh syllable, but see e.g.
above Kwvotavtivog 25.2). Besides, Miller implies that UAwv (29.3) is an emendation, as
if the manuscripts read @uA&v, but in fact all the manuscripts read @OAwv. In this same
verse, Miller edits oot (29.3) with many of the apographa, but manuscripts D and F have
the accent of the elided 6¢ retracted on the pronoun and this is graphically expressed
with the orthotonic oo (29.3). As for punctuation, verses 29.1-2, 3-4 and 7-8 are enjambed
and this is always marked at the end of verses 29.1, 3 and 7 with a comma in D and with a
combination of signs containing the comma in F. On the other hand, the commas inside
verse 29.2 translate the yéoat otrypai in D, whereas the comma in 29.9 a yéon otryun in F
(asyndetic coordination).

4,1.30 Poem 30

The epigram comments on Niketas Choniates’ History 31.16-21. After the campaign in
Syria (poems 28-29) the emperor returns to Antioch (see poem 27) before returning to
Constantinople (1138). In fact, as in poem 27, the poet does not directly name the city (see
Adevng 27.4), but calls it after one of its many epithets: Theoupolis.”® The epigram also
recalls poem 20, where another triumph was depicted (see Opiaupov 30.6; Opiaufog 20.1,
12). Notably, the triumph is not recorded by Ephraim in the chronicle, which transitions
from the gifts of poems 29 into the subject of poem 31.

The epigram is compactly structured, with anaphora, alliteration, internal rhyme,
polyptoton and etymological puns throughout in the style of poem 16 (see above):
@covndler méAer (30.1); Aic [...J/ kail di¢ [...]/ kal dig¢ di¢ [..] (30.1-3); pvprdxig
puprootePnPdpog (30.4); kaA®V kdAAoToG (30.5). The first two verses (30.1-2) refer back
to poem 27: this is the second entrance of John in Antioch. The first time after defeating
the Armenians of Cilicia (poems 23-26), now after some victories in the Syrian campaign

7 Miller (1881: 175).
% See Todt and Vest (2014: 539) and e.g. NC 211.91, 406.44.

196



(poems 28-29). Verse 30.3 counts literally four returns in Constantinople. One may think
about the victorious returns narrated in the previous epigrams (from Laodikeia in poem
10, from Sozopolis in poems 11-12, from the war against Pechenegs in poems 13-15, from
the one against Serbs in poem 16, from the one against Hungarians in poems 18-19, from
the one against Danismendids in poems 21-22), but these surpass the number of four. In
fact, the construction kai dig dig is not to be taken literally, but rhetorically. It builds a
climax in the anaphora with the previous verses (Aig [...]/ xai dic [...] 30.1-2) and the
hyperbole peaks in 30.4, where the victories are uncountable. This verse includes a hapax,
puptootepn@dpog (30.4; see LBG), which is coined on ote@nedpog (very common in
Byzantine encomiastic poetry) adding the productive form uvpio-, which generates the
alliteration/figura etymologica with pvpidkig. Note that half of the manuscript tradition
(manuscript D and its copy W) reads here pvpiootepnedpet. The verb otepneopéw is
attested elsewhere (e.g. NC 459.65, 562.56; see LBG), but the imperative does not make any
sense here (the epigram does not address the emperor in the second person).

The last two verses (30.5-6) conclude the poem with laudatory words on John (30.5)
and the final mention of the triumph (8piaupov 30.6). Abcévwv dvag (30.5) is a title that
recurs in the same position in Ephraim’s chronicle (v. 7566) and in Komnenian court poets
as Theodore Prodromos and Nicholas Kallikles.”” AGoovec (see also 11.1, 32.2, 36.11) is an
archaizing way of calling the Romans (i.e. the Byzantines) very much used in ceremonial
and encomiastic literature. For example, Niketas Choniates uses it only once in his
monumental History (NC 150.46), but two times in his oration 5.’ The word Alcovec and
some compounds including it are recorded in Ephraim many times,'** as well as in the
oeuvre of Prodromos, Holobolos, etc. Miller edits this poem and comments on the
polyptoton kaA®v kGAAiotog (30.5) as a possible allusion to an ironic popular nickname
of John, but he eventually rejects any derisive purposes in this formulaic epithet.'** Miller
also proposes O¢ instead of wg (30.5), but this correction is not necessary. Ephraim’s
chronicle has the same word, in the same metrical position and with the same value
(almost a line-filler) in several verses (e.g. v. 3974; see poem 32 below). The chronicle also
brings £épiotatat (30.6) in the same metrical position in several verses (e.g. v. 3927).

» See e.g. Kallikles’ poem 2.34 (ed. Romano 1980) on our John Il Komnenos and Prodromos’ Historical poem 25.9
(ed. H3randner 1974), where John speaks from his grave.

10 £d, van Dieten (1972: 38.3 and v. 53; see ADcovdpxng vv. 22, 42); on the versified part of this epithalamium,
see Horandner (2003: 79-83).

191 See Lampsidis (1990: 348).

12 Miller (1888: 178-179).
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4,1.31 Poem 31

The epigram comments on the reconciliation of emperor John and his brother, the
sebastokrator Isaac Komnenos, as narrated in Niketas Choniates’ History 32.31-33.60. Isaac,
once a fundamental factor in establishing the rule of John (see NC 8.2-9.8), had quarreled
with his brother and fled to the Turks of Ikonion (Asia Minor) with his son John in 1130.
After a period of roaming and conspiring outside the borders of the empire, he decided
to return to his successful brother in Syria in 1138. Against all odds, the emperor received
him generously and joyfully. The son of Isaac, John, however, would soon rebel and go
back to the Turks (see poem 35 below). Notably, John is described in NC 32.35-36 (&vtjp &’
o0tog OmAitondAag kai moleudkAovog) with similar words as in the epigram 35.4
(omArtondAag payxeoikAovog; see below).

Besides Niketas, the reconciliation is celebrated, for example, by the encomiasts
Italikos and more lengthily in Basilakes.'®® The treatment of the episode in Ephraim’s
chronicle (vv. 3950-3965) is more detailed than in the epigram. Epigram 31 is less
descriptive, but its structure is succinct and efficient. The first two verses (31.1-2) have a
gnomic force and the last three verses (31.7-9) elaborate on a proverb in Niketas
Choniates’ History. The core of the epigram (31.3-6) narrates the actual scene in similar
terms as in the chronicle. The first part of the epigram (31.1-6), however, addresses the
emperor (PactAel 31.2; similarly as in 26.1 above, manuscript D reads BaciA’, which is an
error here). The gnomic style of 31.1 (note the polyptoton @vowv [..] @Uoer) is
incorporated into the address to the emperor in the following line through enjambement
(31.2; the enjambement is marked at the end of 31.1 with a comma or a combination of
signs containing the comma in manuscripts D and F, see above). The first two verses,
therefore, are laudatory and sound like an advice with hindsight, giving the flavour of
mirror-of-princes literature (see the poems in Appendix 2 of Part 1). The ydap in 31.3
introduces the illustration of the maxim of 31.1-2. The emperor rejoices more at the
return of the “prodigal” brother and nephew (see Luke 15.11-32) than at the many
victories in the battlefield. In fact, many features of these verses (31.3-6) are faithfully
reproduced Ephraim’s chronicle. Compare vv. 3961-3963: énavidvta kal yap idwv O
kpdtwp/ Oe@ xapiothpia T@V SAwv BVeL,/ ody fttov 1odeic f| vikaig taic uvpiaig. The
words énavioGoav (31.4), xapiothpia and B0ei¢ (31.5) and A vikaic taic uvpiaig (31.6) are
found in the same metrical position, besides the repetition of idawv and 0e® (31.5). Both
the epigram and the chronicle, in turn, pick up on the wording of the History of Niketas

103 Ed, Gautier (1972: 265.11-17), Garzya (1984: 63.29-64.17).
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Choniates: see o0 MAgiov T@ TG VIKNG TEPLOVTL 1 T] TOD KAGLYVATOV Emarvodw MyaAAidto
[...] 600V 0e® xaprotrpia [...] (NC 32.55-33.60).%

The last three verses (31.7-9) brings back the figura etymologica in ¢Vo1g (31.7; see ooy
[...] pUoe1 31.1 and ovuguiag 31.9). Note that there is a recurrent ¢ sound throughout the
poem (see &@Oitov [...] pépeig 31.2; mapugiAtdTnv 31.3; tep@deig 31.6; prAvnootpdpwg 31.7;
@éperv 31.8). The proverb is found similarly in the source (NC 32.50-52): ioxvpov ydp Tt
xpfua ©o0og ovyyeveia Stuvgparvduevog, k&v dnoppayein (see dmoppayévta 31.9) uikpdv Tt
thi¢ oupuiag (see 31.9), Taxéwg LAVTIOoTPOPOG (see PrLAvooTpdPwg 31.7) yivetat. These
last three verses (31.7-9) change from the second to the third person and thus gain in
autonomy. The proverb is not incorporated anymore into the episode and this caused
confusion in the copying of this epigram. In F, in fact, 31.1-6 is copied in the lower margin
of the recto of the folio and the end of the poem (31.7-9) continues in the upper margin
of the verso. However, since these verses stand on their own, the apographa have taken
them as if they were a separate poem (see above). Manuscript £ (and s, its copy) even
copied 31.7-9 before the first verses (31.1-6), whereas @ clearly marks the end of one poem
at 31.6 and the beginning of another one at 31.7. In F, actually, the continuation of one
single poem is confirmed by the lack of punctuation at the end of 31.6 (note also the
distinctive error of F, pupioig). There is no other explanation for the absence of
punctuation at the end of this verse, since 31.7 begins so clearly with another clause. On
punctuation, note that the (pseudo-)enjambement of 31.7-9 is marked in the manuscripts
with commas or combinations of signs containing the comma at the end of each verse
(and simply no sign at the end of 31.8 in D; see above).

4,1.32 Poem 32

Soon after returning from Syria to Constantinople with his brother, the emperor
summons the army and sets off again to fight the Danismendids (see above poems 21-22)
in Asia Minor in 1139. The epigram paraphrases the scene depicted in Niketas Choniates’
History 33.67-83: the incessant activity of the army prevents the soldiers from reposing at
home and they start being irritated. Niketas also states clearly that the emperor did not
ignore all this and that he used the situation to provoke and challenge his men. The
epigram summarizes the picture in four verses addressed to the emperor. In the first
verse (32.1) the emperor is addressed again using the nominative (with the article; see
above 24.1, 25.1-2). His character is mild in general, but for once he behaves harshly with
his soldiers (32.2). Verse 32.2 uses the wording of Niketas: €80&¢e kai Bapvg (NC 33.70; on
AVG6VWYV, see above 30.5). The last two verses (32.3-4) seem to allude to the emperor’s

104 See the same expression 001 T& xapiotipia in Basilakes’ oration on John 11 Komnenos, ed. Garzya (1984:
64.6).
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manipulation of his troops, especially in the pairing éxpialeig éviéxvwg (32.4). The
emperor appeared insensitive in order to stimulate the troops. After so many epigrams
of praising and celebration of the emperor’s victories, poem 32 stands out as the only
instance of possible criticism of John in the cycle.

In the chronicle (vv. 3972-3975), Ephraim renders the episode in very similar terms, so
that poem 32 constitutes further evidence to support Ephraim’s authorship of our cycle
of epigrams. Compare vv. 3973-3975: otpat® Papvg €6oev 0 mpadig dvaé (see 32.1-2)/ wg
J1aVIoTAOV APETKAC TTPOG UaX G (see aVIoTOV ApeikoUE TTpog TpdTovg 32.3)/ Kol mpooPralwv
(exPralerg 32.4) kaptepelv €v tfj uaxn. The chronicle is even more succinct and the second
person of the epigram gives way to the third person, whereas the polyptoton tpdmov
32.1/tpdémovg 32.3 is omitted. However, the similarities in the choice of words and
structure are significant. As for textual issues, there is in 32.4 the distinctive error of F
and its copies ékPialerv, which manuscript @ tries to correct in ékpidlwv, instead of
ekPralerg of D and its copy.

4,1.33 Poem 33

The trace of criticism of poem 32 is obliterated in poem 33. The epigram is a short
encomiastic note on a victory of John over the Danismendids in the winter of 1139-1140
as narrated by Niketas Choniates’ History 35.19-27. The victory in question is not one of a
conventional battle, but a skirmish in the way to Neokaisareia, not mentioned in the
corresponding passage in Ephraim’s chronicle (vv. 3976-3979). In particular, poem 33
seems to praise the stratagems (tfig otpatnyiag tpdmog 33.1) of John designed to optimize
the firepower and conceal the weakness of his army. The poet addresses the emperor (cov
33.1)'* in two verses without any verb, but replete with praise and honorary titles (33.2).
The first half of 33.2 (&va€ yapityvuue) uses a traditional association of the name John
with the grace that has already been employed before (see above yapitwvupovuévou
13.2). The same set of words (&va€ xapitwvouog) is found in the same metrical position
in Ephraim’s chronicle referring to our John Il Komnenos (v. 3935) and to John Il Vatatzes
(v. 8542). The formula occurs in other contexts referring to our John Il Komnenos, as for
example in Theodore Prodromos’ Historical poem 8.61 and in verse 1 of the (now lost)
inscription of the Pantokrator monastery.'® The second half of 33.2 accumulates two
vocatives: BovAdpxa as if from PovAdpyng is a hapax (see e.g. LBG s. v. kpatdpxng) and
kpdtwp is a late form (see LBG and above Avcovokpdtng 11.1).

19 The form 000 is attested in F and its apographa, but the enclisis seems more correct here, since the pronoun
functions as possessive (compare 37.19, 42.1; see poem 11.2 of the new cycle of verse scholia on Herodotus above
in Part 1).

1% prodromos, ed. Hérandner (1974); the inscription is number 213 of BEiU 1, see Vassis (2013: 224).
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4,1.34 Poem 34

The poem comments on the prowess of the youngest son of John, the later emperor
Manuel I Komnenos, during the siege of Neokaisareia. The episode is narrated in Niketas
Choniates’ History 35.28-38 and remembered by John in his last speech (NC 45.37-46.40)
when he chose Manuel as heir of the throne. Moreover, it is recorded in other sources, as
for example in Kinnamos’ Epitome and Italikos’ oration 44 on Manuel I Komnenos.'”
Ephraim’s chronicle, however, does not mention the bravery of Manuel at this point, as it
happens with other epigrams that deal with the sons of the emperor and do not find a
place in the versified paraphrase of Ephraim (see above poem 17 and below poem 37).

The structure of poem 34 is remarkable, if not always perfectly achieved. It is built on
proverbs, some explicitly named as such: see dnuwdng Adyog 34.1'® and tfig maporpiog
34.4. The use of proverbs and proverbial expressions in Ephraim’s chronicle has already
been studied.’” Whether these sayings were widely used in everyday life is difficult to
assess insofar as they naturally only survive to us recorded in paroemiographical
collections and other pieces of literature. Most likely, Ephraim learned and selected the
appropriate proverbs from such collections (see below the same accumulation of similar
proverbs in other authors). Other proverbs in our epigram are only alluded to or made up
ad hoc, as it seems. In any case, the use of these short pieces of general wisdom for the
laymen (see above poem 5; 31.1-2, 7-9) reveals once again the mixture of dignified and
plain styles in Ephraim (see above).

Verses 34.1-2 present a first gnome (dnuwdng Adyog 34.1), whose meaning is very
appropriate for the particular case of Manuel’s deeds. The proverb does not seem to be
very widespread, but it is attested in Michael Apostoles’ collection 11.71, with a useful
explanation: Mikp60ev 1 dyabn dxavBa gaivetat: €ml T®V €k TPWTNS NAIKING PALVOUEVWV
aya®&v yevésOar (“The good thorn is visible since it is small: it is said of the ones that are
visibly good from an early age”)."® This concept will recur in the following proverbs.
Ephraim rewrites the proverb in two verses (34.1-2) in a more literary way: the words
aptipung (34.1) and kaAAwpuric (34.2) sound more solemn and poetic than Apostoles’
version, while they recall each other in figura etymologica. The latter, in fact, is a rare word
(see LBG) and its ending (kaAAipud 34.2) confused the copyist of manuscript F. As it seems,
it was taken as a dative and the article in F and the apographa was changed into tfj < tr|v
(34.2). On the orthography in mapavtika (34.2), see above katakpdtog (19.2), ToAoimov
(26.4).

17 Ed. Meineke (1836: 21.16-22.2, 27.20-22) and Gautier (1972: 286.10-287.22). See also Skoutariotes’ Synopsis
chronike, ed. Sathas (1894: 206.21-31).

1% The same ending of verse is found in Niketas Eugenianos’ Drosilla and Charikles vv. 6.541, 599 (ed. Conca 1990).
199 See e.g. Lampsidis (1971: 71-72; 1977; 1990: 426-428, 447-448) and Varvounis (1989).

10 CPG 2.533.
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The next verse (34.3) includes a proverb that it is not recorded elsewhere and it is not
explicitly identified as one (see dnuwdng Adyog 34.1 and tig taporpiag 34.4). Could this be
a creation of Ephraim? The verse seems to allude to a particular passage of Niketas
Choniates’ History. The prowess of Manuel is performed behind the father’s back. When
the emperor learns about it, he first praises Manuel in public, but later in private he beats
him with a willow stick (Jotepov 8¢ trv oxnvnyv eiciwv mpnvii tabévta dik Avyov Etvev
NC 35.36-37), because of his temerity. Verse 34.3, therefore, could support the alleged
pedagogical efficiency of physical punishment. The dependence on Niketas is also
ciphered in the word kapnoPp16£¢ (34.3), which is only found again in NC 634.74 (see LBG
s. V. kapmoPp1Or¢). However, the wording of 34.3 resembles another well-known proverb
that occurs in similar contexts as other proverbs in this poem, that of knowing ¢k to0
KapmoD O dévdpov (see below). The new proverb continues the vegetal imagery of the
previous one (see dxavOa 34.1) and it would point at the same concept of knowing the
whole from the part and, more specifically, the noble character from an early age (see
above 34.1-2 and below 34.4, 34.5-7).

Another proverb in the same sense as the one in the previous verses is fully quoted in
verse 34.4. Unlike the one in 34.1-2, this one is found many times in Greek (medieval)
literature, but we can consult again Apostoles’ collection (6.91) to grasp its meaning:'!! 'Ex
100 Kpaomédov T0 Upaoua dsikvutat: £l TOV o uépovg KataAauPavoviwy o GAov
(“The cloth is shown from the edge: it is said on understanding the whole from a part”).
Unlike 34.1-2, the rendering of the poem is quite literal and allusive (34.4 tfi¢ Tapoipiog
suggests that the reader already knows the proverb). As in 34.3, there is no verb, but the
wording of Apostoles (deikvutat) suggests that the verb deikvuot (34.2) should be implied
here. The same can be said about 34.3 (see above).

After the series of proverbs (34.1-4), the epigram turns again to the fourth son of John
II Komnenos. Against the conceptual background of 34.1-4, verses 34.5-9 assert that
Manuel’s deeds in the battlefield in his youth were already a clear indication that he
would be once a good king of the Romans. By the words used to signify this
(BacthikwtdTnv Yuxnv [...] év pelpakt pévovoav dvaktog okVOUvVy 34.5-7), yet another
proverb could be in the mind of the poet and the readers. First, the metaphor of a lion
and its whelps for a king and his offspring enjoys some success in the tradition of court
literature: see e.g. on John, his father and his children, Prodromos’ Historical poems 16.5,
17.213, 19.144."* But the lion’s whelp brings to mind another well-known proverb of the
same colour as the previous ones, that of knowing ¢€ §vuxog tov Aéovta. The association
of the prince as cub of a lion (&vaktog okOuvw 34.7) and this proverb can be at issue in

111 CPG 2.389.
12 Ed, Hérandner (1974).
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Italikos’” oration 43 on John Il Komnenos, where the orator addresses the emperor and
refers to the prowess of his natural successor, the cub Alexios (see above poem 17), before
he died (see below poem 37): Eita deikvig toic PapPfdpoic kai TOV oxduvov 6 AMwv O
PAocvpwdtatog ofovg el tovg dvuxag [..).""° Similarly, Niketas Choniates describes
Constantine, the nephew of emperor Isaac I Angelos: 0 8¢ kav oUW vTepavaPePrikel Tov
peipaka, to yoOv Bupoeldeg mapadeikviwy, wg ol TV Aedvtwv okduvot [...] kal Tag tdv
OVUXWV AKWKAG [...] (NC 435.39-42). See also Basilakes’ oration 5 on John Axouch talking
about Axouch and John II Komnenos (Aéovtag vudg einev &v t1g suvvdpoug 18wv, we &€
ovOxwv th¢ NAkiag dkpiP&g¢ tekunpduevog) and Holobolos’ oration 2 on Michael VIII
Palaiologos (fiv mep eixé Ti¢ oUtw @pevdVv w¢ &v Ppaxel évémtpw v uéAovoav orv
Npwikfv katontpicacOar yeyaAdvolav kai €€ dvuxog katd trv mapotpiov tOv Aéovta

115

ouAoyicacBat).'® Michael Apostoles (7.57) again gives us the basic meaning of the

16 ’EE dvOxwv Aéovta £veott pabelv, Kal €K WKPAG YEVoEWS TNYRV: €Ml TV €K

saying:
Uikpo¥ Tivog pavBavévtwy to ndv (“It is possible to learn of the lion from the claws, and
the source from a small taste: it is said on learning the whole from something small”).
Significantly, many of the proverbs named or alluded to in this epigram come together in
another paroemiographical collection (Diogenianos 5.15):' ‘H képkog Tf] GAwmekt
UaPTUPET: €Ml TGV SetkvudvTwy &md uikpds mpdéews o ROoc duoia, 'Ex Tod kpaosmédou Td
n&v U@aopa: 'EK YEOUATOG YIVWOKELS Tov Alblona €k Thi¢ 6Yews 'EK TV OVOXWV TOV
Aéovtar Ek toD kapmod 16 dévdpov (“The tail betrays the fox: it is said on people that show
their character from small actions: similarly, ‘you recognize the whole cloth from the
edge’, ‘(the source) from the taste’, ‘the Ethiopian from the aspect’, ‘the lion from the

17

claws’, ‘the tree from the fruit’”). In literature, for example, the verse chronicle of
Constantine Manasses vv. 3405-3408 shows the same accumulation of proverbs, as though
derived from the same kind of sources."'® Remarkably, none of these proverbs occurs in
Ephraim’s chronicle. However, a similar concept could be at issue in v. 5337 (kai kata
utkpév, 1) @aot, kai tov péyav), while describing the complex character of Andronikos I
Komnenos.'"

Poem 34 stands out in the cycle of epigrams also from a textual point of view, since it

contains a passage where the two main branches of the tradition have variants that make

3 Ed, Gautier (1972: 258.15-16).

U Ed, Garzya (1984: 87.13-14).

1 Ed, Treu (1906-1907: 53.10).

116 CPG 2.409; see Karathanasis (1936: 111) number 235.

17 CPG 1.252; see less exhaustively Apostoles 6.90, CPG 2.389.

18 Ed, Lampsidis (1996).

119 See Lampsidis (1990: 427, s. v. ukpdg). Varvounis (1989: 22-23) quotes some of the proverbs present in poem
34 as parallels.
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sense. The first half of 34.5 (idn & 6 mpocoxwv) in our edition basically follows the reading
of manuscript F, which reads 16n (without the iota subscriptum, copied likewise in ®, and
changed into 1801 by the editio princeps of Wolf) and adds a second o over the line after
copying mpooxwv. On the other hand, manuscript D reads 1idn (together with W and some
apographa of F) and npooxwv (together with all the other manuscripts). The particle 7dn
occurs elsewhere in the same position in Ephraim’s chronicle (vv. 830, 5716, etc.) and in
our epigrams (37.2). On the other hand, the simplification of the double sigma in
npooox WV is ubiquitous in medieval manuscripts (see the issue of degemination above 3.2
ELANEXW, 14.1 Groppwé, 24.5 cakeoPOPOG, 25.2 KoumoppRuwy, 27.2 ‘Oppovteiaig), where
also editors can fail."® If we take the version of D ({6n & 0 mpooxwv), verse 34.5 could be
translated as: “The excellent one (0 mpooyxwv = Manuel) also shows (implying deikvuot
34.2) already (f{dn = from a young age) the very royal (soul)”. However, this is not entirely
satisfactory: the supplementation of deikvuol seems far-fetched and the meaning of
“excellent” > “champion” for mpoéxw is not attested in the participle aorist (mpooywv),
but in the present.'?! The lectiones difficiliores of F can explain better the corruptions in D:
fi0n < 10n and npooxwv < mpoooxwv are more reasonable than the other way around. The
apographa of F that read the same error as D seem to confirm this direction. Truth to tell,
the independent subjunctive is rare. But the confusion of modes is not exceptional in
medieval Greek: a good parallel of {dn (34.5) in the same metrical position is {dn¢ in
Prodromos’ Historical poem 54.177.'* Even if manuscript F had failed to read correctly trv
KaAAwpua (34.2) before, this time it seems to have the true reading in contrast to the
facilior of D and apographa. Another contentious passage in this epigram is the accent of
T016G yap (34.8): again we follow the reading of manuscript F, whereas D reads toiog yap.
As it has been noted above, ydp can be enclitic (see below 41.4 0g6¢ yap), as well as for
example 3¢ (see above 8.2 1] &', 27.3 wikpdv &, 29.3 oot &’ and below 38.3 tig 8¢), especially
in the seventh syllable as here, where the stress is generally avoided in the dodecasyllable.
The pronoun toiog is not rarely found in medieval Greek with the accent written in the
last syllable when followed by enclitics (e.g. d¢), not to mention the already classical
combination in one world (to1d6d¢). However, manuscript F fails to read Onfjv in the same
verse (34.8).

The punctuation of this epigram deserves a short note: the pseudo-enjambements of
verses 34.1-2, 5-6, 8-9 are marked at the end of verses 34.1, 5, 8 with a comma or a
combination of signs containing the comma in the manuscripts (D bears no sign at the
end of 34.5, 8; see above). As for rare vocabulary, besides the already mentioned
kaAAgun¢ (34.2) and kapmoPp1Onic (34.3), see LBG s. v. dpiotdxelp (34.6). On the other

120 See e.g. mpoooxwV in the same metrical position in Ephraim’s chronicle vv. 2442, 4777 with the apparatus and
the note in Hilberg (1888: 91).

121 See Lampsidis (1990: 413, s. V. TPOUXOVTEG).

12 Ed, Horandner (1974; see his note in 120-121). See also the verse scholium in Vat. gr. 2369 (Part 1).
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hand, dwpeoPpitiv (34.6), as if from *dwpeofpirtig, is elsewhere unattested (see LBG s. v.
pavvoPputig). The ending seems to be the feminine version (agreeing here with Yuxnv)
of a type of adjective like xpvoomAovtoPpitnv (28.2). All the apographa, in fact, read
dwpeoPputnv. The form pusintolig (34.8; see LBG) seems to be yet another epic
interference in our epigrams (see above 21.2 kteivev, 27.4 avanvovOeig): the cluster nt
makes position and guarantees the length of the iota dichronon. Similarly, Kopvnviddng
(34.9; see above 3.1) has an epic flavour: the word is attested before in Prodromos and
Manasses, as well as in Ephraim’s chronicle (see LBG).

4,1.35 Poem 35

This poem reacts to an episode narrated in detail in Niketas Choniates’ History 35.39-36.71,
included in Ephraim’s chronicle in vv. 3984-4001. The emperor’s nephew John, who had
just returned with his father Isaac (see poem 31), defected again to the Danismendids after
a quarrel with the emperor. Niketas adds that John, who had spent some years with the
Turks, eventually abandoned Christianity and married the daughter of the Seljuk sultan
of Tkonion (south of Asia Minor). This attitude easily comes out in contrast to Manuel’s
deeds celebrated in poem 34. Besides, the episode sets in motion Niketas’ narrative: the
enemies received John and the emperor was afraid that he would reveal to them the
weaknesses of the Roman army that he had skillfully concealed so far (see poem 33).
Therefore, the emperor raised the siege of Neokaisareia and returned to Constantinople
with his army (1140-1141).

The epigram seems to pity the defector John, as though he was victim of the Aomn
(35.1). The opening line is a gnomic sentence where this emotion (AOnn) is central. The
setting gains in epic flavour with the adjective @O1o1uBpdrov (35.1), which is Homeric and
reminds, in conjunction with AVnn, to the ufiviv [...] oOAopévny (Iliad 1.1-2). The word
recurs in Ephraim’s chronicle (see e.g. ¢0151ppdtov in the same metrical position in vv.
3492,5033), but always in the elsewhere attested variant @6i6ifpotog. The idea of the first
verse (35.1) is repeated in the last two (compare 008¢v AOmng kdxiov 35.1 with oD xeipov
00d¢V [...] & tfig AUnng 35.7), in a ring composition employed by Ephraim elsewhere in our
epigrams (see above verses 20.1/20.12 and 23.1/26.5).

This AVnr also translates to a certain extent the d0vuia that Niketas mentions (dBupiag
Apng NC 36.52; see Ephraim’s chronicle vv. 3994-3995 and 42.3 below), which John
suffered after his pride was offended in public. However, the driving force of this emotion
is more central in the epigram. The anguish conquered Twdvvng (35.2; not the emperor,

123 Compare Theodore Prodromos’ harsher treatment of the same episode in his Historical poem 19.162-171, ed.
Horandner (1974).
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but his nephew), who otherwise was a great soldier. Verses 35.3-4 bestow on him a series
of dignifying epithets. The epic and classicizing tone of this epigram is intensified in v.
35.3: note the mythological fipw¢ and "Apng and pnénvwp, which is a Homeric epithet of
Achilles.* The word pnérivwp never appears in Ephraim’s chronicle, but fipwg does (see
e.g. v. 4075 in the same metrical position), and, more significantly, the formula dvtikpug
"Apng recurs in vv. 4089, 7759 of the chronicle. Verse 35.4 (0mAitondAag paxesikAovog
u6vog), on the other hand, is an interesting case to observe Ephraim’s process of reading
the main text (Niketas Choniates) in composing the epigrams. In fact, when John, the son
of the sebastokrator Isaac, returned to the emperor with his father (see above poem 31),
Niketas said of him in NC 32.35-36: &vrjp &’ o0tog dmAitondAac kai moAeudkAovog, uv
T &piotnVv kai eido¢ Tpoaivwv d&1o00éatov (“this was a great soldier at raising the din of
battle, showing the most noble nature and a dignified appearance”). Ephraim took this
characterization from some pages before in his text of Choniates’ History and adapts it
here: omAitondAag paxeoikAovog uévog (35.4). The term omAitondAag has been used
before in our epigrams to describe the Roman champion Eustratios (see above 24.5), but
paxeoikAovog is an absolute unicum. However, once we know the passage of Niketas from
where Ephraim drew, it is clear that it is an epic-like neologism inspired by
moAeudkAovog. The copyist of manuscript ®, Alexander chartophylax, who in many
places reveals himself as a clever scribe (see e.g. above 20.5 nioovpec and 32.4 ékPralwv),
wrote first toAepéxAovog (and payeoi- over the line; the editio princeps of Niketas took the
epigrams from ® and printed moAepdkAovog). Ephraim, as it seems, changed the first part
of the compound with an equivalent (néAgpoc > udxn) compelled by the rules of prosody
(the sixth syllable of the dodecasyllable needs to be long: mo- would be seen as short,
whereas the dichronon pa- accepts the length better). Ephraim’s chronicle bears no trace
of this line. However, after knowing this epigram, it is significant that the flight of the
sebastokrator Isaac with his son John (see above poem 31) was provoked by Avmn in
Ephraim’s account: npd¢ Mepodvakta @uydc €k AOTng Tpéxet (v. 3957; see €k AOTNC in our
poem 6).

The following verses have other parallels with the chronicle. Verses 35.5-6 describe
the double renunciation of John. First, he abandoned the family of the Komnenoi (35.5).%
Ephraim’s chronicle has the iunctura oikeiov yévog in the same metrical position in v. 3079
(oikelov yévoug 35.5; note the separative error in the branch of D: oikelovc yévog). Second,
he abandoned Christianity (35.6). In Ephraim’s chronicle this is rendered in a similar way:
see Kal xprotwvoupov o€fag (35.6) in the same metrical position in v. 3999. Moreover, the
closing of the episode in the chronicle echoes in a very oblique way the closing lines of

124 See Iliad 7.228; 13.324; 16.146, 575; Odyssey 4.5; also Hesiod’s Theogony 1007.
125 Something on which Prodromos insists: see &moAtmav t6 yévog 19.170, ed. Hrandner (1974).
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this epigram (35.7-8). The last verses of poem 35 bring again a pathos common to other
ends of epigrams in our cycle,'” besides the already mentioned ring composition and a
certain gnomic flavour. The last verse (35.8) pities again the converted John, who because
of AOmn (¢€ 1) was set apart from God. The verb §1e{0yn (35.8) is recalled playfully in the
also emotional end of the episode in Ephraim’s chronicle (vv. 3999-4001): yetd ye Bpaxv
Kal xprotwvopov oéfag (same ending in 35.6)/ €€ouvutan (see é€opooduevog NC 36.60),
@e0 (see & [...] @ [...] 35.7), ki ouveCUyn (!) TdAag (see TaAag 35.8)/ Buyatpl MepodvakTog
'TkoviéwG. The marriage with the infidel signifies the divorce from God in an etymological
wordplay (81eC0yn/ovvellyn) that connects epigram and chronicle.

4,1.36 Poem 36

This poem comments on Niketas Choniates’ History 37.72-38.12 (compare Ephraim’s
chronicle vv. 4002-4011). After poems 34 and 35, Ephraim addresses again the emperor in
the second person. The poem is structured in three well distinct sections. Verses 36.1-2
narrate the return of the emperor to Constantinople in winter 1141-1142, after spending
1141 on campaign. The verses replicate some of the verbal choices of the source: see e.g.
0 8¢ xewpwv 1{dn mapetotwv toig aibpidlovotv édvokdAatvev [...] éndveioy gi¢ Buldvtiov,
T® Puxev® tol Kapod Uevdolg (NC 37.75-78). Verse 36.2, in particular, reveals again
the non-linear way in which Ephraim reads and adapts the main text while writing down
the epigrams in the margins of his copy of Niketas Choniates. In poem 35, Ephraim looks
back to the first presentation of John (6mAitondAag kai moAeudkAovog NC 32.35-36 >
omAttodAag paxesikAovog uévog 35.4). Here, the epigram jumps forward to John’s words
on his deathbed (see poem 34 and NC 45.37-46.40), a passage not recorded in Ephraim’s
chronicle, where John describes himself and his reign. Compare 36.2 with the words of
the emperor in NC 43.49: 16 aifpidletv del pot nepieonovdacto.’”” On the orthography of
dramavtog (36.2; not followed by all apographa), see above katakpdtog (19.2), toAonov
(26.4), mapavtika (34.2). See also “Httwv (36.1) in the same position in 35.2.

Verses 36.3-7 refer to the preparation and departure for a new campaign towards
Cilicia and Syria (Z0pwv kai KiAikwv 36.7) in 1142, The final destinations were Antioch
and the Holy Land, but this is mentioned only in Ephraim’s chronicle (see vv. 4011-4021;
see NC 39.29-40). This enterprise would remain unaccomplished because of the
unexpected death of the emperor (see poems 37-40). The passage is opened with an image

16 See e.g. above 00 kpeittov 008EV, 008’ 1cov TV &v Blw (29.9), with which 35.7 partially shares syntactical
structure, and below 37.19.

12741 had always sought to be in the open air”. This seems to be a commonplace regarding John Il Komnenos: see
e.g. Prodromos’ Historical poems 16.32, 118; 19.179-180 (ed. Hérandner 1974).
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that goes back to Lycophron’s Alexandra v. 13: éyw & adxpav PaAfida unpivOov oxdoag, a
metaphor of equestrian connotations to signify the beginning of something. The
expression is not unparalleled in later literature,'?® but it is never so well embedded as
here, where it marks the departure of a military expedition from Constantinople. Note
also the change of accent in faAfida > PaAPida, that suits the metre better (the eleventh
syllable of the dodecasyllable needs to be short). The following verses (36.4-7) elaborate
on the well-known encomiastic image of the emperor as the king of birds, the eagle.’” In
fact, another wink to the last words of the emperor in Niketas Choniates’ History can be
read here: the emperor reveals at the beginning of his speech that the intention of his last
campaign was to reach Palestine (Siantécfot 8¢ kai w¢ o1 PaciAeic TV dpvibwv, €l Kal
péya tolTo einelv €ott, Tpd¢ MaAaiotivnv).* The emperor has been already compared to
a bird in our cycle in poem 12.1-2. The same ideas of audacity and readiness are behind
the metaphor of the eagle (36.4-7). This image is used again by Ephraim in his chronicle
(see vv. 2895-2896, 4110-4111), but the metaphysical twist (BAénwv/ dokapdapivktwg Tov
vontov ewopdpov 36.5-6) reminds of Holobolos” oration 3 on Michael VIII Palaiologos
with regard to the young Andronikos II Palaiologos: detog mpog tag tiig dAnBeiag dxtivag
0&udepkn¢ kal 10N VWV wkiTTEPR.™ The syntagm vontoc ewopdpog (36.6) occurs in
several medieval authors.”” In the context of the solar imagery of ceremonial court
poetry (see below poem 37.1-2), it often refers to God as the counterpart of the visible sun,
which in turn is equated with the emperor.”* On the formal level, the pairing ntnvog
8pvig (36.4) recurs in the same metrical position in Prodromos’ novel Rhodanthe and
Dosikles vv. 4.141, 275 and in Eugenianos’ Drosilla and Charikles 5.40."** The form aietog
(never in Ephraim’s chronicle) seems to be another epic interference in the iambic
dodecasyllables of the cycle (see above e.g. kteivev 21.2, puvointoAig 34.8). It also
disambiguates the length of the otherwise dichronon a in detdg. As for punctuation, the
enjambement of verses 36.5-6 is marked in the manuscripts D and F, as usual, with a
comma at the end of verse 36.5.

128 See e.g. Theodore Hyrtakenos’ (contemporary of Ephraim) letter 46.22-23 to Constantine Akropolites (ed.
Karpozilos and Fatouros 2017). On the Byzantine reception of Lycophron, see De Stefani and Magnelli (2009).
12 See e.g. Italikos’ letter 37 to John Axouch, ed. Gautier (1972: 224.9), on John I Komnenos.

130 NC 42.25-26: “and to fly like the emperors of the birds, even if this is to say too much, to Palestine”.

BLEd. Treu (1906-1907: 93.33-34): “an eagle watching clearly into the beams of truth and already growing swift
wings”.

132 See e.g. Michael Psellos’ Poem 13.20, ed. Westerink (1992): Tov vontdv pwogdpov (36.6) in the same metrical
position.

13 See e.g. Manuel Philes’ Poem 2.210.1-4 (ed. Miller 1855) and Manuel Holobolos’ Poem 9.10-14 (ed. Boissonade
1833).

134 Ed, Marcovich (1992) and Conca (1990).
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Finally, verses 36.8-11 refer to the capture of cities in lake Pousgouse (tag ITovoyovsiog
TOA€1g 36.9; [Tovoyovoiag is a hapax), today lake Beysehir'® in 1142, Verse 36.8 continues
with the bird metaphor (see also the alliteration in ka-) and seems to refer to the stop at
the city of Attaleia in the south of Asia Minor (Pamphylia), headquarters of the operations
in lake Pousgouse. The fixed expression 6800 ndpepyov (36.9), that goes back to Euripides’
Electra v. 509 (see Niketas Choniates’ History 29.50-51 and Ephraim’s chronicle v. 4198),
emphasizes that this is a secondary target for the imperial army with respect to trv
Topwv kai Kidikwv (36.7). Verse 36.10 describes the cities of the lake in similar terms as
Niketas (compare t@® Uyp® [...] {wotfipt tfig Aipvng NC 37.95). The syntax can be confusing,
as the verb in singular agrees ad sensum (this is not unparalleled in our cycle: see below
38.8) with the subject formed by a hendiadys. Some manuscripts have struggled with this
verse (36.10), also because the model F is damaged (only 0y- can be read for Uypoc) and
abbreviated by omission of the ending (it reads Aipuvaoy followed by a grave accent; see
above mpokaA~ 24.2, faciA’ 26.1, BactA® 31.2; see LBG s. v. Aipuvaopdg). Verse 36.11 closes
the section and the poem with the pregnant idea of the victory as recovery of a lost land
to the Roman empire (see A0c6vwv 36.11 above in 11.1, 30.5, 32.2). The verb énavacwlw
(36.11) had been used in 22.1. Here, the idea seems to be provoked by the interesting notes
in Niketas Choniates’ History on the integration in Pousgouse of Turks and Christian locals,
who did not recognize the Roman sovereignty anymore. In fact, the emperor stresses to
them that the lake was an ancient possession of the Romans (w¢ naAaiod ‘Pwuaiwv
KTripatog NC 38.2).

4,1.37 Poem 37

This is the longest epigram of our cycle (19 verses). It is, however, missing from part of
the textual tradition (it was not copied in D, see above and Figure 5). Miller edits this poem
(with some errors and corrections), after ignoring poems 31-36.°¢ As he observes, the
poem comments on the death of Alexios and Andronikos, the two oldest sons of John, in
1142 and anticipates the death of John II Komnenos himself during a hunt in 1143. The
premonition of John’s death in his children’s death is already hinted at in Niketas
Choniates’ History 38.21-23: Tva ur] A€yotut Kol 0lwvoug Gralsiovg Th¢ UTEpEKELVA TOPELag
ToU¢ Bavdtoug TV EIATATWVY Exwv TTpd 0@BaAUGV (“not to say that he also considered
the deaths of his beloved ones as ill omens for his march beyond”). The deaths of the first
two sons of John are narrated in NC 38.13-19, but they are not recorded in Ephraim’s
chronicle. The rigorous structure of the chronicle seems to reject more superfluous
elements that deviate from the course of actions. As mentioned above, the subjects of

13 See Belke and Restle (1984: 218, s. v. Pusgusé Limné).
3¢ Miller (1888: 186).
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poems 17 and 34, for example, which deal with John’s offspring, are not included in the
chronicle.

The poem adopts again an encomiastic stance towards the emperor, but with gloomy
notes that evoke the tone of a funeral epigram. Verses 37.1-4 recount the death of the
emperor’s sons with a very intricate overlapping of imageries. The emperor is addressed
as charioteer (ApuatnAdrta 37.1), but the chariot is also the chariot of the sun (pagopdpe
37.1; note the epic uncontracted form, compare @wo@dpov 36.6). The solar metaphor (see
above 36.6) represents the omnipotence of the emperor that covers every corner of the
earth from East to West (see also below 38.8). This movement of the chariot of the sun is
also connected with the appearance and sequence of movements of the emperor in
ceremonial settings.” In this context, the turn of the emperor npdg dvowv (37.2) has
different layers of meaning. It seems to allude to the choreography, so to say, of prokypsis,
while it also marks a break with the campaign’s destination (the East). Moreover, the
sunset (30o1¢) is a common metaphor for death.*® Therefore, the chariot now turns to see
the death of the emperor’s children and foresee the death of the emperor himself. The
figure of the chariot, in turn, also points back to poem 17, where the four sons of the
emperor are compared with a quadriga (Tétpwpov 17.1 > tetpdpov 37.3). Of these four
horses (tetpaktig TV tékvwv 17.1), a couple (Euvwpida odv [...] viEwv 37.3-4) is gone.
See the gemination in mpwtoyevv@v (37.4) for metrical reasons. The form, however, is
attested elsewhere (see LBG s. v. pwtoyevVi¢; see also s. v. Top@upavor|g).

Verses 37.5-6 complete the syntax of a sentence opened in verse 37.3. The succession
of enjambements, even if not too violent, renders the reading difficult to follow. This is
aggravated by the obscure meaning of verse 37.5 and the asyndeton of the verbs €koyev
anrjyaye in the first half of verse 37.6. The image of death as a reaper is clear at verse 37.5
(see the epigram in Vat. gr. 163 above). However, fgpiotpa is a rare term that seems to
refer to a tool for harvesting or trimming (see LBG). In fact, the only other occurrence of
this word, as it seems, is in v. 26 of the already quoted monody on Alexios Kontostephanos
(most likely wrongly attributed to Theodore Prodromos).'* This composition refers to the
same image in other passages: see vv. 70-74 ("Q ti¢ mpo Kpag itap®g EkoPé og,/ [...] &
mKpdG obTog v Oepiotaic dypioig [...]), 171-172 (Olov dedamdvnke kdAAog v véoig/
Bepiotpra ypadg [...]), 259-260 ([...] Oepileton (ed!) @ Eiper Tob Bavdtov) and, especially,
337 ("Atdov Bepiotpw (@ed!) Beprobijvan Odvn) with a note in the apparatus referring to

137 See e.g. similar wording and images in Prodromos’ Historical poems 4.121-130, 5.11-20, 19.41-42 (ed. Hérandner
1974), on John I Komnenos, and Holobolos’ Poem 1.1-4 (ed. Boissonade 1833), on the prokypsis of Michael VIII
Palaiologos at Christmas.

3% See e.g. Prodromos’ Historical poems 12.24-30 (a song of the demes for John II Komnenos), 25.103-104
(sepulchral verses on John), ed. Hérandner (1974); the funeral poem on Alexios Kontostephanos (see below) v.
188, ed. Sternbach (1904); Italikos’ oration 44 on Manuel I Komnenos (death of John), ed. Gautier (1972: 292.5-6).
139 Ed, Sternbach (1904). See De Gregorio (2010: 247), with further bibliography.
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our verse 37.5 (@dov Bepiotpa). The second half of 37.5 returns to the chariot metaphors:
nocpnépov (37.5) refers, since Homer, to an outrunner, a trace-horse, i.e. an extra horse
attached “which draws by the side of the regular pair (Evvwpig)” (LS s. v. tapropog; see
Euvwpida 37.3). The metaphor to0 kpdtoug mapndpov is not unparalleled either. See e.g.
in Niketas Choniates’ History 205.30-31, talking about the situation of the Romans with
respect to foreigners in the administration of Manuel I Komnenos: fj yoOv g maprjopot
Kal Tapd&oeipot Tob g dpxAg Aoyilovtatl dpuatog (“or really they are considered like
trace-horses and outrunners of the chariot of the government”). In Niketas the metaphor
seems to connote subordination and relegation, whereas in our epigram the meaning is
less clear, even if it adds to the consistency of the chariot-images. Syntactically, the
syntagm to0 kpdtovg mapnopov could be predicative of Gdov (37.5). This has baffled
Miller, who proposed “napriopov vel potius mapndpwv ob accentum”, as if it would refer
to the sons."* But these form the Euvwpic (37.3). The idea behind tod kpdtovg tapndpov
(37.5) seems to be that death is always escorting on the side of the family in power, as a
divergent and disruptive force. In any case, the opacity of the image finds some harmony
in the next verse. The verbs €koev dnfjyaye (35.6), even if syntactically they both depend
on Bepiotpa, conceptually correspond to Gdov Oepiotpa (= €koPev) and to tol kpdtoug

").141

Tapnopov (= dnryaye, as in “lead astray The second half of 37.6 (1pdg okdtov TOANG)
reproduces, again in our epigrams, phraseology from Euripides (see Hecuba v. 1).

Verses 37.7-8 transition from the death of the sons into the coming death of the father.
This transition uses again imagery and technical vocabulary related to the chariot. The
cylinder of death (37.7) is an image of the same kind as the wheel of fortune.'*?
Furthermore, the arrow causing the death of the emperor is compared to a part of a
chariot (wg évtpdyiov t@ tpoxnAeduarti cov 37.8), probably a break in the chariot’s wheel
(see LBG s. v. évtpdyiov). Note also the hapax *tpoxfilevua, “chariot, ride”: LBG s. v.
tpoxnAdtevua, which seems to be taken from Miller’s apparatus to our poem, needs to be
corrected. In verses 37.9-11, the prolepsis is fully deployed. The hunting accident is

described following closely what would be narrated by Niketas Choniates some pages

10 Miller (1888: 186).

1 This rather cumbersome interpretation has the virtue of confining the syntax of 37.5 to one line only.
However, in a context where the enjambements follow one another (37.3-6), 100 kpdtoug tapndpov (37.5) could
as well be predicative of tetpdpov and viéwv (37.3-4) or even a complement of £kopev (37.6). In the first case,
napndpov (37.5) would not be opposite to Evvwpida (37.3), but another way of calling the same. The second
alternative would imply the dependence of the genitive without preposition on the verb in the next line (as in
“the sickle of hell cut off the couple from the trace-horse of power”).

12 Compare e.g. Theodore Prodromos’ Historical poems 41.10 (&GAN’ & tOxNng kOAVSpog, & Tpoxds Pilov), 45.365 (&
pot flov kOAVEpog, & tpoxol xpdvou), ed. Horandner (1974); Constantine Manasses’ verse chronicle v. 2837 (tov
KOAWVSpov kal TOV Tpoxov ToD Piov), ed. Lampsidis (1996); and the Moral poem in political verses attributed to
Manasses vv. 592-593 (Tig 00tog 6 moAvoTpo@og kUALVSpog 6 Tod Blov,/ 6 Spopikds wg 6 Tpoxds [...]), ed. Miller
(1875b). On the authorship of the latter, see now Nilsson (2021: 160-166).

211



later (NC 40.64-71), similarly to vv. 4035-4038 of Ephraim’s chronicle. Compare &tpaktov
[...] @apérpac (37.9) [...] idxprotov (37.10; hapax, see LBG s. v. idxpiotog) with iopéAa
Béreuva [...] @apérpag [...] dtpdrtwv (NC 40.69-70) and apétpag (in the same metrical
position v. 4035), iotpda PéAeuva (v. 4036), [...] dtpdktwv (v. 4037). The parechesis of the
evident figura etymologica in verse 37.8 (€vtpdxiov [...] tpoxnAevuati) is extended in verse
37.9 (dtpaktov [...] @apétpag) and in other clusters containing p in 37.10 (mpofikev
idxpiotov). Note another figura etymologica between Prop86pov and @Bopdg (37.10-11) and
the parechesis in E€e1 Elgog (37.11). The word mevkedavov, another epicism which was
misread by T (makedavov), leading Miller to propose tnkedavov, is found again later in
our cycle (42.3). To a certain extent, this confirms that the poems on Manuel I Komnenos
(41, 42) belong to the same cycle and were written by the same author.

In 37.12-16, a series of relative clauses depending on kovd0Aoug (37.11) praises the
hand of the emperor, where he received the mortal wound.'** The narration of the future
accident gives way to an openly encomiastic section. Verses 37.12-13 are parallel in
wording, syntax and imagery. Both verses are introduced by &’ @v (never at the
beginning of the verse) and both verses present again a hippic metaphor for ruling: dpxfig
fvia (37.12) and &pxikov udwmna (37.13). The following verses (37.14-16) still depend as it
seems from the 8" v in 37.13. They describe other activities that the emperor performs
with his hand, this time literally, namely signing documents (chrysobulls) with red ink
(kokkoPa@f] kGAapov 37.14) and giving presents to his subjects (37.15-16). The formula
dwpedg [...] apBdvoug (37.16) recurs elsewhere,'* but notably two times in the same
metrical position in Ephraim’s chronicle (vv. 2940, 6916). See also avtdvaé (37.14; see LBG)
in the same metrical position in Ephraim’s chronicle v. 4087.

The last three verses (37.17-19) close the epigram again in a pathetic yet elevated way
(see e.g. above poem 35). The evil triad (kakov tpitov) of 37.18 (Bdvatog, Gdng kai eHopk)
collects and put together concepts scattered throughout the previous verses: see gdov
37.5, Bavdtov 37.7 and @Bopdg 37.11. The martial wording (éneotpdtevoav €v ool
tprotdral 37.17 [...] kal cod katekpdtnoav 37.19) conceals yet another reference to
chariots in this epigram. The term tpiotdtng (37.17), besides the etymological play with
tpitog (37.18), alludes to the officers of the pharaoh that fail to chase Moses and the
chosen people in the book of Exodus (14.7, 15.4). Note that the chariots (Gpuata) are
present everywhere in this passage of the Old Testament. The absolute ending of the

143 See similarly Michael Italikos” oration 44 on Manuel I Komnenos, on the same episode, ed. Gautier (1972:
290.21-291.6). A poem of 26 dodecasyllables attributed to Tzetzes has been considered to refer to the death of
John in different, more mysterious circumstances, see Browning (1961: 232-234). However, it is far from certain
that the epitaph is about John or any other emperor, as pointed out by Arco Magri (1961), who edited the poem
at the same time as Browning (and better than him, since Browning omits one verse). Besides, Tzetzes’
authorship is also uncertain. See Spingou (2011: 147).

14 See e.g. Christopher Mitylenaios’ poem 77.116, ed. De Groote (2012b).
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poem (o o {nuiag 37.19) reproduces some traits of other such endings. Compare similar
interjections followed by independent genitives in 35.7: & téAung, & tfic A (see above
a similar independent genitive in poem 4). There is no need to correct in {nuioat and
kekpatnkaoty 37.19 with Miller. On the other hand, manuscript F seems to read co0
(37.19), but both metre and meaning require co0 (with apographa).

4,1.38 Poem 38

This poem extols the hunting skills of the emperor (NC 40.61-64; see Ephraim’s chronicle
vV, 4027-4031). As it was foretold in poem 37, the emperor would die after one poisoned
arrow hurt his hand. The deadly accident happens in 1143 while the emperor is killing a
wild boar in Cilicia, where he camped after his frustrated entrance in Antioch in 1142,
This fact is presented in a highly poetical manner (38.5-6) and surrounded by a rhetorical
apparatus. The first four verses (38.1-4) establish a comparison with the mythological
figure of Heracles (see above 35.3). Ephraim addresses the mythological hero and debases
his labours with respect to the deeds of John. Heracles” katopfwuata, a common way of

145 are deemed delusional

referring to John’s achievements in encomiastic literature,
fabrications and mere folk tales (U6Ao¢ [...] ud0og [...] Adyoc 38.1-2). Note that manuscript
F (with apographa) reads puv6og (38.2): this is another attestation of the fluctuation of
certain accents as intrinsic to the scribal habits and not always dependent on the iambic
prosody (see above Kwvotavtivog 25.2, 16ov 29.9, 6od 37.19; the same can be said about
gemination: see e.g. the considerations on koumoppripwv 25.2 and ‘Oppovtelailg 27.2
above). Remarkably, a similar comparison of John II Komnenos to the detriment of
Heracles can be read in a fragment of an imperial encomium attributed to Basilakes by
Garzya.'® The oration begins with a reference to Lucian’s Heracles (TOv ‘HpakAéa
yp&@ouvotv oi KeAtol kai dvdpa kai fipwa [...] 116.1) and later introduces the comparison

of the pagan exemplum with John (116.13-17):

ot1 uév oOv tolto Badua Toic “EAANotv- 811 8¢ T& TGV KatopBwUdTwy UTEPQPULA TOD
avdpdg, udbog dokel Toi¢ TOAANOIG Kal TEXVNG {WYPAPIKTG TEPATOVPYNUA. € YOOV
gkeiva tebnmaoty “EAAnveg, ti mote dpa kal dpdoopev NUEIC €nl TOI¢ 001i¢ OUTW
TapaddEoig TEPATOVPYAUAGL, VIKNTIKWTATE PAGIAED;

This is a wonder indeed for the Greeks and, for the many, the grandeur of the deeds
of the man (Heracles) is seen as a myth and a prodigy of the art of painting. But, if

5 See e.g. Prodromos’ Historical poem 11.164 (ed. Hérandner 1974), in the same metrical position in a political
verse.
1o Ed, Garzya (1984: 116-119).
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the Greeks are amazed at this, what shall we do then at such astonishing prodigies
of yours, most victorious king?

Not only are there many lexical similarities with our poem 38 (see katopfduata, udbog,
tepatovpynua), but the use of rhetorical questions also links the epigram to this passage
of Basilakes. Verses 38.3-4 contain a sequence of three questions, whose implied answer
is “nothing, these facts are nothing compared to the size of the real exploits of John”. Now
the episodes of Heracles’ legend chosen by Ephraim are not the most obvious ones, which
shows some expertise of the poet regarding utbog and Adyoc (38.2). Verse 38.3 deals with
two of the twelve labours (see dé0Aovc 38.7) of Heracles. The mention of Cerberus does
not require any further exegesis, whereas the battle of the rivers seems to allude to the
cleaning of the stables of Augeas. According to the myth, Heracles altered the course of
the rivers Alpheus and Peneus and flood the stables, as narrated by Apollodoros’ Library
2.89.7 Probably after the error in £, Miller edited motapod (see also the correction in
manuscript s) and added “[Stygem]”, as if referring to the same labour of Cerberus, when
Heracles descended to the underworld to fetch the beast.'*® Miller also fails to understand
38.4 and emends vékvo¢ Tp&ol¢ into [vekpdv AUtpwoic], whereas he edits nd0n (with
manuscript s), after an error in = (both © and ® misread the abbreviation in F), instead of
nafeg (note the unaugmented epic form; see above kteivev 21.2). The reference in verse
38.4 is more obscure. The wound (tp&oig) is that of the centaur Nessus. While dying
(vékvog), Nessus convinced Deianira to collect some of the blood from his wound to use
it as a love potion. Later, Deianira soaked a robe in the blood and gave it to Heracles to
keep him in love with her. However, Nessus’ blood was lethal because the wound was
caused by Heracles’ arrow, which was poisoned, in turn, with Hydra’s blood, and Heracles
died in extreme pain (v d0eg tdAag).'* Furthermore, the prophecy of Heracles killed by
a dead (vékvoc 38.4; see Sophocles’ Trachiniae vv. 1159-1163) is the subject of an ethopoeia
of Nikephoros Basilakes (Progymnasma 44).*° The meaning of verse 38.4 may be elusive,
but it achieves a complex comparison that anticipates again the dead of the emperor in
agony (see below 39.3) after an injury (see tpadua 39.1) with a poisonous arrow (see above
37.9-10). Accordingly, KepPépov udxn (38.3) could correspond to the fight with another
mighty animal, the wild boar of the following verses (38.5-6). As for other formal
peculiarities of these verses (38.3-4), see the anaphora of tig that concatenates the
questions. Note that there is no special sign in the manuscripts to mark the questions.

147 £d, Papathomopoulos (2010). The passage is paraphrased in the opuscule on the twelve labours of Heracles
by John Pediasimos (contemporary of Ephraim), ed. Levrie (2018: 132-135).

148 Miller (1888: 191). See Apollodoros’ Library 2.122-126, ed. Papathomopoulos (2010).

149 This is the subject of Sophocles’ Trachiniae and it is summarized in Apollodoros’ Library 2.151-152, 157-158,
(ed. Papathomopoulos 2010).

1% Ed. Pignani (1983).
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Note also the enclitic 8¢ (38.3), the only time where it is written in full and not elided (see
above 8.2, 27.3, 29.3), occurring in the seventh syllable (see above to1d¢ yap 34.8).

Verses 38.5-6 abandon the address to Heracles and turn to the emperor. They present
the actual scene of the heroic king killing the wild beast, which is described in epic-like
terms in 38.6. The form ovUpecitpdouv is rare (see LBG s. v. 00pecitpo@og), only attested
before in Theodore Prodromos’ Historical poem 30.197 (tdv o0v tOV ovpesitpogov)*! and
coined on the Homeric dpecitpopoc with a diphthong for metrical reasons. As for
XavAtédovtog, see LS s. v. xavAiddoug and, for example, Oppian’s Cynegetica 2.465 (cGv
XavA1880vT’). The only passage of the poem strictly narrative (38.5-6) quickly gives way
to the encomiastic ending. Verse 38.7 associates again with an anaphora (ueta [...] peta)
the victories with Heracles’ labours (&é0Aovg). Note the Homeric lack of contraction in
a£0Aovg (38.7; misread in some apographa and by Miller, because of material damage of
the folio in F), which also resonates in a distant parechesis with G6Aoc (38.1), as though
the emperor’s exploits were true labours, in contrast to those of Heracles. Verse 38.8
contains a relative clause depending on vikag (38.7; note the agreement of the verb in
singular with multiple subjects as above 36.10): the emperor’s victories were seen in the
four cardinal points. This is a well-known motif of court literature, as it has been observed
in the commentary on 17.3 above, not unrelated to the solar imagery (see above 37.1).1*2
However, the phrasing of 38.8 reminds again the final speech of John I Komnenos (not
included in Ephraim’s chronicle; see 36.4-7): £w¢ ue kai dvour| paxduevov EPAce (“The
East and the west saw me fighting”, NC 42.47).

4,1.39 Poem 39

As opposed to the previous epigrams, poem 39 is all narrative, with almost no space for
ceremonial idioms. The first four verses follow closely the events as they unfold in Niketas
Choniates’ History 40.71-41.7. They pick up on the description of the accident in 37.9-11
(see e.g. kovdUAoUC [...] E€e1 37.11 > SaktVAov dépua Eéoav 39.11), as the tpadua of 39.1
recalls the tp@oic (38.4) of the myth of Heracles. The episode is summarized in Ephraim’s
chronicle vv. 4039-4042 (the last verses of the rule of John Il Komnenos), but there are no
major coincidences with our poem 39, only the idea that a big calamity was caused from
a small scratch: compare Bpax¥ (39.1) and katd ye pikpov (v. 4040). The wording of the
epigram is more dependent on the report of Niketas. The emperor underestimated the
magnitude of the wound (39.1; see 16 &opa oD dépuatog NC 40.74-75) and applied a
plaster. The day after, however, the hand was very swollen (39.2; see Tov Tf|¢ X€1pOG GyKov
NC 40.81) and sore (39.3; see mepiwduviaic éBaAAeto NC 40.80). The court physicians

151 Ed, Horandner (1974).
12 See, for example, Theodore Prodromos’ Historical poems 9b.15, ¢.2-3; 10c.11-12; ed. Hérandner (1974).
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changed the treatment and eventually resorted to surgery. However, the remedies are
insufficient and the emperor sees his end coming (tépua unvoet piov 39.5; the iunctura
tépua [...] Plov is very productive in Greek literature and it reappears in Ephraim’s
chronicle e.g. v. 3706). The mythological way of calling the physicians (Maxadévwv 39.4)
seems also to be inspired by Niketas’ 'AckAnmadat (NC 41.86). The use of Maydoveg in this
sense is not well-attested (one can think of Constantine Akropolites’ letter 24.49),** but
fits perfectly the circumstances. Maydwv was actually a son of Asclepius and an army
doctor taking part in the expedition against Troy (see e.g. Iliad 2.731-732). Significantly,
he also heals the arrow wound of Menelaus in Iliad 4.188-219.

The last two verses abandon the narrative and address once again the emperor.
Remarkably, the last verse (39.6) employs the imperative to entreat the emperor to decide
about his succession. The poet had used before the imperative with the anonymous
Cilicians (déxov 23.1, Ouvel 26.4), but never to speak so freely with John 11 Komnenos.
Verse 39.6 still follows the account of Niketas (compare nepi tod d1addxov tfi¢ PaciAeiag
gyvwketl okénteobat NC 41.6-7), but it also catalyzes the action. Even if there is no epigram
in our cycle dealing with the selection of Manuel as successor, verse 39.6 paves the way
for the end of the chapter of Niketas Choniates’ History and sets a dialogue with the
beginning of the reign of Manuel I Komnenos in Ephraim’s chronicle (vv. 4043-4045).

4,1.40 Poem 40

The last poem on the book of John 11 Komnenos is probably the most difficult to pin down.
It is a rather long epigram commenting on the lines that precede the speech of John on
his deathbed (NC 41.7-16). As we have seen, the speech is not included in Ephraim’s
chronicle, even if some verses of our epigrams seem to allude to parts of it (see e.g. 36.1-
2,4-7;38.8). In Niketas Choniates’ History, the following scene is set before the speech: the
royal camp was flooded after a heavy rain and the emperor was moved to another place.
This incident prompts the quotation of two verses with ominous connotations from the
so-called oracles of Leo the Wise. The first comes to the emperor’s mind regarding the
flood itself: tomoig & év Uypoic kai map’ éAnida méong (“You shall fall unexpectedly in
humid places”, NC 41.10-11; see PG 107 1132B). The second is said to be the matter of the
speculations of experts and would refer either to the instruments of surgery, or more
directly to the name of the place of the accident: & nd¢ yevion Ppdua detv@dv kopdkwv
(“Oh, how shall you become food of terrible crows!”, NC 41.12-13; see PG 107 1129B). In NC
40.61-63, the mountains next to which the emperor camps are indeed said to be called
Kopdkwv @wAeotg (“lairs of crows”).

153 Ed, Romano (1991).
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The elements from the prophecies are put together in poem 40 and reinterpreted
through the biblical typology of Noah and the deluge, as narrated in the book of Genesis
6-8. If many other poems from the cycle have court literature as a recurrent subtext,
poem 40 is written against the background of apocalyptic literature.”** The use of Noah
and the flood in the context of apocalyptic literature goes back to the words of Christ in
the gospels of Matthew 24.37-39 and Luke 17.26-27. In our epigram, however, there is no
allusion to Christ’s second coming. The apocalyptic patina seems rather to concern the
succession of emperors and the eventual fall of Constantinople, other motifs of the genre.
See similarly Michael Choniates’ letter 110.46, which refers to the decadence following
the fourth crusade in 1204: @ed tfi¢ devTEPAG TOD TAVTOG KATAKAVOEWG. '

In poem 40, the main elements of the biblical episode are put together and correlated
with the details of the incident in Niketas Choniates’ History. Verses 40.1-2 introduce and
enumerate the elements that will be later explained: the ark, the water, the crows, Noah
and the species. The first verse of the poem features the deictic wde in the same metrical
position as in poem 20.1 (with the same soft breathing), but here the reference is less
clear, as there is nothing in the main text pointing at the story of Noah. The ambiguity is
partially solved in verse 40.3 (kai pfipa nadaigatov), which has a direct correspondence
in Niketas Choniates’ History 41.13 (t0 maAaigatov Adyiov). However, the prophecy that
is fulfilled in poem 40.3 (gig mépag tpéxel occurs in the same position in Manuel Philes’
Poem 2.1.810)**¢ seems to be different from the verses of the oracles of Leo the Wise quoted
in Niketas Choniates. The exegesis runs through the rest of the poem (40.4-11) in a series
of equivalences between the universal deluge and John Il Komnenos’ story. The royal tent
corresponds to the ark of Noah (40.4), maybe in allusion to the ark of the covenant
(kiBwtdc) and the tabernacle (oknvn) of the Old Testament too. The floods are evidently
equivalent (40.5-6). The way of describing the phenomenon in 40.5 echoes Niketas
Choniates’ History 41.7 (0etod [...] paydaiov), adding another adjective with the
appearance of a superlative, but elsewhere unattested, as if coming from *anAétatog (see
dmAetoc). This form adds to the repetition of the accentuated -dt- in all three words of
verse 40.5. The following verse (40.6) persists in the repetitions of sounds: see the
parechesis of x0o1g, Uo1g and internal rhyme in -o1g, together with kAvo1g (a rare word,
see LBG). The accumulation in asyndeton of terms referring to water enhances the
depiction of confusion and catastrophe. Verse 40.7 establishes the equivalence between
Noah and John, called king of citizens in a guise not unknown to Ephraim (see &ot@v ¢

154 An useful up-to-date overview of this genre is offered in Kraft (2020; see 178-180 for the oracles of Leo and
Niketas Choniates’ testimony). On this corpus of prophecies in verse, see primarily Mango (1960); also
Congourdeau (2007). On the phenomenon in Niketas Choniates, see Magdalino (2011). Other oracles, for
example, surround the epigram in manuscript Vat. gr. 163, f. 168v (see above).

155 Ed. Kolovou (2001).

156 Ed. Miller (1855).
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&vag in v. 1752 of the chronicle). It is in verses 40.8-9 where the allusions to the oracles of
Leo the Wise are explicit, through the mention of the crows (kopdkwv) in 40.8 and the use
of the verb “to fall” (meswv < méong) in 40.9 (see above). Verse 40.8 follows the
abovementioned interpretation of the crows as referring to the name of the mountains
(tapwvupovuévwy; see LBG s. v. tapwvupéw) where John found his dead. However, the
crows in 40.8 also allude to the crow that Noah released to see if the flood was over, before
doing the same with a dove (Genesis 8.7-12). Similarly, the fall of 40.9 signifies John’s dead,
while the stop of a long way (£otnoe tovg pakpovg dpduoug), besides pointing at John’s
constant campaigns, corresponds to the end of Noah’s roaming aboard the ark (see pakp®
dpduw in the same position in Ephraim’s chronicle v. 3692). That this stop happens at
mountains also reminds the mountains of Ararat, where the ark of Noah eventually
landed.

Almost every element enumerated in 40.1-2 has so far found a correspondence and a
fulfillment in the episode of the death of John Il Komnenos: the ark is the camp, the flood
is the rain, the crows are the mountains and Noah is John. Only the navonepuia remains
to be explained, that is, the group of all seeds, the crew and cargo of the ark. The last three
verses (40.10-12) assign this element to the army and cohort of the emperor, who would
carry his body back to Constantinople. These verses, therefore, not only announce the
death of the emperor, which was anticipated in poems 37-39 and takes place later in the
text of the History (NC 46.57-58), but also jump ahead in the narrative and refer to the
shipping of the body to the capital, as narrated in the next book of Niketas Choniates (NC
49.50-50.55) and in Ephraim’s chronicle vv. 4049-4051 (see v. 4051: &vakopilwv Kol Tatpog
vavol vékuv).”” Note as well that verse 40.12 is a formula used repeatedly by Ephraim in
his chronicle: see vv. 931, 3950, 4200, 5161, 5919. However, the exegetical apparatus of the
typology of Noah and the deluge is not found in Ephraim’s chronicle, nor in any other
locus of the texts concerning the death of John and the oracles around it."® It is true that
Ephraim would eventually exclude any reference to the oracles in his chronicle. In this
regard, poem 40 looks like a pious and inventive reaction of Ephraim to the prophecies
mentioned by Niketas Choniates, which proposes a typological interpretation of the
episode of John’s death as though it was prefigured in the universal flood. In his own way,
Ephraim is offering an (alternative) explanation of the obscure irruption of two isolated
verses from the oracles of Leo the Wise in the main text. Whether he was familiarized
with the collection of dodecasyllabic oracles (quoted elsewhere by Niketas) or not,
Ephraim adapts the tone of poem 40 to the apocalyptic connotations of the passage in

157 See also Kinnamos’ Epitome, ed. Meineke (1836: 30.21-31.13), and Skoutariotes’ Synopsis chronike, ed. Sathas
(1894: 217.7-12).

%8 In a completely different context, John Tzetzes’ letter 9 (ed. Leone 1972) applies similar correspondences
between Noah and the head of a monastery, the ark and the monastery itself, and the flood and difficult
circumstances in life.
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question, maybe even with the ulterior fall of Constantinople in 1204 in mind. In a series
of epigrams dominated by an encomiastic mode with epic notes, the last poem on the
reign of John Komnenos is an exception that confirms the versatility and competence of
Ephraim, as he successfully applies another exegetical method showing mastery of the
scriptures.

4,1.41 Poem 41

As mentioned above, after poem 40 the epigrams cease to appear in the rest of the book
of John Il Komnenos and in the following books. Either Ephraim stopped adding epigrams,
or some epigrams were not copied in manuscripts D and F. In any case, the epigrams
resume later in the sixth book devoted to the reign of John’s successor, Manuel I
Komnenos. Remarkably, poems 41-42 comment on a calamity of Manuel’s reign, the
defeat of the imperial army in the battle of Myriokephalon (1176)."*° These epigrams occur
in isolation with respect to the other poems, but are found quite close to each other
(approximately next to NC 182.43-183.71 = vv. 4480-4484 of Ephraim’s chronicle). As in
poem 40, the encomiastic mode is abandoned, but this time it gives way to a Kaiserkritik
that will continue to be the driving force of poems 43-44 on Andronikos (see below).
Poems 41-42 focus on the impact that the confusion and distress of the skirmish had on
the emperor. Verses 41.1-3 address the emperor with questions loaded with irony as they
allude to the hubris of Manuel. The question of verse 41.1 even sounds mockingly
impertinent. Even if there seems not to be one particular episode behind the question of
verses 41.2-3 (the enjambement between these verses is marked in manuscripts D and F
as usual with a comma at the end of 41.2), the reader bears in mind the comparisons
between Manuel and the Seljuk sultan of Tkonion Kilic Arslan II. The emperor is depicted
as an impulsive and reckless warrior in contrast with his more prudent adversary (NC
175.39-176.48; 177.91-4). Manuel declined an offer of peace on behalf of the sultan (NC
179.40-57), who then ambushed the unprepared and arrogant Byzantine emperor in the
defile of Tzibritze (NC 179.58-180.80; ueyaAavxodvta 179.60). In the poem, the
overpowering self-representation of Manuel with the Homeric superlative paciAedtartog
(41.2; the term occurs in Niketas Choniates’ History as well) eventually collapsed in front
of the Tlepoook00ag (41.3). This term is rare (see LBG s. v. [lepoookvOat),' but it reminds
similar compounds used by the poet before (e.g. "ToavpokiAi€ 23.1, Apuevokili€ 24.1; see
‘Apuevokihikiog v. 3920 of Ephraim’s chronicle).

199 On this episode, see Magdalino (1993: 98-100). Notably, Kinnamos’ Epitome stops just before referring to the
battle, but the episode is alluded to in Meineke (1836: 207.1-8). On Myriokephalon, see Belke and Mersich (1990:
343-344),

1 The word appears e.g. in Theodore II Laskaris’ panegyric on John 111 Vatatzes (ed. Tartaglia 2000: 28.107).
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After the address to Manuel, a moral is drawn from the situation by the poet. Verses
41.4-5 paraphrase Proverbs 3.34: k0p10G UTEPNPAVOLG GvTITAGOETAL, TATELVOIG d¢ d1dwaoty
Xd&pv. This is a passage cited again and again in Byzantine literature, as well as in Niketas
Choniates’ History (NC 357.59, see 636.30-31) and Ephraim’ chronicle (vv. 7723-7724): ©€6¢
& €nevddknoe tovTo1g 0VSOAWE/ Hioel yap Svtwg vepn@dvoug @ooelg (where wioei [...]
Unepn@avoug are in the same metrical position as in 41.4). In this same verse 41.4, note
that in manuscripts D and F yap is enclitic (see to18¢ yap 34.8), which was corrected in the
apographa.

4,1.42 Poem 42

This poem, being less condemnatory than 41, continues with the description of the effects
of the encounter with the Turks on Manuel. The poem balances on the line between the
physical and the emotional wounds inflicted on the emperor. The vivid image of the
missiles as leeches sucking out the blood of the emperor (42.1) is an elaboration of the
description in NC 183.66-71: [...] £nel kai oUtw 81" Aov T0D CWUATOG TETPAVUETIOTO, WG
TOV HEV OUPEOV TEPT TTOL TOVG TPLAKOVTX EXELV EUTENNYOTAC S1PNTIKOVG ATUATOC OT6TOVG
[...] (“and he was so wounded all over his body that the shield had about thirty arrows
thirsty of blood stuck in”). Note the parechesis that supports the comparison of
BOéAa1/PéAn (42.1) and the degemination of PdéAar (42.1), as it seems, for metrical
reasons: the epsilon needs to remain short in the seventh syllable of the dodecasyllable.
Therefore, the form *BdéAa (42.1) is a hapax, as elsewhere the word is found as pdéAAa.

Verses 42.2-3 allude to the tribulations and instability of Manuel in the theatre of war
and later in his decisions. Some of these consequences are expressed in Niketas Choniates’
History through three anonymous invectives that Manuel endured in silence (NC 185.51-
186.78, 187.93-18) and in Manuel’s own contradictory report to Constantinople (191.26-
33). In the poem, the emperor is weakened as if by the leeches (Aeimodpaveic 42.2; see LBG
s. V. Aetmodpavéw), but actually suffering a deeper pain (¢€ dvnkéotov ndboug 42.2). In the
last verse (42.3), the authorship of poem 42 (and to a certain extent of poem 41) with
regard to the rest of the cycle is confirmed. First, note the use of the epic mevkedavnv
(42.3) as in poem 37.9, in a similar context, referring to arrows with fateful connotations.
Second, exactly as in poem 35 (see poem 6), AOrtnv (42.3) translates the feeling of GOvuia
of NC 182.46.

4,1.43 Poem 43

Similarly as poems 41-42, poems 43-44 occur together in isolation with respect to the rest
of the cycle. They are the only poems appended to the reign of Andronikos I Komnenos
(1183-1185) and the last of the cycle of epigrams properly speaking. Besides, they present
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some features in their layout and script in common with poem 1. Poems 1, 43-44, in fact,
are absent from manuscript D and copied by a different hand in the upper margin in F
(see Figures 4 and 6). However, internal evidence suggests that all 44 poems belong to the
same cycle and were written in the margins of n by Ephraim of Ainos (see above). Poems
43-44 are copied in F continuously in the upper margin, so that they give the impression
of having been copied later and carelessly from the model n. There is nothing in their
content that points to a particular passage of Niketas Choniates’ History, but it is evident
that poems 43-44 continue and intensify the Kaiserkritik already visible in poems 41-42.
The two poems appear at the climax of the criticism of the tyrant Andronikos in the
second book of his reign (book XI of van Dieten’s edition). Niketas refers to Andronikos’
dissolute behaviour and utmost cruelty in the passage next to the epigrams (NC 321.20-
324.95, which corresponds to vv. 5258-5269 of Ephraim’s chronicle). In the following,
however, Niketas proceeds to counterbalance the, until that point, terrible picture of
Andronikos’ tyranny with some positive aspects of his administration (NC 324.1-334.72 =
VV. 5270-5347 of Ephraim’s chronicle), to then return to Andronikos’ ruthless deeds from
NC 334.73 on (v. 5348 onwards in Ephraim’s chronicle). The evil alluded to in poem 43 goes
back to the assassination of the heir of Manuel I, Alexios Il Komnenos, and his mother,
queen regent Maria of Antioch, also called Xene, in 1182-1183 (NC 267.42-274.29; see above
the poem in Vat. gr. 163).

Poem 43 sets a comparison between Andronikos and the devil. Verse 43.3 quote a
passage of the gospel of John (8.44) in which Jesus says about the devil: ékeivog
&vOpwmnoktdvos fv & &pxfig (“He was murderer from the beginning”). The History of
Niketas Choniates uses this formula while talking about Andronikos once (6 &pxffev
avOpwmnoktdvog, NC 337.55-56), besides two other times that are not transmitted in the
version b of the text.'®' This imagery is developed in vv. 5348-5371 of Ephraim’s chronicle
in very similar terms as in poem 43. See for example vv. 5348-5349: Qv § A&texvQdg
Uayetpog avOpdmwy 88,/ udAlov 8¢ Tatav dAAoc avOpwmnoktdvog (“He [Andronikos] was
simply a butcher of men, or better he was another murderer Satan”). And later Ephraim
adds that he would have killed every Roman, €i ur| Bpotovpydg t@v SAwv kai deondtng/
£0nkev Avdpdvikov éknodwv @Odoag (“had not the creator and lord of everything come
and put aside Andronikos”, vv. 5369-5370). The word Bpotovpydc (43.3) is rare (see LBG),
but occurs in the same context both in the epigrams and in the chronicle. It also connects
this poem with the rest of the cycle, as it echoes the hapax Bpotepydtng (29.1, see above).

Verses 43.1-2 consist of a conditional phrased in a way that makes one think of NC
338.2-3, when the people wish the death of Andronikos Avo1v do€dalovtag TtV Kak®V TV
avtol dvdAvory €k tol cwpatog (“thinking that the dissolution of his [= Andronikos’]

161 NC 293.83-88, on Andronikos Doukas, see Simpson (2013: 207); NC 310.67, on Andronikos, see the critical
apparatus of van Dieten.

221



body would be the solution of their misfortunes”). The phrasing also finds interesting
parallels in Ephraim’s chronicle (see vv. 1271, 1289-1290, 5883).

4,1.44 Poem 44

This poem also deals with Andronikos’ cruelty, but, unlike the previous poem, in poem 44
the emperor is addressed in the second person, simply as a man, without any honours,
and insulted as merciless and envious (44.1). The encomiastic connotations of the rest of
the cycle are completely abandoned here. Verses 44.2-3 are a question with a strong
enjambement that seems to allude to a particular event, but it is unclear to which one.
The immediate context describes the impact of the arbitrariness of Andronikos inside the
families, in which the oikétn¢ mentioned (44.2) could be explained. However, there is no
unambiguous reference in the main text. More generally, oikétng can also mean “servant
of God”, so that the epigram could be applied to other contexts. On one of the several
crime sprees of Andronikos described in Niketas Choniates’ History, he charged at Alexios
Komnenos, a natural son of Manuel I, and his secretary, a certain Mamalos, as well as at
Constantine Tripsychos, a loyal assistant of Andronikos, as before he had killed
Constantine Makrodoukas and Andronikos Doukas (NC 308.18-316.1 = vv. 5241-5257 of
Ephraim’s chronicle). Niketas narrates that Andronikos tried to do the same with a George
Dishypatos, a lector (anagnostes) at Hagia Sophia (NC 312.9-313.34), but this servant of God
was eventually saved: kai 006 v dANODC 6 éx xe1pdg Avpovikov AtcOmatov é€gAduevog
(“and truly it was God who removed Dishypatos from the hand of Andronikos”, NC
313.34). Some traits of this episode coincide with the setting depicted in poem 44, but the
identification still remains uncertain. It could refer to any particular assassination of
Andronikos or in general to all the series of them. The oikétng in question could also be
Andronikos himself, in which case verses 44.2-3 would ironically anticipate his miserable
end (NC 346.26-351.55). The particularities of the script and layout of poem 44 in F leave
the door open to a possible extrapolation and misplacement of the poem, which could
have belonged to another context in 1.

There are no evident parallels of poem 44 in the chronicle of Ephraim, besides the
equivocal presence of dovundOeia in the description of the good policies of Andronikos
regarding the shipwrecks (v. 5303; dovunadrg occurs in v. 1146) or the oikéran that
accompany Hagiochristophorites to seize the future emperor Isaac 11 Angelos (vv. 5425,
5434). The concluding €€ evomAayyxviag (44.3) occurs in the same metrical position in
many poems by Manuel Philes.*

192 See e.g. 2.174.2, ed. Miller (1855); 3.60.6, 3.185.25, 3.239.13, 4.11.7, 5.1.246, ed. Miller (1857).
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4,1.45 Poem 45

As mentioned above, this book epigram is not part of the cycle strictly speaking, but it
provides evidence to link the cycle with Ephraim, mainly through the mention of the city
of Ainos (45.6). The epigram is copied on a strip of parchment appended at the end of F, a
paper manuscript (see Figure 3). I have suggested above that this unusual feature allows
the interpretation that this poem was originally attached to manuscript n, where Ephraim
wrote the epigrams. In this scenario, Ephraim himself could be the author of the
(autograph?) book epigram in F. There are some internal elements in poem 45 that
support this hypothesis. The book epigram describes the restoration of an unbound
manuscript by an unnamed bishop of Ainos. Some of the words chosen recall Ephraim’s
style, as for example in the description of the restoration of the church of the Forty
Martyrs in the reign of Andronikos I Komnenos in vv. 5338-5347 of Ephraim’s chronicle
(see NC 332.12-333.60). Compare for example the opening line of this poem (Xpdvw
AvBeioav 45.1) with v. 5340 of the chronicle: xpdvw madaiwdévta kai kekunkdta. In this
same passage, 45.5 (t€xvng te Aontf|g motkiAn texvovpyla) resembles v. 5344: ToAVTEAETG
Te TolKiIAoug Téx VT, E€vouc. See also the description of the chariot of the triumph of John
[ Komnenos in 1133 (v. 3893 of the chronicle): tev€ag yap Gpua ovv texvovpyia Eévov (for
E£voug in this position, see above 20.12 and v. 3944 of the chronicle). The beginning of
45.5 (téxvng te Aowrtf|g) also brings to mind a formula frequently employed in the same
position of the verse by Ephraim in his chronicle: see v. 1722 (nelfi¢ te Aournf|g), v. 7184
(e1dovg te Aowmfig), v. 9153 (xwpag te Aorf|g), etc. Finally, mowpevdpyng (45.6) is a term
much beloved by Ephraim, who uses it both in his chronicle'® and in the catalogue of the
bishops of Constantinople.***

On the other hand, poem 45 uses from the first verse some phraseology common to the
genre of book epigrams. The second half of 45.1 (tfjv napodoav nuktida), for example,
reappears in many book epigrams exactly like this in the same metrical position: see e.g.
DBBE occurrences 16932 v. 2,17735v. 4,17974 v. 1,19028 v. 1, 22056 v. 1, 22175 v. 1, 23035
V. 2, 25260 v. 5. The number of parallels increases if we consider all the records in DBBE
including variants of 1 mapoboa muktic/BiPAog/muEic/déAtoc or TO TaPOV
noktiov/PipAiov/nu€iov, etc. Verses 45.1-3 describe the damage of the book, which was
on the verge of annihilation. Even if one may think of the loss of a folio in F,'* the epigram
could still refer to the model of F, if we postulate Ephraim’s authorship of the book
epigram. In fact, F does not look like a particularly worn-out manuscript and, for example,
the missing folio was still in its place by the first half of the 15th century when C was

163 See Lampsidis (1990: 412, to which add v. 9281).

164 See the title and vv. 9708, 9777, 9862, 9887, 9901, 9959, 10017, 10055, 10091, 10104, 10134, 10152, 10274, 10294,
10313, 10375, ed. Bekker (1840); the last word of the poem is mowpevapyiog v. 10392, see 10283.

165 Corresponding to NC 445,19-446.59, as described by van Dieten (1962: 230-231; 1975: XXXII, LVIII-LIX).
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copied (see above). The old age of the manuscript suggested in 45.1 should be also put in
perspective. Let us sketch out a brief summary of the chronology as exposed above in the
stemma codicum: by the beginning of the 13th century the b version of the History was
completed; manuscript n is a copy of this version made at some point in the 13th century;
Ephraim wrote down the epigrams in 1 at some point in the first quarter of the 14th
century; manuscripts D and F were copied from 1 after Ephraim intervened. Besides the
internal evidence pointing at Ephraim’s style, a most suggestive piece of information is
the mention of the bishop of Ainos (45.6). By the first half of the 15th century, F was most
likely already in Constantinople, where C was probably copied. Whether the book
epigram (poem 45) refers to F or to n, no more than a hundred years could have passed
between copying and restoration. Now, the nature of this work is specified in verses 45.4-
6. The bishop of Ainos evidently plays the role of the patron who had the book rebound,
so that the verb ocuvdei (45.6) should be understood as causative. All these elements are
well known in book epigrams.'®® What is more exceptional in book epigrams is the main
commission at issue, the rebinding of the book (45.4), even if other kinds of unspecified
actions were also performed (45.5). Book epigrams lament or condemn the material
damage of the manuscripts (see the tag “Damage of the book” in DBBE types), but they
seldom deal with the rebinding of a book. A poem by Manuel Philes on the gospels talks
about cuvdéoelg,'”” but Bianconi believes that Philes here refers to cords working as
clasps.’®® In our poem 45, the c0Ovdeoic (45.4, 6) seems not to refer to the external
fastening, but to the internal sewing of the book.’® The manuscript in question (most
likely the lost manuscript n) was bound so poorly that it ran the risk of material loss (45.1-
3) and the act of reading was hindered (45.8). Compare the book epigram on f, 1r of the
manuscript Paris. gr. 550, in which the process of rebinding is described (v. 12) and the
restorer is put on the same level as the patron of the manuscript when the reader is asked
to pray for their salvation (vv. 19-24).”° The last two verses of poem 45 synoptically
describe the restoration of the book to its original aspect (45.7)'"* and allude to the future
readers (45.8), another prominent role in the genre of book epigrams.'’?

1% See e.g. Bernard and Demoen (2019: 418-420).

1671.158.39, ed. Miller (1855).

168 Bianconi (2009: 21-22).

1 On Byzantine bookbinding, see Atsalos (1977) and Tsironis (2008). On the intersection of (re)binding and
restoration, see Bianconi (2015: 241 n. 13; 2018: 85-109).

170 See https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/23590 and Bianconi (2018: 92-93).

7 In a drift of meaning parallel to that of koopéw studied by Bianconi (2018: 101-107).

172 See Bernard and Demoen (2019: 421-422).
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Conclusions

The main objectives of this dissertation have been achieved. I have presented the first
critical edition of two little-known cycles of epigrams and investigated the circumstances
of their composition and transmission. In doing so, I gathered a corpus of scholia written
in verse that had not yet been studied together. The two parts of this dissertation outline
a first overview of this sub-type of book epigrams. Now, the label of “verse scholia” is a
comfortable umbrella term that in fact covers different functions of these poems. In this
section, I will attempt to summarize, group and piece together the common
characteristics of our epigrams and to discern their specific motivations in their socio-
historical context, both when they inspect the classical past and when they rewrite recent
history.

I have examined series of epigrams with various purposes, ranging from the rigorous
scholarly programme of Tzetzes to Ephraim’s project of paraphrasing historiography.
The verse scholia that I analyzed are generally improvised pieces of literature triggered
by the act of reading the main text. Yet improvisation does not imply unpreparedness.
On the contrary, improvising poetry should be understood as a sign of advanced
rhetorical skill and training, which is further confirmed by the wide array of tones that
our poems adopt (didactic, moralizing, encomiastic, polemical, etc.). By attaching verse
scholia in the margins, the readers render the manuscripts relevant and up-to-date
objects of use.

The epigrams that I brought to light in this dissertation evidently share several traits.
First, they all refer to the same types of texts, i.e. historiography, be it ancient or
Byzantine. Second, the two main cycles of verse scholia belong to roughly the same
period, after 1204 and before 1332.' Moreover, the poet of the verse scholia on Herodotus
in Laur. Plut. 70.6 and its apographa seems to have read the History of Niketas Choniates
(not to mention the epigrams in Vat. gr. 130 attributed by Mazzucchi to Niketas himself),

! This period is conveniently covered by Angelov (2007). More recently, Agapitos (2020) proposes a new
periodization for late Byzantine literature, which finds a boundary around the year 1350. For a fundamental
approach to literature of the 14th century, see Sevéenko (1974).
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the work to which Ephraim’s epigrams react. The familiarity with Niketas Choniates is
more palpable in poem 2 of the cycle in Laur. Plut. 70.6, which alludes to the Fourth
Crusade in 1204 and the situation thereafter. Besides, the moralizing poem 9 develops a
motif not strange to the sack of Constantinople by the Latins, whereas the representation
of the good ruler in poem 1 contrasts with the tyrants of poem 2. As has been argued, the
lament for the sudden aging of the new Rome in poem 2 suggests a scenario prior to 1261.
Ephraim, on the other hand, most likely wrote his epigrams after that crucial date. His
chronicle, in fact, concludes with the entrance of Michael VIII Palaiologos in
Constantinople (see also the triumphs in poems 20 and 30).

As has been observed, Ephraim’s poems painstakingly reproduce the constituent
elements of the traditional imperial ideology with the style and vocabulary of court
poetry. Accordingly, the Byzantines are called Alocoveg (“Romans” 30.5, 32.2, 36.11; see
11.1), and other peoples are referred to in similarly archaizing ways. For example, in
Ephraim’s poem 29 the comparison between the ancient Persians (the biblical Magi) and
the contemporary Persians (Arabs? See however Iepoook0ag 41.3) brings to mind the
invective against the mupcoAdtpng in poem 7 from the cycle in Laur. Plut. 70.6. In this
cycle of poems on Herodotus the issue of paganism is central to poems 7, 10 and 11
(insanity is also anticipated in poem 6). In the last poem, the poet attacks Herodotus
himself, as he belonged to the heathen pre-Christian world. In a similar ironical fashion,
Tzetzes’ new verse scholium in political verse in Laur. 70.3 addresses Herodotus and
chastises the anthropomorphic nature of the gods of the ancient Greeks ("EAAnveg).

Our verse scholia bring us once again at the crossroads of the trite yet effective triad
used to define the Byzantine identity: Christianity, Romanness and Hellenism, in their
complex interplays and reconfigurations.” A case in point is the fluctuation between
“EAAnveg in Ephraim’s poems 21-22 and ‘Pwyaiot in the corresponding passages of his
chronicle. It is significant that in the more spontaneous writing of the verse scholia
Ephraim chooses to identify the Byzantines as “Greeks”, a term which has of course
different connotations than in Tzetzes’ verse scholium in political verse. In the historical
context of an ever-shrinking empire, the emphasis on recovery and reconquest emerges
in the use of the verb énavaclw in poem 22. The verb recurs in poem 36, which
comments on a passage of Niketas Choniates in which the equilibrium of the categories
of Romanness and Christianity seems to collapse as the locals prefer to be subjected to
the Turks.? This tension between the ethnic identity of the self and of the others can be
observed in other passages of the epigrams of Ephraim. Consider, for example, the remark

? See e.g. Rapp (2008). For the 12th century, see Macrides and Magdalino (1992). Kaldellis (2007) stops at the
transition post-1204 (see especially his chapter 6). For the later period, see also Page (2008). An up-to-date
discussion is offered by Stouraitis (2017), with further bibliography.

3 See the commentary above in Chapter 4 and Stouraitis (2017: 80). Niketas Choniates notably summarizes the
situation in the following adage: oltw xpdvw kpatuvBev €0o¢ yévoug kai Bpnokeiag éotiv ioxvpdtepov.
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on the origin of Axouch in poem 7 and the characterizations of the Armenians from Cilicia
as foreigners and barbarous in poems 23-26. As I have mentioned, in his commentary to
poem 27 Miller reacted to the characterization of the Armenians as £¢0vikot, since they
were also Christians. However, the parameters that define the Byzantine identity are not
watertight compartments, but fluid categories. This complexity may be behind the
creative ways of combining new names for these peoples (ToavpokiM€ 23.1, Apuevokilig
24.1; see Tlepoook0Oag 41.3).

Ephraim seems to feel compelled to further Christianize the oracles of Leo the Wise in
poem 40. Besides, he engages effortlessly with the Christian and the classical heritage, as
he quotes from Homer, Euripides and Lycophron as much as from the scriptures.
Remarkably, the only moment in which Ephraim seems to scorn the ancient beliefs is in
poem 38, where in fact he skillfully moulds a myth deeply ingrained in rhetorical
exercises to make it tally with the exploits and fall of John II Komnenos. This learned
approach to ancient Greek culture in verse scholia on ancient historians is even more
evident in Tzetzes. As we have seen, Tzetzes’ interventions follow a well-defined method
that seeks to correct and control the grammar, style, truthfulness and consistency of the
classics. Tzetzes’ recalcitrant and idiosyncratic attitude puts him in a position of almost
identification with the Hellenic tradition, in which he feels more entitled than ancient
Greeks themselves to understand their culture. In the case that the subject matter falls
outside the tolerable degree of paganism, Tzetzes resorts to another didactic device, that
is, allegory, although this is not a consistent course of action (compare the new verse
scholium in political verse in Laur. Plut. 70.3). Tzetzes’ outbursts of erudition in the 12th
century are not paralleled in the cycle of verse scholia in Laur. Plut. 70.6 (see poem 8), but
the same principle of utilitarian reading motivates some of these epigrams on Herodotus
(see e.g. poems 3-5 and the verse scholia in Appendix 2 of Part 1).

The autograph notes of Tzetzes also concern another of his obsessions: the accuracy of
script and its implications in issues such as authenticity and authorship. Unlike the verse
scholia on Thucydides and Diodorus Siculus, the new material that I edit in this
dissertation is not autograph in the surviving manuscripts. However, the copies are very
close to the model in which the poet first wrote down the verse scholia. Therefore, I have
sought to reproduce as much as possible the textual features of the most authoritative
manuscripts.* In the sections preceding the editions and in the commentaries of the
poems, 1 justify my editorial decisions regarding punctuation, accentuation and other
orthographical and metrical aspects, especially since some of them may appear
contradictory or inconsistent. In fact, some practices may as well have been inconsistent
in the authors themselves and even the imperceptible corrections or slips of the pens of
the copyists are also indicative of practices contemporary to the authors. In adopting and

* On the edition of Byzantine autograph texts, see Maltese (1993; 1995b).
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adapting the traits of the authoritative manuscripts, I intended to reflect what the poets
would have probably written. Punctuation was the most challenging aspect of this
methodological principle and the one that required my intervention the most.
Punctuation deserves as much attention as the other phenomena and should not be
dismissed as only instrumental in oral performance. Punctuation contributes also to the
visual representation of the epigrams and quite consistently marks the (lack of)
completion of the meaning at the end of verse. For example, the comma, as we have seen,
mostly indicates that the syntax continues in the following verse.

In fact, it is very unlikely that our verse scholia were ever performed in public, not
even in the restricted circles of literary salons or classrooms. They belong to a bookish
world, even if the didactic tone of Tzetzes or the ceremonial phraseology and metapoetic
allusions in Ephraim’s epigrams (see poems 20, 26) may mislead us. Their consumption is
closely connected with the reading of the main text and their intended audience is
primarily the readers of the manuscripts in which they were “inscribed”. Texts and
paratexts were perceived as a unit by the readers, as well as by the scribes who copied
our verse scholia in the apographa together with the main text. So much do verse scholia
belong to the domain of books, that they may also reveal the processes of literary
composition and the working methods of Byzantine authors. For example, the epigram at
the end of the second book of Andronikos in Vat. gr. 163 attests to the collective revisions
of the last version of the History of Niketas Choniates. The case of Ephraim’s epigrams is
even more telling.

As has been demonstrated, the epigrams of Ephraim represent a first approach of the
author to one of the sources he used for a larger enterprise, his verse chronicle. Ephraim
worked directly with Niketas Choniates’ History and read thoroughly and dynamically the
whole manuscript, as evidenced by the many poems that allude to passages different than
the ones next to which they are found (see e.g. poems 7-8, 24-25, 34-38, 41 and 43). In
comparison to the chronicle, the epigrams have a more affected style, even more poetical
in the modern sense of the word, one may say. This is reinforced by the self-contained
structure of the epigrams (see poems 20, 29), sometimes endowed with gnomic flavour
(31, 35). The cycle of epigrams should be also read as an organic unity, as some poems
recall one another through running themes (see e.g. poems 17, 37). Other poems clearly
belong together in a group or sub-cycle (see e.g. poems 23-26).

The chronicle later undermined the structural coherence of the epigrams. For
example, the subject of poems 17 and 37, which are linked through the chariot metaphor,
or the excursus of poems 24-25 in the Armenian sub-cycle, were not included in the
chronicle. On the other hand, some other elements survive, but lose momentum. For
example, tapev@pdtidag functions better in epigram 28 than in the chronicle, where the
Edenic imagery is absent. Similarly, the laudatory prodigalities of the verse scholia are
for the most part abandoned in the chronicle or confined to the initial verses of each
reign, in which the emperor is described with a formulaic style. Poem 30, for example,
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which loftily narrates the triumphal entrance of John in Antioch, is not incorporated in
the chronicle. Other celebratory poems, such as the direct address to John in poem 4,
would have made little sense in the narrative of the chronicle. In fact, the second person
is not used at all in the chronicle to address the characters. Conversely, the second person
sporadically refers to the reader, probably the patron who commissioned the chronicle.

The strong correspondences between the style of the epigrams and the chronicle of
Ephraim appear even in those poems that find no place in the chronicle (see e.g. 17.3,
40.12). We have already stressed the coincidences of entire verses and turns of phrases in
both the epigrams and the chronicle. Let us take a final look at the process of composition
of Ephraim’s verse chronicle as performed in the reworking of poem 20. Poem 20 offers a
verse paraphrase of the triumph of 1133. For the chronicle, Ephraim went back to the
epigram. He discarded the first three verses and the last one, which elegantly frame the
epigram and add rhetorical motifs to Niketas Choniates’ report. He then improved the
versification, corrected some sloppy elements and refined the core of the epigram (20.4-
11) to produce verses 3895-3903 of the chronicle. This tentative reconstruction of the
steps in the preparation of the chronicle shows that the epigrams represent a more
experimental variation of the definitive version. However, the process does not always
appear so linear. Moreover, some poems do not easily lend themselves to this
interpretation of the evolution of the paraphrase from the epigrams into the chronicle.
The function of poem 6, for example, has little to do with paraphrasing. As has been
pointed out, this monostich leniently condemns the words of Anna Komnene, which are
later omitted in the rendering of the chronicle. Similarly, the impulsive reflection of
poem 1 or the approval expressed in poem 9 do not anticipate in any formal way the
treatment of the corresponding passages in the chronicle. The epigrams do not always
represent a draft version of the chronicle. As it seems, Ephraim may have also used his
versified reading notes as inspiration or as points of departure for the elaborations of the
passages in the chronicle. This situation would account for more oblique developments,
such as the mirroring of poem 35.8 and verse 4000 of the chronicle.

The verse scholia of Ephraim would be for personal use, whereas the chronicle seems
subjected to the constraints of patronage, which would explain the change in style. In
fact, one may even wonder whether Ephraim had already the chronicle in mind when he
penned the epigrams. It could as well have been the case that the somewhat excessive
display of rhetoric in the epigrams was intended to showcase the poet’s training and to
capture a patron’s attention. Unfortunately, the verse scholia do not add much
information about the author: we just see him working. The encomiastic wording makes
us think of a court milieu. However, the book epigram at the end of Vindob. Hist. gr. 53
confirms Ephraim’s connection with the city of Ainos and suggests a relationship with the
bishop of this city. It seems logical to assume that the same bishop who commissioned
the restoration of the manuscript is the elusive patron of the chronicle. This scenario
would explain why Ephraim reduced the elements of imperial propaganda in the
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chronicle. Ecclesiastical patronage would also explain the addition of the catalogue of the
bishops of Constantinople at the end of the chronicle. The epigrams of Ephraim pose new
questions and give few answers, but they should definitely be included in a reassessment
of this author and his oeuvre.

What else remains to be done? The amount of poems that have been unearthed
indicates that the margins of the manuscripts are still a rich quarry of new literature. This
is especially true for the later manuscripts of the classics, often disdained as they may
have little to offer to the constitutio textus. The margins of the recentiores may still be
treasure troves, whereas the marginalia also help us to understand better the more recent
transmission of a given text. In the case of Tzetzes, we have observed that all the traces
of his research on Herodotus have not been put together yet; the same can be said about
the scholia on Herodotus in general. The complexities of these texts deserve a closer
study: the poems in Appendix 1 and 2 of Part 1, for example, still await such endeavour.
In the case of Ephraim, one may wonder whether he wrote epigrams in the margins of
any other of his known sources (John Zonaras and George Akropolites). A first quick
survey has not offered any results, but the possibility should not be excluded. Besides, we
have recorded the presence of verse scholia in the margins of Zonaras in Vat. gr. 136 (not
by Ephraim) and of the chronicle of Theodore Skoutariotes (who also used Niketas
Choniates as a source) in Marc. gr. 407. As for Niketas Choniates, other marginal texts may
attest to similar processes of composition as the epigrams by Ephraim. The fragments of
the Metaphrasis running along the paraphrased passages in Vindob. Hist. gr. 105 are a good
starting point for future research.
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