KRISTOFFEL DEMOEN

Phrasis poikilé

Imitatio and variatio in the Poetry Book of Christophoros Mitylenaios

One of the most acclaimed Byzantine poets was also one of the most authentic ones. Christophoros Mity-
lenaios” work is famous for the many pittoresque scenes. The irony of history has proven the poem “on the
mice in his house” (103 Kurtz), in which these are said to be (literally) devouring his books, to be prophetic.
The well-known deplorable state of the transmission of Christophoros’ otixot didopor (“various poems”) is,
indeed, due to mice that have destroyed parts of the main manuscript, the Grottaferrata Z o XXIX.2 The loss
of many verses and parts of verses does not merely spoil, at times, the exceptional aesthetic pleasure the
reading of Christophoros has to offer, it also complicates our understanding and interpretation of individual
poems and, to a certain extent, even of his collection as a whole. The following paper is directed towards
dealing specifically with this collection as such.

A FRIEND’S RESPONSE TO AN INGENIOUS MONODY:: CRITICISM OR PRAISE?

Poem 79 is a painful illustration of the difficulties which the lacunous transmission entails. This is all the
more frustrating since the poem seems to include some clues as to how to read and appreciate Christophoros’
verse in general. It bears the incomplete title “other verses to the same person, who has sent the verses
and ... ”. This person is a certain Petros, a grammarian who had read Christophoros’ poem 77, a mourning
poem on the death of his sister Anastaso. The answer to Petros is worth quoting in full — as full as possible,
that is.

“Etepot eig TOV adTOV, TEUPUVTA TOVG OTIXOVG KA [. . .]

"Exeivo 100 000 Xprotodopov muviavn,
el TovTa mevOQV, mola yobv xaipwv ypadw
[... .. .] yvwoewg kol Tv Adywv
Ti Koupov gixe T ypadévra kol uéya;

5 [... ... 00d]evog Yéuov,
mroiav de kouvnv kai EeviCovoav Gppdorv
[... ... TTOJikiAnV
mevBobvtoc adToD TOD Yyphdovroc, we EPne,

1 Oi movrotp@kTan Todde pbec Tod dOuOL (...) ol mav dayovreg Bpwotuov Thg oikiog (...) T& xaptia Tp@yovot kai o Bifiia (103 K,
1, 46, 48). Symbolically, only 23 out of 72 verses of this poem have survived completely, and about half of them have
disappeared almost entirely. The title itself is largely a conjecture by Kurtz: Eig Tovg v 1[fj oikigt adtod udc]. See E. Kurtz, Die
Gedichte des Christophoros Mitylenaios. Leipzig 1903. The Greek text of Christophoros in this article is quoted from the new
edition prepared by my colleague Marc De Groote. He adopts many of Kurtz’ ingenious proposals, and includes other, more
recent conjectures, especially by Carmelo Crimi, from C. Crimi [et al.], Cristoforo di Mitilene. Canzoniere. Catania 1983 (the
only modern translation of the whole collection) and IDEM, Recuperi Cristoforei. BollGrott 39 (1985) 231-242; and by Claudio
De Stefani, from C. DE STEFANI, Notes on Christophoros of Mitylene and Konstantinos Stilbes. JOB 58 (2008) 45-52. De
Groote’s accentuation takes into account the practice of the manuscripts.

See e.g. the sobre remark by Paul Maas: “Viele Gedichte sind freilich von den Mdusen hoffnungslos zugerichtet”, P. MAAs, Die
Gedichte des Christophoros Mytilenaios (sic), Besprechung von KurTz, Die Gedichte des Christophoros Mitylenaios. BZ 15
(1906) 639-641, 640. The ms G is variously dated to the end of the 13th, the 14th and the 15th century. For palaeographical
reasons, Marc De Groote dates it to the 13th century.
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[...]

10 ¢ 1) Aéyovod HopTLPEL TopoIliaL,
[...]
Suwc v ebpec &E16v T1 kKo Adyov,
[...]

doEav xopnyd TV KoA®Y Be® didov.

In his impressive and stimulating book on Byzantine poetry, Marc Lauxtermann devotes a brief literary
discussion — the only one | am aware of — to this poem:

“Christopher replies to criticism vouched by a certain Peter the Grammarian, who had read Chr. Mityl. 77

(see Chr. Mityl. 78). Although the text of Chr. Mityl. 79 is badly damaged, it is clear that Peter was sur-

prised that Mitylenaios could compose a beautiful monody to his sister, although he was grief-stricken by

her death at a young age. If he really bewailed her untimely death, how could Mitylenaios write such a

superbly constructed text? If he genuinely regretted her loss, how could he indulge in splendid rhetoric?

This is hardly a veiled criticism. Peter praises Christopher Mitylenaios for his beautiful style and fine

rhetoric, but takes him to task for not being sincere enough. Peter’s criticism sounds almost modern (...);

but it is not an argument much used by the Byzantines”.?

These lines are part of a discussion of style criticism in the eleventh century, when, Lauxtermann rightly
observes, “there are many texts that bear proof of a purely aesthetic, and not ideologically biased, apprecia-
tion of contemporary poetry and prose”.* He refers to our poem as an exception to the rule.

Carmelo Crimi, by contrast, seems to interpret Peter’s response in a totally laudatory way:

“Il grammatikos ha forse chiesto, con ammirazione, cosa Cristoforo, dimostratosi cosi facondo in occa-

sione di un lutto, avrebbe potuto comporre, provando un sentimento opposto, cioé la gioia. Ha ammirato,

ancora, I’elocutio novella et mirabilis (v. 6), la varietas (v. 7) ed altro ancora: tracce evidenti di una
critica improntata visibilmente alla retorica”.’

I tend to follow the latter reading, thinking that poem 79 is indeed concerned with aesthetic criticism, and
is thus precisely a confirmation of the general tendency of the century as described by Lauxtermann. Peter
seems to have wondered, admiringly, what his friend (tod oo®) Christophoros would be capable of writing in
happy circumstances, if he writes so well when mourning. Verse 2 is a kind of a fortiori reasoning. Unfortu-
nately, we cannot be sure whether the partial sentences and loose words in the following verses are refer-
ences to Peter’s actual comment on the monody.® Yet this is, in my view, not that important. The important
thing is that Christophoros himself advances the following notions as criteria by which the quality of his
poetry has been or has to be judged: yvwoews xai T@v Adywv (perhaps to be taken together as knowledge of
literature) and xopwov ... kot péyoa. There might be, as often, a touch of irony or even a hint at ‘mere’ rheto-
ricity in the term xopyo6v,’ but the verses certainly suggest the literary skills of a competent writer, who is
steeped in the rhetorical tradition. In verses 6 and 7, we read about kouviv kai EeviCovoav dpdaotv, novel and

® LAUXTERMANN, Byzantine Poetry 46.

* LAUXTERMANN, Byzantine Poetry 46.

® CRimI, Canzoniere 123: the introduction to his translation of poem 79.

® The interrogative words ti and moiav seem to imply so.

" The basic meaning (ingenious, refined, subtle, clever) sometimes gets a sneering sense, see LSJ s.v. As a TLG on-line search
indicates, eleventh century usage is fluctuating. Whereas Michael Psellos uses the term often in a derogatory way, loannes Mau-
ropous recommends the orations of Gregory the Theologian as follows, the adjective being put on a line with co$d¢ and xpnotog:
TARPNG M€V 0Tl doyuaTwy amokpOdwy, / mApng 8¢ Oeiwv kai cod®dv uvotnpiwy, / TARpnG d¢ xpnot®dv A0V didayudrtwy,
[ mApng 8¢ kouwdv Texvik®V padnudrtwy (DE LAGARDE 29, 18-21). Most importantly, the two other passages in Christophoros’
works with kouwoc are equally laudatory: 120 K, 107 (see below) and 27 K, 48. In the latter poem, the poet flatters the monk Ni-
ketas of Synada and his tongue: v fj katoikel T&oA HOLOGY KOUWOTNG. / TAVTNG UETAOXELV ebyouon TAV Pnudtwy (48-49). F. LAU-
RITZEN, An ironic portrait of a social monk: Christopher of Mytilene and Niketas Stethatos. BSI 65 (2007) 201-210, interprets the
poem ironically, and argues that this monk is Niketas Stethatos. | am not convinced either by the ironic reading or the identifica-
tion.
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surprising phrasing,? and the adjective moikiAnv — whether or not further qualifying the noun ¢péoiv — seems
to belong to the same notion: the two verses apparently point at originality and variation in diction and style.
Here again, one might discuss whether the qualifications kouvn, EeviCovoa and moikin have positive or pejo-
rative connotations, in eleventh-century literary criticism in general and for Christophoros in particular (I
think they indicate positive qualities);” in any case, it is indisputable that they are concerned with style. We
have, again, no clue concerning the proverb quoted in the lost verses 9 or 11 (Christophoros is fond of them
throughout his works). On the contrary, the final idea of the poem is clear: rhetorical modesty demands that
the credits for anything worthwhile in the monody be given to God, the xopnyoc of all beautiful things.

In short, it is difficult to detect in this poem any firm traces of Petros’ alleged criticism of Christophoros’
insincerity. The criterion by which to judge on &&év i kai Aoyouv (v. 12) is purely aesthetic indeed, and the
literary qualities advanced are closely related to the basic features of Byzantine literature that are central to
this volume of papers: verses 3 and 4 have to do with knowledge and cleverness, i.e. the basis for imitatio;
verses 6 and 7, especially the oikihia, conform to variatio.

Now, what can we deduce from this poem? | would suggest to read it as a strong indication for the way
we are supposed to appreciate Christophoros’ otixot diddopor as a whole, rather than as a mere reflection of
a particular reaction to a particular poem. Even if we assume that we are wrestling with the remains of the
authentic, original version of a text that was once really sent, given or read to Peter, we have not found the
poem in an archive or in a drawer, but in a collection prepared, as is generally accepted, by the poet himself.
As a matter of principle, then, the poem we read has another context and function than the poem Peter has
read, even if the words are the same.

This leads to the next question, the assessment of Christophoros’ collection as a collection.

THE ETIXOI AIA®OPOI: A POETRY BOOK OR A RANDOM COLLECTION OF SNAPSHOTS?

In his review of the Kurtz edition, Paul Maas advertized the reading of the corpus as a whole:

“Die Gedichtsammlung des Christophoros (...) reprasentiert den HoOhepunkt der byzantinischen

Profanpoesie (...); bei diesen Kunstprodukten wirkt immer nur das Ganze”.*

In a general presentation of the poems, Nikolaos Oikonomides represented the communis opinio on the
collection’s origin and ordering principles as follows:

“The Grottaferrata manuscript is obviously an anthology of poems. Their chronological arrangement

suggests that they were copied from a register in which Christophoros kept duplicates of (all?) his

poetical works. The criteria of the selection are not known to us. (...) The only message that the antholo-

©

It is tempting to relate the expression kouvr) ¢ppaoic to the famous elocutio novella of Fronto, as is done implicitly by Crimi in the
quoted lines. The notion is traditionally taken to refer to a blend of archaisms and colloquial speech, which would make for a fair
description of Christophoros’ style, but this is not uncontroversial, see e.g. L. HOLFORD-STREVENS, Elocutio Novella. Classical
Quarterly 26 (1976) 140-141.

The expression EeviCovoa ¢ppdoig appears to be unique in extant Greek literature (at least no parallels were found on the TLG on-
line). Christophoros uses E&vog, kauvog and moikidog several times in his poems, almost always in a positive way (for examples,
see below). His contemporaries procure some more parallels endorsing this interpretation. In his poetry book, loannes Mauropous
twice juxtaposes Eévoc and kouvog, almost as synonyms: once in an ekphrasis of a surprising artistic representation of the Nativity
(DE LAGARDE 31, 1-7:"Q thv amiotwy kai Eévwv Oeaudrwy. [ méhv Aoyog odpi (...) / 008 €ig Tovdaiav Te kot [Tahouotiviv. / 6N
évoade, EEvnv Te kai kauvnv mhdow / mhaobeic) and once in an epigram on the astonishing originality of Gregory the Theologian
(DE LAGARDE 15: Ti co1 10 oOvvouvy BAéuua Bovietal, wdrep; | AMEev Tt kauvov EkBialn pot téxa - / G\’ ok &v ebpoig - v yap
avbpwmoig Eévov / éyvwpioav dpBGoavteg oi coi pot Adyot.). Finally, expressions linking moikidog to dpdoic are well attested, in a
positive sense. Photios ends his discussion of the sophist Sopatros with the following admiring remark on his variegated style: 'H
d¢ dpdaoic adT® mmotkidn kai ov pio v idéav, €i kai did maong 10 cadeg Mdevev (Bibl. 161, 105a.13-14 HENRY); in his discussion
of Euripides, Psellos states: [ta pév] y[alp [ué]tpa kai v Aé€wv petartiOnot kai moikidA[er Tv] dpdfov] kat[d dvvauy 6 co]dpoc.
(De Euripide et Georgio Piside judicium 82-83 DycK).

19 Maas, Gedichte 639.

©
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gist wanted to convey when putting together the model of the Grottaferrata manuscript, was to show off

this [i.e. the poet’s] remarkable know-how in versification”."*

Marc Lauxtermann briefly touches upon the question in a discussion of loannes Mauropous’ unique
poetry book, with its thematic arrangement and ring-composition. He concludes:

“By placing his poems in a poetry book and arranging them in a thematic order, Mauropous manipulates

the perspective of his readers. Rather than seeing his poems as discontinuous and fragmented entities, the

reader is invited to view them as parts of a meaningful whole. Thus Mauropous is re-creating his literary

persona: he is no longer the author of various poems written over the years for various occasions, but a

self-conscious author with a coherent oeuvre reflecting his literary identity. The refined thematic structure

of Mauropous’ poetry book is without parallel in other Byzantine collections of poems, which either have

no formal arrangement at all or employ simple methods of organizing the material (such as, for instance,

the chronological order of Christopher Mitylenaios’ collection of poems). If there is no cohesiveness of

design in a collection, poems function as self-contained units of composition and sense, as loose elements

that are to be read and interpreted in isolation. (...) Poems are like stills. They are frozen poses of the past

(...) each poem has its own particular relevance, but all the poems combined lack coherence.”*?

This is a view opposite to that of Paul Maas, of course. And it has implications as to how to study and in-
terpret these loose poems:

“Byzantine poetry, as | see it, presents a random collection of snapshots: instantaneous exposures of non-

recurring literary moments. The poems that we find in manuscripts are not written for eternity, but reflect

a moment in time and deserve to be studied in their historical contexts. Each and every poem documents a

single event and is the written record of a specific literary moment in the past, which often can be recon-

structed by reading the text attentively, taking into account historical factors”.™

This is, undisputably, sound advice, and that is what we see indeed put into effect by most scholarly work
on Christophoros’ corpus. The research, relatively scarce as it is, (although there seems to have been an up-
surge during the last few years), is often directed towards the perusal and interpretation of particular poems
in isolation, and focuses mainly on the historical and contextual information to be deduced — an obviously
interesting and rewarding approach.**

Still, 1 would like to put Lauxtermann’s implicit assessment of Christophoros’ poetry book in perspective.
I have already done so by suggesting that the Petros poem obtains a wider, metaliterary implication in the
context of the anthology, and is not (just) “the written record of a specific literary moment in the past”.

To be sure, Mitylenaios’ collection as we have it lacks the exceptional coherence of Mauropous’ book.
The latter, moreover, has a metrical preface or mpoypauua, expressly stating that the author offers a brief
selection of his oeuvre, a yeduo pkpov; and its final poem, not by coincidence the ninety ninth, is an

1 N. OikoNoMIDES, Life and Society in Eleventh Century Constantinople. Siidost-Forschungen 49 (1990) 1-14, here 2-3. Note that
Oikonomides leaves open the possibility of an anthology collected by someone other than the author. As has been said, most
scholars assume that Christophoros himself made the selection.

12| AUXTERMANN, Byzantine Poetry 64-65. For further remarks on Mauropous’ poetry book, see now F. BERNARD, The Circulation
of Poetry in Eleventh-Century Byzantium, in: Proceedings of the | Postgraduate Forum in Byzantine Studies: Sailing to Byzanti-
um (ed. S. NeocLEous). Newcastle upon Tyne 2009, 145-162.

¥ L AUXTERMANN, Byzantine Poetry 59-60.

% The primary reference is still E. FOLLIERI, Le poesie di Cristoforo di Mitilene come fonte storica. ZRVI 8 (1964) 133-148. More
recent articles mainly interested in historical analysis of the collection include OikoNoMIDES, Life and Society, and U. CRISCuUO-
Lo, Sui carmina historica di Cristoforo di Mitilene, in: Bisanzio nell’eta dei Macedoni. Forme della produzione letteraria e ar-
tistica (ed. F. CoNcA — G. FIAccADORI). Milano 2007, 51-75. Over the last years, the reconstruction of the historical context of
particular poems has been attempted by P. MAGDALINO, Cosmological Confectionary and Equal Opportunity in the Eleventh
Century. An Ekphrasis by Christopher of Mitylene (poem 42), in: Byzantine Authors: Literary Activities and Preoccupations.
Texts and Translations dedicated to the Memory of Nicolas Oikonomides (ed. J. NesBITT). Leiden 2003, 1-6; F. LAURITZEN,
Christopher of Mytilene’s Parody of the Haughty Mauropous. BZ 100 (2007) 125-132 (on 55 K); LAURITZEN, An ironic portrait
(27 K); and C. LivaNos, Justice, Equality and Dirt in the Poems of Christopher of Mytilene. JOB 57 (2007) 49-74 (13, 85 and
132 K).
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appropriate epilogue.” Nothing of the kind in the Grottaferrata Christophoros, which starts and ends rather
abruptly. On the other hand, his otixo1 d16ipopor are not as chaotic as another corpus that goes under the same
generic title, and that is often put on a par with Christophoros and Mauropous, to wit, loannes Geometres.*

The chronology of the works was not, it seems, the sole criterion for the selection and arrangement of
Mitylenaios’ “various poems”.!” Tlowi)ia, variatio, seems to have been at least as important. An obvious
example is the more or less even distribution of the six riddles over the collection: we need not assume that
Christophoros decided to compose one every six years or so. In a similar way, the many short epigrams on
works of art and the famous mocking poems are more or less evenly distributed throughout the corpus.*® The
same goes for the variation in length and metre. Out of the 145 poems, 25 have more than 30 verses: these
longer compositions never follow each other immediately. Neither do two dactylic poems ever form a
sequence, although they are mainly concentrated in the first part of the collection: 15 out of the 21 hexa-
metric and elegiac poems are to be found in the first half, and even seven within the first 20 poems, but even
here never following one another.® The anthologist must have been anxious to avoid immediate sequences
of long, dactylic or skoptic poems; as a matter of fact, they are regularly separated by just one other formal
or generic type.

Conversely, there are several short sequences of thematically coherent poems, yet within these “mini-
cycles”, variatio is again the rule. The following examples will suffice to illustrate this point.

MEANINGFUL SEQUENCES

Poems 9 to 11 deal with two competing schools in Constantinople.”® The first two are laudatory poems on
the school of saint Theodore, conveying an identical message: praise of the headmaster (uaiotwp) Leon, and
his assistant (mpwéipog) Stylianos. A partial juxtaposition of the two versions is revealing.

% DE LAGARDE 1, 26-29: in this IIpoypauua gic v SAnv Bifhov, Mauropous announces a selection from his verse and prose, a gift

to friends of literature, as “a small taste”. The final poem is a kind of colophon, contrasting the sound state of the poems to the
bad health of the poet, and begging the readers to remember him. If one considers, with de Lagarde, the programma not as a pro-
logue but as the first poem of the poetry section — which is suggested by the lay-out of the manuscript, the Vaticanus Graecus
676, although it does not number the pieces — the verse collection consists of 99 poems. The resulting isopsephy with aunv is
probably not fortuitous, compare the 99 epigrams in the Paradeisos attributed to loannes Geometres. In the latter case, the sym-
bolic value of the number of poems was observed by P. SPeck, Zur Datierung des sogenannten Paradeisos. BZ 58 (1965) 333-
336, 335n. 17.

A partial edition of Mitylenaios according to metrical criteria would make no sense, for it would harm the unity of the collection.
For Geometres, such a metrical selectivity is not unjustified, see indeed E. VAN OPSTALL, Jean Géomeétre: Poémes en hexameétres
et en distiques élégiaques. Edition, traduction, commentaire. Leiden 2008. A complementary volume with the iambic poems is
hardly needed.

See BERNARD, Circulation of Poetry, part Il, “Other poetry collections”. This section of my paper is, to a certain extent, an
elaboration on his remarks, and owes much to the many discussions we have held on Christophoros and other eleventh century
poetry.

Riddles: 21, 35, 47, 56, 71, 111; ekphrastic epigrams on liturgical feasts, saints and/or works of art (the distinction is not always
clear, partly due to the ingenious variations on the trite themes): 3, 7, 14, 25, 32, 41, 50, 51, 74, 80, 86, 89, 93, 95, 98, 101, 102,
106, 112, 113, 121, 123, 126, 133, 139, 143, 144; mocking poems: 2, 4, 6, 11, 20, 23, 31, 37, 39, 82, 132, 134 (here, the first half
of the corpus has the higher concentration: the older, the milder?).

¥ Long poems: 1, 8, 13, 22, 27, 30, 36, 40, 42, 44, 57, 59, 63, 68, 75, 77, 90, 103, 105, 109, 114, 116, 122, 131, 136; dactylic
metre: 3, 8, 10, 12, 14, 17, 19, 26, 28, 38, 46, 52, 57, 65, 70, 81, 83, 104, 111, 130, 133. Incidentally (and cautiously), this
tendency of Christophoros to abandon dactylic verse and to concentrate on dodecasyllables might reflect a general evolution in
contemporary profane poetry: loannes Geometres had composed more than 20% of his verse in strongly classicizing dactylic
verse; Mauropous will only use iambics, and Michael Psellos alternates dodecasyllables with political verse.

For a discussion of the interesting information they contain on the Constantinopolitan school system, see FOLLIERI, Le poesie
144-145, P. LEMERLE, Cing études sur le XI° siécle byzantin. Paris 1977, 193-248: “Le gouvernement des philosophes:
I’enseignement, les écoles, la culture”, specifically 228-229 and 239-240, and OIKONOMIDES, Life and Society 5-6 with further
references to literature on schedography and school contests, n. 19.
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11

10

18

20

Eig 10 axoAeiov 10D ayiov Ocodwpouv Twv Ldopakiov (9 K, 13 verses)

Y XOAT UEYIoTOL UAPTLPOG OE0dWPOU
TTWOR eV 00K v, TpwEILOV KEKTNUEVN
TOV ZTUMAVOV, Gppayih TIVA oTOAOV
frrav 8¢ deviyy obrote oxEdOLC 101,
gw¢ uaiotwp éotl yevvadog Aéwv:
(...€l1g...)

€1 0’ ebAafelton TV codnv mapoiioy,
un pog Aéovta dopkag dpnTon ubixne,
OUXVOV TO AETTOV Kol TTOAY D100 CKETW.

Eig 10 a0T0 oxoiciov. npwika (10 K, 21 verses)

(-.)

otNoaTo d¢ 6TUAOV EVOOV Keivou Eupevor eilap,
ZTUMOAVOV HOVoODPOVA, EIDOTA TTOMA Kot E0OAA.
Noventi 8¢ AéovTa TPOUOV TTOINGEY AyNTOV,
NAIKINY uéoov, olte TTEAWPIOV OUTE dE POV,
eb0eTOV, €IDOC Ap1oTOV, EMIPPIVA, ODAOKEPNVOV,
0dpOaAuOC xapievTa, UEAXYXPOOV, NUYEVEIOV,
(...)

¢ OE CWwv TETPATTOdWY KPATEOLOL AEOVTEG
KAPTEL, AVOPEN Kai 6EuTaToloy GvuEy,

¢ 6 Aéwv kpaTéel uaioToOpwv €vi ooV,

&v T’ apeThi Te KLOP Ko Ev oodin EPATEV.

Both versions have the same predictable puns on the names of the two professors and express the same

ideas, but at the same time, the diptych is an exercise in the adaptation of style to metre. Whereas in the first,
dodecasyllabic poem, the supremacy of Leo the lion is illustrated by a maxim, building upon the long
tradition of iambic gnomology,”* the hexametrical version obviously uses general epic diction, has more
subtle allusions to a specific Odyssean passage and includes a Homeric simile.?

Poem 11, by contrast, is an invective against an anonymous greedy schoolmaster: Ei¢ tov puaiotopa tfig

oxohfi¢ Tv Xohkomparteiwv. Its target is possibly the equally anonymous and greedy maistor of the school of
Chalkoprateia to whom Psellos addressed his letter 168 (SATHAS 428), dated to 1048.% If the poems follow a

21

22

23

The mapowpia in verse 12 ultimately goes back to an anonymous iambic (comic?, tragic?) poet (the verse figures in Kock’s
Comicorum Atticorum Fragmenta, as incertorum 270; in NAuck’s Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, as adespota 135; and in
DieHL’s Anthologia Lyrica Graeca, as adespota 19), but must have been known to Christophoros from the numerous
paroemiographers who cite it; the Suda also quotes it, even three times (A1386, M977 and 112751 ADLER). Mitylenaios’ fondness
of proverbs has been noted before.

The description of Leon in verses 8-10 contains two epitheta (ovAokd&pnvov and pehayxpoov) stemming from the same Homeric
verse, Od. 19.264 (which has the form pehavoxpoog); in the Odyssey, Eurybates, the highly esteemed friend of Odysseus, is de-
scribed. The verse has become a stock example in the progymnasmata handbooks, under the heading of éx¢poaoic (Aelius Theon,
Aelius Herodianus, Aphthonios, Tryphon and others have it). The simile in verses 18-20 — prototypically featuring lions — has
been thought to include a reference to another proverbial expression, €k T@v dvixwv Tov Aéovta (See LSJ s.v. 6vuE, ‘to judge by
the claws’): Crimi, Canzoniere 58. | do not think this meaning appropriate here, and would rather read it as a straightforward de-
scription, compare Pindar, N. 4.63: 6pacvuoyavwy te Aedvtwv dvoxag 6utarove. (This is not to suggest that Christophoros bor-
rowed the collocation directly from Pindar.)

See the on-line Prosopography of the Byzantine World (http://www.pbw.kcl.ac.uk), Anonymus 2293 — yet without a reference to
Christophoros. The identification has been proposed without hesitation by LEMERLE, Cing études 227 (on Psellos’ addressee): “il
est clair que c’est le méme personnage que vise la poésie satirique de Christophore Mitylénaios”. Our poet refers to the maistor in
a telling antonomasia: 6 yap Midag Cfj kai 10 dpodog mahv PAémer (v. 3). For a painstaking rhetorical analysis of the poem, see O.
SCHISSEL, Interpretationen zu Christophoros Mitylenaios. BZ 29 (1929-30) 161-167, here 162-163.
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strictly chronological order, all three school poems must have been written between 1034 and 1041.%* This
short temporal gap between the 1030s and 1048 does not exclude, of course, the identification of the two
maistores. Yet, Christophoros’ poem and Psellos’ letter may as well have been written as a response to the
same event in 1048. Compositional cohesion may have been a reason to combine a more recent specimen of
poetical blame with the earlier laudatory poems in the same professional sphere.

Similarly — and more positively — the next diptych in the collection seems to combine two compositions
from different dates. Poems 15 and 16 both deal with the same high ranking official, the supervisor of the
harbour, Melias.® The first extolls his professional virtues, the second is a funerary epigram, apparently
inscribed on the grave featuring Melias both as mapafoiaocoitng and as a monk. Most probably, the
juxtaposition of these texts has no chronological basis, as it seems that many years have past in between.”®
Rather, the sequence is an illustration of the bottom line of many individual pieces in the corpus: the vanitas
vanitatum — an expression which is explicitly quoted in poem 16.

The following pairs are related to the emperors Michael 1V and Konstantinos Monomachos, respectively.
Poems 18 and 19% show, again, variation in metre: dodecasyllables versus hexameters; the dactylic poem
opens with an original variation on a trite priamel.?® The double flattery towards Konstantinos, poems 54 and
55, twice refers to the enormous wealth of the emperor — xpvoog being a key term in both poems — but
alternates in formal presentation. The first is written in propria persona, the next is an ethopoiia, written
under the name of a certain protospatharios loannes Hypsinous.*

Whereas the preceding examples of mini-cycles are, arguably, the result of a deliberate juxtaposition by
the anthologist, of poems which may have been written on different occasions, other sequences are clearly
the result of one and the same creative process. The intriguing, albeit far from complete and transparent
poem 68 — even the title is frustratingly lacunose — counts 153 verses, and is followed immediately by an
émiypaupa. Which explains the symbolic meaning of this number (see loh 21:11).%' Equally intrinsically
linked are the poems 86 and 87, allegedly directed to a friend who had sent the poet first grapes, then figs,
twice to the latter’s ostentatious discontent. They are, of course, a Spielerei in the tradition of the typical in
utramque partem exercise, jestingly comparing grapes and figs, with opposite results.* It may be noted that
the argumentation in both cases is drawn, rather disrespectfully, from the Bible.

2% FOLLIERI, Le poesie 144. Poem 8 is an epitaph for Romanos 111 ( 1034), the next poems related to datable events, 17, 18 and 24,
deal with Michael 1V (1034-1041).
Ei¢ tov matpikiov Meriav kai mapaboracoitny (4 verses) and Eic tov tddov 100 adtod Meliov, ioTopnbévrog v adTd Kol wg
KOoUIKOD Kai (¢ povaod (29 verses).

Between his service at the harbour and his death, Melias has received the tonsure. See also, e.g., 16, 10 and 28-29: fiv ydap mdhau
uEy16ToC 00TO¢ Mehiag (...) VOV 0DV UETAOTAG TTPOG 08 TOV Bedv AdYov, / &pxwv YévorTo kai wop” odTR TG TOAY.
Verses 8-9: uatondTng T TAVTA, LOAOURDV AEYEL, / HOATOOTATWY BVTIKPLG UATOUOTNG.
Eic Tov Baothéa Mixanh kai Toug Tpeig adehdovg avtod (22 verses) and Eig tov adtov- [fpwika] (17 verses). On these poems, see
CRISCUOLO, carmina historica 62—68.
"AN@ pév BaotAfwy Epya noboto péuniev, / GAw 8 wkéeg ot b’ dppaoct koanToiow], / Ay 8 ad codin kai inepdecod Te
podoa - / oot &’ éenuoctvn Tifudrton EEoxa mhvtwv]. These lines seem to play upon a well known Byzantine priamel, which re-
jects earthly goods and traditionally ends with the embrace of God or Christ. Gregory of Nazianzus has several examples, the
closest parallel being perhaps the opening lines of the dactylic poem 11.1.82 (PG 37, 1428: ... avtap éuoi Xpiotog ...), which has
been followed by loannes Geometres c. 57 (... adtap Euotye Oeoc ...), see VAN OPSTALL, Jean Géometre 200-203. Christophoros
replaces the usual point with an indirect appeal to the emperor’s éxenuoovvn.
Ei¢ tov Baociréa Kwvotavtivov tov Movoudyov (4 verses) and Eig tov adtov faciréa, g &md mpoowmov Tod mpwrooradopiov
Twavvov Tod “Yyivov (13 verses). On the second poem, see C. CRIMI, Una consonanza tra Giovanni Geometra e Cristoforo di Mi-
tilene, in: Graeca et byzantina. Catania 1983, 41-43; and LAURITZEN, Parody. The latter proposes to identify this loannes as lo-
annes Mauropous — unconvincingly, to my mind.
Ei[¢ TOv oOykeAhov ...] Apyvpontddrov epi Tiig eikdvog Tod ayiov Kopov, ... the title consists of another five lines; "Eniypauua eic
TOUG oTixoug Tept ThG eikdvog Tod dyiov Kopou (3 verses). The collection contains another book epigram on Christophoros’ own
works: 83 K is a kind of programma to his metrical calendar. It makes one wonder why the otixo1 didpopor as a whole lack such
a metrical introduction.
Eic Tiva pirov €€ dypod otadurag méuypavra and Eig tov avtov obka méupavrta. Both have 16 verses and a parallel structure. For
an analysis firmly based in the progymnasmata tradition, see SCHISSEL, Interpretationen 165.
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A final example here (but see below for the sequences of mourning poems) is less obviously a cycle, but
it surely does illustrate the alternation aimed for. The long eulogy on the spider, poem 122 (stressing that the
dewvotng and kouwdtng [!] of all rhetors and sophists do not suffice to exhaust the marvels of this small
animal) is answered by the four-line encomium on the ant, poem 125, which is a brachylogical version of the
very same idea: a little animal illustrates the mighty power of God.** Similarly, two epigrams on the
corresponding feasts of the Birth and the Ascension of Christ are following the enkomia on the small
beasts.® In the middle of it the anthologist has chosen a (heavily damaged) poem on the giving of texts as
presents, poem 124, which ends with a line that seems to have been Christophoros’ motto: there is nothing
better than literature in life.*

It will be clear, then, that the juxtaposition of many poems within this collection is far from random, and
that their deliberate combination does add new meaning to at least some of the individual poems. They gain a
new function when written down in a collection, as did the poem to Petros. This new function might be
called a secondary function, but often it is, rather, a tertiary function. This brings us to the next point.

AN EXCLUSIVE FEAST OF WORDS

As we have seen in poem 124, and already in the poem to Petros, Christophoros distributed his works
among his friends, as exquisite presents. Several other poems of his deal, directly or indirectly, with the cir-
culation of literature among peers in the intellectual circles of 11th century Constantinople.

The monk Niketas of Synada, for instance, is said to charm, as another Orpheus, the whole city with his
writings, and to adorn many a church with his verse. Christophoros begs for some new texts in order to enjoy
the delicate pleasure of literature, again presented as surpassing all other luxuries.*

Eig tov povayov Nikftav t@v Zovadwy (27 K, 53 verses)

‘H Lhoa moAoic v mdher yvdolg oo
€v ool uovw Cf kai oadevel, Nk T -
(-.n)
7 GpuUoTTE TOIVLY TNV GOdNV GOPIYY& GOV
Ko TTOVTOG ENKE TOIC AOYOIG, AOYwV dile,
w¢ GAAog 'Opdevg T Abpa Ta Onpia.
(...)
29  Tivog YEUOULoIV ai TTOAEIG CLUYYPOUUATWY;
Tivog otixovg pépovoty oi Ogior douot;
(...)
49  TAOTNG UETAOXEIV EVYXOUOL TV PNUATWY
| TV Tohbvtwv Tob Kpoioov kai tod Mida -
davioouon yap Lapdavamahog vEog,
o0 OpunTIKMG LV ¢ Ekelvog év Piw,
Coav tpudnv de oovg 6oPovE TPLGLY AOYOUC.

% Eic tov [apaxvnv] (111 verses) and Eic tov popunka. 122, 105-107 read éEacbevel mpog TobTal kai vobg koi Adyoc / kai maoa

TAVTWV dEvVOTNC TOV PNTOPWY / KAl TGN TTOVTWY TOV GOPIOTROV KOUWHTNC.

123 K, Eig v yévvnoiv tod Xpiotod (6 verses) and 126 K, Eig tv avoinyv (5 verses).

124 K, [...] ¢A[...] kora v apxunvifav] (12 verses, half of which are lost). The main clues to the interpretation are verses 6
and 12: [i]d00 didwit Tovade ddpa Tovg Adyouvg and GAA” 00d’ Exer Ti BéNTIOV TOobTOL Piog.

Another poem is likely to have been addressed to the same, otherwise unknown, monk: 100 K, Eig tov povayov Nikftov tov
drdcodov (8 verses). Here also, Christophoros calls for Niketas’ logoi as his daily bread and pleasure, and he expresses his fear
for starving from a AMiuog Adywv, should his friend stop writing. For the idiosyncratic interpretation of poem 27 by LAURITZEN, An
ironic portrait, and his proposal for an identification of Niketas, see above, n. 7.
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Poem 97, which has lost its title, and poem 115 are variations on the same theme, the enchanting charm of
exchanging one’s writings.*’

What we see at work in poems like these, is the intermediate step between the original Sitz im Leben of
poems as Gebrauchstexte, their ‘real’, historical origin, that is — for instance an actual funerary epigram, a
monody on one’s deceased sister, a plea or a flattering poem to the emperor — on the one hand, and their
collection in an anthology on the other. At this intermediate stage, loose poems or short cycles of poems
were communicated as presents. Yet, unlike the offprints of our days, this private distribution among peers
preceded the ultimate “publication’ in an anthology or a poetry book (if such a publication ever took place).®®
No doubt, both compliments and criticism were expected from the peers, and we can trust that adaptations
and improvements were made in the version that eventually made it into our manuscripts. As said before, we
have (at best a more or less trustworthy copy of) a tertiary stage of a text, no direct contact with a historical
performance.

The literary scene in the capital, where the “preprints’ circulated, appears to have been an exclusive one.
Some of the poems indicate in a biting way that not everyone is entitled to enjoy the honey of Christophoros’
poetry. A certain Basileios Choirinos, or ‘porky Basil’, is not allowed to join the club.

Ei¢ tov Baociieiov Tov Aeyouevov Xoipivov, ToMAEKIc aithioavta €k TV ovyypauudtwy avtod (84 K, 6
verses)

Ti oot ypULeic TovC Euovg {nTidv AOyoug
Ko “Loic ypadoic Opépov pe” ouxvdg not Aéyeig;
GrmerBe TOPPW - XOIPOC OV TPWYEL UEAL” ...

The title of poem 40 draws the lines explicitly: [Eig tov . . .] tob I166ov, ididtnv dvta Ko ToUG TV 6odpEV
AOyoug ouvykpivovra. An idiot cannot pass judgment on the writings of the wise. First you have to learn to
write yourself, the poet sneers, and this means the investment of much time, and much work.*

TON ZOPIETON KOMWOTHY, INCLUDING: LA CONNAISSANCE DES AUTEURS ANCIENS

For Christophoros, being codoc means, clearly, being capable of writing decent verses and being well
acquainted with the literary tradition. One important element of this tradition is ancient Greek poetry, the
explicit presence of which is notoriously fluctuating in the history of Byzantine literature. As Wolfram
Horandner observed some decades ago, in eleventh century poetry in general, quotations from classical poets
are very rare, more so than in contemporary prose.”’ In Christophoros there are a little more of them than

%7 97 consisted of 6 verses; the even ones are lost, but the remaining lines are clear enough: "E0e\Eac fuac pnudrwv KGAeL TAéov
(...) xeot® yap oiov & ypadévra okevdoog (see Il. 14.214) (...) obrw die&émeppac fuiv Toig dpioic. Poem 115, Eig tov dpidov
Nikndopov, dmooteilavto TEPUATA KATA TOV Kopov Tod Bpovuaiiov (8 verses) starts as follows: [Ex pnjudrwv pe de€iod, un
TEUUATWY + / EUol yap 1V Bpovuddiov oi Adyot, / [wg m]pookuvnTii ko AaTpeLTii TOD Adyov.

See for an interesting indication of this practice the Life of Saint Symeon the New Theologian by Niketas Stethatos, who relates
that, having composed hymns and enkomia for Theodore Stoudites and Symeon, he submitted them to specialized eyes before
really performing or publishing them: tabta Toryapodv €kBéuevog, avakabapag Te kol €ig x&ptny uetamnEauevog, LEdEIER TV
TOV oMY €xOvTwv Thg Te O0pabdev kai Thig Eowbev yvaoews meipay ... (Vita Symeonis 136 HAUSHERR). Stethatos received an
encouraging reaction.

The long poem (76 verses) is heavily damaged but its overall pattern is clear. It starts with a gross insult (4-6: dmoox[o]Af) VOV €ig
AOYWV TAG OLYKkpioelg [...] avTog yoap w¢ del un pabwv mpdtov ypaderv) and ends with a sound piece of advice (73-75: npog 10
ypadag yap ovykpivey 0pOf kpioet [...] xpeia xpdvov ooi kai kdmov kai Avxviag). The poem contains the only mention of Plato in
the otixo1 dipopot, unfortunately in a mutilated context: ardp tig 0ide; mrnvog éott Thv Gpdowv / Te[...] / TO kbpTa pdoKer - Ti TPOG
abdtov 6 TI\Grwv; (18-20). There might be a reference here to Plato’s lon 534b3-4: kobdov yap xpfipo monTHg €0TIV KO TTNVOV
Ko 1iEPOV.

W. HORANDNER, La poésie profane au Xle siécle et la connaissance des auteurs anciens. TM 6 (1976) 245-263, 258: “On n’aime
pas insérer des citations dans les poésies, et nombre d’auteurs dont les lettres et discours sont de véritables trésors de citations
tendent a s’en abstenir dans leurs poésies”.
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appears from a cursory reading or from the Namenverzeichnis of Kurtz.** Still, many passages that might
seem to be allusions to classical authors, are merely vague references to stock mythological figures,*
instances of general poetic diction*® or expressions that ultimately go back to ancient literature but seem to
be known to Christophoros indirectly, often because they have become proverbial.** Even the poetical corpus
of Gregory of Nazianzus, ubiquitous in the verse of loannes Geometres, has left no certain traces in
Christophoros.*

As an illustration of Mitylenaios’ literary artistry, with its sophisticated appeal to the classical tradition, |
want to quote a few lines from poem 42, the highly original ekphrasis of an astronomical cake made by the
poet’s niece.*® The first part of the poem consists of a long and rather technical description of the confection-
ary, which represents the Zodiac, the planets, the cardinal points, the seasons, etc. It then leads to a most
sympathetic encomium of feminine handicraft, from verse 53 on, where his niece is called a codn Tic kai
motkiAn dnuiovpyde.

oUtw codn TIg TAC GPEVAC KOl TOIKIAN
1 dnuiovpyog ToBde TOD VEOL TTOAOL.
55 @ tavoode mtpdvola Tod Beod Adyov,
0o0¢ xapiln koi yovou&l TaG TEXVOC,
olag d¢ TabToug évTitng koi Tag ppévac.
Aot 8¢ pot Aéyovaorv avdpag Derdiog
kot Zeb&doac pohota koi Iappaociovg
60  Kal TOUC AyvwoTtoug Gvtikpug ITohvyvidToug
Kot Tovg &dOEoVC Eumroy IToAvkAgiTovg
Ko VoDV oKOTEVOUC adBIc AYAA0POVTOC
Kol TTOIKIAOLPYOUC XEIPAG aDTAC AddGAOU -
AMipo¢ T TAVTAL, KOUTTOC, ODOEV OE TTAEOV.
65  TANV N ypadn uev Kol ey ovualétw

41 Harandner, for instance, is too restrictive when he states: “Dans les épigrammes et poésies de circonstance, on releve nombre de

réminiscences, mais presque aucune citation. Le nom d’Homeére se lit une seule fois (chez Kallikles 28, 78), et une deuxiéme fois
une allusion est faite au poéte kat’ é€oxnv quand Mauropous (93,2) dit: momntikdc ...”" (HORANDNER, La poésie profane 260). One
may add at least one unequivocal — and laudatory — reference to Homer from Christophoros, 42 K, 46—-47: @¢ /| co¢n yap
popTLPEL Ppawwdia, / év Toig ToAaC oikobotv @pat ToD oAov (See 1. 5.749).

See e.g. 6 K (Eig tov fvioxov TedpBde, mecdvra eic Tov Xpuodv) 15-6 kav téooapag yop Tnydoovg Cevéng dua, / omoiog Trmog Av
0 Bedepodovrou, with a revealing explanation in the text itself; or the references to the Hydra and Briareos in 114 K, 23 and 29.
This is especially the case in the dactylic poems. At times, there may be a conscious borrowing from or allusion to a specific
Homeric passage. Poem 52 (Ei¢ tov amofaociiéa Mixonh tov Kohaddarny, 6te (...) €rvdrddn - npwikd) has many trivial
expressions (e.g. kovpidinv 8 &oxov, 7) but also some words possibly meaningful in their new contexts (e.g. odbhouévnv as the
first word, 25) and a Homeric hapax (mapfevinv Cwvnv, 9, cf. Od. 11.245). Christophoros (at least the two manuscripts that con-
tain this poem) follows here the accepted reading, not the variant mop6evikrv, commonly found in the rhetorical tradition and in
some Homeric manuscripts, see e.g. the critical apparatus A. HEuBeck, Omero, Odissea. Vol. Ill. Vicenza 1983, ad locum:
“rapOeviny testis, plerique (sc. codices): mapOeviknyv testes, pauci”. By contrast, in v. 24 both manuscripts read Bapvoteviywv, in
one word, thus following the variant reading, not the commonly accepted Bapt otevéywv, see e.g. LSJ ad locum.

See the final verses of poem 6 (immediately following the verses quoted in n. 42): mpog tovg Ipacivwy apuaToTpoXNAGTOG /
neCog mop’ dpuo Avdiov, daoi, dpaunc. The earliest parallel is Pindar, fr. 206 (222) SNELL, but Christophoros is more likely to
know the expression from Gregory of Nazianzus’ popular epitaphios for Basil the Great (or. 43,22) or from some paroemio-
grapher.

Even when the iambic poem 29, Ei¢ tov wtwyov Aéovta, paraphrases a scriptural passage (Mt 10.9-10) with a collocation of rare
words ("Axohkog v, dpapdog, 1) that are also to be found at the beginning of two consecutive verses in an iambic poem of Gre-
gory’s (11,1,12, 200-201), the odds are that Christophoros borrows the expression not from the poem but from a liturgical homily
of the Theologian, or. 45,19 (mpog @ axoAkw, kot apafdw ...). The latter passage is discussed by Michael Psellos, in his Exege-
sis of Gregory’s Easter oration (Psellos, Theologica 43, 11-15 GAUTIER).

It bears the lacunose title [...Jov kbxAw diax Lung Tov Cwdiokov kbkAov, Tpog Tv abTod EEadérdnv (80 verses). The explicit refe-
rence to Homer, quoted in n. 41, is integrated in this poem. For a contextual reading, see MAGDALINO, Cosmological Confectio-
nary, which includes a translation of the whole text.
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TTOO®V YUVOUKQV Epyal KOVA KO TEXVOLC,
Aéyovoa - “Tic dédwke OnAe1v Ppvoet
vdaoUATWY UEV YOIV dKpiBecTATNY,
TOIKIATIKAC O€ AV EmoTAUNG uépog;”

The dismissive synkrisis (58—-64) with the most famous male artists from antiquity — typically full of puns
on their names - is, again, an indication of general acquaintance with ancient culture. More remarkably, the
qualities expressly appreciated in the female techné remind one of the aesthetic criteria for literature we have
seen highlighted before, notably in the poem to Petros: €ya kouva (66), yvwowv daxpipeotarnyv (68),
mowzTikiic €motiung (69). In the final verses of the poem the poet’s niece is said in another, ‘same sex’
synkrisis, to surpass the weaving skills of Penelope, Helen, and, nay, the women of Lesbos:

M ¢ pabetv apeotiv EE Qv eipydow,

K&V Tf) TéXVN UGMOTA TG I0TOLPYING

naoog mapépxn Inveromag, ‘Erévacg,
80  Gunv Aéyw ooi, kai yvvaikog Aeopiog.

The first ladies are manifestly references to the Homeric poems,*’” and so are, probably, the Lesbian
women of the last verse, which appears to be a climax.*®

MOURNING BECOMES CHRISTOPHOROS

It will be clear, by now, that the anthology as a whole displays a deliberate mowAiac qua composition and
a moderate xopyotng in diction, combining tradition and originality. Finally, we turn towards a particular
genre that lends itself perfectly for an analysis of traditional and original elements: Christophoros’ funeral
poems — one of which was the occasion for Petros’ compliments.

The traditional character of Byzantine mourning literature in general is well known. The main elements of
the genre are &mouvoc, Opfivoc, mapapvdio and vy, all of them with their own topoi.*® For mourning poetry,
more specifically, its compliance with the generic rules is evoked playfully in a letter of Ignatios Diakonos,
who writes to a friend after a grievous illness.

Odpoet Toyapodv (¢ 00O ToI¢ TEPIOTEIACY HUAC TR TADGW oLVEdPaUEG: 7 Yop av émtoufiovg éEréyoug
MUV €meuétpnoag kol otixov émkov eEarovov Eteueg <koi™> iwvik® peiCovi ouuméEag EUUETPWG ENGTTOVA,
uéhog noag nuiv émradrov. (Ep. 60, 16-19)

The editor, Cyril Mango, considers this seemingly tripartite enumeration of metrical forms “merely for
effect” and states that the ionic meter “was hardly ever used in the Byzantine period”,® but Marc Laux-

47 0d. 19.141-50 and 11. 3.125, respectively.

8 See 1. 9 128-130, repeated in 270-272, where Agamemnon promises to give Achilles seven beautiful women of Lesbos, “skilled
in noble handiwork”. In Odysseus’ plea (the second version), the verses run: dwoet & €nta yovoikog duopova Epya idvioag /
AeoPidac, a¢ 6te Aéofov EbkTInEVNY ENe adTOG / €EENED’, o TOTE KAMAEL évikwv dDAa yovauk®v. The odd thing is that, in antiquity,
this passage was used to corroborate the most famous reputation of Leshian women, viz. their quality as whores, see the often
discussed and quoted verses by the comedian Pherecrates, fr. 149 Kock: dwoer 8¢ oot yuvaikog énta Aeofidag. / (answer:) kaov
ye dpov EntT Exev Aoukaotpiog, and compare the technical verb Aeopialerv. A sexual interpretation of the final verse would, of
course, undermine the whole admiring tone of the poem. An alternative but speculative explanation might be that Christophoros
is referring here to the geographical background of his family, although Mitylenaios himself was a native of Constantinople.

See the helpful introduction in A. SIDERAS, Die byzantinischen Grabreden. 142 Epitaphien und Monodien aus dem byzantini-
schen Jahrtausend (WBS X1X). Wien 1994.

C. MANGO - St. EFTHYMIADIS, The correspondence of Ignatios the Deacon (CFHB 39). Washington 1997. Mango’s translation of
the lines runs as follows: “So be of good cheer in that you have not even helped those who covered me with a tomb, for then you
would have had to scan for me a funerary elegiac poem and fashion epic verses in hexameter, and weave the major ionic in due
measure with the minor, and so sing to me a burial song” (147). He comments (202): “The enumeration of three types of meter
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termann has convincingly argued that in this passage Ignatios refers to only two kinds of funerary poetry:
sepulchral elegies in dactylics (either the elegiac or the hexameter) and burial songs or monodies in ‘Byzan-
tine anacreontics’, with the stanzas in ionic dimeter and the koukoulia in ionic trimeter. These are, appar-
ently, the appropriate meters for the genre in ninth century Byzantium — as Ignatios” own literary practice
confirms.>

Now if we look at the metrical choices in Christophoros’ poems, the results are revealing. He has
composed one lament or uovydia (75) and eight sepulchral poems or émtadna (8, 16, 44, 57, 65, 70, 77 and
104), and tends to follow the rules laid out by Ignatios: the monody is in anacreontics, and five out of the
eight epitaphs are in dactylic verse — a statistically significant number, given the overall strong predominance
of iambic verse. He has written besides three consolation poems or mapouvOntikoi (58, 59 and 60), in
dodecasyllables. With povedia, émtadrog and mapapvdnrikog — corresponding to the three stages of death,
burial and resignation — the three funeral genres distinguished by Menander Rhetor are represented in the
corpus.® Likewise, Christophoros alternates between the three formal types of epitaphs: first, second and
third person.>® His poetry book, then, includes samples of the whole range of Byzantine mourning poetry. |
shall discuss some of the most interesting poems.

The Saldest epitaph deals with the emperor Romanos Ill, who died in 1034 under suspicious circum-
stances.

Eig tov Baonnéa Pwuavov émradia npwika (8 K, 32 verses)

"H pdha kai Baoiiiiec duépokovtau BloTolo,
TIKPOL O€ Unv Ko To1ot HOPOL KIpvdVTON GAEIGA.
Pwuavé, mod To1 okfimrpov émidpBovov 1€ Te kDdOC;
110D Opovoc EvOa kabnoo, uéy’ EEoxe koipave Aadv;
8 GM\ VIEC HEPOTIWV, OTOVOXTOOTE EIVEKNX KEIVOD,
avTog O’ é€epéw mKpOV uOpOV, Ovitep LITEOTN.
19  Ayxob {d¢} oTag khaieoke kai Eoteve Ko Tade nda
“Ketrtar abTokpatwp. @ dyyehing udia Avypiic.”
26 Gva& de kAvny Tepi Aaumpay
KEITO UEYaC UEYOAWOTi, Aehaouévog N €xe done. (...)
30 abTap émei P’ Tkavov ye [lepifAéntov évi v,
€vOade TapyOoaVTO VEKLY BAGIATIOC GyatvoD,
Bav &’ én’ avakta véov kol ‘Pwpovod é€ehdbovro.

(elegiac, hexameter, ionic) is merely for effect, and the third, in any case, was hardly ever used in the Byzantine period, except in
the refrain of anacreontics.”

LAUXTERMANN, Byzantine Poetry 214-215.

See SIDERAS, Grabreden, Introduction §10. One final mourning poem of Christophoros falls somewhere between these traditional
categories: the short poem on his sister’s funeral procession (76, see below).

LAUXTERMANN, Byzantine Poetry 215-227 discusses the three types under the titles “The Voice of the Dead” (first person, the
deceased is speaking), “The Voice of the Next-of-Kin” (second person, usually a lament by relatives) and “Commemorating the
Dead” (third person, mostly celebrating the virtues of the deceased). Christophoros has applied them respectively once (65 K,
"Eniypauua gi¢ Tov tédov 100 Mavidkov d1” fipwikod, 6 verses, giving voice to Maniakes: Mavidkng Aahéw &mod tOufov avdpdot
maow ...), four times (8, 44, 57, 77 K, all four to be discussed below, three of them addressed to close kins) and three times (each
time about official persons: 16 K on Melias, see above n. 25; 70 K, Ei¢ tv oefaotnv Mapiav, 6te érehedTnoev. fpwikd, 4 verses,
probably on Maria Skleraina; 104 K, [... ig] tov [t]ddov 10D mpwroomabapiov Kwovotavtog kol devtépov TV €v T0IG [ ... Npwikd],
originally 6 verses).

CRiscuoLO, carmina historica 55-61, gives a full text and translation of this poem and compares it with the other sources on the
same event, Psellos and Skylitzes.
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After a two line maxim, serving as a prologue, we see the conventional address of the deceased
emperor.> Verse 8 continues in a traditional way, prompting the people to groan over the king, but then we
get an unusal narration of the suspicious death of the emperor, who is, in verses 20 to 27, intertextually
associated with the gentle Patroclus.”® The most original twist comes at the end. After the burial of the noble
king we get one sobre final verse not unlike the point of many a poem by Konstantinos Kavafis: “they went
to a new leader and forgot Romanos™.

Most of Christophoros’ mourning poems are personal. He appears to have lost his brother loannes, his
mother Zoe and his sister Anastaso, in this order. Their deaths have left increasingly elaborate and ingenious
traces in the literary legacy of their brother and son.

Poem 44, Eig tov aderdov Tw[avvnv] (80 dodecasyllables) is really a copybook sepulchral elegy. It starts
with a Bpfivoc of 15 verses, in which forms of the words Oipic and évboc are each repeated three times.”’ It
then turns expressly to a long &rouvog, only preserved in part. This includes, among loannes’ many qualities
that defy description even by sophisticated rhetors, a praise of his literary skills in familiar terms.”® After a
new Opfivoc, with a short narration of the brother’s death, the poem ends with a prayer.> This is an absolutely
conventional composition.

The death of his mother has been the occasion for four poems from the anthology (57-60 K), which form
a coherent cycle. The first one, bearing the conjectural title [Eig tiv untépa Zwnv tedevtriicacay: npwleheyeia
(38 verses), is again a blueprint, this time in elegiacs. It consists of three clearly distinct parts: a 6pfjvog of 14
verses, centered around the poet’s own grief;®® an #mouvoc of the same length, equating Zoe with the
‘Capable Wife’ of Proverbs;®! and a shorter mapauuvdio addressing the father.®?

The elegy is followed immediately by a short consolation poem: Ei¢ tov matépa Avmobuevov koi
Opnvodvta (14 dodecasyllables). It is clearly written as a link between the two long poems 57 and 59: the
opening verse resumes the final part of the former, whereas the second half announces the latter: “mother is
speaking, although she is absent and cannot be seen: she gives answers to our questions”, and father is asked
to pay attention.”

This miraculous dialogue with the dead is described in the famous and highly artificial echo poem with a
long and incomplete title, or rather a lemma, telling it is meant to comfort the distressed father: [... fo]upor -
Kol ol HEV TTPOG TNV UNTEPA Q... ETE]POPWVOV, WOoAVEL THG UNTPOG TA [... Baw]uaciwg kot TV AX® [...] TOV
natépa o1 ... ... dBvpiac] kai olov mapapvbod[uevov ... Tapa Tod] viod Aeydueva. It consists of 22 distichs

% It is, arguably, no coincidence that the address of Romanos combines the frequent Homeric collocation koipave Aaiv with the

less frequent uéy’ €€oxe, a formula used only once in the Iliad (Il. 2.480), for that other king murdered in his bath, Agamemnon.
Compare 20 to the tidings of Patroclus’ death, Il. 18.18-20: A uéa Avypfic / mevoeon dyyehing, §i ufy Gderre yevéobou. / keitan
Iarpoxhog. The expression Avypiig &yyeAing occurs two more times in Homer (besides once in the accusative form), twice about
the death of Patroclus (Il. 17.642 and 686). The expression keito péyog peyohworti is used twice in the lliad: for Kebriones, the
last victim of Patroclus (1. 16.776) and for Achilles, as he reacts to the news of Patroclus’ death (ll. 18.26-27).

"Adehdé, xeloou, ofévvuoan B¢ kai Tadw, / G’ EEavautelg OAipewg E[uol dAOYa], (...) / ob TV Terevtnv opddpa dakpdw, ohpoOdpa
(vv.1-2 and 9).

Iy oAAG mevOelv éEadeig Ewg TéNOVG, / YADTTNG TOV abAOV gi¢ €mai[vovg vbv Tpénw], / (...) moion mhokai yobv ékdppdoovot
pnTopwY, / Omwg pev eixeg delilde mpog [ty dvoiv], / (...) / omovdiic Adyor dpépovteg ATTiKnyY X&pwv [...] pnTdv drmeipwv doTeiopol
moikiA[o] (vv. 15-16, 19-10, 31 and 33).

‘Hueig 8¢ mavreg mévBog fiyopev péya / (...) GAN @ kpatoudv atpoc vypiotov obévog, / (...) Twavvov uviodntt cod doviov, Adye
(vv. 54, 74, 78).

See, for instance, (part of what is preserved of) verses 7-10: & pot, pfitep éun, 6Tt 60¢ Taic, Ov dpiaéeokeg, / (...) Xprotodpopog/ (...)
yevooTo Kai aving.

The passage starts with an authorial question indicating the shift between the two topical parts: woiov dr potépov dyadv odv
uviioop’ Eywye; (15); the biblical stylization opens as follows: @xeto ék dpBaptoio din uitnp Protoio, / [Rv LoJroudv, coding
Epvog ébkAeéog, / v mpoTépoiat xpdvolotv bréypade kai mpo Ttékoto (19-21), see Prov. 31.10-31.

28-38: ti]nte, mlTEP, OTEVOXELG; TIMTE PAPLVOTEVAXELG; (...) TODO” OAOGLPOUEVOG.

Ti, marep, av]To¢ GoxeTov mevldV kAN / Aovwv oeavTov dakpOwv katatyiot; / [uftnp yap Audv], k&v maphirOev ék Biov, / hodel B¢
un mopodoa und’ opwuévn, / [Axodg Aoiav] bomep Ekpipovpévn, / kod Toig Adyorg didwot Tag amokpicelg (...) o d¢ mpoogteig kol
TTopoYLXNY AAPnG.
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with epiphoric ending, as the mother answers the son’s questions by echoing their final words. Only the
second half of the poem is in a more or less readable state. This is the final part:

0éAw padetv, aiodnoig i Yyoux[oig évt -]

30 &pnoev, wg oiodnoig v Yuxoig Evi.
voodot d’, &i OV0o1 TIC - ) YOOV Kai [Alav;]
fikovoac; avtédnoev n untnp - “Aiov.”
TovToG 08 Opnvdv wdelel Tig fj O0[wv;]
gipnkev, wg fikovoag, ® mTérep * “OLWV.”

35 xaipovol & adTan TAIC Xooic; | Ko [1tévv;]
TATEP, TTPOOECYEC; avTamekpiOn - “Iléavv.”
déEan xoag ovv TOLG AdYOUG, 1 oot dik[ov ]
ayav prhodoa Tovg Adyoug Edn - “Pirov.”
Aoyot yap 6vtwg Behtiovg xomv OA[we ]

40  oLuMapTLPEL POt Ko Aéyel TavTwe - ““OAwg.”
(...)

Kai pot Ty otynoov, i otyav [mpémnet -]
eidvia kaupov kai oyfig (Eccl 3:7), Edn - “ITpémer.”

This technique has antecedents in Greek literature,®* but nowhere is it applied so long and so
systematically (or tiringly); in this real mourning context it is original, to say the least. One may note the
unsurprising hierarchy Christophoros has his dead mother develop — or rather confirm — between lamenting
(6pnvidv, 33), sacrificing (Bvwv, 33, and xoaic, 35) and, above all, speaking (A6éyovg, 37) to or with the dead.
Having affirmed that dead souls have some sense-perception (aioOnoic, 30), she is a reliable witness to the
superiority of Adyor (39).

The cycle is completed with another short consolation poem, as the title explicitly mentions: Eig tov
matépa Etepor mapapv[OnTikoi] (6 verses). It is a kind of aftermath to the echo poem, making explicit the
conclusion of the antiphonic conversation with the deceased mother: stop mourning for her and praise the
Lord.

Even more interesting is the cycle dealing with the death of Christophoros’ sister Anastaso (75-79 K).
The first poem is a beautiful monody in the typically Byzantine anacreontics: it consists of four pairs of
tetrastichs (oikoi) in eight-syllable anacreontics, each time concluded by a koukoullion of two ionic dimeters
a minore.® | quote the first oikoi, and all four koukoullia.

Eig tv &derdnv Avaoctaow, Tehevtiioacay kai €Tt mpokeluévny - avakpeovreia (75 K)

‘Podoeikéinv yovaika
04vaTog HENUG KATEDKEY,
éml Thig kAivng 8¢ keitan
amotundev Epvoc oia,

5 apetiic &’ doviov Opuov
TepIKEUEVN KaBeVOEL,
AVOKEIUEVN OE AQuTTEL,
VEVEKPWUEVT TIEP ODOUL.

vedéhot duBpoTdKOL, dAKpLA XEITE,

64 See C. CrIMI, Motivi epigrammatici nei Carmi sull” eco di Cristoforo di Mitilene, in: Graeca et byzantina. Catania 1983, 45-50,
the most detailed discussion of poem 59.

8 See Th. NIsseN, Die byzantinischen Anakreonteen. Munchen 1940, 67-68, and especially C. CRriMI, L’anacreontea a Bisanzio nei
secoli XI e XII, in: Storia e tradizione culturale a Bisanzio fra XI e XII secolo. Atti della prima Giornata di studi bizantini sotto il
patrocinio della Associazione Italiana di Studi Bizantini (ed. R. MAISANO). Napoli 1994, 149-152.
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10 Ot koANioTn Gdvw EoPeto kovp.
(...)
KUTTAPITTOC KaBdurep EvOAde keloau,
20 KOO1yvATn, M€Y’ GX0G Gt Attobod.
(...)
YEVENC NUETEPNC DAETO KOOUOC
30 Tprokooti) paiov, Gpeb pot, iw pot.
(...)
oTevi W, aipouévov okiumodog 1{dn -
40  €mi yop tOuPov ayn, ebxpoe KoLpN.

The metre and diction of this poem are completely in line with the Byzantine anacreontics, notably with
those from the 10th century Barberini Sylloge.®® The very first word serves as a generic marker: although
podosikéAny Is a hapax, it is similar to the many compounds with podo- to be found in the anacreontic
tradition. Other typical elements are the recurring notions of colour and light, the comparisons with plants
and trees, the invocation of cosmical sympathy (in the first koukoullion) and the Aeolic form &uu for fuiv.
The whole poem consists mainly of moaning, as befits a monody at the mpofeoic. The four double oikoi are
structured according to the typical elements: after the description of the dead girl (1-8), come the 0pfjvog
(11-18), the #marvoc (21-28) and the evxy (31-38)%7 — at this stage, a mopapvdia is out of place — but all
koukoullia resume the moaning. In the final verses, the burial procession is announced in an apostrophe to
the young girl. She is addressed as ebxpooc: rather than being an inadvertent insertion of a typically
anacreontic word (or than a morbid joke), this epitheton evokes the precise moment of the original setting:
the mortal pallor has yet to come.®®

Once again, a short poem makes the transition between two longer ones. In poem 76, 'Emi fj ékdopd Tiig
avthig (4 verses), the ékdpopd is evoked in a vivid style: the first line, and, more specifically, the first word,
suggests a real participation in the departure for the burial: Idov Aroboa TOV GOV oikov Ekdépn, ...

The sepulchral poem proper (77, Eic tnv avtnv émradia) is in a most deplorable state. It counted 118
verses, but more than half of the text is completely lost. As far as we can see, Christophoros’ epitaph for
Anastaso was much more personal and original than the corresponding poem for their brother loannes. It
starts with the &mouvog, explicitly rejecting the expected wévBog (v. 2: [tnv o]uxi mévBoug AN’ Emaivewv aEiov)
— perhaps because the preceding monody is supposed to replace the traditional 6pfivoc. Another reminder and
reversal of the monody is the next preserved verse, in which Anastaso is said to be completely pale (v. 4: [T
névra Aevknv, oua, mvedua kol Tpomovg). From verse 17 on the poet repeats his refusal to mourn, (v. 17:
gPovrounv oe ddkpuot kKAGetv — the preterition is revealing, though), rejecting the example of the Heliads who
wept amber tears for the son of Helios, a common topos in Byzantine epitaphs.®® He then gives his sister a
message for their mother — which cannot but remind the reader of the preceding cycle.” Paradoxically, the
poet suggests it is easier for him to find the words his sister has to speak to their mother than to speak to his
sister himself. Indeed, after an ethopoiia of nine (more or less complete) verses in which Anastaso addresses
her mother, the poet asks: ob pév horjoeig TabTa TPOG [TV UnTépa,] / €yw dE TPOG o€ Toiov bprow AOYOV;

8 See the edition by F. CiccoLELLA, Cinque poeti bizantini. Anacreontee dal Barberiniano greco 310. Alessandria 2000, with use-
ful introduction and indices, from which one can learn that Christophoros shares the signal words €pvoc, duw and 6xpoe, and the
podo-compound with the Sylloge.

See &m0 kapdiag oTevalw / 60¢ ddehddc, @ yAvkeia: (15-16); Kivopag Aoywv doveite, / dprroiotdpwv T TARON, / OAOAQUTTPOXpOLY
d¢ kovpnv / otédete kpdToig Emaivwy - (21-24); kardragov fiv mpoeilov, Beé pov, Gva amavtwy, ... (33-34).

Compare 6roraumtpoxpovv (v. 22), and especially vv. 25-28: dokéer kAvewv yap fde, / Aokéev Tig €i Oehroel, / Txvog oDdev €v
mpoowny / Bavarov dpépovoa TavTwE.

SIDERAS, Grabreden 81. This interpretation is based on a passage of which we have only the uneven verses (17-25): é¢BovAounv
oe ddkpuot KAGew [...] wg ‘HAddeg Hhiov 1oV viéa [...] doTtokTi Xelv HAeKTpOV €k TOV OUUATWY [...] TO10Dde vekpod kail TO méEVOOC
EIKOTWG. [...] oUTw oe mevOelv 00dE xpr) mevOelv OAwg. In the first 12 preserved verses, forms of mévbog and mevOeiv thus occur four
times, putting their ostentatious denial in perspective.

0 Thy pirrérny Smov TEp AUAY unTépor / Oylet ...]/ v g ad’ AUV kai pdoetre yvnoiwg (31-33).
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(48-49). As usual, the diaporesis is followed by a long speech, most of which is, however, barely compre-
hensible.”* The only certain thing is that it ends with the usual prayer (110-118).

Petros the grammarian was more lucky than we are, for poem 77 is the one Christophoros has lent to him
— but Petros was slow in returning the copy. This appears from poem 78 and its lemma.

[Ei¢ tov] ypouuatikov IIétpov, aitnoavrta <to> eig TV &deAdnyv émtadia iaupPeia, kataoxovia
[0€ xpovov] oLy kot unimwg dOGoavTa drodobvai.

"H Awtov ebpeg éudputevdévra Eévag
[éuoic] iGuporc, ITéTpe, Toig EvrvupPiolg
TOIG €ic AdEADNV TNV EUNV YEYPOUUEVOIC
[... av | TOXPNUA TOVE OTIXOVG KPIVELG
5 Ko POoTA TOOTWY OVK Grroortaiodot OEAeIG:
[xwpet 8] &’ adT@V MG AVayvoLg TTOANGKIG.

Although intrinsically linked to the preceding poems, the tone changes abruptly. The mourning brother is
making jokes again, and asks his friend whether he has found lotus growing on the sepulchral verses.”” A
subtle hint, which led Petros to send back the manuscript, along with some literary comments — which in turn
triggered Christophoros to write the poem soliciting an aesthetic reading with special attention given to
cleverness and variation.

™ One interesting passage is more or less preserved: Christophoros wonders how he can get in touch with his dead sister. The pagan
method, a clear reference to the nekyia in the Odyssey, will not suffice: dAA& okom®uev Gde kol [TpooekTéoy - / Puxaic OPUTTEL
B6Opov "EMny ddpovws, / opartet mpdPoatov kot pedi[kparov xéei] (and so on, see Od. 11.22-43) / éyw d¢ v onv, odt[adérdn
GAtarn], / 00 yij mapiotdy Bovropat wuxnv dikny, / (...) / ovk dopbEw oot fodpov, ...

72 probably another allusion to the Odyssey, where we read that the eating of lotus withholds one from bringing back tidings: tav &
O¢ TIc AwToi0 Gpayor uenndéa kaprov, / oOKET drmaryyeilan Tahv fifehey ... (Od. 9.94-95).





