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Abstract

This is the first full-length, bioergographical study devoted to Manuel Chrysaphes, a fifteenth
century composer, theorist, and singer, who worked in the imperial court of Constantinople as
lampadarios (a director of the imperial choirs) under the final two emperors of Byzantium,
residing in Mistra, Serbia, and Crete after the disintegration of the Empire in 1453. Aside from
Edward Williams’ study dedicated to the fourteenth-century musical reforms of loannes
Koukouzeles, there are virtually no complete studies on notable musicians of the late
Byzantine Empire. This dearth of scholarship is all the more remarkable considering these
musicians’ prodigious output and the emphasis on the individual and the act of composition
evident in manuscripts and treatises of Byzantine psalmody.

Manuel Chrysaphes was the probable scribe of four codices, the author of an important
theoretical treatise, and the composer of approximately 300 works, which range from simple
psalmody to virtuosic chants composed in the florid, kalophonic style. This study embraces
Chrysaphes’ multifaceted personality as scribe, theorist, and composer, in order to bring his
aesthetics and compositional voice into relief. A detailed analysis of Chrysaphes’ arrangement
and settings of the Anoixantaria (verses and troped refrains based on Psalm 103) not only
serves to update our knowledge of evening worship in late Byzantium, but also provides a
starting point towards understanding the identifiable elements of Chrysaphes’ style as
composer. More broadly, this thesis attempts to define the figure of composer in the context of
the late medieval world of the Christian East. Chrysaphes took the kalophonic tradition he
inherited — a tradition of elaborate psalmody in which individual composers figured
prominently — to its logical extreme, filling out repertories with his own compositions,
innovating in certain areas, and defending the traditions of his predecessors elsewhere.
Chrysaphes, a scribe, singer, and choir director, operated first and foremost as a self-
consciously authorial composer. His prolific activity as author of hundreds of veritable ‘art
works’ nevertheless leaves us with the impression that these were not detractors from, but
rather, instruments of worship and spiritual perfection.
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A Note on the Musical Transcriptions

The transcription principles established by the founders of Monumenta Musica Byzantinae
(MMB)' are based on the theory that the interval signs of middle Byzantine musical notation
should be read at face value with a rhythmic interpretation of 1:1 (i.e., one sign: one beat), or
1:2.% In contrast to this theory, the Constantinopolitan cantor and teacher Constantine Psachos
argued that the middle Byzantine notation® represented only the skeleton of the actual melody:
medieval singers, relying on orally transmitted performance conventions, would double or
quadruple the time values of the interval signs, interpolating extra notes or phrases not
explicitly written down, thereby realising the true melody (melos).* A foundational principle
for Psachos, unlike some other Greek critics of MMB’s transcription methodology, was his
belief in the aural identity between a chant in its medieval and modern forms, despite obvious
changes in the notation.” This theory of the stenographic interpretation of the middle Byzantine
notation, also known as ‘long exegesis’, was further developed much later by Gregory Stathis
in his book H Eénynoic e Haloids Bvlavtivigc Znuetoypopios (The Exegesis of the Old

Byzantine Notation).®

More recent scholarship — far removed from the torrid disputes of the first half of the twentieth
century between Western and Greek scholars — has highlighted problems with theory of the
stenographic nature of the middle Byzantine notation.” Alexander Lingas has demonstrated

how differences in cultural presuppositions and the ‘perceived meaning of transcriptions’

' In 1931, Henry Tillyard, Egon Wellesz, and Carston Hoeg founded the Monumenta Musicae Byzantinae
(MMB), an academic society centred in Copenhagen whose aim was the musicological study of medieval
Byzantine chant. For the transcription principles promulgated by MMB, see H.W.J. Tillyard, 4 Handbook of the
Middle Byzantine Notation, MMB: Subsidia 1b (Copenhagen: Levin & Munksgaard, 1935).

2 The standard rhythmic unit in MMB transcriptions is the quaver. Thus, all interval neumes are transcribed as
quavers except when modified by neumes of shortening or lengthening, the latter including the dyo apostrophe
and diple (crotchet), the zakisma and klasma (dotted quaver), and the apoderma (quaver with fermata).

3 “‘Middle Byzantine notation’ denotes the family of diastematic (interval-specific) medieval notation that arose
around the middle of the 12 century and replaced the adiastematic ‘Palacobyzantine notation’ families, which
lacked intervallic specificity and functioned more as an aide-mémoire.

* For the varied critiques put forth by Thrasyvoulos Georgiades and Simon Karas, see Alexander Lingas,
‘Performance Practice and the Politics of Transcribing Byzantine Chant’, Acta Musicae Byzantinae, no. 6 (2003):
62-69. On the other hand, Markos Vasileiou, a Constantinopolitan cantor active around the turn of the twentieth
century, promoted the theory that the middle Byzantine notation interval signs were read by singers at face value.
For Vasileiou, see Markos Dragoumes, ‘Mdaprog Bacideiov évag ITpotondpoc g Bulavtiviic MovoikoAoyiag’,
Amoyeig 4 (1988) and Lingas, ‘Performance Practice’, 56, 63-64.

* Middle Byzantine notation remained relatively unchanged in its constitution of signs and their basic function
until the notational reforms of the early 19™ century, under the aegis of the Patriarchal School in Constantinople.
For the reforms and transcriptions of the ‘Three Teachers’, cf. infra Ch. 1, fn. 69, and Ch. 4, passim.

6 Stathis, following in the footsteps of Psachos, argues that one of the keys to unlocking the ‘long exegetical form’
of the notation is the proper interpretation of the great hypostases, the subsidiary signs that undergirded and
grouped various combinations of interval signs. See Gregorios Th. Stathis, H E&ijynoic e Ilalaids Bolaviivig
Znueroypagios (Athens: IBM, 1978). For the ‘great hypostases’, see also Chapter 1, fn. 166.

" For the historiography of these early to mid-twentieth century debates, see Lingas, ‘Performance Practice’.
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influenced scholars’ and cantors’ interpretation of the medieval notation, while loannes
Arvanitis has focused on problems related to notation, text, and the liturgy.® While it is clear
that, within some repertories, middle Byzantine notation acquired a more stenographic
character over the course of the post-Byzantine period, my transcriptions are based on the
notion that during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries the interval signs were interpreted by

singers for the most part at face value.

Egon Wellesz, one of the founding members of MMB, promulgated essentially an equalist
approach for the interpretation of medieval Byzantine notation, ‘bringing Byzantine chant into

line with contemporary ideas of Gregorian “free rhythm.””’

My transcriptions, on the other
hand, are aligned with the approach of scholars such as Arvanitis, J. v. Biezen, and Jorgen
Raasted, who for the most part propose a mensuralist interpretation of medieval Byzantine
chant. Arvanitis extends the mensuralist approach to all genres of medieval Byzantine chant,
although he limits his theory of ‘primarily binary rthythm’ to the genres of the seirmoi and the
stichera, chants that are found in medieval books known as the Heirmologion and Sticherarion,
respectively.'® Even within these genres, Arvanitis allows for instances of ternary rhythm,
noting that in some cases they are regular occurrences in the context of a particular mode or
type of cadential pattern, whereas in others, they are ‘corrected’ by scribes in alternate MSS,
which Arvanitis takes as further evidence to support a binary rhythmic interpretation of these

chants. Arvanitis notes that ternary feet appear in other genres, such as Kontakia, Kathismata,

and regular psalmody, although these genres are out of the scope of his study."'

The majority of the musical transcriptions in the present dissertation are from the psalmodic

genre of the Anoixantaria (see Chapter 5 and Appendix I). Based on my study of fourteenth

8 Joannes Arvanitis, ‘On the Meaning and Purpose of the Treatise by Manuel Chrysaphes’, in ed. G. Wolfram,
Tradition and Innovation in Late- and Postbyzantine Liturgical Chant (Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 105-28; ‘O
PuOpog tov Exkincwotikdv Mehdv péoa amd ™ [Holaoypagwr ‘Epevvo kot v E&nynon g Holodg
Inueoypapiog’, lonian University, 2010). Arvanitis gives a few explicit examples that highlight the problem with
the theory of ‘long exegesis’, specifically pertaining to the medieval Heirmologion (and the hymnographic genre
of the Kanon), in ‘Evdeifeig ka1 Amodeieig yioo v Zovroun Epunveio tov ITodaiod Ztympapiov,” Paper
presented at the Second International Conference on the Theory and Practice of the Psaltic Art: The Genres and
Forms of Byzantine Psaltic Melopoiia, Athens, 15-19 October, 2003 (Athens, 2006): 237-38.

? Lingas, ‘Performance Practice’, 72. Somewhat counter to this notion of free rhythm, the MMB utilised
rhythmically precise notation in its Tramnscripta series, though devoid of mensuration indications. Tillyard’s
response to criticism on this front, leveled by one of his Greek opponents, Thrasyvoulas Georgiades — that, ‘it is
incorrect to say that because the MMB Transcripta use crotchets and quavers, that they therefore imply a
mathematically exact time-duration’ — leads Lingas to suggest that the MMB transcriptions should be thought of
not as performance editions but ‘quasi-facsimiles’ open to further realization (Lingas, ‘Performance Practice’, 61).
1% Arvanitis and van Biezen’s studies were primarily concerned with the heirmoi, for which they proposed a
primarily binary rhythm, although van Biezen’s conclusions were argued almost a half-century earlier, in J. van.
Biezen, The middle Byzantine kanon-notation of manuscript H (Bilthoven: A.B. Creyghton, 1968). In his
dissertation, Arvanitis states that he arrived at conclusions similar to those of van Biezen by means of completely
different research methods. For brief definitions of the Heirmologion and the Sticherarion, cf. infra, Ch. 1, fn. 30.
" Arvanitis, O Pofudc I, 324-326.
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and fifteenth century sources of this quasi-kalophonic complex of psalm verses and troped
refrains, I believe that Arvanitis’ theory of a regular, mostly binary pulse with scattered
instances of ternary feet applies also to this genre, with the exception of the opening portion —
the syllabic, psalm-tone recitation — which is governed by textual accents, not a binary pulse.
In some cases, the notation itself provides inconclusive evidence in one direction or another
(i.e., binary vs. ternary), and here my transcription decisions are based on a feel for the
rendering of the chant in performance.'? Given these limitations — and acknowledging that the
transcription system I employ does not allow for 100% reverse transcribability — I endeavour to
supplement my transcriptions of the Anoixantaria found in Appendix I with the original

neumes of middle Byzantine notation."

For a recent, concise overview of the various transcription methods employed in the twentieth
century, see Christian Troelsgird, Byzantine Neumes: A new Introduction to the Middle

Byzantine Musical Notation (Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum Press, 2011), 35-40.

'2 For MMB, one of the major problems encountered was how to deal with the klasma, which is referred to as a
‘half-argia’ in some of the theoretical treatises (i.e., a neume extending the time-value of an interval sign, but not
so much as a full-doubling, as with other signs of lengthening, such as the diple). Arvanitis argues for the klasma
as an ornament (a ‘breaking’ of the voice, relating to the neume’s etymology) and interprets its function as
lengthening an interval sign only in the context of composite neume groups with a subdivided beat. In my study of
manuscripts of the fifteenth century, I have seen the klasma sometimes used interchangeably with a diple (a ‘full-
argia’ in the theoretical treatises) so it seems that by the late Byzantine period the klasma was used, at least on
occasion, to double the time value of a given neume. Nevertheless, I follow Arvanitis’ principles, generally
speaking, and do not double an interval sign’s time-value when written with a klasma.

"> A system of transcription that is directly convertible has obvious advantages. Various neumes in the middle
Byzantine system have an identical intervallic or rhythmic function but may possess additional nuance. For
example, the kratema doubles the value of a given interval sign under which it is placed, but also suggests some
kind of ornament. Furthermore, various groupings of interval neumes are supported by the so-called subsidiary
signs, such as tromikon or lygisma, and rendering these figures in staff notation with a slur may not adequately
capture the nuance associated with each figure. For medieval Byzantine chant, it is accurate to state — as Margaret
Bent did in an article on the manifold difficulties present in editing musical scores of the early Renaissance — ‘the
original notation is the only textual representation of the work... to some extent... it is the work’ (‘Editing Early
Music: The Dilemma of Translation.” Early Music XXII, no. 3 (1994): 391).
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Introduction to the Study and Current State of Research 1

1.1 Background

A Brief Overview of Late Byzantium (1261-1453)

The last centuries of the Byzantine Empire are characterized by diminution in all respects and
increased subservience to regional neighbours. In what the historian Angeliki Laiou has called
‘The Final Collapse’, the formerly mighty Byzantine state, which at one time stretched from
Southern Italy to Persia, was reduced to Constantinople and its immediate hinterland, portions
of Thrace, Macedonia, and Thessaloniki, and the Despotate of the Morea in the Peloponnese.14
Fraught by dwindling imperial coffers, plague, internal dynastic strife, and the relentless
expansionism of the Ottoman Turks (not to mention the growing relative power of regional
neighbours, such as the Bulgarians and the Serbs), the Byzantine Empire was but a shadow of
its former imperial might. The discourse of Byzantine intellectuals during this period features
an increased intensity in motifs of decline, ranging from complexes of cultural inferiority with
respect to the Latin West to eschatological narratives of impending universal doom."” Yet, in
the face of such difficulties, the late thirteenth and fourteenth centuries in Byzantium featured a
remarkable (and seemingly, paradoxical) rebirth of intellectual and artistic activity that some
modern scholars have called ‘the Palaiologan Renaissance’, named after Byzantium’s final
dynastic house which ruled the Empire after the re-conquest of Constantinople from the Latins

in 1261.'° Philosophers, scientists, and artists of this period flourished in the imperial centres

'* Angeliki E. Laiou, ‘The political geography of the Byzantine world. Political-historical survey. 1204-1453’, in
eds. E. Jeffreys, J. F. Haldon, and R. Cormack, Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies (Oxford: OUP, 2008), 291.
'3 The motif of bemoaning present decadence in comparison to halcyon days of yore was certainly not isolated to
the late Byzantine period, but is seen in varying contexts as early as the fifth century. Nevertheless, according to
the late Byzantinist Thor Sev&enko, these notions are most intensely present in the literature beginning around
1300. Sevéenko speaks of two primary ways in which intellectuals of Byzantium expressed awareness of and
coped with the reality of decline: ‘the eschatological and the relativistic,” which, ‘could stand side by side on the
same folio of a manuscript,” sometimes even in the writings of the same author (‘The Decline of Byzantium Seen
through the Eyes of its Intellectuals’, DOP, 15 (1961): 171, 177, 186).

' On the Palaiologan Renaissance, see Deno John Geanakoplos, Interaction of the 'Sibling' Byzantine and
Western Cultures in the Middle Ages and Italian Renaissance (330-1600) (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1976), 17-23, 63-64, 217-21, 291, and Steven Runciman, The Last Byzantine Renaissance (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1970), who concludes that ‘...during those last centuries of political decadence and
thickening gloom, the intellectual torch had burned brightly’ (103). With respect to architecture and major church
construction in Constantinople, Robert Ousterhout reckons that the ‘short-lived’ Palaiologan renaissance ended in
1330, only 70 years after the Byzantine reconquest of Constantinople (‘Churches and Monasteries’, in eds. E.
Jeffreys, et al, Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies (Oxford: OUP, 2008), 353-72).
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of Constantinople, Thessalonica, and Mistra, in one final burst of creative activity before the

Queen City herself was taken by the Ottomans in 1453."7

FIGURE 1.1: THE BYZANTINE EMPIRE, C. 13508
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The Liturgical Background

Jerusalem and Constantinople

Prior to the Latin conquest of 1204, the Divine Offices of Justinian’s cathedral of Hagia Sophia
and many other churches in Constantinople were celebrated according to Late Antique models
of urban worship.'® Psalm verses, accompanied by simple refrains, formed the scaffolding of
the services while elaborate liturgical processions, which had their roots in urban stational
liturgy of Late Antiquity, demarcated climactic moments of Worship.20 This office, commonly
referred to as the Asmatic Office (H Aopotici) Akohov®ia, lit: ‘the Sung Office’),”' or the

Cathedral Rite, differed in many ways from the Rite of Jerusalem, which was centred on the

7 See Thor Sevéenko, ‘Palacologan learning’, in ed. Cyril Mango, The Oxford History of Byzantium (Oxford:
OUP, 2002), 284-93.

'8 Map based on Alexander Kazhdan et al., eds., Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium (New York: OUP, 1991), 359.

9 Alexander Lingas, ‘Sunday Matins in the Byzantine Cathedral Rite: Music and Liturgy’, Ph.D. diss.,
(University of British Columbia, Vancouver, 1996), 130.

2% For stational liturgy in the Late Antique Period, see the classic study by James Baldovin, ‘The Urban Character
of Christian Worship in Jerusalem, Rome, and Constantinople from the Fourth to the Tenth Centuries: The
Origins, Development, and Meaning of Stational Liturgy’ (Yale University, 1987).

2! The name ‘Asmatic Office’ was an anachronism by the fifteenth century when it was used by St. Symeon of
Thessaloniki. The term originally referred to the Psalms that, ‘unlike the monastic rite at the time [i.e., well before
the tenth century], were recited.” Both the ‘Monastic’ (i.e., Jerusalemite/Palestinian) and the Asmatic Cathedral
(i.e., Constantinopolitan) Rites were sung offices by the tenth century and after. The proper name belonging to the
daily offices of the Cathedral Hagia Sophia in Constantinople was not dopotikn, but rather, éxkkAncaotg (see
Stefano Parenti, ‘The Cathedral Rite of Constantinople: Evolution of a Local Tradition’, OCP 77 (2011), 451-53).
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Cathedral of the Anastasis and its associated pilgrimage sites, and later, Mar Saba (St Sabas
Monastery) in the Palestinian desert.”> One important difference between these two rites was
the division of the Psalter and its distribution throughout the liturgical day/week.”> Another
was the preponderance of proper hymnody in the Jerusalem Rite, in contrast to its seemingly
more austere Constantinopolitan counterpart. Although the tradition of hymn-composition can
be traced to the earliest surviving layers of Jerusalem liturgy, it was the torrent of artistic
production instigated in and around St. Sabas Monastery in the wake of its early seventh
century restoration, by the celebrated melodoi (nehwdoli, i.e., poet-composers), John Damascus,
Andrew of Crete, and Cosmas of Maiouma, that would have a longer lasting impact on the

shape of liturgy in late Byzantium.**

Though a bi-directional diffusion of liturgical practices between Jerusalem and Constantinople
can be traced back to Late Antiquity, this cross-fertilization intensified after 799, when the
charismatic liturgical reformer Theodore, Abbot of Stoudios, repopulated the Monastery of the
Forerunner on the outskirts of Constantinople in 799, bringing with him the Palestinian
Horologion (Book of Hours), a recension of the ancient Jerusalem Cathedral Horologion.*
Over the next few centuries, the Stoudite fathers, on account of their geographic proximity to
Hagia Sophia, enriched their services with ‘borrowings from the Rite of the Great Church,’
including kontakia, prokeimena, and probably propers from the Divine Liturgy.?’ Furthermore,
they adorned their services with a prodigious body of proper hymnody they themselves
composed, following earlier models established by John Damascus and his cohort of Sabaite
fathers. By the time of the fourth crusade, these two waves of liturgical creativity had resulted

in the production of roughly 60,000 non-scriptural, liturgical texts that filled out 15 liturgical

22 This Rite is commonly referred to as the ‘monastic rite’ by scholars, despite the important role played by the
Cathedral of the Anastasis in Jerusalem in its development. Stig Freoyshov has gone so far as to refute the
‘monastic’ vs. ‘cathedral’ distinction as a valid heuristic for studying the development of liturgy in the East,
calling into question the validity of the ‘pure monastic’ counterpart of this dyad, concluding for one, that the fifth-
century Codex Alexandrianus’ prescription of 24 psalms for each hour of the day and night represents a cathedral
liturgical tradition (Freyshov, ‘The Cathedral-Monastic Distinction Revisited, Part I: Was Egyptian Desert
Liturgy a Pure Monastic Office?’ Studia Liturgica 37 (2007): 198-216).

2 The Psalter was divided into ‘60 antiphons, 20 kathismata, and 4782 verses’ at the Cathedral of the Anastasis in
Jerusalem, versus a division into ‘2542 verses and 72 “glories” in Constantinopolitan practice at Hagia Sophia,
according to a tenth century Psalter, MS Oxford Bodleian Auctarium D.4.1 (Parenti, ‘Cathedral Rite’, 452).

* Recent scholarship, based largely on Georgian sources, has shown that a distinct layer of non-scriptural
hymnody predates the seventh and eighth century output of these three Sabaite fathers. Cf. infra, Ch. 1, fn. 28.

» According to Patriarch Tarasios, Theodore’s biographer, the move was driven by the need for safety from Arab
incursions in Bithynia (promised within the walls of Constantinople). However, it is clear that the monastic
community could have required a move on the basis of its rapid growth alone (Cholij, Roman. Theodore the
Stoudite: The Ordering of Holiness (New York: OUP, 2002), 43-44).

26 Robert Taft, The Byzantine Rite: A Short History (Colgeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1992), 56-57.

" Alexander Lingas, ‘From Earth to Heaven: The Changing Musical Soundscape of Byzantine Liturgy’, in eds.
M. Jackson and C. Nesbitt (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2013), 340-41.
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volumes: the Great Oktoechos (book of eight modes),”® the 12 Menaia (book of months), the
Triodion (‘three-ode’ book for the penitential period preceding and during Lent), and the
Pentecostarion (book of propers from Pascha through the Sunday after Pentecost).”’ These
hymns were notated in chant books known as the Heirmologion and Sticherarion, the earliest

of which date to the tenth and eleventh century, respectively.3°

The Neo-Sabaitic Rite

The co-existence of both Stoudite and Cathedral Rites within the walls of Constantinople was
maintained until the Fourth Crusade in 1204, after which the Cathedral Rite, ‘originally
conceived for the great basilicas of Christian antiquity’, was reduced to select urban cathedrals
of the empire, having experienced a half-century of silence in its home cathedral of Hagia
Sophia.”’ Meanwhile, Stoudite practices had diffused outward to regions including Southern
Italy and Palestine — where the Stoudite Rite was reworked by the monks of St. Sabas
monastery. There, as early as the twelfth century, a ‘neo-Sabaitic rite’ emerged, transmitted
north to Constantinople and the ascendant monastic communities of Mt Athos.*® Although the

Stoudite and neo-Sabaitic rites were variants of the same rite — essentially a Palestinian

*® The body of hymns that would come to form the liturgical book known as the Oktoechos had its roots in the
Ancient Tropologion (‘book of chants’) of Jerusalem, whose earliest surviving witness is the seventh century
Georgian ladgari. Peter Jeffrey argues for the Jerusalemite origin of the Oktoechos, dating its consolidation to the
eighth century (see ‘The Earliest Octoéchoi: The Role of Jerusalem and Palestine in the Beginnings of Modal
Ordering’, in ed. idem, Study of Medieval Chant, Paths and Bridges, East and West. In Honor of Kenneth Levy
(Woodbridge, Suffolk; Rochester: Boydell Press, 2001), 147-209). Froyshov follows Jeffreys but prefers the sixth
century for the origins of the first modally ordered Oktoechos. While Jeffreys argues that the Oktoechos existed
as a sort of appendix to the Georgian ladgari, Froyshov maintains that the Sunday Oktoechos formed a core part
of the ladgari, dating its hymns to the fourth or fifth centuries and its redaction to the sixth. These dates are based
on evidence of modal ordering in certain parts of the ladgari a century prior, and on an Armenian treatise that
testifies to the Oktoechos on Jerusalem’s extreme periphery as early as the seventh century (Freyshov, ‘The Early
Development of the Liturgical Eight-mode System in Jerusalem. St. Viadimir's Theological Quarterly 51, 2-3
(2007): 139-178).

» Lingas, ‘Soundscape’, 341.

3% The Heirmologion was essentially a reference book for the unascribed, brief, model melodies known as
heirmoi, to which other contrafacta texts were written (Lingas, Soundscape 337-38). Copies of Heirmologia exist
as far back as the end of the tenth century, represented in the Palacobyzantine MSS Lavra B. 32 and
Petropolitanus graecus 557 (written in Chartres & Coislin notation, respectively). For this musical codex, see
Constantine Floros, Universale Neumenkunde, Vol. 1 (Kassel-Wilhelmshohe: Bérenreiter-Verl., 1970), 46-66;
Spyridon Antoniou, To Eipuoloyiov kor n Hapddoon tov Mélovg tov (Athens: IBM, 2004), and infra, Ch. 1, fn.
42. The ‘Standard Abridged Version’ (SAV) of the Sticherarion consists of ~750 stichera idiomela, a non-
melismatic corpus of chants (though more elaborate than the heirmoi of the Heirmologion), that were interpolated
between the psalms verses of Vespers and Orthros on fixed feasts throughout the year. For Oliver Strunk’s
classification of the SAV, cf. idem, ‘The Notation of the Chartres Fragment’, in Essays on Music in the Byzantine
World (New York: Norton, 1977), 68-111. The antiphoner is the Sticherarion’s closest Western equivalent.

' Alexander Lingas, ‘Sunday Matins’, ii. See also idem, 'How Musical Was the “Sung Office™ Some
Observations on the Ethos of the Byzantine Cathedral Rite.” Paper presented at the First International Conference
on Orthodox Church Music, 13—-19 June 2005 (University of Joensuu, Finland, 2007), 217-18.

32 Neo-Sabaitic is the term coined by the liturgical scholar Robert Taft to describe the final scene in the long play
of mutual influence between the liturgical rites of Jerusalem and Constantinople. For the influence of Mt. Athos in
liturgical developments of especially the fourteenth century, cf. idem, ‘Mount Athos: A Late Chapter in the
History of the Byzantine Rite’, DOP 42 (1988): 179-94.
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Horologion, Psalter, and proper hymnody, along with the Euchologion of the Great Church® —
one major difference included the Sabaitic addition of the all-night vigil, the agrypnia, which
was celebrated on nights before Sundays and great feasts.”* The neo-Sabaitic rite and its
agrypnia waxed in popularity — at the expense of the long-declining Rite of the Great Church —
and by the late thirteenth century had become the dominant liturgical rite of the Byzantine

Empire.
Musical Trends: Kalophonia

The ascendancy and popularity of the neo-Sabaitic rite is associated with the proliferation of a
stylistically new idiom of liturgical singing, which reached its apogee in the fourteenth century
under the stewardship of a new group of composers and theorists including musicians of the
imperial palace, the likes of loannes Koukouzeles (c. 1280 - c. 1341) and his successors Xenos
Korones and loannes Kladas. This musical style, called ‘kalophonic’ by its own creators (lit:
‘beautiful-sounding’), featured highly personalized chants with expansive, melismatic phrases,
sophisticated sequencing, frequent intervallic modulations, text-troping and ‘vocal
genuflection’ on free syllables, such as te-ri-rem and to-ro-to. Such vocalisation on ‘nonsense’
syllables became a form in and of itself, known as the kratema (pl. kratemata): full-fledged,
self-enclosed compositions that were, in some cases, named by their authors, the sobriquet
ranging from the topographical and ethnic, e.g., ‘Frankish’ & ‘Persian’, to the onomatopoeic,

e.g., ‘Instrumental’ & ‘Like a Violin’.*

Kalophonia had its roots in the eponymous thirteenth century chants of Koukouzeles’
Constantinopolitan predecessors as well as in the mostly anonymous, florid chant of the Asma
tradition, represented in a few South Italian sources dated to the thirteenth century.’® The
development and expansion of this new musical idiom was accompanied by the concomitant
re-codification of the entire chant repertory. The musical collections of the once-dominant

Cathedral Rite, the Asmatikon and the Psaltikon (the Constantinopolitan books for choirs and

3 The Euchologion was a collection of litanies and priest’s prayers. The oldest surviving Euchologion is the
eighth century MS Barberini Gr. 336, which represents pre-iconoclast practices of the Great Church in
Constantinople (Lingas, ‘Sunday Matins’, 51).

3% Taft, Byzantine Rite, 58-59, 80-81.

3 The standard survey on this musical form and its development is given in Gregorios Anastasiou, Ta Kpatiuozo
oy Yol Téyvn (Athens: IBM, 2005).

36 The earliest appearance of the term ‘kalophonia’ appears in an early thirteenth century South Italian manuscript,
MS Messina 161. For an overview of these sources and an introduction to the Asma repertory, see Bartolomo Di
Salvo, ‘Gli Asmata nella Musica Bizantina’, Bolletino della Badia Greca de Grottaferrata XIII; XIV (1959;
1960): 45-50; 145-78. For an analysis of a composition by the only named composer from the twelfth century
South Italian sources of the Asma, see Luigi Abbruzzo,‘Il kratema di Andronico nel Cod. Crypt. T'.y. VI,
Bollettino della badia greca di grottaferrata 49-50 (1995-96): 221-77. For Koukouzeles’ predecessors mentioned
in Chrysaphes’ theoretical treatise, cf. infra, Ch. 4 (especially, Fig. 4.3).
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soloists, respectively),”’” were supplanted by a new musical codex known as the Akolouthia (pl.
Akolouthiai; lit: ‘the order [of services]’). The earliest surviving, dated manuscript of its type is
the MS EBE 2458, from the year 1336, although scholars have traced the compilation of the
Akolouthia to the beginning of the fourteenth century.”’ The Akolouthia featured older,
anonymous musical settings, including music which it absorbed from the Asmatikon and
Psaltikon, alongside new chants composed in the kalophonic style. Within a generation, a
burgeoning repertory of eponymous material — often featuring multiple settings of the same
texts — would fill the Akolouthia and more specialized collections such as the Kalophonic

. .40
Sticherarion.

Authorship and the Figure of Composer in Late Byzantium

Arguably the most remarkable aspect of this new idiom was the increased visibility of the
figure of composer. In the Latin West, the psalmodic cores of the Latin rites along with their
added tropes remain anonymous, and, barring some exceptions, attribution of chants to
individuals is generally not given in the musical sources.”’ In the tradition of the Byzantine
East, attribution is more frequent. The names of the Palestinian composers of the Kanons (and

some stichera idiomela), the poet-melodists, Sophronius, Cosmas of Maiouma, and John

7 Kenneth Levy has suggested that the Asmatikon was compiled in Constantinople at least as early as the
eleventh century (Levy, ‘A Hymn for Thursday in Holy Week.” JAMS 16, no. 2 (1963): 127-75). Although a
Greek archetype of the Asmatikon has not survived, five related collections of florid Kontakia survive in Slavonic
MSS known as Kondakaria. The Asmatikon and Psaltikon repertories are discussed in Chapter 1 of Clara
Adsuara’s thesis, ‘Textual and Musical Analysis of the Deuteros Kalophonic Stichera for September’
(Universidad Complutense, 1997), 28-96. For an updated bibliography on these repertories, see Christian
Troelsgard, Byzantine Neumes, 85-88.

3 1 use the Greek abbreviation for the manuscripts held at the Athens National Library (i.e., EBE = Efviki
Brobnkn g EALGS0c). For a description of the contents of EBE 2458, which I shall explore in more detail
below, see Gregorios Th. Stathis, ‘H acpatikn dtapoporoinon 6mwg kataypaestol otov kodwka EBE 2458 tov
étoug 1336°, in Xpiouoviky Ocooolovikny: Iolowoloyeros emoyn (Thessalonica: Kévtpo otoping @sccalovikng
Tov Afpov ®socarovikng: M, Iepd Moviy Bhatddwv, 1989). For a brief overview of this manuscript type, see
Annalisa Doneda, ‘I manoscritti liturgico-musicali bizantini: Tipologie e organizzazione’, in ed. A. Escobar, E/
palimpsesto grecolatino como fenomeno librario y textual, Coleccion Actas. Filologia (Zaragoza, 2006): 108-110.
% Troelsgérd, Christian. ‘Byzantine Chant Notation - Written Documents in an Aural Tradition.” Stanford
University, 2014.

0 As a musical codex, the Kalophonic Sticherarion appears first in the fifteenth century, though embellished
stichera are seen as early as the twelfth. It consists of embellished festal stichera idiomela from the fixed monthly
cycles, which are derived from the hymns found in the classical Sticherarion.

I Attribution to specific composers is certainly not absent in the tradition of Latin plainchant. Indeed, some (un-
notated) hymns from Late Antiquity carry ascriptions, while from the Carolingian period onward, some medieval
festal offices are ascribed to specific author-composers, while named composers of notated chants appear in
various contexts (Susan Boynton, ‘Plainsong’, in Cambridge Companion to Medieval Music, ed. Mark Everist
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 23). Aside from obvious cases such as the twelfth century
composer, writer, and mystic-nun, Hildegard of Bingen, there are less well-known exceptions to the rule of non-
attribution, such as the case of Adam of St Victor (d. 1146), the precentor of the Notre Dame cathedral, who
‘composed texts and melodies for numerous sequences’ in the new style of the Parisian sequence (see Michael
McGrade, ‘Enriching the Gregorian Heritage’, in ed. Mark Everist, Cambridge Companion to Medieval Music
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 39-40).
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Damascus, appear in Heirmologia and Sticheraria.* This seems to reflect a tradition of
eponymity in Palestinian-Syrian orbits dating back to Romanos the Melodist.* One also
encounters other notable names in Greek musical sources of the Christian East: authors of
stichera idiomela (the texts of which would be found in the Menaia or the Oktoechos), such as
Kassia, Constantine Porphyrogennitos, and Leo the Wise, are also encountered. By way of
example, the index of ascriptions given in MMB’s supplement to the facsimile of the famous
Sticherarion, MS Ambrosianus A 139 sup. — written in 1341 but representing a much earlier
melodic tradition — testifies to the fact that attribution of hymns was common in the Christian
East: in this Sticherarion at least, it is the rule and not the exception.** Despite this, it is fair to
say that composers of psalmody and the ordinary hymns of the offices were rarely mentioned
in the sources before the fourteenth century. In fact, the ordinary hymns of the offices were
rarely notated until around 1300, testifying to the pre-eminence of orality in the transmission of

this body of chants, especially prior to this point.

The explosion of names in the musical manuscripts of the kalophonic period is unprecedented
on three levels. First, the number of names counted among the composers of the thirteenth to
fifteenth centuries (in the hundreds) dwarfs anything previously witnessed. Second, attribution
in the kalophonic period differs from earlier periods in that the names of composers are found
in notated sources which are contemporaneous with the composers. Finally, manuscripts of
Byzantine chant now featured multiple settings of the same psalmodic propers or ordinary
hymns of the divine office. Composers that operated during this ‘Byzantine ars nova’ provided
alternate, often, far more embellished, versions of the same hymns, set ordinary chants in new,
‘untraditional’ modes, and signed their names in the MSS alongside their works. All these
factors contribute to what Christian Troelsgard has described ‘a shift in the status of a given

chant from being considered part of the received tradition to becoming a piece of art’.* This

*2 The complex strophic poems known as the Kanons were the ‘crowning glory” of the burst of literary creativity
that took place in and around the Palestinian monastery of St Sabas in the seventh and eighth centuries. Kanons
typically consisted of eight or nine textually and melodically unique heirmoi (sing: heirmos), to which multiple
thematically linked (contrafacta) troparia were adapted. The heirmoi were originally attached to and interpolated
between the Nine Biblical Canticles (the ‘Odes’) of Orthros, which they eventually supplanted. The heirmoi
formed the basis for the notated musical collection of the Heirmologion (cf. supra, fn. 30).

* Romanos, born in Emesa, Syria (present day Homs) and active at Constantinople during the first half of the
sixth century, is the author of dozens of works — mainly kontakia. A recent work on authorship in the Christian
East that includes a case study dedicated to Romanos’ activity as author is Derek Krueger, Writing and Holiness:
The Practice of Authorship in the Early Christian East (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2011),
159-88.

* See eds. Lidia Perria and Jorgen Raasted, Sticherarium Ambrosianum: Pars Suppletoria, MMB XI (Hauniae:
Munksgaard, 1992), 57-58.

* Christian Troelsgard, Tradition and Transformation in Late Byzantine and Post-Byzantine Chant’, in ed. J.O.
Rosenqvist, Interaction and Isolation in Late Byzantine Culture, papers read at a Colloquium held at the Swedish
Research Institute in Istanbul, 1-5 December 1999 (Stockholm, 2004), 158. This shift, and the related change
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was an era in which, at least in the realm of ecclesiastical music, individuals demonstrated an
impressive degree of creativity and personal agency with respect to the creative works they

authored.

The figure arguably most responsible for documenting and expanding this new musical style —
which the musicologist Edward Williams famously dubbed ‘a Byzantine ars nova’ — was
loannes Koukouzeles.** Koukouzeles, a composer, singer, and musical reformer whose
reputation long outlived his activity in the first half of the fourteenth century, was most likely
the redactor of the three most important chant books of the fourteenth century — the
Heirmologion, the Sticherarion, and the Akolouthia (he is thought to have been the redactor of
MS EBE 2458).*” If Koukouzeles was the chief representative of the kalophonic movement
during its heyday in the fourteenth century, then its primary exponent and defender in the
fifteenth was the imperial court musician Manuel Chrysaphes, who was crowned ‘the new

Koukouzeles’ by one of his successors in Crete shortly after his death.*®
1.2 Aims and Scope of the Present Study
Overview, Aims, and Scope

Manuel Chrysaphes

Emmanuel Doukas Chrysaphes (c. 1415 — c. 1480) was the Byzantine Empire’s last

lampadarios, serving in this official capacity under the last two emperors, John VIII and

I49

Constantine X By the late Byzantine period, the lampadarios was one of the most

prestigious musical offices of the imperial court, a singer and choirmaster for the imperial

from adiastematic Palacobyzantine notation to diastematic ‘round notation’, is discussed in depth in Kenneth
Levy, ‘Le Tournant Décisif dans l'histoire de la Musique Byzantine: 1071-1261°, in Actes de XV° Congrés
International d' Etudes Byzantines, (Athens, 1979), 473-80.

* Edward Williams, ‘A Byzantine ars nova: The 14th-century reforms of John Koukouzeles in the Chanting of
Great Vespers’, in eds. H. Binbaum and J. Speros Vryonis, Aspects of the Balkans: Continuity and Change,
Contributions to the International Balkan Conference held at UCLA, October 23-28, 1969 (The Hague: Mouton,
1972), 211-29.

7 Oliver Strunk first argued for Koukouzeles’ revision of the Heirmologion in Essays on Music in the Byzantine
World (New York: W. W. Norton, 1977), 199-201, and later, Jorgen Raasted made the same case for
Koukouzeles’ revision of the Sticherarion in idem, ‘Koukouzeles' Revisions of the Sticherarion and Sinai Gr.
1230°, in eds. Janka Szendrei and David Hiley, Laborare Fratres in Unum: Festschrift Laszlo Dobszay Zum 60
(Zurich: Weidmann, 1995), 261-77.

* The manuscript in which this sobriquet is found (MS Sinai gr. 1312, written by Ioannes Plousiadenos) is
discussed below. See especially Ch. 2, p. 78.

* The last emperor of the Eastern Roman Empire was Constantine XI Palaiologos. Occasionally in the literature
he is erroneously referred to as Constantine XII. The source of this confusion is the misconception that
Constantine Lascaris, the brother of Theodore I Lascaris of Nicaea, had been crowned emperor in 1204 (Warren
Treadgold, 4 History of the Byzantine State and Society (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1997), 966).
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palace and its associated ecclesiastical establishments.”® Aside from these duties as
lampadarios, Chrysaphes was a prolific composer, with some 300 compositions attributed to
him in the sources, an active scribe of at least three autographed musical codices (along with a
non-musical autograph), and one of the most important music theorists of the Palaiologan
period, the author of the treatise, On the Theory of the Art of Chanting, invaluable for the
information it transmits on aspects of liturgical singing and composition in late Byzantium. He
travelled to Mistra, Serbia, and Crete after the disintegration of the Empire in 1453, and after
his death, church musicians of the Byzantine Rite throughout the Eastern Mediterranean
treated him as one of the most revered figures of their collective, musical past, judging by the
wide diffusion of his compositions in manuscripts of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries,
along with the abundance of references to his name in headings and marginal inscriptions in

codices of the post-Byzantine period.
Primary Objectives

To date, a full-length study assessing Manuel Chrysaphes’ contribution to the tradition of
medieval and post-Byzantine chant has not been undertaken. In fact, aside from Edward
Williams’ dissertation dedicated to the activity of ‘the second source of Greek music’, loannes
Koukouzeles, and his impact on the shape of evening worship in Late Byzantium, there are
virtually no full-scale studies focused on the important musicians of the late Byzantine
Empire.”’ This dearth of scholarship is seemingly disproportionate to these individuals’
prodigious output and even more remarkable when one considers the emphasis on the
individual in the act of composition suggested by the manuscripts of Late Byzantium,
especially the Akolouthia type, and documented by Chrysaphes in his own theoretical treatise.
It is the goal of this thesis to provide a starting point for remedying this lacuna in the

scholarship of medieval music.

*® The lampadarios was a court official whose primary duty was to hold a great candelabra (a ‘Aopnéda’ or
sometimes ‘ypvcov dpdumoviov’) in front of the Patriarch, or the Emperor, during imperial ceremonies, as
indicated in the testimony of the fourteenth century treatise attributed to Pseudo-Kodinos (ed. Jean Verpeaux,
Pseudo-Kodinos: Traité des offices. Introduction, texte et traduction (Paris: Editions du Centre National de la
Recherche Scientifique, 1966)), and in the lists of official Byzantine court titles compiled by Jean Darrouzes in
Recherches sur les Offikia de ' Eglise Byzantine (Paris: Institut francais d' études byzantines, 1970), e.g., lists H,
K2, K3. The lampadarios acquired musical responsibilities during the late Byzantine period, and by the post-
Byzantine period, this title was given to the director of the left choir of the Great Church (N.K. Moran, Singers in
late Byzantine and Slavonic painting (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1986), 19, 28, 90). The title of lampadarios is discussed
in greater detail below, along with the title, maistor (Ch. 2, pp. 68-74), which provides further evidence that
Manuel Chrysaphes was not just an imperial singer but a director of the palatine choirs.

! Edward Williams, ‘John Koukouzeles’ Reform of Byzantine Chanting for Great Vespers in the Fourteenth
Century.” Yale University, 1968. For the claim that Koukouzeles was called the ‘second source of Greek music’
after John the Damascene, cf. idem, ‘Koukouzeles’, viii.
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This is a bioergographical study, as the thesis title suggests, in which I attempt to provide a
thorough, if preliminary, treatment of Chrysaphes’ life and output as scribe, theorist, and
composer. The present study is not satisfied with merely documenting the ‘life and works’ of
this important fifteenth century musician, and thus throughout seeks to contextualise his
activity and artistic sensibilities in a wider context. On the one hand, I aim to locate
Chrysaphes in the context of the artistic, socio-political, and spiritual world in which he
operated. On the other, I attempt to define the figure of composer in the Byzantine
ecclesiastical context, focusing on Manuel Chrysaphes in the early to mid-fifteenth century.
This investigation will attempt to explore the following questions: did the composer exist in
late Byzantium? If so, what did s/he do? What roles did s/he embody? What authority did s/he

wield? And what was the relationship of composers and their work to piety?

It is my contention that Manuel Chrysaphes operates a self-consciously authorial figure — a
composer — one who functions not just as a medium for the transmission of traditional models,
nor simply as a vessel that channels divinely inspired motifs, but one who demonstrates
creativity and exercises agency over the works he authors. Like Kladas, Korones, and
Koukouzeles before him, Chrysaphes, while operating in the context of a conservative
tradition, creates new material that bears his unmistakeable, authorial stamp. In this analysis,
many faces of Chrysaphes emerge: Chrysaphes the authority, admonisher of those who
deviated from rules of sound composition; Chrysaphes the antiquarian, bent on anthologising
and preserving a threatened tradition, whether it be the repertory or the compositional methods
of the ‘great masters’ that came before him; Chrysaphes the critic, who in his treatise castigates
those who sing in an ‘unembellished manner’ or compose incorrectly; and Chrysaphes the
innovator, who recomposes old material, composes new material, or creates alternate versions

of traditional hymns that had been, until then, untouched by any of his predecessors.
The Composer and the ‘Work’ in Late Byzantium

In the second half of the nineteenth century, the intellectual environment of the Romantic
period proved fertile ground for the treatment of composers of Western art music as idealised
and idolized heros, ‘creative geniuses’, who, as Christopher Wiley puts it, ‘ruled the concert
hall and (in exceptional circumstances) the opera house, and whose pieces continued to be

popularly performed even after their own day, while those of more minor individuals lay
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essentially forgotten to history.””* This environment led to the proliferation of great composer
studies focused on the likes of Mozart, Handel, Beethoven, and Bach, resulting in a ‘top-down’
writing of history, with the exaltation of an elite cadre of composers and the canonisation of
their works at the expense of those others who were evidently less gifted. This hero worship
and the concomitant periodisation of the history of Western art music even influenced nascent
scholarship of non-Western musics of the mid-19" century, as Philip Bohlman has pointed
out.”® This was, to some degree, related to the work-centredness in Western art music,
instigated in a watershed moment around 1800, according to Lydia Goehr, after which ‘persons
who thought, spoke about, or produced music were able for the first time to comprehend and
treat the activity of producing music as one primarily involving the composition and

performance of works.”**

The ‘great composer’ narrative along with the centrality of the work-concept in Western art
music merit brief attention before proceeding, on account of the apparent similarities of these
themes (even if by now outmoded or disputed) to themes and language used in the present
dissertation to describe the increased visibility of the composer, on the one hand, and the
emergency of the chant as ‘art work’ on the other. Dealing first with the notion of work-
centredness, it might be argued that the transition from older chant forms to kalophonia related
briefly above and also throughout this thesis may seem to describe, conceptually, a similar
watershed to that described by Goehr. However, it is obvious that most of the cultural
coordinates at work around 1800 in Western Europe (even loosely accepting Goehr’s
reasoning) do not apply to the environment of ecclesiastical music in late Byzantium. For
example, the individual musicians in question, such as Chrysaphes, are not ‘emancipated’ from
the constraints of ‘functional’ music, that is, religious or secular ceremony. For these
Palaiologan maistores, liturgy and worship (or, alternatively, imperial ceremonial) still serve as

the primary drivers and environments for composition and performance, respectively.

32 Christopher Wiley, ‘Re-writing Composers’ Lives: Critical Historiography and Musical Biography’, Ph.D.
diss., (Royal Holloway, University of London, 2008), 1-2. My use of the term ‘top-down’ in this context is also
derived from Wiley.

33 “Non-Western traditions ipso facto belied analysis according to great composers or theorists and thus did not
fall neatly into schemes of periodization. [Raphael Georg] Kiesewetter, one of the most notable exponents of this
approach, did, in fact, attempt to extend it to his history of Middle Eastern music by dubbing Safi al-Din “the
Zarlino of the Orient,” a title that subsequent generations continued to give to the thirteenth-century Arabic writer’
(Phillip V. Bohlman, ‘The European Discovery of the Music of the Middle East and the "Non-Western" in 19th
Century Music History.” The Journal of Musicology 5, no. 2 (1987): 155-156.

 Lydia Goehr, The Imaginary Museum of Musical Works: An Essay in the Philosophy of Music (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1992), 113. For Reinhard Strohm’s rebuttal to this book, see idem, ‘Looking Back at Ourselves:
The Problem with the Musical Work-Concept.” In The Musical Work: Reality or Invention? ed. M. Talbot,
(Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2000), 128-52.
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At the same time, there is most certainly a transition during the era of kalophonia, a shift in the
aesthetic of chants as part of the received tradition to chants as works, in the sense of works as
written texts with identifiable creators that are reproducible, circumscribable, and in some
cases, named. Furthermore, music of the kalophonic period arguably approaches the realm of
‘pure music’ in the genre of the wordless kratema, in a manner that resembles, in some sense,
the ‘pure’, instrumental music of the nineteenth century, as conceived in some Western art
music circles.” But there is little evidence that the emergence of the chant as art work in
Byzantium diminishes its functional role in the context of liturgy and worship. In his critique
of Goehr’s central argument — that the work acquired its regulative role after that watershed
moment around 1800 — Reinhard Strohm argues for the coexistence of the ‘concept of the work
with the performative tradition’ in the Renaissance West, citing a French humanist’s
commentary on Ockeghem around 1470 as one example supporting this claim: ‘He
(Ockeghem) sang marvelous songs, and left new written [pieces] behind, which all the people
now hold in honor.”*® That a similar double-existence is enjoyed by the elaborate kalophonic
chants of the Byzantine East is implicitly suggested throughout my dissertation. Strohm’s
critique moves on to the thesis of Michael Talbot, who, like Goehr, observes a distinct line in
the sand around 1800, but sees the change relating less to the existence and function of works
as to the culture that produced these works and the emergence of a new notion of ‘composer-
centredness.” Strohm writes: ‘The fact that all the musical products of a certain individual were
given blanket attention seems new and decisive to him (Talbot). This example does not quite
harmonise with the information that already in 1477 Tinctoris summarily admired the ‘works’
(opera) of Ockeghem and Dufay.”>’ Tinctoris’ admiration for the ‘works’ of his predecessors is
strikingly similar to Chrysaphes’ laudatory praise for his predecessors’ compositions of the
elaborate oikoi of the Akathistos (discussed in Chapter 4). Like the musical culture of the
Renaissance West as assessed by Strohm, the kalophonic period in the Byzantine East featured
the emergence of musical compositions as art works, alongside a vibrant performing tradition

in which both ‘works’ and ‘non-works’ played a vital, functional role.”®

> The differences between the purely vocal kratema and instrumental ‘pure music’ are obviously manifold. A
recent survey the historiography of the concept of pure/absolute music is Thomas Grey, ‘Absolute Music.” In
Aesthetics of Music: Musicological Perspectives., ed. Stephen C. Downes (NY: Routlege, 2014), 42-61.

%6 Strohm, ‘Work-Concept’, 143-144.

37 Strohm, ‘Work-Concept’, 148.

*¥ Fleshing out the distinction between works and non-works in a Byzantine ecclesiastical music context is beyond
the scope of this dissertation. For the purposes of the point I wish to make above, I consider ‘works’ to be the
elaborate, kalophonic chants whose authors are given in the manuscripts, whereas ‘non-works’ may include orally
chants transmitted, anonymous, syllabic chants labeled palaion (‘ancient’) in the sources, etc.
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I shall now deal briefly with the notion of the ‘great composer’ and the possibility that such an
outmoded narrative may be given undue emphasis in this dissertation. I frequently describe
Chrysaphes as part of an elite cadre of composers. But my emphasis is in marked contrast to a)
the elevation of a small circle of elite composers as described by post-hoc analyses of Western
art music of the so-called ‘common practise era’; and to b) the implications of the term
composer in this same, post-Enlightenment, Romantic-era context. On the first point, I argue
that Chrysaphes and his colleagues represented an elite group of educated musicians who
spurred on, contributed to, and defended the kalophonic tradition, based on the objective fact
that Chrysaphes was a member of the very limited class of educated elite in Byzantium.”
Furthermore, that there was a defined group of ‘insiders’ who possessed a shared lineage is
strongly suggested in the artifacts of the kalophonic period. Attention to the shared lineage of
an elite group of composers is evident in the headings, rubrics, and ordering of musical
manuscripts of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.®” It is abundantly clear in the famous
miniature and rubric on a now lost folio from MS Athos Koutloumousiou 457 (f. 1r), which
shows the composers loannes Koukouzeles and Xenos Korones, seated at the feet of their
teacher, the thirteenth century composer loannes Glykys, who holds a staff as he teaches the art
of cheironomia to his two students.®’ And as I discuss in Chapter 4, lineage and its relationship
to authority is perhaps most clearly articulated in the theoretical treatise of Chrysaphes, who
names a select group of composers from the past as masters worthy of imitation and guardians

of the tradition of psaltiki.*

Turning to the second point, concerning the use of the term ‘composer’, one of the most
important pieces of evidence for making this argument is the preponderance in the musical
manuscripts, as well as in Chrysaphes’ theoretical treatise, of the word moinua (lit: poem) or

momtng (lit: poet) from the verb mwoiéw. This was the word used by scribes and composers to

% For Chrysaphes’ education, cf. infra, Ch. 2, passim. In Chapter 4, I discuss Chrysaphes’ use of rhetorical
models of Late Antiqutiy in his treatise, and what this reveals about his education.

5 For the preponderance of Koukouzeles’ name at the heading of the majority of fourteenth century Akolouthia
MSS (and even some from the fifteenth), cf. infra, Ch. 5, pp. 235-238, including Figure 5.13.

8 According to Stathes, this miniature was likely stolen from Porfirij Uspensky, under whom it was published in
St. Petrov-Hr. Kodov, Old Bulgarian Musical Documents (Sophia, 1973), 42. Stathis dates this to the second half
of fourteenth century (O: Avaypopuatiouot, 126). The rubric that accompanies this miniature is purported to have
read, ‘Apyn oOv Oed ayi® TOD peydrov €omepwvod, Gmd Yopod, TEPEyEL ¢ AALAyloTo ToAOG TE Kol VEa,
Spdpwv mom@v, Tod 1€ Bavpactod TpwToYdrTov Tov I'Avkd Kol TV Sddywv dvTod Kol EOITNTdV KLPOD
Eévov kol mpotoyditov tod Kopdvn xoi tod IManadorovlov kvpod Twdvvov kai paictopog tod Kovikoviéin,
UV 00TOIG KOl ETEP@V’.

62 Chrysaphes’ construction of a past — a pantheon of composers worthy of imitation — was not new within
Byzantine ecclesiastical music environments (though he is perhaps the first to explicitly articulate this view). In
fact, the‘lineage of authority’ approach in Chrysaphes’ treatise could be viewed as, in part, a rhetorical exercise
following ancient precedents that were established in the genre of biography of Late Antiquity, which had sacred
analogues seen later in the cultivation of hagiographical literature (see Krueger, Writing and Holiness, 5-6).
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refer to their colleagues in the art of psalmodia. The word’s primary meaning, dating back to
Homeric and later Attic Greek forms, is the act of ‘making’, ‘creating’, or ‘producing’, and one
of its secondary meanings is the act of writing or composition.”® I translate moinpo as
composition, Tomtrg, as composer, and the various forms of the verb moiéw as ‘to compose’,
following the almost universal manner of translating this word in English scholarship of
Byzantine chant by musicologists including Jergan Raasted, Dimitri Conomos, Alexander

Lingas, loannes Arvanitis, et al.

In doing so, however, it should be stressed that I do not wish to impute on my use of the term
‘composer’ post-Enlightenment, Romantic notions of the creative genius or originality (and the
necessary break with the past that originality in that sense implies).** Chrysaphes, like the ideal
musicians he describes in his theoretical treatise, donned a number of hats, functioning as
cantor and choir director (i.e., performer), as scribe and editor, and even as music critic. Thus, I
argue that the composer of late Byzantium was not divorced from the function and context of
his or her compositional act, that is, worship in the ecclesial community, whether in imperial or
monastic environments. In fact, as I show in chapter five, the act of composition for the
composer of the kalophonic era was evidently a spiritual, as well as an artistic exercise, one

that did not detract from, but rather enhanced piety.65

To be sure, refracting the tradition of Byzantine psalmody along the lines of individuals, i.e.,
‘great men’, or compositions, i.e., ‘works’, is not the only cross-section from which to view the
tradition. Indeed, scholarship of Byzantine chant has, especially in the first half of the
twentieth century, carried out fruitful investigations focused on issues of notation, orality, and
chant transmission, manuscripts families, and chant genres. More recently, sharper focus has
been drawn to the impact of liturgical rites and practices on the musicians and the music
performed, and similarly to the overall experience of worship, considering sound as one of
many components of a larger gestalt. Nevertheless, to my view, following a life and works
approach to analyse this music and its culture is inevitable given the overwhelming emphasis
on individuals in our source material of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries and, as I have

briefly alluded to above, the importance that these individuals evidently accorded to agency

63 See the extensive entry for the verb moiéw in Liddell and Scott’s abridged Greek-English Lexicon, Liddell,
Henry George, Robert Scott, Henry Stuart Jones, and Roderick McKenzie. ‘An Intermediate Greek-English
Lexicon.” (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1889, reprint 1999), 650-51.

% For a brief history and critique of the ‘great composer’ philosophy and aesthetic in the nineteenth century, see
Jim Samson, ‘The Great Composer’. In The Cambridge History of Nineteenth-Century Music, ed. idem
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 259-286.

% This argument has been made by other scholars with respect to John Koukouzeles and his activity at the Great
Lavra on Mt Athos, cf. infra, p. 53.
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and creativity, even in the context of an arguably conservative tradition. Thus, consideration of
the activities and viewpoints of these individuals is integral to an analysis of the music of this
period, whether from the perspectives of worship and liturgy, performance and composition, or

music theory and aesthetics.

Ioannes Koukouzeles has been given considerable attention as a larger-than-life figure
operating at a musical and liturgical watershed for Byzantium, but other than him, the
contributions of the individual maistores of the Palaiologan period have not been adequately
assessed. Among these figures, Chrysaphes stands out as one of the most important, based on
(if nothing else) the objectively abundant amount of material that he produced, from
compositions and manuscripts, to a theoretical treatise. Acknowledging the crucial rule played
by individuals during, especially, the kalophonic period, and regarding the ascendancy of
composers as a notable phenomenon — one typically not associated with plainchant traditions —
a life and works study on the figure of Manuel Chrysaphes stands out as a desideratum for the
field of medieval Byzantine chant scholarship. The remainder of this chapter covers a
historiographical background of Chrysaphes and the figure of composer in the literature, and

then, a summary, by chapter, of the remaining dissertation.
1.2 Current State of Research

Introduction

While Manuel Chrysaphes’ settings are copied almost without equal in the MSS of the
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, they are gradually supplanted by those of later composers,
especially by the new compositions and embellishments of Panagiotes Chrysaphes the New (c.
1623—1685),66 and later, by the revisions of eighteenth century cantors and composers such as
Petros Lampadarios ‘the Peloponnesian’ (1730-1778).°” While the compositions of Petros
Lampadarios and those who immediately followed him came to form the basis of the vast
majority of the central repertory heard today in Orthodox and Greek Catholic churches of the

Eastern Mediterranean (what is often referred to as ‘the received tradition’ of Byzantine

5 Panagiotes Chrysaphes was Protopsaltes (first chanter) of the Ecumenical Patriarchate in Constantinople from
1655-1682. His Sticherarion and Anastasimatarion gained widespread use and prestige, supplanting prior
versions and becoming the standard until the reforms of Petros the Peloponnesian. He is the author of eight known
manuscripts (Alexander Lingas, ‘Panagiotes the New Chrysaphes,” Grove Music Online, Accessed 29-Nov 2011).

67 Petros of Peloponnese was a student of Ioannes Trapezountios and the eventual Lampadarios, or leader of the
left choir, in the Constantinopolitan cathedral, from 1769-1773. He contributed an immense amount of original
compositional material to the repertory in addition to revising (usually, by way of abbreviation) the melodies of
the Doxastarion, Sticherarion, and Anastasimatarion as they were written by his predecessors. His works form
much of the basis of the received repertory of Byzantine chant (Conomos, ‘Petros of Peloponnese,” Grove Music
Online, Accessed 29-Nov 2011).
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chant),”® the voluminous body of Manuel Chrysaphes’ work was relegated to the background
of the modern repertory, largely unknown and unexplored by cantors and musicologists of the

nineteenth and twentieth centuries.®

This, coupled with the relative infancy of the state of research in Byzantine musicology, has
resulted in the dearth of knowledge around the important composers of the late Byzantine
period, including Manuel Chrysaphes. Our improved ability to study figures of the late
Byzantine period has been facilitated by recent progress in research, especially in the detailed
cataloguing of the thousands of Byzantine chant manuscripts preserved in libraries and
collections from Mt Athos and Athens to the United Kingdom and the United States. Progress
in the academic sphere has contributed to a renewed interest in the recovery of the medieval
repertory, a revival spanning academics as well as Eastern Orthodox cantors and choirs who
have dusted off little-known, early nineteenth century transcriptions of late- and post-
Byzantine compositions for performance in both services and concerts of Byzantine chant.
Similarly, a few professional musical ensembles have created ‘modern’ performance editions
of these medieval works, a process that has breathed life into this largely unknown repertory

and assisted scholarship in the same area.”
Catalogues of Musical MSS of Byzantine Chant

The cataloguing of Byzantine musical manuscripts has taken a great leap forward over the past
four decades, enabling the identification of authorship of manuscripts as well as individual
compositions therein, which in turn helps musicologists place key musical figures
geographically and chronologically. Some of the most important catalogues have been
published by Gregorios Stathis, Professor Emeritus of Musicology at Athens University,
founder of the Institute for Byzantine Musicology and now supervisor of more than a dozen
important dissertations on Byzantine and post-Byzantine chant. Arguably, Stathis’ most
important work lies in his analytical catalogues of the musical manuscripts of Mt Athos, of

which the first three volumes have been published, with four forthcoming.71 In addition,

68 ‘Received tradition’ Byzantine chant is a moniker often used to denote the current range of musical repertory
and performance practice in Greek Orthodox Churches.

% An enormous body of Chrysaphes’ work was transcribed into the New Method (see below) by Chourmouzios
the Archivist of the Great Church of Christ, including his settings of the Anoixantaria (Ps 103) in MS EBE-MPT
703 and his propers for the Divine Liturgy, as preserved in MSS EBE-MPT 704 and 705. However, a majority of
his music was never transcribed into the new method, let alone published (e.g., many of the kalophonic stichera),
and it is unlikely that these chants were widely known or sung by the nineteenth century.

70 Cappella Romana, an internationally renowned ensemble founded in 1991 in Portland, OR, along with Romeiko
(based on Athens, Greece), are two groups in particular that explore the medieval repertory, both employing
(primarily) the transcriptions of the musicologist Dr. loannes Arvanitis.

™ Gregorios Th. Stathis, Td Xepdypaga Bvlovuviic Movoiic - Ayiov Opog, 3 Volumes (Athens: IBM, 1975,
1976, 1993).
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Stathis has recently produced a detailed catalogue of the musical manuscripts of the monastery

72
of Meteora, Greece.

Another important catalogue is Manolis Chatzegiakoumes’ self-published, analytical catalogue
of the contents of 131 post-Byzantine manuscripts, which are replete with compositions by the
most important musicians of the late- and post-Byzantine periods.”” Additional manuscript
catalogues that have been critical for this dissertation in particular include Dimitris
Balageorgos and Flora Kritikou’s first volume of the musical manuscripts held at the famed
monastery of St. Catherine on Mt. Sinai (volume two of this series is forthcoming).”* This is
especially important as St. Catherine’s of Sinai had a metochion (dependency) in Chandax
(Candia) on the island of Crete. In 1669, when Chandax was given up to the Turks, monks that
served the metochion church in Crete departed from the island, taking with them to Sinai
precious relics and dozens of musical manuscripts that had been produced in Crete over the
prior three centuries, preserving them for posterity.”” Thus, many of the musical manuscripts of
St. Catherine’s on Sinai bear witness to the psaltic tradition of Crete, a region in which Manuel
Chrysaphes’ reputation exerted a great deal of influence, a theme that will be explored below

in Chapter 2, in greater detail.

The Spanish musicologist Clara Adsuara has published an article detailing the contents of an
important Cretan manuscript, Sinai 1251, an autograph of the Cretan composer, loannes
Plousiadenos.”® Andrija Jakovlevi¢ of Serbia has produced two important monographs

cataloguing the contents of various musical MSS,”’ especially important for helping to place

21 am deeply grateful to Professor Stathis for providing me with a copy of the detailed contents of Chrysaphes’
most important autograph, MS Iviron 1120, which is in the fourth (not yet published) volume of Stathis’
catalogues of the manuscripts of Mt. Athos. A fairly detailed yet still summarised list of the contents of MS Iviron
1120 is included in Stathis, Or Avaypopuatiopoi, 100-10.

3 Manolis Chatzegiakoumes, Movaixd XepSypogpa Tovprokpotiac (1453-1832) (Athens: Chatzegiakoumes,
1975).

™ Dimitris Balageorgos and Flora Kritikou, Ta Xeipdypagpa Bolovuviic Moveiic, Zivé, KatdAoyoc mepiypagpiicog
TV XEPOYPAPWY Kwdikwy LolovTiVIIC LOVOIKHS TWV amokeiuévay oty Piffliobnkn e 1pds Movic tov Opovg
2wa, Vol. 1 (Athens: IBM, 2008).

™ Dimitris Balageorgos, ‘Ot amokeipevol ot PPAoBAKN TG 1EPAC HOVAS TOV v owTOHYPAPOl KOSIKES TOV
Iodvvov epémg tov TThovoladnvod’, Paper read at the Ist International Conference of the ASBMH held in
Athens, 10-15 September, 2007: 50-51.

76 Clara Adsuara, ‘The Kalophonic Sticherarion Sinai gr. 1251: Introduction and Indices’, CIMAGL 65 (1995):
15-58. The composer, scribe, and scholar, loannes Plousiadenos, was born in Venetian-occupied Candia in Crete
in 1429. He traveled to Constantinople prior to the Fall to study, prior to returning to Crete. Following his
conversion to Catholicism, he was ordained priest and then Bishop Joseph of the Venetian port town of Modon
(Methone) where he died fighting the Turks in August of 1500. On Plousiadenos, see Bjarne Schartau,
‘Observations on the Transmission of the Kalophonic Oeuvre of Ioannes (and Georgios) Plousiadenos’, in ed. G.
Wolfram, Tradition and Innovation in Late- and Postbyzantine Liturgical Chant (Leuven — Paris — Walpole, MA:
Peters, 2008), 129-57. Plousiadenos is discussed further in Chapter 2.

" Andrija Jakovljevi¢, Catalogue of Byzantine Chant Manuscripts in the Monastic and Episcopal Libraries of
Cyprus (Nicosia: Cyprus Research Center, 1990).
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Chrysaphes’ influence on the island of Cyprus. The German musicologist Nina-Maria Wanek’s
catalogue of the 18 musical MSS of the ‘Supplementum graecum’ collection at the Austrian
National Library is likewise useful for this present study, as Manuel Chrysaphes is featured
prominently in some of these sources, including MS Suppl. gr. 110, which contains dozens of
compositions ascribed to him.”® Emmanuel Giannopoulos’ prolific cataloguing of manuscripts
has been critical towards improving our understanding of Manuel Chrysaphes’ reception on the
periphery of Byzantium, especially in Crete. To this end, his most important works are, first,
his published thesis on the flowering of the psaltic art in Crete during the post-Byzantine
period,”” and more recently, a monograph detailing the contents of Byzantine music MSS in
libraries of the United Kingdom.** Giannopoulos has also published an article detailing the
contents of the manuscripts in the library of the monastery of Timiou Prodromou in Veroia,
Greece, containing a manuscript he asserts is a possible autograph of Chrysaphes.®' Finally,
Diane Touliatos-Miles’ recent publication on the contents of the manuscripts at the National
Library of Greece® is an important work for its inclusion of several key fifteenth century
Akolouthia manuscripts as well as two important codices critical for the reconstruction of the
Cathedral Rite of Hagia Sophia.®> Many other researchers have contributed to the systematic
identification and description of musical MSS of Byzantine chant, but those mentioned above
are the most critical with respect to the activity and reception of Manuel Chrysaphes. What is
still lacking, but now possible on account of these manuscript catalogues, is the collection of
all the compositions attributed to Manuel Chrysaphes, and a resulting full list of works, the
beginnings of which I include in Appendices III and IV below.

Nineteenth Century Historiography

Chrysanthos of Madytos

™ Nina-Maria Wanek, Nachbyzantinischer Liturgischer Gesang im Wandel (Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen

Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007).

" Emmanuel Giannopoulos, H Av8qon e Yelduiic Téyvie ompy Kpiity (1566-1669) (Athens: IBM, 2006).

% Emmanuel Giannopoulos, Ta yeipdypago Bolavrviic Movoikic, Ayylia: Iepiypapikéc karéroyoc twv

Xelpoypagowv WOATIKNG TEYVHGS TV amokeluévay otis Pifliobnkes oo Hvouévov Baoileiov (Athens: IBM, 2008).
Emmanuel Giannopoulos, ‘Tleprypapicog Katdroyog Xepoypdowv Kwdikov Bulavtivig ExkAnciactikig

Movowng g .M. Twiov Ipodpduov Bépowag’, Ipyyopiog o Halouas 77 (1994): 563-606. Less important but

worth mentioning is Giannopoulos’ catalogue of the MSS on the island of Andros: Ta Xepdypagpo Woltiknig

Téyvneg e Nnoov Avdpov (Chora, Andros: Kaipgiog Bifiiodnkn, 2005).

%2 Diane Touliatos-Miles, 4 Descriptive Catalogue of the Musical Manuscript Collection of the National Library

of Greece (Surrey, UK and Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2010). This is a useful resource, but it contains a number of

errors. A rather severe critique of this catalogue is given in Emmanuel Giannopoulos, ‘Review of Diane

Touliatos-Miles” 4 Descriptive Catalogue of the Musical Manuscript Collection of the National Library of

Greece: Byzantine Chant and Other Music Repertory Recovered (2010)’, Byzantina 32 (2012): 314-21.

% These important musical MSS are EBE 2061 & 2062. See Lingas, ‘Sunday Matins’, 11, 53, and passim.
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The first printed historical inquiry into the tradition of composers and compositions of
Byzantine psalmody is found in the monumental Great Theory of Music by Chrysanthos of
Madytos (c. 1770 — 1843), written first in 1816 and later revised and published in Trieste in
1832.% The second section of Chrysanthos’ published book is a historical overview of music
from the time of Ancient Greece until the nineteenth century (whose starting point is, in fact,
figures of the Old Testament such as David and Solomon), in which Chrysanthos provides an
alphabetical list of Byzantine and post-Byzantine composers.*”” Katy Romanou has suggested
that Chrysanthos’ original ambitions were far broader than a presentation of simply the
medieval tradition of Byzantine psalmody. According to Romanou, Chrysanthos intended for
the Great Theory to be a sort of history of the music of the Greek people: both his historical
demarcations as well as certain theoretical classifications were influenced to a great degree by
his attempt to establish a master narrative which connected the Ancient Greeks to the people of

the then nascent Greek state.®

Despite this (and despite the fact that Chrysanthos doesn’t always cite his sources, occasionally
presenting anecdotes that are of dubious provenance), his work furnishes modern readers with
valuable insights into the history of the late- and post-Byzantine musical tradition. Concerning
Manuel Chrysaphes, Chrysanthos writes: ‘Manuel Chrysaphes the old was lampadarios of the
Great Church under Constantine Palaiologos, the last Emperor of the Romans.”®’ In this same
index of composers, he writes concerning another Chrysaphes: ‘Manuel the new Chrysaphes

flourished around the year 1660... and he wrote a handbook concerning music, from which it

8 Chrysanthos of Madytos, who was ordained Bishop and served in Dyrrachium (1821-33), Smyrna (1833-36),
and Prousa (1836-43), was the student of the Protopsaltes of the Great Church in Constantinople, Petros Byzantios
(d. 1808), and one of the most significant personalities of Byzantine ecclesiastical music of the nineteenth century.
The importance of Chrysanthos’ contribution resides not only in his @cwpnrixov, discussed below, but also in the
role he played establishing — in some cases borrowing Western models — and subsequently disseminating the
reformed notation of the New Method, an effort in which he was aided by two Constantinopolitan Byzantine
chant experts, Gregorios Levitis the Protopsaltis (1778-1821) and Chourmouzios the Archivist. This succinct
summary is found in Grammenos Karanos, ‘The Kalophonic Heirmos’, (University of Athens, 2012), 89, fn. 79).
% This biographical index is borrowed from the work of Kyrillos Marmarinos, Bishop of Tinos, the catalogue of
‘all outstanding masters of ecclesiastical chant’, originally written in the eighteenth century. See Achilleas
Chaldaeakes, ‘Daniel the Protopsaltes (1789): His life and work’, Revista Muzica 3 (July/Sept., 2010): 39.
% Katy Romanou, ‘A New Approach to the Work of Chrysanthos of Madytos: The New Method of Musical
Notation in the Greek Church and the Méya @swpntikov g Movoikng’, in ed. D. E. Conomos, SEC, Vol. 5
(Crestwood, NY: St Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1990), 89-100. Furthermore, John Plemmenos has shown that
Chrysanthos was heavily influenced by writings and ideologies percolating within the intellectual orbits of the
Hellenic Enlightenment of the early nineteenth century, and that his work should be viewed in the tradition of
‘classical revivalism’, a tradition with origins in late Byzantium. Plemmenos demonstrates how Chrysanthos drew
from sources as disparate as Cleonidas’ third century BC treatise, Introduction to Harmonics, to Heinrich Koch’s
Versuch einer Anleitung zur Composition, a treatise written in Leipzig in 1787 and focused on listener
classification and the aims of composition. See Plemmenos, ‘The Active Listener: Greek Attitudes Towards
Music Listening in the Age of Enlightenment’, British Journal of Ethnomusicology 6 (1997): 51-63.
¥ “Mavounh Xpvoaeng 6 modadg fv Aopmadapog tiic Meyédng Exkinoiog émi Kovotavtivov tod
ToAaordyov, Eoydrov Avtokpdrtopog T@dv Popaimv’ (Chrysanthos of Madytos. @cwpnrikov Méya tijc Movaikijg.
(Tergeste, 1832), XXXIX).
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appears he was an educated man, being capable in both psalmody and Hellenic song. His
handbook is preserved in his manuscript.”® Thus, Chrysanthos correctly distinguishes between
two ecclesiastical musicians both with the surname Chrysaphes, accurately dating the ‘Old’
Chrysaphes to the reign of Constantine XI Palaiologos and Chrysaphes the New to the middle
of the seventeenth century.* However, he calls the new Chrysaphes ‘Manuel’ (his baptismal
name was Panagiotes) and states that he (the new Chrysaphes) authored a theoretical treatise,
which is obviously the treatise of Manuel Chrysaphes preserved in his autograph MS Iviron
1120. Moreover, he correctly notes that the old Chrysaphes held the title of lampadarios, but
incorrectly states that he was a singer at Hagia Sophia (he was, at least primarily, a singer in

the palatine chapel).

Other Nineteenth-Century Historiography

Manuel Chrysaphes is mentioned in the works of Johannes Tzetzes (1874), Porfirij Uspenskij
(1881),” George Papadopoulos (1890),”" and Karl Krumbacher (1891). The confusion between
Manuel and Panagiotes Chrysaphes found in Chrysanthos’ work is present in many of these
later histories, for which The Great Theory must have been a source. For example,
Papadopoulos attributes Manuel Chrysaphes’ theoretical treatise to Panagiotes, also stating that

the former was a singer at Hagia Sophia.”> Papadopoulos, like Chrysanthos, rightly states that

B “Mavovih 6 véog Xpooaong fikpace mept 1 qyE’ £tog amd Xp. €puéliosy Avoostaciatdplov, Ztympdapiov,
YEPOLPIKE, KOVmVIKY Kol ETepa. Zuvéypayey &yyelpidiov mepi povotkiic, €€ o gaiveton memadevuévoc 6 dvip
Kov@®S Kol TV Wyolpodiov kol v EAAGda ewviy.” (Chrysanthos, Ocwpntixov, XLII).

% Conomos’ suggestion that George Papadopoulos (in Zvufolai eic e mop' quiv Exiinoiactixic Movoikic
(Athens, 1890), 292), and Chrysanthos before him, made the mistake that the two Chrysaphes were
contemporaries does not seem justified. Nor does it seem that either of these authors conflated the two into one
personality. Rather, aspects of Manuel’s life and work were attributed to Panagiotes, who lived two centuries
later. There can be no doubt that both Chrysanthos and Papadopoulos understood that these were two separate
musicians, one who lived at the end of the empire, and one who lived in the seventeenth century. Dimitri
Conomos (ed.), The Treatise of Manuel Chrysaphes, the Lampadarios: On the Theory of the Art of Chanting and
on Certain Erroneous Views That Some Hold About It (Mount Athos, Iviron Monastery MS 1120, July 1458),
MMB: CSDRM 2 (Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1985), 11.

% T have not read Profiirij Uspenskij’s work cited in Conomos, Treatise, 11.

! papadopoulos, ZvpPorai 219, 292, 324, 334. Papadopoulos writes an independent bioergographic entry for
several composers, including Manuel Chrysaphes, his only serious error being the common misplacement of his
primary activity at Hagia Sophia vs. the imperial chapel and his attribution of Manuel Chrysaphes’ theoretical
treatise to Panagiotes.

%2 Papadopoulos’ later historiographical work Iotopii} emokémnoic e folavavic ekkANGLOGTIKIC HOVOIKAG OTd
TV OTOGTOMKDV povwv uéxpt twv ko’ nuag (Athens, 1904), revises many of his initial errors as well as filling
in some details concerning Chrysaphes’ life (primarily based on the testimony of MS Leimonos 239). However,
he still misattributes his place of activity to Hagia Sophia vs. the palatine chapel: ‘Mavovfih 1 Epavouni
Xpoodeng o moAotds, o enl ™G oAdcemg Aauraddplog Tov vaov e Aylag Zoging, Stoukekpévog LeAoTodG,
pelioag moAAG €pya, €€ @V G €K TOV TEPIOTACEWY oMOVTOL TV, ovijkovTa €16 T0 [amadwdv pérog. Eypayev &
emoyeng Bewpntikng mept g ExkAnowotikng povoikng npaypateiov. ‘Eoye ['epdopov epopdvayov podntiv
0100, TBavHOg Tov evdmiov Tov [Topbntod TpockAindévta petd tov I'ewpyiov n Ipnyopiov tov Alvdtov. Kodig
tov étovg 1672 g 1epdg povig Agavog (op. 239), ovopdler tov Mavouvnh «Aopmaddplov Tov gvoyovg
Baoiiucon kKAnpov». O Mavoun gv toig yepoypdpots ovopdletar kar Maiotwp. To vad Tov Mavound Xpvodpov
mom0év Ztympdplov eixev ava yeipoag kot o véog Xpuodpng, 0cTig Kol HeTéfare v onuadopviay ovTov,
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he was active at the Fall of Constantinople, whereas Karl Krumbacher dates him to the
fifteenth or sixteenth century. Krumbacher correctly associates Manuel Chrysaphes with other
important composers like Koukouzeles and loannes Kladas the lampadarios, implicating him
in the period at the end of the Middle Ages, during which, Krumbacher concludes, ‘coloratura
singing flourished’ in Byzantium (Koloraturgesang gesteigert). He also cites Chrysaphes’
treatise but states its opening line erroneously, as: ‘Apyn T@V £pOTNUATOV THG WOATIKAG
téyvne’ (i.e., ‘The beginning of the questions concerning the psaltic art’), an error that may
have been based on his source, MS Clark. 36.* Tzetzes’ chronological placement of Manuel
Chrysaphes in the middle of the fifteenth century, on the other hand, is accurate. Tzetzes also
points to Chrysaphes’ treatise as evidence of a musical culture in the fifteenth century in which
conservative compositional procedures were upheld by outspoken defenders of traditional
models, a reasonable conclusion taking Chrysaphes’ words at face value, though it leads him to
the rather dubious corollary that composers in the fifteenth century lacked artistic freedom

whatsoever.”
Twentieth Century Bioergographical Scholarship

The first study dedicated to Manuel Chrysaphes is Athanasios Papadopoulos-Kerameus’ 1901
article, ‘Mavound Xpvoaeng, Aoumaddpiog tov Bactukod Kinpov’ (‘Manuel Chrysaphes,
lampadarios of the imperial clergy’), which appears in Volume VIII of the journal Vizantiskij
Vremennik (pp. 526-45). This study provides the most extensive introduction to date on prior
scholarship concerning Manuel Chrysaphes. It begins with an overview of Chrysaphes’ life
based on fresh manuscript sources (in other words, Papadopoulos-Kerameus does not simply
take Chrysanthos’ words and reproduce them), and continues with a catalogue of attributed
compositions, and finally, it includes the first full (printed) reproduction of Chrysaphes’
theoretical treatise. Drawing largely on sixteenth and seventeenth century manuscripts rather
than the composer’s autographs, this article corrects the chronological errors of prior scholars,
asserting that Manuel Chrysaphes lived during the final decades of the Byzantine Empire’s
reign, emphasising the fact that Chrysaphes’ primary duty was not as singer of Hagia Sophia,

aVOVE®GOG OWTHV Katd To id1ov owtod cvomua, g e€dyetar €k tov v’ ap. 239 KMOKOC TNG HOVAG TOV
Agwpmvog.” These biographical mistakes concerning Chrysaphes’ life persisted in widely disseminated music
books well into the twentieth century. For example, see the ‘historical’ work of the cantor, choir director, and
Patriarchal-school educated Byzantine music theoretician, Theodosios’ Georgiades, H Néa Moboa: Zvvomtixi
1ot0p1K koi teyviky povoikn uelétn (Istanbul, 1936), 54-55.

% Karl Krumbacher, Geschichte der Byzantinischen Literatur von Justinian bis zum Ende des Ostromischen
Reiches (527-1453) (Munich, 1891), 599, 678.

%% Johannes Tzetzes, Uber die altgriechische Musik in der griechischen Kirche (Munich, 1874), 123-24.
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but rather, as a member of the imperial clergy,” he was a singer at the palatine court chapel®®

under the final Palaiologan emperors, John VIII and Constantine XI.”’

Remarkably, bioergographical scholarship concerning Chrysaphes did not advance beyond that
set forth in Papadopoulos-Kerameus’ 1901 article for another 60 years.” Christos Patrinelis’
important article on the musical offices of the Great Church of Christ’ in the post-Byzantine
period was the first scholarly work to include a refreshed biography for Manuel Chrysaphes.
The entry for Chrysaphes is brief, but Patrinelis comes to the correct conclusion that
Chrysaphes was lampadarios of the royal clergy.'” Chatzegiakoumes’ aforementioned
Movaixe Xepoypapa stands out among manuscript catalogues and is mentioned here as a
result of its impressive indexing of the contents of the manuscripts by composer (as well as by
incipits). Thus, for Manuel Chrysaphes, Chatzegiakoumes provides a small biographical entry
followed by an alphabetical listing of his compositions found in the 131 post-Byzantine
manuscripts in the catalogue. He also provides extensive manuscript references for those
compositions that were transcribed in the nineteenth century from the medieval to the
Chrysanthine notation.'”" Gregorios Stathis includes a more robust, if still brief, biographical
entry for Manuel Chrysaphes in his work on the fifteen-syllable hymnography in Byzantine
and post-Byzantine manuscripts,'® which includes an index and biography of the musicians
and poets that contributed to this genre of hymnography. This is superseded in some ways by

Andrija Jakovljevi¢’s entry in a similar index of composers included in his important work on

% Chrysaphes’ autograph, MS Iviron 975 provides indisputable confirmation of Chrysaphes’ position in the
imperial court, on fol. 173r: “Emo6n kol mopd Mavovnh tod Xpucdeov kai Maictopog tod gdayodc Basiitikod
KAnpov’ ([this was] also composed by Manuel Chrysaphes the maistor of the sacred and imperial clergy),
although Papadopoulos-Kerameus bases his assertions on other sources, as noted below. For the detailed contents
of MS Iviron 975, see Stathis, Ta Xeipoypapa II1, 766.

% For one overview of the palatine chapel in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, see Paul Magdalino, Pseudo-
Kodinos' Constantinople, in ed. idem, Studies on the history and topography of Byzantine Constantinople
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007), 1-14.

%7 The basis for Papadopoulos-Kerameus’ biographical assertions concerning Chrysaphes are, among others, the
following manuscript references: 1) MS Hypselou 40 (s century), in which appear certain compositions
commissioned by the Emperor John Palaiologos; 2) MS Leimonos 244 (6™ century), which contains the
inscription: ‘Vespers: a hymn of Chrysaphes, composed at the request of the pious Emperor of Constantinople
Lord Constantine’; 3) on folio 51 of an unnamed eighteenth century Papadike, which contains the following
inscription, frequently encountered in various earlier sources for Chrysaphes’ setting of Ps 2:7c, 'Ey®» onuepov
veyévwnka og: ‘“The following was composed by Lord Manuel the lampadarios, at the request of the last emperor,
Constantine’; and, 4) MS Leimonos 239 (1672), which names Manuel Chrysaphes as ‘lampadarios of the sacred
and imperial clergy’.

% See the entry for Manuel Chrysaphes in PLP 31080.

% Hagia Sophia was referred to as ‘The Great Church of Christ’ during the Byzantine period. After 1453, this
name was used to refer to the Ecumenical Patriarchate in Constantinople.

19 Christos Patrinelis, ‘Protopsaltae, Lampadarii and Domestikoi of the Great Church During the Post-Byzantine
Period (1453-1821)’, in eds. M. Velimirovi¢ and E. Wellesz, SEC, Vol. 3, (London: OUP, 1973), 157-59.
Patrinelis translates ‘BaciAicod’ as ‘royal’.

1% Chatzegiakoumes, Tovprokpatioc, 392-403. Most of these transcriptions were executed by Chourmouzios the
Archivist of the Great Church of Christ (c. 1770 — 1840).

192 Stathis, H dexameviasbirafoc Yuvoypogia ev ty Bolavnivii Melomoiia, (Athens: IBM, 1977), 110.
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the history and contents of the bilingual musical codex, EBE 928, which includes the
identification of a new Chrysaphes autograph (MS Xeropotamou 270), as well as a

reassessment of Chrysaphes’ probable activity in Serbia.'”

One of the most extensive life and works surveys of Manuel Chrysaphes appears in Stathis’
1994-1995 publication of the programme for a series of concerts that took place at the Megaro
Mousikes Athenon during that same season. This publication consists of various essays on
Byzantine music as well as brief ‘chapters’ for arguably the three most important composers of
the late Byzantine era, Manuel Chrysaphes, loannes Kladas, and loannes Koukouzeles, which
include an updated biography and list of compositions for each. In addition to these

104

biographical entries, the programme includes notes on these composers’ works, ~ which were

performed in concert (three choirs participated in this series, including Gregorios Stathis’

ensemble, the Maistores of the Psaltic Art).lo5

With respect to Chrysaphes, this publication
contains the most comprehensive summary of his life and works, adding MS Iviron 975 to the

list of known autographs, and including a refreshed list of his compositional oeuvre.'*

Finally, two recent publications have made a significant contribution to our knowledge of
Chrysaphes’ life and works. The first is the 2006 published thesis of Emmanuel Giannopoulos,
The Flowering of the Psaltic Art in Crete (1566-1 669),107 which is especially important for its
contextualisation of the activity of musicians active in Crete, a known stopping point for
Manuel Chrysaphes at some point after the Fall of Constantinople. Giannopoulos’ fastidious
study of Athonite, Sinaitic, and Cretan codices has led to the identification of what he argues
are two additional autographs of Chrysaphes. The first of these is the Athonite codex Skete
Agias Annes 123 42, a discovery he presents in this study.'”™ A year later, Christiana
Demetriou’s study on the Cypriot musical codex Machairas A4 was published.'” Machairas
A4, a Kalophonic Sticherarion, seems to be based on a Chrysaphes’ prototype and thus, he is

the most anthologised composer in the source. Demetriou devotes an entire chapter to

1% Andrija Jakovljevic, diylwoon Halawoypagpio kor Melwdoi-Yuvoypdgor tov Kodduca twv Afpvadv 928
(Leukosia: Kévtpo Meketwv Iepag Movng Kokkov, 1988), 87-88.

'% The concert featuring the compositions of Manuel Chrysaphes took place on Sunday, 19-February, 1995, in the
Demetrios Mitropoulos hall at the Megaro Mousikes Athenon.

' The Greek Byzantine Choir directed by Lycourgos Angelopoulos performed a concert of chants by Ioannes
Koukouzeles on Saturday, 1-April, 1995, while the Demotic Byzantine Choir of Heraklion performed the music
of Toannes Kladas on Sunday, 19-March, 1995.

1% Gregorios Th. Stathis, ‘Moavovik Xpvodeng o Aopmodapiog’, in Kirlog Ellgvikic Movoikic, Bolavrivoi
Melovpyoi, Meyapov Movaixng AGnvav (Athens, 1994-5): 33-45.

17 Giannopoulos, H Av@yon, 64-69.

1% Giannopoulos, H Av6yoy, 66. In Chapter 3, I discuss my preliminary doubt (albeit, not based on an in situ
study of the codex) that this manuscript is authored by Chrysaphes’ hand.

1% Christiana Demetriou, Spétbyzantinische Kirchenmusik im Spiegel der zypriotischen Handschriftentradition:
Studien zum Machairas Kalophonon Sticherarion A4 (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 2007), 247-320.
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Chrysaphes’ life, geographic movements, and works, whereas the other represented composers
are given shorter index entries in her work. Whereas Giannopoulos’ study is laser focused on
Chrysaphes’ life and activity with respect to the island of Crete, Demetriou’s is broader, and in
her treatment of Chrysaphes, she includes extensive footnote references to Byzantine and post-

Byzantine MSS from especially the catalogues of Stathis and Chatzegiakoumes.
Chrysaphes’ Treatise

We possess a complete version of Chrysaphes’ treatise in his autograph, MS Iviron 1120.
Although the treatise was copied in several later recensions and was clearly known to Greek
ecclesiastical musicians of the post-byzantine period, it was not until its publication in 1903 in
the Athenian periodical @opuyé by the Constantinopolitan cantor and musicologist
Constantine Psachos (1869—1949),110 that the entire treatise was reproduced based on this
Chrysaphes autograph.''' Other publications of the treatise include the aforementioned
complete reproduction of A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus (1901) as well as Fr. Lorenzo Tardo’s
near complete version in L’ antica melurgia bizantina, based primarily on MS Lavra A 165.'"2
Emmanuel Bamboudakes published the entire treatise in the same year in his history of
Byzantine ecclesiastical music, Zvuflodn i v omovdnv ¢ mapachuaviikis twv Bolavtivav
rovaikwv, based on an unspecified Jerusalem codex and Psachos’ reproduction in the journal
Dépuryé " The first English translation of Chrysaphes’ treatise was published in 1985 as part
of MMB’s subseries, the Corpus Scriptorum de re Musica, by the musicologist, Dimitri
Conomos.''* This work is a significant accomplishment as it includes the original text (based
on MS Iviron 1120), a complete English translation, and a commentary, including discussions
related to Chrysaphes’ conceptions of both melodic theseis (sing: thesis), the individual
musical phrases that comprise the building blocks of Byzantine chants, and the phthorai (sing:
phthora), the modulatory signs of Byzantine chant notation (graphically derived from the
Greek letter ¢). Conomos’ first chapter is the source of the table of printed editions below (Fig.
1.2).'"

"9 Markos Dragoumes, ‘Constantinos A. Psachos (1869-1949): A Contribution to the Study of His Life and
Work’, in ed. D. E. Conomos, SEC, Vol. 5, (Crestwood, NY: St Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1990), 78-88.

"' Constantine A. Psachos, @épuyé 2 (1903), passim.

"2 1 orenzo Tardo, L' Antica Melurgia Bizantina: nell’ interpretazione della scuola monastic di Grottaferrata,
(Grottaferrata, 1938), 230-43.

" Emmanuel Bamboudakis, Zvufols eic mv omovdiv e mapacnuaviic tov Bolavivéy poveikdy, Vol. 1,
(Samos, 1938), 35-53.

et supra, fn. 89.

15 See Milo§ Velimirovié’s Review, in ‘The Treatise of Manuel Chrysaphes, the Lampadarios by Manuel
Chrysaphes: Dimitri E. Conomos’, JAMS 43, 1 (1990), 143-148. Overall, Velimirovi¢ praises Conomos’ work,
but suggests that it would have been more valuable had ‘the textual references to specific incipits been followed in
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FIGURE 1.2: TABLE OF PRINTED EDITIONS OF THE TREATISE OF MANUEL CHRYSAPHES

Johannes Tzetzes | Uber die altgriechische Musik in der griechischen Excerpts based on MS Arch. 1874
Kirche Seld. B. 43 (1517)

Johannes Tzetzes | To Movaixa Xepoypaga tis ev Avopw Movig Excerpts 1880
Zwoddyov IInyng

A. Papadopoulos- | ‘MovounA Xpucdeng, Aapumaddplog Tov Pactiicon Entire treatise based on MS 1901

Kerameus KMjpov’ in V'V, Vol. 8 dated 1656

Porfiry Uspensky | Pervoe putesestvie v Afonskie monastyri I skity II Excerpts 1881
(Prilozenija)

Constantine Treatise reproduced in translation in Patriarchal Entire treatise based on Iviron | 1903

Psachos publication ‘®@oppy&’ (1903) 1120

J. B. Thibaut Monuments de la notation ekphonétique et 2™ part of treatise from MS 1913
hagiopolite de I’ église grecque 811 Holy Sepulcher

E. Bamboudakis Zoufolap €1¢ TV OTOVONY THS TOPACHUOVTIKHG TWV 1 part of treatise based on 1938
polovvay povaixwov various sources

Lorenzo Tardo L’ antica melurgia bizantina Most of treatise reproduced, 1938

based on MS Lavra A 165

Dimitri Conomos | The Treatise of Manuel Chrysaphes, the ‘Definitive reproduction’ 1985

Lampadarios, MMB: CSDRM (2) based on Iviron 1120

The Musical Repertory

The Divine Liturgy

Although the systematic identification and analysis of the extant repertory of Manuel
Chrysaphes — not to speak of scribal variants and later embellishments — is far from complete,
the repertory of some of the major chants of the Divine Liturgy has been elucidated by several
scholars over the past half century. The efforts of Dimitri Conomos are particularly important
for the study of Chrysaphes. His two most important works represent an extensive survey of
the three central chants in the Eastern Orthodox Divine Liturgy — the Trisagion, the Cherubic
Hymn, and the Koinonikon,''® and include transcriptions and analyses of several Chrysaphes

compositions.''” Other important work in this area includes Kenneth Levy’s studies of the

the commentaries by presentation of musical examples indicating what the text of the treatise suggests in terms of
interpretation of such a melody.’

16 Even though the Koinikon is a proper chant — really, a psalm verse — while the Trisagion and Cherubic Hymn
are invariable ordinary chants, the shared ‘centrality’ of these three chants in the Divine Liturgy can be argued on
the basis of the fact that, as Alexander Lingas notes, ‘the musical weight of the divine Liturgy... was, from the
earliest sources of Byzantine musical notation until the 1850, concentrated mainly in three elaborate chants that
were explicitly or implicitly invested with symbolism as aural icons of angelic worship: the Trisagion, the
Cherubic Hymn, and the Communion Verse’ (Lingas, ‘The Genesis of this Project’, from the booklet
accompanying Cappella Romana: The Divine Liturgy in English. Byzantine Chant recorded at Holy Rosary
Church, West Seattle, 6-11 August 2005 and 20-24 August 2007 (Portland, OR: Cappella Romana, 2008), 7).

"7 Dimitri E. Conomos, Byzantine Trisagia and Cheroubika of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries: a study of
late Byzantine liturgical chant (Thessaloniki: Patriarchal Institute for Patristic Studies, 1974); and Dimitri E.
Conomos, The Late Byzantine and Slavonic Communion Cycle: Liturgy and Music (Washington, D.C.:
Dumbarton Oaks, 1985). Aside from selected koinonika written in Slavonic, Conomos does not survey the post-
Byzantine (sixteenth century and later) repertory for any of these three chants.
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Byzantine Trisagion and the Cheroubikon for Holy Thursday,''® Neil Moran’s investigation of

9
and

a certain Asmatic Trisagion in the context of the Ordinary hymns of the Divine Liturgy"’
most recently, Konstantinos Karangounes’ comprehensive study of the Cheroubikon in the
Byzantine and post-Byzantine era. Karangounes’ exhaustive study of the genre provides a

detailed analysis of each of Chrysaphes’ known settings of the Cherubic Hymn.120

In Byzantine Trisagia and Cheroubika, Conomos provides transcriptions and comparative
analyses of Chrysaphes’ three Trisagia and five Cherubic Hymns in the context of the entire
corpus of this repertory from the same period. Concerning his Trisagia, Conomos notes that
Chrysaphes remains traditional, as the composer himself argues in his treatise, yet there is a

*121 This characterisation of Chrysaphes, as

‘distinct relaxation of certain firmly held principles.
an innovator and simultaneously an ardent defender of traditional forms, is echoed in
Conomos’ analysis of his Cherubic Hymn settings. Conomos calls Chrysaphes the ‘leading
figure of fifteenth century developments in Byzantine chant melody and composition,”'* a
conclusion he arrives at based on three important revelations in the manuscript tradition.'”
»124

First, though ‘his writings demand the sustenance of the traditions,” ©* Chrysaphes is described
as the composer who broke down traditional barriers related to the composition of Cherubic
Hymns in modes other than the traditional ones (primarily second and plagal second modes),
given his important settings of the ordinary Cherubic Hymn in first, third, and plagal first
modes.'? Second, it is Chrysaphes who first anthologises the Cherubic Hymns by mode in the
manuscripts, as indicated in f. 504r of his autograph, Iviron 1120: ‘the beginning of the

Cherubic Hymns, by mode’, after which follow a collection of the major settings of Cherubic

'¥ Kenneth Levy, ‘A Hymn for Thursday in Holy Week’, JAMS 16, no. 2 (1963): 127-75.
9 Neil K. Moran, The Ordinary Chants of the Byzantine Mass. 2 vols, (Hamburg: Verlag der
Musikalienhandlung Karl Dieter Wagner, 1975).
120 Konstantinos Karangounes, H Iapddooy xar E&jynon tov Mélove twv Xepovfucdv e Bolavuviic ko
Metapovlovuvig Melomoiiog (Athens: IBM, 2003). A possible limitation of Karangounes’ study is based on the
fact that his morphological analyses appear to be, for the most part, based on later transcriptions of Chrysaphes’
settings, versus the hymns as notated in fifteenth century manuscripts.
12! Conomos, Byzantine Trisagia, 72.
122 Conomos, Byzantine Trisagia, 194.
'2 In his article on the Sunday Koinonikon, the Romanian musicologist Nicolai Gheorgita echoes Conomos’
conclusions, calling Chrysaphes the ‘leading exponent’ of the ‘First Period’ of post-Byzantine chant, defined as
1453-1670, in ‘The Structure of Sunday Koinonikon in the Postbyzantine Era’, in ed. G. Wolfram, Tradition and
Innovation in Late- and Postbyzantine Liturgical Chant: Acta of the Congress held at Hernen Castle, the
Netherlands, in April 2005 (Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 331-56.
124 Conomos, Byzantine Trisagia, 76.
123 Conomos, Byzantine Trisagia, 193. It is well known that the first composer to depart from the second and
fourth modal areas for the composition of a Cherubic Hymn was Xenos Korones in the fourteenth century, a
meaningful, yet isolated deviation from the tradition. Karangounes’ inventory of Chrysaphes’ Cherubic Hymns is
the most up to date: he composed five, in the first, third, fourth, grave, and plagal fourth mode. He also
embellished the third mode Cherubic Hymn of Manuel Argyropoulos (Karangounes, Xepovfixwv, 246-57,
passim).
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Hymns by various composers, arranged in order of mode.'*® Karangounes reiterates Conomos’
conclusions with respect to the importance of Iviron 1120 for the development and evolution of
the Cherubic Hymn. In Iviron 1120, Chrysaphes completely fills out the repertory with 16
settings, including five of his own, a remarkable fact given that the Cherubic Hymn was among
the last bastions of conservatism, with manuscripts of the fourteenth century featuring, for the

most part, anonymous settings in only the second or plagal second modes.'*’

Finally, Conomos claims that Chrysaphes is among the very first composers in the manuscript
tradition to have his name attached to a Trisagion composition.'*® Conomos suggests that the
dearth of ascriptions associated with this hymn, historically, is related to the tradition of the
angelic reception of the Trisagion in the sixth century, and thus, the hymn’s reputation as
inviolable.'® Tt is certainly true that the Trisagion of the Divine Liturgy was a conservative
genre, seeing far less elaboration even in the fifteenth century than its counterparts in the
liturgy — the Cherubic Hymn and the Koinonikon."® But it seems that Conomos’ above

assertion (that Chrysaphes is the first to have his name attached to a Trisagion) is based on the

126 See Stathes, Or Avaypouuotiouoi, 109, as well as Ch. 3 below describing the contents of MS Iviron 1120 in
further detail. Chrysaphes is also one of the first to anthologise the Alleluiaria by mode (see Iviron 1120, fol.
495r). The scribe of MS Athos Laura E 173 (1436) anthologises a series of Alleluiaria, from f. 100v.

127 Karangounes, Xepovfikav, 123-25. The Akolouthia EBE 2406 is an important manuscript worth mentioning in
any discussion related to Chrysaphes, the Cherubic Hymns, and modal ordering. The majority of Cherubic Hymns
in this codex are found between f. 236v-248r. At the very end of the manuscript, however, between f. 462r and
467v, a complete set of Cherubic Hymns is included. According to Conomos, this latter group is unique for two
reasons. First, they are Cherubic Hymns by composers (including Chrysaphes) whose settings are not to be found
in any earlier musical source, and second, they are modally ordered. The phenomenon of modal variety and
extensive eponymity in this genre is witnessed to in Chrysaphes’ autograph, Iviron 1120, but f. 462r-467v of EBE
2406 would seem to place the precedent for this tradition elsewhere (outside of Constantinople, as this MS was
written at the Monastery of the Forerunner in Serres) and earlier (1453 vs. 1458). However, on the basis of
assistance from the palacographer Nigel Wilson, Conomos states that, although it is clearly the same scribe who
has written both sets, the second set was written later — by possibly as many as 20 to 30 years (Conomos,
Byzantine Trisagia 193-95). A detailed survey of this manuscript is also found in Milo§ Velimirovi¢, ‘Byzantine
Composers in MS Athens 2406°, in eds. J. A. Westrup and E. Wellesz, Essays Presented to Egon Wellesz
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1966), 7-18.

128 Here Conomos is specifically referring to the first part of these settings, Ayiog 6 @edg, yog ioyvpdg, dylog
afdavartog, versus the composed Avvopig perisse. Chrysaphes’ predecessors Koukouzeles and Korones provide
versions of the Abvayjug, both included in Iviron 1120.

129 Conomos, Communion Cycle, 25-26, 55-56. In an earlier article, Conomos elaborates on this general point,
concluding with a rather lukewarm appraisal of the phenomenon of composer visibility I have described above:
‘Two concepts deserve our attention if we wish to appreciate fully the function of music in the... Christian East.
The first... was the belief in the angelic transmission of sacred chant: the assumption that earthly worship was an
imitation of heavenly praise, and that the earthly church united men in the prayer of the angelic choirs... The effect
this concept had on church music was threefold: firstly, it bred a highly-conservative attitude to musical
composition; secondly, it stabilised the melodic tradition of certain hymns; and thirdly, it preserved, for a time at
least, composer anonymity. For if a chant is of heavenly origin, then the acknowledgement received by man in
transmitting it to posterity ought to be minimal... until the appearance of the Palaiologan “Meistersingers”, it was
inconceivable for a composer to place his name beside notated text in the manuscripts’ (Conomos, ‘Change in
Early Christian and Byzantine Liturgical Chant’, Studies in Music from the University of Western Ontario 5
(1980): 49-50.

130 Compare the 3 Trisagion and 4 Dynamis settings in to the 16 ordinary Cherubic Hymns and 99 (!) ordinary and
festal Koinonika in Iviron 1120.
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Trisagion from f. 414r of Iviron 1120, which is, actually, a Trisagion not composed for the
Divine Liturgy. Based on its placement in the manuscript and the accompanying liturgical
rubrics, it is clear that this was the Trisagion appended to the end of the Great Doxology, the
entire order of which is from the Constantinopolitan Cathedral Rite."”' The rubric on f. 413v
reads:
Metd 10 £00vov id1opeloy kai t6, “Ymepevioynuévn, yivetar 1} peydin doEoroyio Eito 1o
Ayiog 6 Ogdg £k Tpitov, HoTepov 8¢ TodTo: TA. P, Aylog O Ogdg. '

[After the Eothinon idiomelon and the Most Blessed, the great doxology occurs. Then the
Holy God, three times, and after, this one, in the plagal second mode, Holy God.]

The first such setting in Iviron 1120, an anonymous melody in the plagal second mode, is
followed by a composition of Manuel Chrysaphes in the fourth mode, described explicitly as
dopatikdv, a melody that includes the intercalated syllables yy, which are characteristic of the
repertory of the Constantinopolitan choir book, the Asmatikon. This is clearly not the Trisagion
of Liturgy, but rather, the final Trisagion of the Doxology, for which both simple and elaborate
versions were composed and sung in Cathedral Rite Matins.'*® It is interesting to note that
post-Byzantine manuscripts attest to the fact that this Chrysaphes setting in the fourth authentic
mode seems to be a favoured composition for these two commemorations of the Cross (14

September and the Third Sunday of Lent)."**

To my knowledge, previous scholars have not
implicated Chrysaphes’ fourth mode Cathedral Rite Trisagion with these commemorations of
the Cross in particular, a remarkable fact given that this practice — that is, singing an elaborate
Trisagion labelled ‘asmatikon’ in the fourth mode for feasts of the Cross after the Great
Doxology — persists as the standard practice in the Greek Orthodox church today. Further study
is needed to validate this beyond reasonable doubt, but it seems that Chrysaphes (as he has

been shown to do in many other repertories) instigated the practice of singing the Trisagion for

Bl Cf. infra, Appendix II, Iviron 1120, f. 413v. After identifying this inconsistency, I noticed that the same had
been pointed out by Lingas in ‘Sunday Matins’, 107, fn. 134. However, I do not note the same concordance
between the ‘asmatic’ Trisagion and a later ‘dynamis’ composition in Iviron 1120.

132 Stathis, ‘Ipypav 1120, 15.

'3 Lingas elaborates on this ‘quintessentially Constantinopolitan’ structure of the close of Cathedral Rite Matins
in his thesis, mentioning the Trisagion settings found in Iviron 1120 and providing an analysis of eight distinct
settings in the context of the Matins of the Cathedral Rite. This includes a discussion of the practical (i.e.,
liturgical) functions of the Trisagion, by means of an analysis of two Trisagia that were processional chants for
Holy Saturday and the two liturgical commemorations of the Cross (in the MSS Lavra I'.3 and Vienna Theol. Gr.
183). See Lingas, ‘Sunday Matins’, 98-110.

13 Other examples include MS Timiou Prodromou Beroias 1 (1750-1775), p. 639: €ig v gicodov Tod Tiov Kol
{womo1od 6tavpod... p. 641: Erepov Tod kUp Mavovii 1od Xpiodgov (sic) fixog 8 (Giannopoulos, ‘Bépota’, 578);
MS Gr. Liturg. E. 4 (S.C. 36615) (1810-1812): 16 mapov kbp Mavounhk 100 Xpvodpov, £Enynon 8¢ mapd kop
Tétpov hapmadopiov, fxog 8°, Aytog 6 Oedc, Acpoticdv Tod Ztavpod (Giannopoulos, AyyMa 255), and, shown
above in Fig. 1.3, MS Panteleimonos 906, f. 222r: Tpiodyov 100 ctavpod kvp Mavouvnd Aapmadapiov tod
Xpvobpov, Enymen 8¢ mapd kop Métpov Aaunadapiov tod Melomovvnaiov, fyoc &8 (the relevant folios from this
MS were kindly sent to me by George Konstantinou).
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commemorations of the Cross in fourth mode and that his composition was handed down for
centuries, even though elaborated on by future cantors. One such example of the persistence of
Chrysaphes’ ‘Asmatic Trisagion’ in the commemorations of the Cross in a late (18" c.) post-
Byzantine Greek Orthodox source is given below in Figure 1.3. In this case, an exegesis (lit:
explanation, analytical elaboration) of Chrysaphes’ composition is provided by Petros

Lampadarios, who was contemporary with the manuscript:

FIGURE 1.3: MS PANTELEIMONOS 906 (18TH C.), F. 222R: CHRYSAPHES’ ASMATIC TRISAGION ‘FOR THE CROSS’
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Conomos’ 1985 work on the Late Byzantine and Slavonic communion cycle is a
comprehensive study of the third central chant of the Orthodox Eucharist service, the
Koinonikon. A major component of this study is a comparative analysis of the body of
Koinonika from the Asmatikon with those found in the Akolouthia anthologies of the Late
Palaiologan period. Conomos, who surveys the repertory by mode, includes 42 Koinonika by
Chrysaphes (including 17 settings of Aiveite tov Kvpiov, the Sunday ordinary), from MSS
including Iviron 1120, EBE 2406, and MS Vladaton 46, among others.*®> Conomos’ main
thesis is that the Koinonika of this latter period are direct inheritors of the styles and idioms of
the Asmatikon repertory and, moreover, maintain vestiges of what he terms an ‘ancient
congregational psalm tone’, an underlying melody that predates even the Asmatic repertory
and, owing to the fact that the Koinonikon is attested to as one of the oldest psalm chants in

Christian worship, may even go as far back as Late Antiquity.*® He suggests that these basic,

135 For EBE 2406, cf. supra, fn. 127.

136 Conomos, Communion Cycle, 63, 190, and elsewhere. Conomos’ thesis on the origins of the Koinonikon psalm
verse melodies seem to follow those presented first by Levy in Hymn for Thursday, which focuses on Tod
deimvov cod 100 pvotikod (‘At Thy mystical supper’), the proper Cherubic Hymn and Koinonikon for Holy
Thursday (which, according to the eleventh century Byzantine chronicler Giorgios Cedrenos, was instituted by
Justin II in the sixth century). Levy's analysis is probably among the first to describe the ‘centonate’ style of
Asmatic florid composition versus the freer, sequential, 'improvisatory' style of the Akolouthia, a distinction
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structural melodic arches formed the framework for the extremely elaborate melodies of the
Koinonika found in the compositions of later figures such as Chrysaphes. While Conomos
acknowledges that ‘the uniformity exhibited in the psalm verses perhaps suggests that we must
look to hymns like the alleluia [the often elaborate refrains appended to all but two of the
proper Koinonika] if we wish to investigate the origins of the encroaching florid style,’137 he
leaves an analysis of the Alleluia for another study. Pointing out the differences between the

psalm verses and the Alleluia refrains, he continues:

[The Alleluia refrain] is written in a style entirely different from that of the psalm text. The
long lines, characterized by uninhibited melismatic elaborations, require the support of
intercalated foreign letters. Cadential patterns are complex and randomly juxtaposed. To
my understanding, this ornate appendage exists for reasons of liturgical expediency [owing
to the lengthy Communion rite]. In the majority of cases... the alleluias appear to be
independent units of chant grafted onto the ends of the verses.'*®

Conomos’ somewhat critical assessment of the melodic construction of the Alleluia refrains of
the Koinonika represents a shift from the positive undercurrents one gleans from his analysis of
the maistores’ compositions of melismatic 7risagia and Cherubic Hymns in his first
publication. Picking up on this shift, Alexander Lingas argues that Conomos has a tendency to
employ language reminiscent of that used by early Western musicologists of Byzantine chant
who derided melismatic singing as a sign of decadence, the result of Oriental accretions onto
an otherwise balanced and pure repertory. Specifically, he asserts that Conomos’ choice of
words and phrases serve to ‘cast doubt on the legitimacy and propriety of melismatic chanting,
[by speaking of] opportunities “for vocal display” and indulgence in “interminable
psalmodising” by professional virtuosos, the way for whose rise was paved by “the lapse in

b

congregational singing,”” a narrative, according to Lingas, ‘absorbed from modern liturgists’

and featuring ‘the gradual debasement of ideal(ised) forms of Early Christian worship

supposedly characterised by musical democracy.”'’

reiterated by Conomos in his own analyses. In doing so, Levy points out several concordances amongst melodies,
especially in the Alleluias of Cherubic Hymns in modal areas around G, suggesting also perhaps that the liturgical
solemnity and tradition of angelic transmission of these hymns contributed to their melodic stability. This
conclusion is echoed throughout Conomos’ work on the Koinonika, for example, in Conomos’ notion of ‘modal
fluidity’ (Communion Cycle, 147), the phenomenon where Byzantine composers reused material across modes,
changing very little, especially where the liturgical solemnity was highest.

137 Conomos, Communion Cycle, 62.

138 Conomos, Communion Cycle, 60, and fn. 22.

1% Alexander Lingas, ‘Preliminary Reflections on Studying the Liturgical Place of Byzantine and Slavonic
Melismatic Chant’, in ed. G. Wolfram, Palaeobyzantine Notations (Leuven: Peeters, 2004), 147-55, citing Peter
Jeffrey, Re-envisioning Past Musical Cultures: Ethnomusicology in the Study of Gregorian Chant, Chicago
Studies in Ethnomusicology (Chicago and London: 1992), 78-83. The logic to which Lingas is responding is more
concisely spun out by Conomos in his 1980 article (cf. supra, fn. 129), where he suggests that the focus of
composers on writing melismatic alleluias results in ‘choral music that became more ornate, and the corporate
sense of worship — the concept of koinonia which was so deeply embedded in the early church — was substantially
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While it is possible to detect such undercurrents in Conomos’ Communion Cycle (and even, to
some extent, in Williams’ dissertation on John Koukouzeles), they are certainly far from
wholesale criticisms of the kalophonic repertory or the compositions of Chrysaphes on
Conomos’ part.'** Elsewhere, Conomos praises the ‘high quality and striking originality’ of
Chrysaphes’ compositions.”'*! A theme that pervades Conomos’ analyses of the music of the
Divine Liturgy is that of the interaction of traditional and innovative elements in music of the
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. According to Conomos, this was a period during which
reverence for traditional forms competed with innovation and personal creativity, or perhaps
more correctly, that innovative compositional styles flowered but traditional forms were still
revered, and in some ways, retained. In both of Conomos’ works of this melismatic repertory
analysed above, it is Chrysaphes who receives the most attention as operating at the centre of

this sea change.

Music of Vespers and Orthros

Scholarship concerning the compositions of Chrysaphes outside of the repertory of the Divine
Liturgy is less developed, but this void is slowly being filled. The Greek musicologist Arsinoi
Ioannidou is currently working on a dissertation concerning the ‘Kalophonic Settings of the 2nd
Psalm in the Byzantine Tradition’, in which she draws her musical material primarily from
Chrysaphes’ autograph MS Iviron 1120 as well as two Athens manuscripts (MSS EBE 2406
and 2458). loannidou is also investigating liturgical treatises in an attempt to connect the
kalophonic idiom and its kratemata with concomitant liturgical and spiritual practices, an
important bridge between liturgiology and musicology that other scholars have explored (see
below).'** Diane Touliatos-Miles’ ‘The Byzantine Amomos Chant of the Fourteenth and
Fifteenth Centuries’ provides an exhaustive catalogue of all the musical settings of Psalm 118,
ranging from Cathedral Rite Orthros settings to those for the funeral offices of laymen and

143

monks, in which Chrysaphes’ settings are featured prominently. ™ Most notably, Touliatos-

Miles points out that, by the seventeenth century, when the Amomos repertory for the funeral

weakened... the composition of hymns began to flourish, and the sense of corporate action — the concerted effort
by all participants — hardened into something very like a traditional ritual’ (Conomos, ‘Change’, 60).

10 For Williams’ criticism of Ioannes Kladas’ allegedly unsophisticated compositional techniques, cf. infra, Ch. 5,
p. 244.

141 Conomos, Treatise, 14. On the other hand, in at least one instance Conomos goes so far as to characterise
Chrysaphes’ application of ‘whole lines [which reappear] in a variety of musical contexts’ as ‘slavish’
(Communion Cycle, 143-45).

12 Arsinoi Toannidou, ‘The Kalophonic Settings of the Second Psalm in the Byzantine Tradition (Fourteenth-
Fifteenth centuries): A Dissertation In-Progress’, Paper read at the 1st International Conference of the ASBMH
held in Athens, 10-15 September, 2007: 210-22.

'3 Diane Touliatos-Miles wrote her dissertation under the name Diane Touliatos-Banker (elsewhere, she is simply
‘Diane Touliatos’). For convenience, I use the name ‘Diane Touliatos-Miles’, given in her most recent publication
cited in this dissertation.
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services of laymen had crystallised, it was Chrysaphes’ settings of the verses which are most
often retained in the later manuscripts. This is even more striking when one considers the fact
that he included very few of his own compositions of the Amomos in his autograph MS Iviron
1120.'** This point is supported by Nina-Maria Wanek’s conclusions concerning Psalm 118, in
her previously mentioned investigation of the musical manuscripts of the Supplementum
graecum at the Austrian National Library. Wanek goes so far as to suggest that it was

Chrysaphes himself who standardised the various melodies of this chant.'*

Recent scholarship has highlighted Chrysaphes’ works in other areas of the repertory. In a
reference 1 have not found corroborated elsewhere, Wanek identifies an Anastasimatarion of
Manuel Chrysaphes in manuscript number 288 from the Leimonos monastery, probably the
oldest autograph of the scribe Clement the hieromonk.'*® Prior scholarship has not considered
Chrysaphes an important figure in the development or consolidation of the musical repertory of
the Anastasimatarion. Stathes writes that Chrysaphes ‘without question’ played a role in
‘beautifying’ the repertory of the Anastasimatarion, but states that we do not have any

compositions within this repertory specifically attributed to him.'*’

The various introductory
phrases from the Kekragaria (Ps 140:1-2) and the Dogmatic Theotokia from Saturday Vespers
found in Iviron 1120 are not ascribed and thus should at this point be thought of as traditional,
anonymous melodies of the Anastasimatarion. Nevertheless, Wanek’s above-mentioned
discovery along with Giannopoulos’ identification of a possible Anastasimatarion, MS Timiou

Prodromou, Veroia 9, which he believes to be an autograph of Chrysaphes (but more likely, if

1% Diane Touliatos-Miles, ‘The Byzantine Amomos Chant of the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries’, PhD diss.
(Ohio State, 1979), 155. Touliatos’ claim that Chrysaphes includes none of his own compositions for the Amomos
in his autograph Iviron 1120 is incorrect. For example, see Chrysaphes’ kalophonic setting of the verse Opnvd xai
ddvpouar drav évvonow tov Bavarov on f. 484v. However, Touliatos is correct in pointing out the fact that while
his settings of Psalm 118 are disseminated widely in Post-Byzantine manuscripts, only a scant few are included in
Iviron 1120.

145 The inscription before the chants of the Amomos in MS Suppl. gr. 130 (in between the Kalophonic Theotokia
and Cherubic Hymns) reads "Apopog woAlopevog gig kounbévtag opkpuvieic €k tod maAowod mopd tod
TpOTOYaLtov kKdp Xpvodeov... [Tokaiog’ (Wanek, Nachbyzantinischer, 30-31).

146 Wanek, Nachbyzantinischer, 167. The Anastasimatarion is a modally arranged musical collection which
congealed in the sixteenth (Makris) or seventeenth century (Kujumdzieva). Its texts, from the larger Oktoechos,
consist (primarily) of Resurrectional propers for Saturday Vespers, Sunday Orthros and Sunday Divine Liturgy.
The oldest Anastasimatarion is MS Xenophontos 128, an autograph of Panagiotes Chrysaphes, dated to 1671
(described in Stathis, Ta Xeipoypogpa II, 57-68). The most comprehensive study of the Anastasimatarion is in
Adriana Sirli, The Anastasimatarion (Bucharest: Editura Muzicala, 1986). Sirli’s study includes the collation of
over 1500 melodies from manuscripts of the fourteenth to sixteenth centuries. See also Svetlana Kujumdzieva,
‘The Kekragaria in the Sources from the 14th to the Beginning of the 19th Century’, in Cantus Planus. Papers
Read at the 6th Meeting in Eger 1993 (Budapest, 1995), 449-63; and Eustathios Makris, ‘Die Musikalische
Tradition des Anastasimatarion im 16. und 17. Jahrhundert’, (Universitdt Wien, 1996).

147 Stathis, ‘Moavovih Xpocaeng’, 37.
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anything, is based on an earlier Chrysaphes prototype), seems to point the way to future studies

with new potential discoveries within this genre.'**

Kalophonic Heirmoi

The term kalophonikos heirmos is most commonly used today to describe the paraliturgical
genre of compositions that peaked first under the aegis of the seventeenth and eighteenth
century composers Balasios the Priest and Nomophylax (d. 1700) and Petros Bereketis (d.
~1725), and later, under cantors such as Panagiotes Chalatzoglou (d. 1748) and Petros
Byzantios (d. 1808). Eventually anthologised in manuscripts known as Kalophonic
Heirmologia, which first appear as independent musical collections in the final decades of the
eighteenth century, these compositions continued to grow in number and popularity, persisting
to this day as arguably the most beloved chants of Greek and Romanian cantors.'* As
Grammenos Karanos relates in his dissertation — the first full study on this post-Byzantine
genre — the two chief characteristics of this musical species are, first, the embellishment of the
heirmoi of the Kanons in the ‘slow heirmologic style’, and second, the addition of a full-length
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kratema to the end of the heirmos text. > Chants characterised by these specific morphological

attributes have their roots in the sixteenth century compositions of Arsenios the Small and
Theophanes Karykes, yet both Karanos and Emmanuel Giannopoulos (the latter in a recent
article on the development of the same genre), point to the Late Palaiologan period as the site

151

of origin of the post-Byzantine kalophonic heirmos. ° In fact, it is in the autographs of Manuel

Chrysaphes where the term kolo@mvikog €ippog is first encountered. Two entries, from Iviron

975 and Iviron 1120, are given below (see also Fig. 1.4 below):">*

e MS Iviron 975, fol. 387v: &ippol koAopmvikoi yoriouevor Hotepov €ig TNV
katofaciov (kalophonic heirmoi chanted later at the katavasies)

e MS Iviron 1120, fol. 621r, xelogwvikol eippol yarlopevor gic v ayiov kol
peydinv Kvproxnv 1od [aoya (kalophonic heirmoi chanted on the Holy and Great
Sunday of Pascha)

In these manuscripts, Chrysaphes uses the name ‘kalophonic heirmos’ to describe the

elaborately composed heirmoi from the Kanons of selected feasts (e.g., Pascha, Christmas,

¥ For the Anastasimatarion MS Veroia 9, cf. infra, Chapter 3, pp. 126-127.

149 Emmanuel Giannopoulos, H Walukii Téyvy: Abyoc ke Méloc oty Aatpeio e OpBodééne Exxnoioc
(Thessaloniki: University Studio Press, 2008), 80-81.

150 Karanos, ‘Kalophonic Heirmos’, 106-8, and elsewhere.

151 Emmanuel Giannopoulos, ‘H E&EMEN tov kKohopovikav gipudv (14og -180¢ oudvac)’, in ed. Nina-Maria
Wanek, Psaltike neue Studien zur Byzantinischen Musik: Festschrift fiir Gerda Wolfram (Wien: Praesens, 2011),
145-53.

"2 For a more comprehensive list of late Byzantine manuscript inscriptions with this term, see Karanos,
‘Kalophonic Heirmos’, 108.
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Annunciation, St. Demetrios) that were to be chanted during Orthros, ‘at the katavasies’.
Chrysaphes anthologises settings by Ioannes Glykys, Manuel Plagites, loannes Koukouzeles,
Xenos Korones, Ioannes Kladas, and Gregorios Mpounes Alyates.'> Based on the dates of the
composers whose names accompany kalophonic heirmoi in the late Byzantine sources, we can
date the origins of this genre to at least as early as the beginning of the fourteenth century.154
Here, yet again, Chrysaphes plays a vital role in anthologising — and enriching — another genre

of chant, in this case, one that already had a long tradition of eponymous settings.

Giannopoulos argues that the presence of kalophonic heirmoi (also called ‘asmatic heirmoi’ or

‘very artful heirmoi’ in fifteenth and sixteenth century MSS)'*’

in Late Byzantine sources
provides further evidence that the thousand-year development of Byzantine ecclesiastical
music occurred smoothly and continuously and ‘without any significant breaks or changes
imposed by foreign music systems.’156 Giannopoulos’ contends that the appearance of new
compositions of ‘kalophonic heirmoi’ during the time of Balasios the Priest, Petros Bereketes,
and even before, does not constitute a new practice, as was once thought, but is rather a

.. .. 157
variation on a traditional theme.

Beyond simply referring to a similarity in nomenclature, he
points out that several Cretan composers, especially figures such as Benediktos
Episkopopoulos, followed the Constantinopolitan tradition of embellishing heirmoi in the
kalophonic style for major feast days, and serve as something of a link between the Palaiologan
kalophonic heirmoi and the paraliturgical compositions of the seventeenth and eighteenth

centuries.

Likewise, Karanos notes that while the kalophonic heirmoi of the Palaiologan maistores are

‘completely different with respect to their structure and their melodic content’ than the later

'3 While Ioannes Plousiadenos, Chrysaphes’ successor, anthologises the Kalophonic Heirmoi of Chrysaphes
composed for the feast of the Annunciation (e.g., the fifteenth century MS Sinai 1253 f. 127r).

13 We know that Manuel Plagites, priest, domestikos, and protopsaltes of Thessaloniki, was active at least as
early as 1336, on account of his appearance in EBE 2458 (f. 90r: ‘Tod namd Mavovn) tod Aayitov, fyoc o,
‘Opborpovg &govot’). He composed kalophonic heirmoi in honor of the patron saint of his city, St Demetrios.
Chrysaphes includes these in Iviron 1120 from f. 631v-636r. An earlier witness of these kalophonic heirmoi is MS
Laura I 185 (likely from the first three decades of the fifteenth century), which, from f. 189r contains all 8 settings
of these kalophonic heirmoi to St. Demetrios, preceded by the following: ‘Kavov gic Tov éiytov peyaiopdptopa
Anpntplov 1oV pupoyevpov, moinpo tod Ilopeupoyevvitov kvp Kovotaviivov, pehobev o0& mopd 10D
TPpOTOYIATOV ®ecculovikng kdp Mavovnk od IThayidtov, fixog B, Aedte Aool... péypt tfic N’ ®dfic’ (‘Canon to
the Great-martyr St. Demetrios the myrrh-streaming, poem of Konstantinos Porphyrogennitos, composed by the
Protopsaltes of Thessaloniki, Manuel Plagiates, second mode, “Come, O ye people”... until the 8™ ode”). For the
dating of MS Laura I 185, see S. Lauriotes and S. Eustratiades, Catalogue of the Greek Manuscripts in the Library
of the Laura on the Mount Athos, with Notices from Other Libraries (Cambridge, 1925; New York, 1969), 211.
For an updated bioergographical entry on Manuel Plagites, see loannes Liakos, H Bvlavuvn Ilapadoon tng
Ocaoolovikng kora tov IA-IE" Aiwva (Athens: IBM, 2007). 117-20.

'35 Giannopoulos, ‘EEEMEN’, 146.

1% Giannopoulos, ‘E&EMEN’, 145.

157 Giannopoulos, ‘EEEMEN’, 149 and passim.

46



kalophonic heirmoi of Karykes, Balasios, and Bereketes, these ‘proto-kalophonic heirmoi’ are
nevertheless predecessors of the latter. For one, the poetic text of the two genres is based on
the heirmoi of the canons. Second, in both cases, the melodic theseis are melismatic, although
Karanos draws a distinction between the melodic theseis of the two genres, classifying the
earlier (Byzantine-era) compositions as, morphologically speaking, ‘papadaic’, and the latter
(post-Byzantine) as ‘slow heirmologic’."”® Third, both genres of kalophonic heirmoi employ
teretismatic material, though in the late medieval kalophonic heirmoi, the teretismata are

5159

scattered throughout the piece, ‘comprising its backbone, whereas in the kalophonic

heirmoi of the seventeenth to eighteenth centuries, independent kratemata are appended to the

end of the composition.'®

FIGURE 1.4: IVIRON 1120, F. 632V, 'ASMATIC HEIRMOI CHANTED FOR THE GREAT MARTYR DEMETRIOS’

- e

The inscription reads: Asmatic Heirmoi
chanted for the Great Martyr Demetrios
and for other Saints, by Manuel Plagites,
Ode 1

The text of the first heirmos, Agdte Aooi
(‘Come, People’), is preceded by the incipit
for the first Biblical Canticle (from the
Song of Moses in Exodus 15:1-19), T®
Kvpio doopev évooEmg yop deddEaotat
(Let us sing to the Lord for gloriously has
he been glorified)

'
|§||Aﬂ_m_u_.r-

'.’.u:ﬂkk

. a0l sy erste]l o]

138 Karanos makes these distinctions based on all relevant aspects of musical theses, including melodic direction,
cadential notes, and ratio of syllables to notes in a given melisma, based on their appearance in the analytical
notation of the New Method.

139 K aranos, ‘Kalophonic Heirmos’, 110.

1% Karanos (‘Kalophonic Heirmos’, 108-10) groups three ‘late’ compositions among the genre he characterises as
‘proto-kalophonic’, which has its roots in the compositions of Ioannes Kladas, Manuel Chrysaphes, etc. These
three compositions, the heirmoi Neviknvror tijs pdoews oi dpor (first mode) by Germanos of New Patras, Xpiorog
yevvarou (first mode) by Balasios the Priest, and Azag ynyevic by Daniel the Protopsaltes, are grouped with the
earlier works on the basis of their publication in the third volume (Mathematarion) of the Movowr Iavdéktn
(eds. Ioannes the lampadarios and Stefanos the domestikos, Constantinople, 1851) and the fact that they are
morphologically closer to the kalophonic heirmoi of the Palaiologan period than the paraliturgical genre of
Bereketes et al. His quick comparison of these three compositions with those from the later paraliturgical
repertory does not take into account the settings by Chrysaphes, Kladas, etc. (understandably out of scope, given
the primary aims of the thesis). Moreover, the comparison is — by the author’s own admission — exclusively on the
basis of the analytical transcriptions of the New Method. Based on a comparison of the two genres, the
aforementioned three kalophonic heirmoi are ~20 pages in length, vs. 5-6 pages, the average length of the
paraliturgical kalophonic heirmoi. Indeed, Chrysaphes’ asmatic (kalophonic) ninth ode heirmos for the feast of
Christmas, when performed according to the analytical transcription of Chourmouzios (as my choir did in a
concert in Cambridge, MA, in December 2011), is over 35 minutes in length! The liturgical anomalies that arise
when considering the fact that eight of these would have, theoretically, been sung during the Christmas Orthros
(comprising 4 hours of chanting according to the New Method transcriptions) are evident, but out of the scope of
the present study.
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As a way of demonstrating evidence of smooth transition between the two genres,
Giannopoulos points to the Wallachian MS, Oxford Jesus College 33, written in 1635 by the
Hieromonk Meletios, a manuscript containing several embellished heirmoi composed by
Theophanes Karykes. To each of these heirmoi, Meletios the scribe appends a kratema by
Palaiologan composers (e.g., Chrysaphes, Kontopetris), thus ‘marrying the old with the
new.’'®" Nevertheless, both Giannopoulos and Karanos acknowledge probably the biggest
difference between the Late Byzantine ‘proto-kalophonic heirmoi’ and the kalophonic heirmoi
written by their post-Byzantine successors:'®* the former were written to be sung as katavasies
in the services of special feasts, a view supported by the rubrics in the MSS but also by the
biblical canticles appended after the kalophonic heirmoi, as shown in Fig. 1.4 below (see note
to the right of figure). The latter genre is a paraliturgical genre — the kalophonic heirmoi of
Bereketis, Panagiotes Chalatzoglou, and co. were not intended to be sung during Orthros, ‘at
the katavasies.”'®> Ultimately, the witness of the kalophonic heirmoi in sources such as
Chrysaphes’ autographs, MSS Iviron 975 and 1120, supports the argument that the post-
Byzantine genre did not appear out of nowhere with the compositions of Petros Bereketes
around the year 1700, but was the result of a long development that can be traced back to the
kalophonic period of Byzantium. In both above mentioned studies on the kalophonic heirmos,

Chrysaphes’ contribution as scribe and composer within this genre is viewed as seminal.

The Kalophonic Sticherarion

Manuel Chrysaphes’ body of kalophonic stichera is one of the most impressive classes of

compositions, both for the quantity of output and innovative nature of the compositions. The

6

kalophonic stichera — including the subgenres of anagrammatismoi and anapodismoi*®* — are

extensively surveyed in Gregorios Stathis’ study, O1 Avaypoupuotiouol kou o MaOnuazo tng

1! Giannopoulos, ‘E&EMEN’, 149.

12 To my knowledge, no one has yet compared the musical phrases of the post-Byzantine kalophonic heirmoi by
Cretan composers with the kalophonic heirmoi of Chrysaphes, Kladas, etc., to inventory morphological
similarities and differences. Such a study would be fruitful in establishing links between the Palaiologan tradition
and the post-Byzantine, and could be extended to a comparison with the post-Byzantine paraliturgical genre
initiated by Karykes and Arsenios. This could provide a corrective to the obviously precursory ‘periodisation’
and/or classification I am implicitly proposing above.

' To my mind, the jury is still out on whether the various kalophonic heirmoi from the post-Byzantine Cretan
sources were intended to be sung during Orthros (see Giannopoulos, ‘H E&EMEN’, 147).

' Anagrammatismoi (‘rearranged letters’) and anapodismoi (‘rearranged feet’, i.e., ‘rearranged phrases’) are
kalophonic stichera in which the composers have rearranged the words, utilising repetition, inversion, and
recapitulation for artistic purposes. Stathis’ use of the term ‘mathema’ (lit: ‘lesson’) and ‘Mathematarion’ (the
latter, as interchangeable for describing the manuscript containing the Kalophonic Stichera) seems to invite
potential for confusion with its nineteenth century usage, when such hymns had fallen out of the repertory and
thus had more of an academic / educational (vs. practical) purpose. Chrysaphes’ uses the term péOnpa four times
in his treatise (lines 82, 186, 248, 481), at least once referring to something with a pedagogical purpose (1. 82).
See Conomos, Treatise: Appendix C, 110. Stathis argues that Chrysaphes’ uses the term ‘mathema’ to refer to a
kalophonic sticheron twice. For Stathis’ definitions of these terms, see Oi Avaypouuotiouoi, 79-89
(anagrammatismoi and anapodismoi) and 89-92 (mathema).
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Bolavriviig Melomotiog, a work also critical for the study of Chrysaphes as a result of its
description of the contents of Manuel Chrysaphes’ autograph, Iviron 1120. In his description of
this manuscript, Stathis reiterates what Conomos says concerning Chrysaphes: that he was
probably the most important figure in bringing the new kalophonic chant idiom to its peak of

- 165
ripeness.

Furthermore, Stathis states that Chrysaphes’ treatise is relevant to modern performance
practice. In particular, certain excerpts are of utmost importance for acquiring an understanding
of the kalophonic stichera. First, he notes that it is exclusively from this repertory that
Chrysaphes draws his examples in explaining the function of the phthorai. Second, Stathis
views Chrysaphes’ words regarding theseis and ‘the great hypostases’ of cheironomia'®®
central to the correct transcription of the old notation specifically within the kalophonic
repertories.'®’ Finally, he points out that the compositions of Chrysaphes, especially in Iviron
1120, confirm that the kalophonia of these settings — indicated by the rubric, ‘Gpyovrot tiig

koApoviag® (beginning of the kalophonia)'®®

— is morphologically based on the simpler,
‘common’ melody (‘0 keipevov’, i.e., the original sticheron). Furthermore, Stathis posits a
relationship between the melismatic style of the kalophonic stichera, instigated by
Koukouzeles and those around him, and the melismatic styles of the Psaltikon, the

Constantinopolitan book containing the melismatic allelouiaria, prokeimena, and kontakia.'®

Christian Troelsgéard accepts Stathis’ general conclusion that such a relationship exists, but
argues that ‘the precise character of this relation between the kalophonic verses and the chants
of the “classical” Byzantine cathedral rite still remains to be determined.”'”® In a recent article
on early kalophonia, Troelsgérd makes a preliminary attempt at tracing motific relationships in
kalophonic stichera and earlier forms of melismatic singing in order to establish tangible links

on the basis of melodic formulae, cadential patterns, and so on. Troelsgéard concludes that there

195 Stathis, O1 Avaypauuaziopor, 100-10.

1% The ‘great hypostases’ are the 3 to 4 dozen signs that are preserved in various late and post-Byzantine treatises
and tables of neumes as well as in Koukouzeles’ didactic poem which are ‘not to be sung’ but played a subsidiary
role, i.e., ‘grouping the emphona (interval signs) and argiai (neumes of lengthening) usually on one syllable and
as a concise indication of a formula,” useful as well for cheironomy (the practice of indicating melodic movement
by a sort of gesticulation) and ornamentation (see loannis Arvanitis, ‘Byzantine Notation’, original appearing in
Pravoslavnaya Entsiklopediya (2007), 360-76). These signs, typically written in red (vs. black) ink, proliferated in
the post-Byzantine period and have been interpreted by some scholars to indicate a stenographic realisation of
older repertories.

17 Stathis, O Avoypoupoziopol, 34-35. Stathis’ theory of interpretation of the old notation, along with several
transcriptions of various neume groups into modern Byzantine and Western staff notation is given in full in
Stathis, H E&nynoig, cited above in ‘A Note on the Musical Transcriptions’.

18 Stathis, O1 Avaypaupotiouor, 83-84.

199 Stathis, Or Aveypoppoziouoi, 77.

170" Christian Troelsgard, ‘Thirteenth-Century Byzantine Melismatic Chant and the Development of the
Kalophonic Style’, in ed. G Wolfram, Palaeobyzantine Notations III (Leuven: Peeters, 2004), 72.
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is indeed continuity in the melodic traditions of the classical Sticherarion, proto-kalophonic
stichera, and mature kalophonia, and that Chrysaphes’ treatise ‘seems to be very precise,’

where it states:

Thus even in the kalophonic Stichera the composers of these do not depart from their
original melodies but follow them accurately, step by step, and retain them. Therefore, they
take over some melodies unchanged from tradition and from the music preserved (as it is
recorded in the Old Sticherarion), and they all follow the path unaltered throughout the
entire composition. The second composer always follows his predecessor and his successor
follows him, and to put it simply, everyone retains the technique of the art.'”!

Finally, it is worth mentioning again Clara Adsuara’s work within this area of the repertory.
Her dissertation provides a background of the historiography concerning theories on the
development of kalophonia and then introduces a detailed textual and musical analysis of a

selection of kalophonic stichera.'”

In addition to this, her aforementioned analytical
description of one of the most important Kalophonic Sticheraria of the fifteenth century, MS
Sinai 1251, which contains an index of composers and compositions, is extremely useful for
the study of Manuel Chrysaphes, in particular. This article contains the type of indexical
groundwork — of which much more is needed — that begins to address the ‘what’ with respect
to Chrysaphes’ filling out of the repertory of the kalophonic stichera, which will lead to further
conclusions concerning the ‘how’ and ‘why’. In other words, we can only begin to understand
Chrysaphes’ behaviour as a scribe and composer — for example, why in a given situation he

wrote an entirely new composition versus providing an embellishment of an existing chant —

when we have a full handle on his contribution to the genre of the kalophonic stichera.

We have only scratched the surface in our understanding of this voluminous body of chants.
Detailed studies of the kalophonic stichera will be particularly critical for answering questions
that transcend the compositions themselves. For example, a study that analyses all kalophonic
stichera, by composer, mode, time period, and geography, and compares them to one another,
to earlier versions of kalophonic stichera, and to ‘simple’ versions from the classical
Sticherarion, will reveal a great deal about performance, notation, scribal habits, and methods
of elaboration in late- and post-Byzantine practice. This could have far reaching implications
for increasing our understanding of the origins of the kalophonic movement, as well as the
post-Byzantine phenomenon of exegesis.'”® The fifteenth century is particularly critical for the

study of these issues, for, according to loannes Arvanitis, it was when the notation, ‘while

1 Troelsgard, ‘Melismatic Chant’, 76 (translation based on Conomos, Treatise, 43-45).
172 cf, supra, fn. 37.
173 Cf. supra, ‘A Note on the Musical Transcriptions’.
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possibly retaining its old short form, may have started to acquire an additional more elaborated

. 174
form in performance.’

Liturgical Musicology

It will be useful for the purposes of this dissertation to review important scholarship in one
final area, which I categorise loosely under the umbrella of /liturgical musicology, the cross
disciplinary field that emerged decades ago from the deconstruction of liturgiology and
musicology as disciplines focused primarily on text and meaning through text. As Robin A.

Leaver writes:

Liturgy is more than text.... it also includes sight and sound, as the seasons and celebrations
indicate their changing context by the different colors of paraments and vestments and by
the alternative music of celebrant, choir, and congregation, and as the liturgical order is
actualised in ritual actions, processions, silences, and sometimes the visual and olfactory
presence of incense. The ‘new liturgiology’... is therefore moving beyond the earlier
preoccupation with textual concerns to encompass a broader, three-dimensional
understanding of the liturgical rite.'”

The study of all the components of liturgy, text, sight, sound, smell, ritual, and experience,
must inform any study of ecclesiastical music in Byzantium, and the full breadth of
‘experiential analysis’ is of no less importance for understanding the period during which
Chrysaphes lived. These areas, with respect to Eastern Christianity, have been enriched
recently with the promising interdisciplinary research of Susan Harvey on the importance of
olfaction in Christian Liturgy, and by Bissera Pentcheva’s exploration of ‘acoustical
phenomenology’ and the impact of space — i.e., Hagia Sophia — in interaction with all other

aspects of ritual (sound, sight, smell), on the experience of the liturgy’s participants.176

The groundbreaking work of Edward Williams on Koukouzeles and the music of evening
worship in Late Byzantium privileged the kalophonic repertoire in contrast to its debasement in

prior scholarship and provided useful interpretive analyses based on liturgical as well as

74 Joannes Arvanites, ‘On the Meaning and Purpose of the Treatise by Manuel Chrysaphes’, in ed. G. Wolfram,
Tradition and Innovation in Late- and Postbyzantine Liturgical Chant (Leuven: Peters, 2008), 122.

' From her forward to William T. Flynn’s Medieval Music as Medieval Exegesis (Lanham, Md. and London:
Scarecrow Press, 1999), xv-xvi. See also William T. Flynn, ‘Liturgical Music as Liturgy’ and Leaver, Robin A.
‘Liturgical Music as Homily and Hermeneutic’, in Liturgy and Music: Lifetime Learning, eds. R.A. Leaver, and
J.A. Zimmerman (Collegeville, Minn: Liturgical Press, 1998), 252—-64; 340-59.

176 Bissera V. Pentcheva, The Sensual Icon: Space, Ritual, and the Senses in Byzantium (University Park, PA:
Penn State University Press, 2010). In a more recent presentation (at Stanford University in May 2013), Pentcheva
introduces the concept of chiasmus, the notion of the meeting point of the heavenly and earthly within the space
of Hagia Sophia, by means of the ascent of the melodies of chants (in this case, a Koinonikon from the feast of
Pentecost), incense, and prayer, and the descent of the Holy Spirit amongst the congregation.
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musical sources.'”’” Dimitri Conomos made further inroads into this multidisciplinary field,
offering theories for the development of the musical repertories in the office of the Divine
Liturgy, especially during the singing of the Trisagion, the Cherubic Hymn, and the
Koinonikon. Drawing largely on the comparative analysis of liturgical rubrics and typika in
Alexis Dimitrievski’s Opisanie liturgiceskikh rukopisei,178 Conomos concluded that the
liturgical prayers, clerical dialogue, and accompanying actions had expanded significantly by
the fourteenth century, creating a musical ‘problem’ that needed to be solved by contemporary
composers, who were thus pre-empted to develop lengthier musical compositions.'” In the
case of the Cherubic Hymn, significantly expanded compositions accompanied by lengthy
kratemata are found starting in the fourteenth century, which corresponds to liturgical
documents that feature this textual and ceremonial expansion.'® Conomos’ survey of the
compositions within the genre of the Cherubic Hymn, especially, emphasises the fact that
Chrysaphes unquestionably inherited and further developed this expansive compositional

idiom, although the question of etiology of longer forms needs further investigation.

Alexander Lingas has furthered research in the space of liturgical musicology in two important
ways. First, his dissertation on Sunday Matins in the Byzantine Cathedral Rite, a
reconstruction of the Constantinopolitan Sunday morning service that had nearly died out by
Chrysaphes’ time, offers insight into the synthesis of two ‘mutually irreducible’'®' liturgical
practices, those of Constantinople and Jerusalem/Palestine. This work is especially relevant to
the study of Chrysaphes for its discussion of the bidirectional influences of music and liturgical
practices on one another. That the development of melismatic repertories was often pre-empted
or influenced by the need to cover liturgical action has been suggested by prior scholars, as we
have noted above. But Lingas demonstrates that during the Palaiologan period the composers
and their music had a great deal of influence over the shape of a particular service.'® He

concludes:

77 For Oliver Strunks begrudging acknowledgment of recent progress in the scholarship in melismatic repertories
(whose manuscript tradition he calls ‘capricious and untrustworthy’), and a call to his colleagues to return to the
core repertories of the Heirmologion and Sticherarion, see idem, Essays, 243-245.

'8 Alexis Dmitrievsky, Opisanie Liturgicheskikh, Rukopisei Khraniaschchikhsia v' Bibliotekakh; Pravoslavnago
Vostoka, Vol. 1, Typika (Kiev, 1895).

17 Conomos, Byzantine Trisagia, 35-38. See also Dimitri Conomos, ‘Communion Chants in Magna Graecia and
Byzantium’, JAMS 33, 2 (1980): 243-263.

180 Conomos, Byzantine Trisagia, 35-38 and passim.

'8 Lingas, ‘Sunday Matins’, 276, after Miguel Arranz, ‘Les grandes etapes de la Liturgie Byzantine: Palestine-
Byzance-Russie. Essai d’ apercu historique’, in Liturgie de [’ eglise particuliere et liturgie de |’ eglise universelle,
Bibliotheca Ephemerides Liturgicae, Subsidia 7 (Rome: Edizioni Liturgiche, 1976): 43-72.

827 ingas, ‘Sunday Matins’, 245-63.
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The newly composed alternate chants in the repertories of the Antiphonaria and
Akolouthiai show how music, as a force operating independently of the traditional
distinction between cathedral and monastic rites, could alter the contours of asmatic
Sunday matins in a much more radical way... the eponymous compositions transmitted for
the cathedral rite Amomos witness to the partial abandonment of the ancient patterns of
asmatic psalmody for the sake of greater melodic variety, complexity, and
expressiveness... [transforming] the antiphons of the Amomos from utilitarian
constructions designed to foster congregational participation into objects of contemplation
performed by highly-trained specialists.'*?

Whereas Conomos’ research opened the door to the study of the kalophonic repertory and the

impact of liturgical practices on composition, Lingas’ studies have started an important trend

for further studies of the role of the composer and the musical composition as an independent

art object and its impact on spirituality and experience in Late Byzantium.'®*

Lingas’ second important contribution concerns, similarly, the question of precursors of this
new compositional idiom. Lingas shows that it is not simply the evolution of liturgical
practices which may have decidedly influenced the compositional style of the Late Palaiologan
period, but that other forces may have been at work. He draws a now familiar connection
between the rise of hesychastic practices in the Orthodox East with the expansion of the
melismatic repertory, citing various relevant texts of the fourteenth century,'®® and in a later
article, he discusses some of the broader historiographic and hermeneutic issues associated
with this melismatic repertory.'® In the former, Lingas suggests that the practice of silent,
repetitive, inner prayer of the fourteenth century monastic is complementary to the new
kalophonic style of John Koukouzeles, himself a monk at Great Lavra on Mt Athos. The
teretismata and anagrammatismoi, which during Chrysaphes’ time provided fertile ground for
elaboration, were cases in point that the music no longer existed solely (if, indeed, it ever did)
for the sake of delivering text, but functioned as enablers of meditation and anamnetic worship.
The roots of such musical expression can be seen in the generations even before Koukouzeles,
over a century or two prior to Chrysaphes, but by the time of the latter, they had a firm hold on
the soundscape of Byzantine monastic and cathedral environments. Thus, it is clear that study

of contemporary spiritual practices is of utmost importance towards gaining an understanding

'8 1 ingas, ‘Sunday Matins’, 277.

18 The idea of kalophonic chant as an independent art object is stated in Troelsgéard, ‘Transformation’, 158, and
Rosemary Dubowchik, ‘Singing with the Angels: Foundation Documents as Evidence for Musical Life in
Monasteries of the Byzantine Empire’, DOP, No. 56 (2002): 294.

'8 Alexander Lingas, ‘Hesychasm and Psalmody’, in eds. A. Bryer and M. Cunningham, Mount Athos and
Byzantine Monasticism (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1996), 155-68. In Chapter 5, I discuss the allegedly ‘hesychast’
tropes of Psalm 103.

18671 ingas, ‘Melismatic Chant’, passim.
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the musical trends that crystallised during the last century of the Byzantine Empire and that

Chrysaphes sits at a critical juncture with respect to these trends.
1.3 Structure of Thesis

The thesis began with a historiographical overview that traces the current state of research
from the nineteenth century to the present day, highlighting major gaps in scholarship around
Manuel Chrysaphes and individual composers in Byzantium. Chapter 2 provides an overview
on the life and travels of this Constantinopolitan composer, drawing on contemporary (or near-
contemporary) documents on court ceremonial in Constantinople and daily life in Crete to
compensate for the lack of references to Manuel Chrysaphes outside of the musical sources.
Chapter 3 focuses on Chrysaphes’ activity as scribe by providing an overview of his four
autographs and providing a detailed catalogue (supplementing the prior work of Gregorios
Stathis) of his most important, the Akolouthia-Papadike, MS Iviron 1120, written in 1458. On
the basis of its contents, that is, the chants included, the composers included, the order and
arrangement, the rubrics, etc., we can gain a clearer picture of Chrysaphes’ overall contribution
not only to the repertory of Byzantine chant but also to the shape of worship in his and future
generations. As I will explore further below, an analysis of Chrysaphes the scribe is akin to an
analysis of Chrysaphes the music editor, the redactor — both the arbiter of what should be

chanted in his own day, but also of what was included in the musical books for posterity.

In Chapter 4, I present for the first time an analysis of the reception history of Manuel
Chrysaphes. To do so, I focus on his theoretical treatise, which is important in two respects. On
the one hand, it reveals the philosophies of Chrysaphes ‘the theorist’, which can be taken to
mean, as we shall see, Chrysaphes ‘the composer’. It is for this reason that the technical
aspects of Chrysaphes’ Treatise are mostly dealt with in Chapter 5 (see below). On the other
hand, Chrysaphes’ Treatise is significant for the multiplicity of roles it has taken on, to serve
specific purposes at different times. In the years following Chrysaphes’ activity, the
manuscripts testify to extensive copying and broad geographic distribution of his treatise
(along with his compositions), suggesting a profound admiration amongst contemporary
ecclesiastical musicians for the theoretical teachings of their Constantinopolitan forebear. By
the nineteenth century, when his original compositions may have no longer formed the core of
the standard chant repertories, Chrysaphes gains prestige once again, now as the author of a
critical foundational document in the context of early nineteenth century debates of continuity
and performance practice. Chrysaphes’ treatise provides Chrysanthos, and later, cantors such

as Constantinos Psachos, with a witness from Byzantine times, to support contemporary
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theories on performance practice and psaltic style. This chapter will demonstrate how
Chrysaphes’ Treatise came to become so important for debates related to authenticity and
continuity, though not always in the same way, from the nineteenth through the twentieth

centuries.

Chapter 5, the lengthiest chapter, is a preliminary study of Chrysaphes’ activity as composer. It
takes as a case study the Anoixantaria of Great Vespers, especially focusing on the 48 settings
Chrysaphes includes in his autograph, Iviron 1120, of which 13 are his own compositions. This
chapter provides a detailed summary of the liturgical scholarship concerning the place of the
Anoixantaria in evening worship, an overview of the role of text in the context of this genre —
specifically focusing on the expansion of the Trinitarian refrains — and an in-depth analysis of
the musical settings and their relationship to both archaic and kalophonic idioms. This chapter,
which provides extensive references to Chrysaphes’ treatise, especially with respect to his
theories around use of the phthorai, most clearly elucidates his aesthetics and attitudes towards

authorship and composition.

In his treatise — allegedly written to correct his ‘unscientific’ and ‘unlearned’ contemporaries
whom he harshly criticizes for promulgating untraditional compositional methods and inartistic
performance practices — Chrysaphes articulates a conception of the musician par excellence,
whom he refers to as the ‘perfect teacher’ (d1ddokaroc téheloc), one who has attained such
perfection in the art primarily as a result of the ability to zoifjoa: moijuoaze — to author musical
texts, or in other words, to compose. This emphasis on composition — as opposed to
performance — was uncommon to Byzantine musical treatises of this period, which were more
focused on the practical aspects of ecclesiastical chant.'®” Yet the notion of ‘composer as
authority’ seems to be a culmination of a shared ideology of an elite cadre of learned musicians
active around the imperial palace in Constantinople. While asserting their artistic creativity,

these same individuals, including composers such as John Koukouzeles, very clearly

'87 One exception is the treatise of Manuel Bryennius (completed around 1300), which contains a section on
musical composition, although this differs significantly from Chrysaphes’ presentation of very technical aspects
of composition (related to use of the phthorai). See Goverdus Henricus Jonker, The Harmonics of Manuel
Bryennius (The Netherlands: Groningen, 1970). In ‘Ancient Musical Theory in Byzantine Environments’, Cahiers
de ' Institute de Moyen-age Grec et Latin 56 (1988): 228-38, Christian Troelsgérd notes that Bryiennius connects
the Ancient Greek and Byzantine ecclesiastical music theory in the same way as observed in the Hagiopolites
treatise (see Jonker, Manuel Bryennius, 164, 304, 308) and that his collation of sources was a ‘conscious
redaction’. For another discussion on Manuel Bryennius, which, similarly, argues for an interpretation of his
treatise as not a mere collection of copied texts from ancient Greek theoretical treatises on music, but rather a
serious scholarly attempt at understanding the tradition of music theory as understood by the ancients and an
attempt at relating them to his own theoretical structures, see Thomas J. Mathiesen, ‘Aristides Quintilianus and
the "Harmonics" of Manuel Bryennius: A Study in Byzantine Music Theory’, Journal of Music Theory 27, no. 1
(1983): 31-47. The amalgamation of ancient with contemporary material in Byzantine environments, and
Chrysaphes’ Treatise in the context of this tradition, is discussed below in Chapter 3.
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maintained their devotional — if not ascetic — practices: personalised expression and self-
assertion does not appear to have intruded upon piety, but perhaps even enhanced it. Musical
manuscripts of the fourteenth and the fifteenth centuries attest to an explosion of musical
creativity: the codices are filled with named composers, and their margins with commentary
concerning the compositions. A rubric in Iviron 1120 reveals the author’s relationship to his
own work: mompa mop’ Euod, ceOdpa dokel Lot YAvkvtatov (‘a composition by me, which, 1
think, is most sweet”). This expressive outburst is not isolated, but rather reflects a mentality
which coursed through the ranks of Late Palaiologan musicians, and it is Chrysaphes, the last

representative of this tradition, who arguably articulates this world-view most lucidly.
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The Life and Travels of Emmanuel Doukas Chrysaphes, 2
Lampadarios of the Imperial Clergy (c. 1415 - c. 1480)

2.1 Biographical and Prosopographical Coordinates
Writing on Musicians

Manuel Doukas Chrysaphes figures prominently amongst the great musicians of late
Byzantium. The prolific lampadarios of the imperial court is author of at least five surviving
autographs, hundreds of compositions, and an invaluable theoretical treatise. Chrysaphes is one
of the musicians most responsible for the dissemination of the Constantinopolitan idiom of
ecclesiastical chant to the periphery of the former Byzantine Empire after the Fall of
Constantinople, areas such as Crete, Cyprus, Serbia, and the principality of Moldova-
Wallachia, which became flourishing centres of psaltiki in the post-Byzantine period. He was
revered by his contemporaries and successors, who copied his compositions in hundreds of
manuscripts to be sung in churches and monasteries throughout the Mediterranean basin for

generations to come.

His reception can be gleaned to some degree by surveying the numerous laudatory marginalia
accompanying his name and compositions in the post-Byzantine musical sources. Two
examples illustrate this point. In the first, from the early seventeenth century codex, MS Iviron

1205, Chrysaphes is praised with this iambic couplet on f. 346r:

DepvOp®G KEKTNGOL XPLGA TO PEAT,
Hdvtotov 8¢ mAgioTov MG VmEp péAL!

[In accordance with your name, you have amassed golden melodies,
which are so utterly sweet, even more than honey itself.]

And from an eighteenth century Papadike, MS Laura 1 92 (f. 82r), another characteristic

marginal inscription is found, topical to the Orthodox Feast of the Transfiguration:

"Ex Tfig 1ap1tog Tod HeTapope®OEvTog
‘O xop1tdTVoLg DAOG YOPITOVOLLOV
3de1 péhog ebmyov eic 6&av TovTov.

[From the grace of the Transfigured One

! Stathis, ‘Mavovfix Xpvodaeng’, 36.

? Lauriotes-Eustratiades, ‘Laura’ 194. Ironically, these verses were originally written by Chrysaphes! On f. 305v
of his autograph Iviron 975, the same verses are found below a composition of Koukouzeles, Odpavoi Eppi&av
(‘The heavens trembled’) also for the feast of the Transfiguration, followed by the phrase ‘ctiyot 00 Xpvodaen’
(‘verses by Chrysaphes’). Such laudatory verses are encountered frequently in post-Byzantine musical
manuscripts; whether the scribe of MS Laura 194 knew that the original verses were written by Chrysaphes is not
clear. See Stathis, Ta Xeypoypagpa II1, 770.
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The grace-endowed aulos of the grace-filled one
Sings a beautiful-sounding melody to His glory.]

The abundance of effusive praise encountered in the musical manuscripts — what we might
expect for an esteemed member of the imperial court who was among the most productive
composers, theorists, and scribes of his generation — might seem at first glance inconsistent
with the dearth of references to Chrysaphes outside of the musical sources. This, nevertheless,
is hardly unusual for some of the greatest artistic figures of the Renaissance West, at any rate.
As William Byrd scholar Kerry McCarthy writes:

Writing about the life of a Renaissance artist is usually a matter of filling in the gaps

between an impressive body of art and some rather sketchy biographical documentation.

This may be most keenly felt in biographies of Shakespeare, where the distance between

what we see in the artists’ works and what we know of his life can seem almost
unbridgeable at times.

This distance is also keenly felt in the case of Manuel Chrysaphes, to whom thousands of
surviving folios and hundreds of compositions of Byzantine chant are attributed. Whereas an
extensive vita for loannes Koukouzeles survives in multiple sources — not surprising, given his
status as canonised saint of the Orthodox church® — unfortunately, very little information about
Chrysaphes exists outside of the musical MSS, and thus our biographical knowledge of one of
the most important musicians of the late Byzantine period is almost exclusively limited to any
information that can be derived from the musical sources themselves. This paucity of raw
biographical material can nevertheless be overcome. As Dimitri Conomos notes, Chrysaphes’
theoretical treatise ‘handsomely compensates’ for the lack of detailed information about his
place of origin, schooling, religious vocation, etc., in that it reveals a great deal of information
about contemporary performance conventions as well as the musical and intellectual climate of
mid-fifteenth century Constantinople,” at least according to Chrysaphes’ viewpoint. This study
extends Conomos’ observations and attempts to extract more pertinent biographical
coordinates by combining the information that can be gleaned from his compositions and the
treatise with contemporary documents that describe ceremony in the palace in Constantinople
or everyday life in urban Crete of the fifteenth century. In doing so, we are able to draw
reasonable conclusions with respect to his dates, his geographic coordinates, and some of his

activity as musician in the employ of the Byzantine royal court, and, after the Fall of

3 Kerry McCarthy, ‘Q&A: Kerry McCarthy, long-time participant in the William Byrd Festival’, available at
http://oregonmusicnews.com/2013/08/12/kerry-mccarthy-long-time-participant-in-the-william-byrd-festival-
shares-interesting-facts-about-the-renaissance-composer/ accessed on 18-Aug 2013.

* The surviving vitae of Koukouzeles are extensive but problematic in part due to the fact that they contain many
generic topoi of hesychast hagiography. This is discussed in detail in Williams, Koukouzeles, 304-508.

> Conomos, Treatise, 19-20.
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Constantinople, his status and working conditions as a Greek musician operating on the

periphery of the former Empire.
Names and Titles

The subject of our present study refers to himself as Manuel Doukas Chrysaphes, lampadarios
of the imperial clergy. This can be ascertained from the colophon on fol. 674r of his autograph
Iviron 1120. My microfilm copy of the original colophon (f. 674r / 704v) is difficult to read but
the original manuscript is clear.® Moreover, a much later hand copied the manuscript’s
colophon on the opposite folio (705r). In Figures 2.1a & 2.1b below, I include both original

and copy, with a transcription written to the right of the images:’

674v (704v)

FIGURE 2.1A: ORIGINAL COLOPHON OF MS IVIRON 1120, F.

‘Etedeindn 10 mapdv Pifriov ai
axolovfion Tdoat g WoATIKTC 16
YEWPOC MavounA dovka
Aopmadopiov tod Xpv[cae]n €v
gtel ¢ n%EG” , ivdkTidvog ¢ (umvog
Tov)Aliov... Muépa... «kai ol
PAé(movteg kol AVOYIVOOKO)VTESG
To0T0 €VyeoBé pot o (Tv) Tod
Kvpiov dydany.

FIGURE 2.1B: CorY OF COLOPHON OF MS IVIRON 1120, OPPOSITE F. 674V (704V)

This present book, the order of all the
services of psaltike, was completed by
the hand of Manuel Doukas
Chrysaphes the lampadarios in the
year 1458, sixth Indiction, month of
July... day... and those who see and
read this, pray for me for the love of
the Lord.

wa -’{Jfarg agmz'n t-""feﬂ

S For specifics regarding the numbering of Iviron 1120, cf. infra, pp. 140-141.
7 This image is a photograph from a microfilm reader in the British Library based on Dimitri Conomos’ microfilm
copy of the MS.
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Mavovuiji / Eppavovi) / Eppavovijroc

His given name was Manuel / Manouel (Mavounl), based on the baptismal surname,
Emmanuel CEppavoun). Chrysaphes writes his first name as MavounA (i.e., not ‘Eppavoonl)

almost exclusively in his autographs, as in Iviron 1120, f. 525r, given below in Fig. 2.2a:

FIGURE 2.2A: IVIRON 1120, F. 525R, EXAMPLE OF CHRYSAPHES’ SIGNATURE
& b‘\ LA i Rt “Etepov Aapmadapiov Mavouni
'y

’ s & " 100 Xpuobeov, vevovem
et | ,_‘i'a._.’ ‘f " - 5" |
“ ’ W e oy ‘AE [Another one, by the lampadarios
AR -.UTT‘L_‘_‘é: & T Manuel Chrysaphes, nenano]
| . 2 e

Very often, Chrysaphes writes his first name using two ligatures, one connecting the letter ‘p’
to another ligature of the ‘0 & v’, and another connecting the ‘v’ to a ligature of ‘1 & A’. This

particular signature is very common in Chrysaphes’ Iviron 1120 (see below, Fig. 2.2b):

FIGURE 2.2B: IVIRON 1120, F. 167V, EXAMPLE OF CHRYSAPHES’ SIGNATURE — ALTERNATE

MavounA Aapradapiov Tod
Xpoodagov, xog Papig

[(By) Manuel lampadarios
Chrysaphes, grave mode]

Post-Byzantine scribes occasionally use the full form of the name, “Eppavound’ to refer to the
composer. This is the case in the following inscription from f. 124r of MS Byzantine Museum
of Athens 18, a Cretan manuscript written in 1610 by the protopsaltes of Crete, Demetrios

Tamias:’

ITA. &', Ad&a, Aoumpdg mavnyvpicmpey, yopnid: moinpa kop Eppavooni tot Xpvodaoen
ypauuata Kol péAog, ywoAdetor 68 obtmwg O¢ kal mopd kLup Anuntpiov tod Tapio kol
a'yértoo Kping.'”

[Pl. 4™ mode: Let us make festival radiantly; softly; composition by Emmanuel

Chrysaphes, text and melody, but chanted also in this way, by Demetrios Tamias, the
protopsaltes of Crete’]

 In some manuscript sources containing a letter from Michalis Apostolis addressed to Chrysaphes, he is
addressed as 'Eppovovijlog Xpvowropdg instead of ‘Mavound’ (PLP 31080). For Michalis Apostolis, cf. infra,
pp. 109-110 and passim.

? For Demetrios Tamias, who was the protopsaltes of Crete for virtually the entire first half of the seventeenth
century, see Giannopoulos H AvOnon, 185-220.

1 Giannopoulos, H AvOnon, 464.
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AovKag

Manuel Chrysaphes also has the cognomen Doukas attached to his name. This is found in the
colophon of Iviron 1120, as well as elsewhere, such as in his autograph Xeropotamou 270 (f.
162r):

AkdOiotog, momdeic mopd Mavounh Aauradapiov Aovka tod Xpucdhen, Mxoc 8 Ayyehog
TPOTOGTATNG

[Akathistos, composed by Manuel Doukas Chrysaphes the lampadarios, fourth mode, ‘The
Angel first in rank’]

The name Doukas (Aobvkag / Aovkava), Latinized as Ducas / Doukaina (pl. Gr.: Aovkou, Lat.:
Doukai/Ducae), is derived from the Latin title dux (‘leader, general’, Hellenized as doux). It
first appears in Byzantine environments in the ninth century, but is later primarily associated
with one family of Byzantine nobility that attained prominence amongst the aristocracy
especially in the eleventh century."! Members of the Doukai include several notable generals
and rulers of the Byzantine Empire, but do not constitute one large family with a traceable
lineage, as was suggested by some late Byzantine historians.'” Scholars today generally
recognize several distinct groups of Doukai, and, after the twelfth century, individuals with that
name can be traced to members of several prominent late Byzantine families, including the
Komnenoi, Bryennioi, Kamateroi, Palaiologoi, and Angeloi. Dimitri Polemis provides a brief,
prosopographical entry for Manuel Doukas Chrysaphes in his work on the subject (entry #83,
p. 116), classifying him amongst the people who bear the name of Doukas but belong to
different families. Jakovljevi¢ states that Manuel Chrysaphes was ‘a member of the family of
the Doukaioi,”"® but Demetriou is doubtful of such a kinship, citing Jakovljevié¢’s lack of
evidence (aside from a citation to Polemis) and the fact that Chrysaphes is from Selyvria in
Thrace, whereas the eleventh century Doukai hailed from Pamphlagonia in Anatolia, on the
south coast of the Black Sea.'* Manuel is not the only late Byzantine ecclesiastical musician to
bear the name Doukai. He shares this name with at least one other figure, loannes Doukas the

15 . . . . .
laosynaktes, > a composer of ecclesiastical hymns who was also possibly a priest or a deacon in

" Demetrios I. Polemis, The Doukai: A Contribution to Byzantine Prosopography (London: The Athlone Press,
University of London, 1968), 4-7.

12 For example, Manuel Bryennios ‘categorically states that the First Doukas was in fact a cousin and close
colleague of Constantine the Great who moved from Rome to Constantinople... this unnamed dux became the
founder and the common ancestor of all the later Doukai... no credence whatsoever can be given to such late
inventions of palace scholars’ (Polemis, Doukai, 3).

1 Jakovljevié, Hodaoypagpia, 88-89.

“ Polemis, Doukai, 8.

'3 For the position of the laosynaktes, see Evangelia Spyrakou, O yopoi waltdv katé  Bolavavi mapddoon
(Athens: IBM, 2008), 173, 496, et al.
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the service of Hagia Sophia.'® No connection between the two musicians can be established.
Furthermore, given the virtual silence in the sources regarding Chrysaphes’ ancestors, we are
unable to draw any connections between the subject of our study and any of the Doukai —

musicians, royalty, or otherwise — in the Byzantine Empire.'’

Chrysaphes

The subject of this study is most well known by his last name, Chrysaphes, a name he shares
with the seventeenth century protopsaltes, Panagiotes Chrysaphes, leading to confusion
between the two in some nineteenth and early twentieth century histories of Byzantine chant.'®
That this was a source of confusion even prior to the writing of these histories is testified to by
the fact that in several post-Byzantine sources, he is referred to as ‘the ancient’ or ‘the old’ in
order to distinguish him from his seventeenth century namesake.' As scribe, Chrysaphes
writes his surname consistently, distinguished by a large letter ¢ typically placed above the rest
of the last name, to the left of the oxeia (acute accent) above the letter a. One of many
examples is given here, from Iviron 1120, f. 42v (essentially the same signature is seen in Figs.
2.2a & 2.2b above):

FIGURE 2.3: IVIRON 1120, F. 42Vv: CHRYSAPHES’ SIGNATURE
. g “d -d ®

-
3
A

f, -

b = . LA e '
: s ?s T "I U P
On f. 247v of MS Dionysiou 569, which was copied in the year 1685, he is referred to as

Xpvoohopdc™ (‘Chrysoloras’), a name also found in some manuscripts containing the letters

' The full name of the church musician and composer of various kalophonic mathemata, Toannes Doukas the
laosynaktis, is given in the seventeenth c. MS Laura 1657 as Todvvng Aovkag Kol AOGUVAKTNG GylocopiTNng
(Lauriotes-Eustratiades, Laura 292, 449). The sobriquet ayloco@itng in Laura 1657 implies that he was in the
service of Hagia Sophia either as a priest or as a deacon (Polites, Doukai 198).

'7 Stathes, Té Xeipoypaga I, 27.

'8 The confusion this led to in Chrysanthos’ Great Theory and other early twentieth century authors is discussed
above in Chapter 1.

' See Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 248, for several post-Byzantine sources referring to Manuel Chrysaphes as
‘700 dpyaiov’ (‘the ancient’, less frequent) or ‘tod maiood’ (‘the old’, more common), as in e.g., the early
nineteenth century MS Xeropotamou 295 (Stathis, Ta Xeipdypago. I, 69-70), f. 328r, which refers to him as ‘xvp
Mavoun tod Xpucdaen naraod nomtod’ (‘Lord Manuel Chrysaphes the old composer’).

' E.g., Stathes, Ta XeipSypaga II, 306, Chatzegiakoumes, Tovpkokpartio 404.

20 Stathis, Ta Xeipoypapa II, 696. See also A. Jakovljevi¢, Kazaloyo Xeipoypapwv o0 Bulaviivod Movaoeiov
AOnvéov 11, o. KB’ (1988), 88, after Pallas 1933); and Stathis, ‘H Buvlavivi] Movoikn ot Aatpeio kot otnv
Emomun: Ewcoyoywn Tetpoldyw’, Byzantina (1972): 416, where he refers to Chrysaphes, without any
qualifications, as ‘Mavounk Aovkag Xpvcormpdg 10 “énikAnv” Xpvodaeng 6 Aaunaddprog’ (‘Manuel Doukas
Chrysoloras, called Chrysaphes the lampadarios’).

62



of Michalis Apostolis, where — in the one letter addressed to him — he is referred to as

"Eppovouih Xpuowmiopdc.!

In a few late post-Byzantine MSS, the name Prtwp (Rhetor, i.e., public speaker, rhetorician) is
attached to Manuel Chrysaphes’ name, especially (but not exclusively) in association with his
Asmatikon Trisagion for the Feast(s) of the Cross. Three references, collected by Christiana

. . 22
Demetriou, include:

1. MS Xenophontos 156 (18" ¢.), f. 177r: “Etepa. dopatikd tod Ztowpod, moina Piropog
Mavovih Xpoodeov koi Aapmadapiov tig Ayiag Zoeiag, fyog 8%

2. MS Docheiariou 356 (beg. 19™ c.), f. 215v, Acpotikdv 0D ZTawpod moinue Tod
YAVKLTATOL KVpiov Mavovnk Aapmadopiov Tod PATopog, fxog 8°, Aytog 6 Ogdg.

3. MS Machairas A3 (17" — 18" ¢.), f. 98r, Tpiodyov GopaTUcdV TOD HEYEAOV PATOPOS
K0p Mavovid tod Xpveben, fyxoc v’ 2

As the name ‘Rhetor’ is attested to only in later sources (the earliest being seventeenth
century), it is most likely that it was acquired by Chrysaphes posthumously, if at all. Stathis,
for one, believes that the scribe in MS Xenophontos 156 has confused Manuel Chrysaphes

with the composer Manuel Megas Rhetor.*

Other Epithets

Chrysaphes was called a ‘New Koukouzeles’ posthumously by his successor in Crete, loannes
Plousiadenos (1429-1500), the prolific Greek composer, scribe, and music theorist (who was,
as a Greek Orthodox priest in Crete, granted the title of profopapas of Chandax by the
Venetian overlords, before converting to Catholicism and attaining the title of Bishop Joseph
of Methone).27 Plousiadenos bestows this honorary title on Chrysaphes in one of his late

autographs, MS Sinai 1312:

Kvpod Mavouih kai poictopoc, Tod dAnddg Xpuoden kai véov Kovkovéan™

[(Composition by) Lord Manuel Chrysaphes, the maistor, and truly a new Koukouzeles]

et supra, Ch. 2, fn. 8.

2 Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 248-49, fn. 18.

2 Stathis, Ta Xeipoypoga I, 118-19: ‘Other asmatika for the Cross, composition by Manuel Chrysaphes, Rhetor
and lampadarios of Hagia Sophia (sic), fourth mode.” This MS also refers to Chrysaphes as Rhetor later, on f.
275v: Avaotacewng nuépa, Mavouni Xpuodeov, T0d PAtopog, fxog mA. of (‘The day of Resurrection, by Manuel
Chrysaphes the Rhetor, plagal first mode”).

2% Stathis, Xepoypogpa I, 465: * Asmatikon of the Cross, composition by the sweetest Lord Manuel Chrysaphes the
Rhetor, fourth mode, Holy God.’

3 Jakovljevi¢, Cyprus, 76: ‘Asmatikon Trisagion by the Great Rhetor Lord Manuel Chrysaphes, third mode.” T
have not seen this MS, so I cannot tell if this unusual modal marking is a mistake of Jakovlevi¢’s, the scribe’s, or
indicative of a different composition (Chrysaphes’ well-known Asmatikon Trisagion is in the fourth mode).

% For Manuel Megas Rhetor, a composer and singer from Corinth, see Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 237-40.

*" Toannes Plousiadenos is discussed in various contexts below.

8 See Balageorgos, ‘Ot Aokeipevor’, 58.
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This epithet is found elsewhere, as in the sixteenth/seventeenth century MS Docheiariou 315,
which states on f. 172r, before a Koinonikon for Pascha, &po Xpiotod: “Etepov, 100 avtod
KOp Movounh Aopmadapiov Xpvoden koi véov KovkovléAn, Mxoc Bapdg kol o Zdpo

~ 52
Xpiotod.’ ’

Finally, Chrysaphes is referred to as diddoxalog (teacher) in various sources. One such
example is the seventeenth century MS Docheiariou 369, f. 83r: “Tod avtod ddackdAlov
MavounA Xpucben, fyog mh. B°, Aiveite’ (‘composition by Manuel Chrysaphes the Teacher,
plagal second mode, Praise’).*® That Chrysaphes was a teacher is, of course, also implied by
Chrysaphes himself in his theoretical treatise, where he writes:
‘Enel 0¢& viv 0 év igpopovayoilg I'epdoipog, @V NUETEPOV LAONTOV TOYYAVOV... TOAD TO
EMKPATODV Op®dV GTEYvov Kol anTog Kol TV éviov apdbuov kvdvuvebovoav Tiig iAoV
EmoTAUNG S6EaL TPOTIHOTEPAY, GPOSPAC EYKEITOL KAVOVAC Gmout®dV Tvag mop’ HU@V, oig

EMOUEVOC OTOG TE AV EYO1TO TOD ANTOIGTOVL KOl TOIC dANOLG, €imov denoeiey, VENYNTNG TOD
opBod yévorto Aoyov...

[One of my pupils, the hieromonk Gerasimos... has seen for himself the lack of artistry
which prevails so widely and also that the ignorance of some is in danger of being thought
more preferable to the exact knowledge of others; so he has vehemently demanded certain
rules from me which he may follow and thus attain to perfection and could become, if
necessary a teacher of the right method to others...]*!

Chrysaphes’ treatise was transmitted widely in the post-Byzantine period. This alone would
have been enough to cement his reputation as ‘teacher’ in the eyes of his successors in the art

of psaltiki, and thus, it is no surprise to find him referred to as ‘teacher’ in the sources.”
Early Biographical Coordinates

Connection to Selyvria (XnAvpppia) in Eastern Thrace

Based on the presence of his compositions in MS Jerusalem 31, a manuscript whose main body

dates to 1439/40, we can place Chrysaphes’ birth at some point between 1410 and 1420.>* The

¥ Stathis, Ta Xepdypagpa I, 354: Docheiariou 315 (16-17™ c.): ‘Another one, by the same, Lord Manuel
Chrysaphes the lampadarios and New Koukouzeles, grave mode and first mode, “Zdpa Xpiotod”.” See
Demetriou, Spétbyzantinische 248 for more MS references pertaining to this sobriquet.

30 Stathis, Ta Xeipdypaga I, 501.

31 Original Greek and translation based on Conomos, Treatise, 36-37.

32 See also Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 247-48, fn. 9.

3 See the description of this manuscript in A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, lepocolvutici fifitiobikn: o
KaTdloyog v ev taig Pifil1001Kkols 100 aplwTdTon aroatolikod te kor kabolikod opBoddlov watpiopykod Gpovov
v Igpocoiduwv kor maons Iodouotivig omokeiuévoyv Elinvikov kwdikwv, Vol. 5. (St. Petersburg: B.
Kipordovop, 1915): 350-53. Note, the prefix ‘Jerusalem’ can be misleading as a result of the several different
collections within Jerusalem (not to speak of their movement between collections in the last several decades since
originally catalogued). This manuscript (‘Jerusalem 31°) is not from the collection of the Library in
Constantinople of the Metochion of the Holy Sepulchre (also known as ‘MIIT’ for Metdylov Iavayiov Tagov)
but rather, from the ‘Néa Zviloyn Kwdwav g Kevipwrg Hatprapykng ev Ieposdivpoig Bifaodnkng’ (‘The
New Collection of Manuscripts of the Central Library of the Jerusalem Patriarchate). In his description of this
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place of his birth was likely around Selyvria, on the coast of the Sea of Marmara, in Eastern
Thrace. This assertion is based primarily on an inscription found in at least two late fifteenth
century Athonite manuscripts, Iviron 964 (f. 3v) and Iviron 977 (f. 7r), after the kalophonic
sticheron, ‘H povn kai povov gicdyovasa, in the plagal second mode:
“Etepog dvaypoppaticpog mombeig mopa kupod I'pnyopiov iepopovayov €k tiic Zvivfpiog,
todt0g 6 I'pNydplog mémmog £Tiv kupod Mavovn Tod Xpucdapov™

[Another anagrammatismos, composed by Lord Gregory the Hieromonk from Selyvria; this
Gregorios is the grandfather of Lord Manuel Chrysaphes]

Because this inscription is found in two sources nearly contemporary with Manuel Chrysaphes,
we are able to plausibly assert that Manuel Chrysaphes was indeed the grandson of the
composer and heiromonk Gregory, and that Chrysaphes, like his grandfather, was probably

from Selyvria in Eastern Thrace.>

Connection to Gregory Mpounes Alyates

A similar connection, though one that rests on the testimony of later sources, is Chrysaphes’
relationship to the imperial composer, singer and priest-monk Gregory Mpounes Alya‘ces.36
While late sources often refer to Alyates as protopsaltes of Hagia Sophia,’’ or sometimes,
‘protopsaltes of the Great Church’ (i.e., the Patriarchate), Christos Patrinelis (who lists him
amongst the rest of the profopsaltae of late- and post-Byzantine Constantinople) points out that
this title first appears in Chrysanthos’ Great Theory and is not corroborated by an earlier

source.”® We cannot rule out the possibility that Alyates was the first chanter of the right choir

MS, Papadopoulos-Kerameus’ clarifies the dates of separate sections within this manuscript (i.e., folios written
later than the date given on the colophon, 1439/40, and bound to the original codex): Twd tovt@V [POAA®V]
npocbeta, To pev (9. 429-452) g 15-ng, ta d¢ (¢. 64, 160, 161, 220, 375) g 16-ng ekot.” One example of a
composition of Chrysaphes found in one of the original folios in on f. 424r, a kalophonic sticheron for the
Beheading of the Forerunner, Ti o koAécmuev npoeiita.

34 Stathis, Ta Xeipéypaga III, 680, 783.

3 Stathis, ‘Mavovnk Xpvodeng’, 35. For Gregoria of Selyvria, see Sophronius Eustratiades, ‘@pdiec Movoucoi’,
EEBX 12, 53 (1936): 58.

36 Alyates is the author of a 15-syllable liturgical poem and dozens of musical compositions across most genres.
His most well-transmitted compositions include his phthorikon kratema and his paidagogical method, Ne Ofrtwg¢
o0V avéfoive xai ot xai kardfoive (‘ne-in-this-way-ascend-and-in-this-way-descend’). Four of his autographs
survive: three musical MSS and an edition of the typikon. See Maria Alexandru, ‘Gregorios Mpunes Alyates: An
Open Bioergographic Index Card and an analysis of the pentekostarion Trjv Aduyiv 100 mpoc®dnov cov’, in ed.,
N.M. Wanek, Psaltike. Neue Studien zur Byzantinischen Musik: Festschrift fiir Gerda Wolfram (Wien: Praesens,
2011), 13-63, and Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 230-32.

7' MS MPT 710, f. 1r, an autograph of Chourmouzios the Archivist written in 1817: “To mapov I'pnyopiov
MmnobOvn 100 Alvdtov Kol Tpmtoyditov Tiig Ayiag Zoeiag, Evteyvov’ (Alexandru, Alyates 17).

3 Patrinelis, Protopsaltac 148. See also George Papadopoulos’ (Zvppoiai 370) retelling of the apocryphal story
by the sixteenth century chronographer Theodosios Zygomalas, of a certain Gregorios (who Papadopoulos
equates with Mpounes Alyates, the ‘Protopsaltes of the Great Church’), who, after the Fall, impressed the music-
loving Sultan Mehmet with his ability to transcribe a Persian song into his notation and sing it even better than the
Persian musician, and was thus tasked with teaching the Ottomans Byzantine musical notation.
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at the Patriarchate for some time after the Ottoman conquest in 1453,” but we can be more
certain that he worked as a singer in the imperial court in Constantinople as early as 1434. His
royal position and this dating are based on the colophon of one of his six autographs, MS

Dionysiou 401, in which he refers to himself as 10D Baciiikod:

‘EteleicddOnv 10 mapov Tetpapunvaiov d1a xewpog I'ewpyiov AAAdTov T0D [3(1017»11(01340

[This present four-volume Menaion was completed by the hand of George Alyates of the
royal (clergy, court)]

At least two sources suggest that he bore the title domestikos, including the mid-15" century
MS Meteora 192, which refers to him on f. 66r as ‘Kvp I'pnyopiov Alndrov xoi

"1 Other manuscripts testify to his activity on Mt Athos, including his autographs

dopeaTtiKov.
MS Laura I 71, an Euchologion copied in 1435 that shows Alyates had accepted monastic
tonsure and changed his name to Gregorios,*> and MS Sinai 1262, a Kontakarion copied in the
year 1437, whose colophon mentions four different monastic communities at which Alyates
worked on the same manuscript’s production, Vatopaidi, Esphigmenou, the Great Lavra, and
the Akataliptos.* Thus, we can assert that Alyates was an imperial singer until at least 1434
and a monastic as early as 1435. In the monastic tonsure, it is clear that he spent a great deal of
time on Mt Athos as singer, composer and scribe. We do not know if he returned to

Constantinople (either frequently or rarely) after 1434, as there is no direct evidence in either

direction.

Did Chrysaphes and Alyates overlap in the imperial court? Chrysaphes’ compositions are first
testified to in 1439/40 (MS Jerusalem 31), five years after the last testimony of Alyates in the
royal clergy. Furthermore, MS Sinai 1529, an undated (fifteenth century) Akolouthia also

written by Alyates, does not contain any compositions by Chrysaphes.*® Sinai 1529 was

39 Patrinelis notes that from the Fall of Constantinople until the 1570s — when Theophanes Karykes appears in
sources as the Protopsaltes of the Great Church (he would eventually become Patriarch) — ‘there is no information
concerning the names of these singers (the protopsaltae and lampadarioi) or the structure of the choirs of the Great
Church, as the Ecumenical Patriarchate continued to be called’ (Patrinelis, ‘Protopsaltae’, 147). It is not
impossible that Gregorios Mpounes Alyates, even though a monastic, would have served as first cantor at the
Ecumenical Patriarchate in the years following 1453, although he would have been advanced in age by then.

0 Evidently, Alyates’ surname in the world was George, after which he took up the name Gregorios in the
monastic tonsure, sometime the next year, as indicated in the colophon of another one of his autographs, MS
Laura I 71, written in 1435: "Eteleiobnv 10 mopov Edvyordylov map’épod T'pnyopiov povayod pev td oynuott, T0
‘wikAnv 8¢ AMdtn Aeyouéve” (Alexandrou, ‘Alyates’, 15).

*! Stathes, Metéwpa, 63. Additional evidence of his position as domestikos is found in an inscription in the Cretan
MS, British Library Add. 28821, which Giannopoulos dates very loosely from the 15™ to the 17™ centuries. This
MS is not analytically described in Giannopoulos, Ayyiia, 85, and has not yet been digitised by the British
Library.

2t supra, Ch. 2, fn. 37.

4 Alexandru, ‘Alyates’, 19.

* 1 kindly thank Flora Kritikou for searching her notes on MS Sinai 1529 to verify this point. The contents of this
manuscript will be published in Balageorgos and Kritikou’s third volume of the Manuscripts of Mt. Sinai.
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probably written earlier in Alyates’ career, before Chrysaphes had blossomed as composer.
While this evidence does not rule out the possibility that the two overlapped for some time as
singers in the imperial retinue, it seems to hint at a wider chronological gap between the two.
Alyates was certainly the elder of the two, and Chrysaphes may have arrived in Constantinople
at the imperial court years after Alyates had left for Mt Athos.

These observations notwithstanding, there are scattered inscriptions in later sources that seem
to suggest an additional connection shared by Alyates and Chrysaphes, though they are more
likely the result of scribal confusion. Two manuscripts suggest that Alyates came from
Selyvria, MS Bruxelles, Bibliothéque royale IV 515, f. 18r (17" — 18" c.),® and MS
Petropolitanus graecus 132, written in 1858.% Selyvria, as we have already established above,
was Chrysaphes’ likely place of origin, and thus, one might be led to posit a family
relationship between Chrysaphes and Alyates on the basis of a possible shared place of origin.
Furthermore, Eustratiades writes that, Alyates was ‘protopsaltes of the Great Church and uncle
and teacher of Manuel Chrysaphes, according to the testimony of the seventeenth century MS
Lavra K 17.*’ This is a tantalising bit of evidence further hinting at a familial relationship
between two of the most important imperial musicians of the Empire’s final decades, but as it

is isolated and from a late source, it should not be taken as necessarily valid.

Preliminary Conclusions

For our purposes, we can plausibly state that Manuel Chrysaphes had roots in Selyvria in
Eastern Thrace and that he had a family member who was entrenched in ecclesiastical and
musical circles, Gregorios Hieromonachos of Selyvria. As for Gregory Mpounes Alyates,
though he and Chrysaphes were both active in the second quarter to the middle of the 15™
century, I do not believe it to be likely that the two overlapped as singers in the imperial court.
Given that the name Mpounes Alyates is associated with Selyvria and with Manuel Chrysaphes
(as an older relative) in no sources earlier than the seventeenth century, we are led to the
conclusion that Mpounes Alyates was not actually related to Chrysaphes, nor from Selyvria,

but rather, a scribe confused him with another fifteenth century priest-monk named

* “Etepn pébodog TG uarpO(pu)viag wavo 0eéAnpog moinna. kOp Tpnyopiov Mmovvit tod AAvdtov €k T
Znhuﬁpwg Ne Obtog odv avafouve (Alexandru, ‘Alyates’, 15).

* MS Petrop. Gr. 132, . 27, ‘Etépn u86060g TG HETpOPOViag, nown opEMpog moinpa kvp I'pryopiov Mmovvt t0D
Alvdrov éx i TvluPpiog (sic), fyoc mAh. &°, Ne Obtwg odv avéPave, obtwg kai xatéBave (Demetriou,
Spdtbyzantinische, 249, after E.V. Gertsmann, Ta EAAyvike Movaixo Xepoypopa s Ietpovrolewmg, vol. T (St
Petersburg, 1996), 377.

7 Eustratiades, ‘@paxec’, 74. Unfortunately, in Eustratiades’ catalogue of the codices of Laura, only a very brief
summary of MS K 173 is given, and thus, the specific ascription mentioning Alyates’ connection to Selyvria
cannot be verified.
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Gregorios.” Furthermore, in Iviron 1120, which contains many compositions by Mpounes
Alyates, Chrysaphes never refers to him as from Selyvria nor as a relative.* Until refuted by
further evidence, we are obliged to assume at this point that Gregorios Alyates and Manuel

Chrysaphes were not related.

Chrysaphes’ Education

Virtually nothing else is known about Chrysaphes’ early life, education, or training. It is easy
to believe that Gregory Hieromonachos of Selyvria, his senior relative and a composer and
singer in his own right, would have likely provided some education to the young Chrysaphes
on the practical aspects of chanting, but we have no direct evidence that this was the case.”® On
the other hand, his theoretical work, Concerning the Theory of the Psaltic Art, highlights the
fact that Chrysaphes received the type of Classical education reserved for Byzantium’s few,
privileged elite. Written in high, ecclesiastical Greek, this treatise communicates directly with
the intellectual traditions of Byzantium, with respect to its language and rhetorical devices,
hearkening back not only to the late thirteenth / early fourteenth century Harmonics of Manuel
Bryennius, but also to the work of the Hellenistic grammarian Dionysius Thrax,’' revealing an
author well-versed in many of the standard, Classical and Byzantine texts, some of which were
copied and taught for over a millennium in Byzantium. As I show later in the present study,
Chrysaphes’ treatise is manifestly the product of an individual who was among Byzantium’s

educated elite.

Chrysaphes in the Royal Clergy

Lampadarios of the Royal Clergy

At some point, most likely in the 1440s, Chrysaphes entered into the employ of the Byzantine

imperial court’” as a member of the royal clergy, holding the position of lampadarios of the

* For clarification regarding the confusion between Gregory of Selyvria and Gregory Mpounes Alyates, see
Alexandru, ‘Alyates’, 15-16.

* Chrysaphes’ autograph Iviron 975 contains the kalophonic sticheron, Mévn kai pévov gicéyovsa on f. 12r,
preceded by the inscription: mopd 0D TyuOTATOL &V igpopovayols, I'pnyopiov €k tiic Enivppiog (by the most
honourable of monastics, Gregory from Selyvria). Stathis believes this Gregorios is Gregorios Mpounes Alyates:
‘H avagopd €15 tov I'pnydplov Mrodvy o¢ tov “tyumtatov &v povayois’, ivar otoryei[o] dniwtik[6] Tov
paictopog Mavovna Xpucdeov® (Ta Xeipdypagpa 111, 778).

%% About his education, musical and otherwise, as revealed through his theoretical treatise, see Chapter 4 below.

! Bryennius, a correspondent of Maximos Planoudes and private tutor to the Byzantine statesman Theodore
Metochites, was active around 1300. For his life, see the introduction of in G. H. Jonker’s critical edition of this
work, in The Harmonics of Manuel Bryennius (The Netherlands: Groningen, 1970). For Dionysious Thrax, cf.
infra, Ch. 4, pp. 165-166.

52 For a discussion of the term ‘court’ in Byzantine contexts, see Michael McCormick, ‘The Social World of the
Byzantine Court’, in ed. H. Maguire, Byzantine Court Culture from 829 to 1204 (Washington, DC: Dumbarton
Oaks, 1997), 172-75. Speaking of the imperial ‘court’ of the tenth century, he notes: ‘There is no single Byzantine
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palatine choir, not of the Cathedral Hagia Sophia, as Chrysanthos and some early twentieth
century scholarship had claimed. In Byzantine times, the terms protopsaltes and lampadarios
usually applied to singers and choirmasters of the palatine churches, not the great Cathedral of
Hagia Sophia. Important evidence supporting this fact is found in a certain Treatise on court
titles, which dates to the reign of John VI Kantakouzenos in the mid-fourteenth century and has
survived anonymously, its author known to modern scholarship as Pseudo-Kodinos.™

Summarising the testimony of Ps-Kodinos, Christos Patrinelis writes:

There were no protopsaltac and lampadarii among the singers of the Great Church [i.e.,
Hagia Sophia] in Byzantine times. In musical manuscripts we often come across composers
referred to as protopsaltae or lampadarii, but these were either singers of parochial or
provincial churches... or they belonged to the so-called ‘Royal Clergy’, i.e., they were
members of the palatine choirs.™

By the fourteenth century, and certainly in the fifteenth, the term lampadarios denoted a
musical position in the imperial court, as key documents on liturgical order and court
ceremonial in late Byzantium tell us.” This assertion can also be made simply on the basis of
the fact that some of the most prolific composers and singers of the fourteenth and fifteenth

centuries, who are called lampadarioi and protopsaltae (among other titles) in the musical

term that exactly corresponds to our word “court.” Perhaps the word that best circumscribes the specific reality of
the tenth century court is to palation, “the palace”.’

3 <0088 mpoToydhy Exet 1) dkikAnoio, GAA SopéoTikov, 6 88 Paciiucdg KATpog kai aupotépoug. Kai 6 pév
TPOTOYAATNG T0d Paciiikod EEapyxog kKApov, O 8¢ ye SOUECTIKOG TOD OECTOVIKOD: KOl TOTE UEV EYel Kol 1)
€kKANGcio £Tepov SOUEGTIKOV TOPA TOV OEGTOVIKOV, TOTE 3¢ O ATOG Kol AUPOTEPOLS TOIG KANPOLS VINPETET’, in
Jean Verpeaux, Pseudo-Kodinos: Traité des offices. Introduction, texte et traduction (Paris: Ed. du Centre
national de la recherche scientifique, 1966), 265-66, lines 21-4. Ruth Macrides is preparing a new edition with
English translation and commentary to be published in late 2013. The treatise of Ps-Kodinos is explored in depth
below. For another historical overview of various Byzantine offices, see Jean Darrouzés, Recherches sur les
Offikia de I' Eglise Byzantine (Paris: Institut francais d' études byzantines, 1970).

>4 Patrinelis, ‘Protopsaltae’, 146. Neil Moran argues that Patrinelis has overemphasised one particular 14" ¢. quote
from Ps-Kodinos (cf. supra, Ch. 2, fn. 53) to propagate a fallacy, that Hagia Sophia never had protopsaltae. In
Moran’s view, ‘rather than being of general application... this regulation [from Ps-Kodinos] seems to refer only to
the peculiarities of the Late Byzantine coronation service.” Moran cites various lists published by Darrouzes of
Hagia Sophia officials that include the title protopsaltes, (N.K. Moran, Singers in late Byzantine and Slavonic
painting (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1986), 18).

>> I am referring here to, on the one hand, the aforementioned fourteenth century Treatise on court titles by Ps-
Kodinos, and on the other, fourteenth century recensions of the ‘Typikon of the Great Church’ (which was
originally a Synaxarion/Kanonarion), not to speak of all the musical manuscripts from the late Byzantine period.
Evangelia Spyrakou extracts key information from these primary sources in her extensive study on the history,
structure, and performance of choirs in Byzantium, which includes an assessment of the evidence for the titles of
singers, the different types of choirs, placement of singers in liturgical ceremony, typical performances practices
(recitation vs. antiphonal psalmody, choral vs. solo singing, etc.), and interactions between singers of the
Cathedral (including the choirs of orphans, monastics, and specialized singers) and the imperial singers of the
palatine chapel, such as Chrysaphes, which would have accompanied the Emperor and his retinue to Hagia Sophia
and other Constantinopolitan churches on particularly festive occasions (cf. supra, Ch. 2, fn. 15). For the structure
of the ‘Secular’ (Koopikn) Byzantine Choir and the terminology encountered in the sources, see Spyrakou, O:
Xopoi, 160-78. See pp. 176-77 specifically for the title of the lampadarios, and Moran, Singers, 19, 28, and 90,
who, to the testimony of Ps-Kodinos and the lists of Darrouzes (e.g., Offikia, lists: K2 and K3), adds late
Byzantine and early post-Byzantine iconographic evidence to support the argument that the lampadarios was a
musical role and the director of the left choir. Note that in Darrouzes’ list H, the lampadarioi are not referred to as
having musical duties, but simply holding the lanterns in front of the Patriarch (Offikia, H16).
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manuscripts, are also associated in these same sources with the imperial clergy (tod PaciAikod
kApov). Thus, when Chrysaphes refers to Xenos Korones as protopsaltes, or loannes Kladas
as lampadarios (the latter, whom he refers to often by his title only, i.e., ‘the Lampadarios’),
he is referring to singers of the imperial palace and its associated ecclesiastical institutions.>®
The imperial palace of the Palaiologan period was the Blachernai, established as the preferred
residence of the imperial family as early as the end of the twelfth century.”’ This complex was
in the northwest of the city, ‘diametrically opposite the... former heart of the capital in the
southeast, with the Great Palace and the neighbouring Hagia Sophia.””® Singers of the royal
clergy are known to have sung in Hagia Sophia and other churches in Constantinople, but only
during imperial visits on various feast days throughout the year.”’ The Constantinopolitan
churches regularly manned by singers of the royal clergy included, at different times, the
Church of St John the Baptist in the suburb of Hebdomon,” the Church of Ss Sergius and
Bacchus, and the Church of the Holy Apostles.®’

Chrysaphes’ autographs Iviron 1120, Iviron 975, and Xeropotamou 270 all testify to
Chrysaphes’ position as lampadarios, and MSS Iviron 1120 and 975 provide explicit evidence
that he was a member of the royal clergy. The colophon of Iviron 1120, described in detail
above, contains Chrysaphes’ signature with the title lampadarios. In the same manuscript,
Chrysaphes signs his name with the title lampadarios in the bottom margin of f. 451r,
preceding an elaborate composition evidently written to commemorate the Fall of
Constantinople (an event Chrysaphes may very well have witnessed): "Etepov mom0évta peta

mv dhoowy Ko[vetavtivov]no[Aewg], Mavouni Aapmadapiov tod Xpvcdaen (‘Another,

% Two examples among dozens, include Iviron 1120, f. 305r: ‘Koho@mvia Tod moAELEOL: GTiXOS KOAAOPMVIKOG
nmowmOeic mapd kKup Eévov TpotoydAitov tod Kopadvn,” and Iviron 1120, f. 319r: ‘kekarAomiopévov Topd Tod Kop
Todvvov tod Aapmadapiov.” Kladas® imperial position is confirmed in multiple instances in MS EBE 2406, a
manuscript copied in Serres in Northern Greece in 1453 just a few months after the Fall of Constantinople. For
example, f. 338v contains the following inscription prior to a kalophonic setting of a verse from Psalm 2 (Tote
AoAnogl Tpog avtovg): Tod pakapitov Twdvvov Kiadd ol Aopradapiov 1od evayods Paciiikod kAnpov’
(Touliatos-Miles, National Library, 350). This inscription also confirms that Kladas had died by 1453.

°7 The Komnenian emperors initiated the move to the Blachernai in the eleventh century, and after the Fourth
Crusade, this tradition was followed by the Palaiologans. However, the imperial class continued to ‘cling to the
Great Palace’ in order to ‘impart to the reigning sovereign the legitimacy and glory of the past’, as demonstrated
by the fact that as late as the fourteenth century, the Palaiologans returned to the Great Palace on important
occasions, such as imperial coronations (Jeffrey Featherstone, ‘Emperor and Court’, in eds. E. Jeffreys et al,
Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies (Oxford: OUP, 2008), 509).

38 Ruth Macrides, ‘Ceremonies and the City: The Court in Fourteenth-Century Constantinople’ in ed., J. Duindam,
Royal Courts in Dynastic States and Empires: A Global Perspective (Leiden, The Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill
NV, 2011), 226-27.

59 Spyrakou, Or Xopoi, 177.

% The Church of St. John the Baptist in Hebdomon was in ruins by the ninth century, when it was renovated by
Basil I, only after which it would have functioned as a centre of imperial ceremony (Melina Moisidou,
‘Hebdomon,’ in Encyclopaedia of the Hellenic World, accessed 19 September 2013, http://constantinople.ehw.gr).
81 Spyrakou, O1 Xopoi, 177, fn. 146.

70



written after the Fall of Constantinople, Manuel Chrysaphes the lampadarios’).** But the most
telling evidence of his imperial position is on f. 139r of Iviron 1120, an inscription indicating a
royal commission of Emperor Constantine XI Palaiologos, the last Emperor of the Byzantines

(see Fig. 2.4 below):

X1iyog monBeig mapd Mavound Aoumadapiov tod Xpvoden, o’ Opiopod tod ayiov Tod
paxapitov Paciiémg kol avbéviov Nudv kvpod Kaovotavtivov, mh. 8’ Eyod oruepov
yeyévvnkd oe... [and, in the bottom margin:] cpédpa pot dokei yAvkvtotov.*

[A verse composed by Manuel Chrysaphes the lampadarios, by request of our holy
emperor and master, the late (lit: ‘most blessed’) Lord Constantine. Plagal fourth mode,
‘Today I have begotten thee’... I think this composition is the sweetest]**

FIGURE 2.4: MS IVIRON 1120, F. 139R: ErQ 3HMEPON lEFTENNHKA 3E, BY MANUEL CHRYSAPHES

Iviron 1120, f. 1391: A
kalophonic setting of Psalm 2,
verse 7, a commission of
Emperor Constantine XI
Palaiologos, written by
Chrysaphes:

Eya onuepov yeyévvhia oe,
plagal fourth mode.

This inscription confirms the fact that Chrysaphes held the position of lampadarios in the royal
court, highlighting the close relationship between the musician and his patron and
demonstrating the important role played by musicians in ceremony in Late Byzantium, a theme

that I shall expound on below.

62 Cf. infra, Appendix III, for the composition’s full text (based on Psalm 78).

% The same is also found in various post-Byzantine MSS, including the eighteenth c. MS Jerusalem 129, f. 64v:
“Etepog otiyog mombeig mopd Mavound 1od Xpuvadoen kot Aapmadapiov g Meyding Exkinciog [sic], émomon
de S0 mpootayiig Kol Opiopod ToD Gowipov kol poakopiov Paciémg Keovotaviivov tod Iolaoddyov, Eyd
anuepov yeyévwnra ae’ (Papadopoulos-Kerameus, lepocoivunmikn V, 454). In his description of Iviron 1120,
Stathis does not include the phrase 100 dyiov, which is clearly legible in the manuscript.

54 This is my translation. For a discussion of the term poxapuotérov as meaning ‘late’ or ‘recently deceased’, see
immediately below in the section on ‘The Kalophonic Sticherarion as a Chronological Marker.’
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Chrysaphes’ autograph Iviron 975, a Kalophonic Sticherarion that has not been dated, also
confirms Chrysaphes’ place in the royal clergy. On f. 173r of Iviron 975, Chrysaphes writes:
"Emom)0n kai mopd Mavovnh 10D Xpocdagov kai Maictopoc o edoyods PociMkod kApov
(‘composed by Manuel Chrysaphes the maistor of the sacred and royal clergy’). This is, to my
knowledge, the only time the phrase Bacthikoc kKAnpog (royal clergy) is encountered in one of
Chrysaphes’ autographs. Along with the testimony provided in Iviron 1120, it confirms
without a doubt that Chrysaphes was a member of the royal clergy.

Chrysaphes signs his name with the title lampadarios throughout MS Xeropotamou 270 and
the same title is testified to in several other fifteenth century sources. Among these include the
aforementioned MS Jerusalem 31, a manuscript written on the Monastery of Vatopaidi on Mt
Athos in 1439/1440 (but which contains folios added later),> which refers to Chrysaphes in
one of its original folios as lampadarios (f. 424r).66 To this list can be added the mid-fifteenth
century Akolouthiai, MSS Metamorphoseos 44 (f. 8r, 47r, 113r, et al) and Metamorphoseos
192 (f. 134r, et al),”” as well as various important Sinaitic codices which are surveyed below.
Finally, it is worth mentioning one of the more important post-Byzantine references to
Chrysaphes as lampadarios of the royal clergy, found on f. 147r of the Athonite codex MS
Xenophontos 128:

“Etepov kowwvikov, moinpa kup Mavouni tod Xpuoden kol Aouradapiov tod gvoyodg

Bacilikod KARpov, fxog Tpitoc®®

[Another Koinonikon, a composition of Lord Manuel Chrysaphes the lampadarios of the
sacred and royal clergy, third mode]

This manuscript was completed in 1671 by none other than Chrysaphes’ namesake,
Panagiotes, the ‘New Chrysaphes’, who was protopsaltes of the Great Church (i.e., the
Ecumenical Patriarchate in Constantinople) from 1655-1682. Whereas by Chrysanthos’ time
the titles protopsaltes and lampadarios were confused with Hagiosophitic singers, authoritative
ecclesiastical musicians of the seventeenth century, such as Panagiotes Chrysaphes, seem to

have still been aware of the employment details of their Byzantine forebears.

85 Cf. supra fn. 33.

5 Papadopoulos-Kerameus, leposolvuutiicii V, 350.

°” Stathes, Meteora, 13, 68.

68 Stathis, Ta Xeipdypapa II, 61. Also, see the autograph of Panagiotes Chrysaphes ‘the New” MS Xenophontos
128. On f. 147v of this codex, dated 1671, the scribe states that Manuel Chrysaphes was Aaumadapiog tod ebayodg
Pacilikod klipov (Stathis, Ta Xeipoypaga 11, 61).
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Connection to Ioannes Palaiologos VIII

Papadopoulos-Kerameus states that Chrysaphes was lampadarios in the imperial clergy as
early as the reign of loannes Palaiologos VIII. loannes VIII was the son of Manuel Palaiologos
II and elder brother of the last Byzantine emperor, Constantine XI, who held the throne — rather
precariously at times — for over two decades from 1425 until his sudden death in 1448,
prompting a ‘shotgun’ coronation of Constantine XI outside of Constantinople. Papadopoulos-
Kerameus draws the connection between Emperor Ioannes VIII and Chrysaphes in his
aforementioned biography of the latter, on the basis of one eighteenth century musical
manuscript, which is the only medieval or post-Byzantine musical manuscript I have yet

encountered in the literature that connects Chrysaphes to the penultimate Byzantine emperor:

[Manuel Chrysaphes] was the lampadarios in Constantinople for the two last Byzantine
emperors, loannes V (sic) and Constantine X (sic). Thus, in MS 40 of the Hypselou
Monastery (18" century) there is a composition by Manuel ‘commissioned by King
loannes Palaiologos...” this based on my manuscript catalogue. See Library of
Mavrogordateios, p. 157.%

Unfortunately, Papadopoulos-Kerameus does not provide a detailed description of this
particular manuscript in his catalogue of the Mavrogordateios Library so it is difficult to
ascertain the validity of this source.”” Nevertheless, given Chrysaphes’ activity as early as
1439/40 (at which point, according to Papadopoulos-Kerameus’ catalogue, he is referred to in
the manuscript as lampadarios), it is probable that he ascended to the high position of
lampadarios before Constantine was crowned in 1448. Whether loannes VIII commissioned
Chrysaphes to write compositions on his behalf, on the other hand, cannot be ascertained, as

the evidence for it is found in only one late source, the eighteenth century MS Hypselou 40.

Maistor / Maistoros

In one of his autographs, Iviron 975, and in several other musical MSS, Chrysaphes is referred

to as maistor (derived from the Latin magister / Greek péyotpog).”’ By the late Byzantine

% The translation above is my own. The original Greek is: *...vmfip&e Aapmaddapiog ev Kavotavivoumolet eni tamv
Vo televtaiov ulavtivov avtokpatdpwv, Iodvvov Tov S5-ov (sic) kai Kwvetavtivov tov 10-ov (sic). Ovtog ev
0 40-0 K®dwKL TG povig Yymiov (18-ov aidvog) vrdpyel cuvOesic Tig Tov MavounA «eK S10plopod BaciAémg
Iodvvov tov TIoAooAdYOL®... KOTO TOV YEWPOYPaEOV pov katdroyov. IIpBAh. Mavpoy. Bifiod. o. 157.°
Emmanuel Giannopoulos believes that these manuscripts are now held at the Hypselou Monastery on the island of
Lesbos (Mytilini).

* MS Hypselou 40 is an eighteenth century codex written by Nektarios Hieromonachos. The only indication
given is in a footnote, which states that ‘Manuel Chrysaphes, according to this manuscript, was lampadarios under
the Emperor Ioannes Palaiologos.” Athanasios Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Movpoydazeios Bifili00kny Avéxdoto
ElAnvika (Constantinople: Typois S. 1. Voutira, 1884), 157.

! See, for example, the Kalophonic Sticherarion of Ioannes Plousiadenos, MS Sinai 1234, f. 104r: “H év 16 vad
Eicodog ti|¢ vmepayiog Osotdrov, otympodv, moinpa kvpod Movoun poictopog tod Xpuoagov.” MS H Laura
138 a Mathematarion containing anagrammatismoi and other kalophonic compositions, refers to Chrysaphes as
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period, the maistor was a palace official with musical responsibilities. According to Evangelia
Spyrakou, in later Byzantine sources, where there is evidence for the distribution of liturgical
singers into the ranks of anagnostes (‘readers’, akin to English lay clerks) and psaltes (soloists,
also known as kalophonoi), and where the choirs had begun to be separated into ‘right’ and
‘left’, each with its own director, it was the maistor who took the leadership in directing both
choirs.”* At the same time, that the term appears in the plural in late Byzantine sources is
indicative of the fact that there existed a ‘system of weeks’ in palace environments as well as at
Hagia Sophia. In other words, Spyrakou argues, there was more than one maistor and thus,
more than one cohort of palace singers. These different groups, and their directors, the
maistores, shared singing duties at any one of the palatine churches based on the day of the

week or the week of the year.”

Chrysaphes’ autograph Iviron 975 contains the epithet maistor several times accompanying his
name, usually according to the following formula: Mavoun paictopog tod Xpvoagov. Most
interestingly, the title lampadarios is not encountered at all next to Chrysaphes’ name in Iviron
975. Conversely, in Iviron 1120, Chrysaphes refers to himself as lampadarios, but never signs
his name with the title maistor (the same is the case for Xeropotamou 270). In Iviron 1120,
Chrysaphes reserves the name maistor almost exclusively for Koukouzeles, to whom the title
is ascribed dozens of times.” It is difficult to draw any conclusions from these observations,
given that our knowledge of the duties and responsibilities associated with these titles is more
general than precise, since the sources describing these roles often antedate the musicians in
question. Furthermore, we are unable to precisely date Iviron 975. If we could plausibly date
Iviron 975 to some time prior to 1453, we may then be able to assert that Chrysaphes held the
position of maistor earlier in his career, before advancing to lampadarios, which he held until
the Fall of Constantinople.” The claim that such a trajectory represented a ‘promotion’ or

advancement admittedly rests on unstable ground. What we do know is that Chrysaphes refers

“Mavounh Xpoodeov kai paictopoc.” In the eighteenth-century codex, MS 269 of the Jerusalem Patriarchate
Library, he is referred to as Mavovih Xpvcheng mpwtopoictopog (Manuel Chrysaphes the chief-maistor)
(Papadopoulos-Kerameus, lepocoivuitiri 1V, 249).

2 The maistor is described as ‘the superior of the choirs’ (le maitre de chapelle) in the 15™-century list of titles of
the Great Church (i.e., Hagia Sophia) published by Darrouzés in his study on Byzantine court titles (Moran,
Singers, 17 after Darrouzes, Offikia, 285-85, 574).

73 Spyrakou, O1 Xopoi, 172. In spite of the fact that the title maistor was without a doubt an official title with
specific musical duties in late Byzantium, as Spyrakou shows, we should not rule out the possibility that, in some
cases when encountered in the musical manuscripts, it may have been used by the scribe as perhaps a more
generic term of praise akin to ‘most musical’.

™ Aside from describing Koukouzeles, Chrysaphes uses the title maistor only four other times in Iviron 1120: to
describe Manuel Argyropoulos (twice), David Raidestinos, and Koukoumas.

> Of course, we do not know if the position of lampadarios was actually higher ranking than maistor, and in fact
it seems that the opposite might be true, given that Chrysaphes refers to Koukouzeles, whom he regards as first
amongst his predecessors, as maistor.
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to himself as lampadarios in his autograph of 1458, Iviron 1120, and it is how his successors

referred to him almost universally.

The Kalophonic Sticherarion as a Chronological Marker

Manuel Chrysaphes was active for several years after the Fall of Constantinople as testified to
by the colophon of his autograph Iviron 1120, which indicates its completion outside of
Constantinople in the year 1458. The terminus ante quem traditionally given by scholars for
Chrysaphes is 1463, based on the date of his latest autograph, MS Seraglio 15, a Grammar of
Manuel Moschopoulos76 (the only non-musical autograph of Chrysaphes that has survived),
completed on July 29 of that year.”” Recent progress researching the contents of various
musical MSS in the Library of St. Catherine’s on Mt. Sinai — especially the autographed
Kalophonic Sticheraria (KS) of Ioannes Plousiadenos — enable us to fix the dates of

Chrysaphes’ activity after the Fall of Constantinople with more certainty.

Chrysaphes’ autograph Iviron 975 is a necessary starting point for a discussion of the KS of
Toannes Plousiadenos. Iviron 975 contains three basic layers of compositions:” first, what
might be called the KS of Koukouzeles,” which includes compositions by Koukouzeles and
his immediate predecessors, such as loannes Glykys and Nikiphoros Ethikos. The second layer
of Iviron 975 includes compositions by loannes Kladas and other figures active in the early
fifteenth century. The third layer consists of compositions by Chrysaphes’ contemporaries
around the middle of the fifteenth century — including Gregory Mpounes Alyates, his student
Gerasimos Chalkeopoulos, and regional composers such as Andreas Stellon of New Patras.*
As part of this third layer, Chrysaphes includes several of his own compositions (145 in total),

often accompanied by epithets praising their quality, such as wévv kalov (very beautiful).

76 Manuel Moschopoulos was a Byzantine author and philologist from Constantinople active at the end of the
thirteenth and beginning of the fourteenth centuries (See PLP 19373).
" Conomos, Treatise 12 (citing Adolf Deissmann, Forschungen und Funde im Serai mit einem Verzeichnis der
nichtislamischen Handschriften im Topkapu Serai zu Istanbul (Berlin, Leipzig, 1933), 59). See also Stathes,
‘Mavound Xpucdaong’, 34.
"8 The notion of chronological ‘layers’ of compositions in the Kalophonic Sticheraria of the fifteenth century is
taken from Adsuara, Sinai gr. 1251 15-17. In Iviron 975, the three ‘layers’ are mixed together, i.e., they are not
separate, distinct sections of the codex.
™ See Jorgen Raasted’s two publications on the Sticherarion of Koukouzeles, Raasted, Sinai gr. 1230 (cited in
Chapter 1), and Jorgen Raasted, ‘Koukouzeles' Sticherarion’, in ed. C. Troelsgérd, Acts of a Meeting held at the
Danish Institute at Athens (Athens: The Danish Institute at Athens, 1997), 9-22.
80 Chrysaphes’ revision of Andreas’ Stellon’s kalophonic sticheron for St. Andrew (f. 86r) is preceded by a rubric
that can be interpreted as oblique criticism: ‘Tlom8&év mapa kKop Avdpéov tod Ltehod kol dopectikov TOV
Matpdv- Eypaen mapd Tod Mavound Xpvsdagov capéotota, O mpotokintoc pabntg’ (‘A sticheron composed
by Andrew Stellon, domestikos of Patras, written more expertly by Manuel Chrysaphes’). See Stathis, Ta
Xeipoypago 111, 763).
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Iviron 975 seems to be a model for later KS, including two important Sinai codices, both
autographs of loannes Plousiadenos. The first, Sinai 1234, is among the most impressive
fifteenth century manuscripts, having been studied extensively for its remarkable illuminations
in addition to its musical contents.*’ Of Plousiadenos’ nine possible autographs, it is the only
one that retains its original colophon, which gives us a clear witness of its place and year of
production (Venice, 1469).** Sinai 1234 is an extremely important witness to the tradition of
the kalophonic stichera of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. Like Iviron 975, it contains
the same three basic ‘layers’ of composers, but there is one significant difference. In Sinai
1234, Plousiadenos includes far fewer of Chrysaphes’ compositions, compensating for their
absence with a healthy collection of his own.® Figure 2.5 below shows the distribution of
kalophonic stichera by composer, across these two important fifteenth century Kalophonic

Sticheraria (this table also includes two rows for MS Sinai 1251, about which, see below).
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FIGURE 2.5: COMPARISON OF KALOPHONIC STICHERARIA BY NUMBER OF COMPOSITIONS84
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The second Sinai codex important for dating Chrysaphes is Plousiadenos’ autograph Sinai

1251, a KS comprising three distinct sections.®”” The first and third sections of Sinai 1251

81 See for example, Panagiotes Vokotopoulos, ‘Elkovoypagikéc mopampioslc 610 otympdplov Twvd 12347,
Aelziov e Xpiotiovikng Apyoroloyiag Etarpiog 22 (2001):87-102.

%2 Demetri Balageorgos describes the physical attributes (including watermarks) and contents of Plousiadenos’
musical autographs, the provenance of one which he calls ‘indisputable’. He includes another nine manuscripts
which are probable autographs of Plousiadenos but for which no colophon attributed to Plousiadenos survives.
See Balageorgos, ‘Ot anokeipevor’, 50-62.

¥ In addition to the kalophonic stichera, Plousiadenos includes various polychronismoi (i.e., imperial
acclamations), as well as other rubrics and chants from the prokypsis service from a period some three decades
prior to the manuscript’s authoring.

¥ 1 count compositions that have two ‘feet’ (given in the MSS as o’ movg and B’ mouc) once. Compositions that
are embellishments of earlier compositions are counted.

% Sinai 1251 is of paramount importance for understanding the Cretan cleric’s relationship to his
Constantinopolitan predecessor, and more importantly, for its illumination of Chrysaphes’ impact on the evolution
of this musical codex and its repertory. Balageorgos and Kritikou date this manuscript generally to the second half
of the fifteenth century. Their identification of this MS as an autograph of Plousiadenos is based on its
resemblance to Sinai 1234, which is dated 1469. Adsuara bases her dating of the ‘middle layer’ of kalophonic
stichera in Sinai 1251 on the polychronismoi (i.e., imperial acclamations) included. One set is dedicated to John
VIII Palaiologos and his wife Mary, daughter of King Alexios of Trapezountos, who were married in 1433. Mary
died in 1439 (Adsuara, ‘Sinai gr. 1251, 16).
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(henceforward Sinai 1251-1) contain kalophonic stichera from the Menaia cycle and from the
Triodion/Pentecostarion, respectively, from generally the same group of composers as
reflected in Sinai 1234. Wedged between these two sections, starting on fol. 280r, however, is
an entirely new KS, preceded by the following inscription, which is critical for establishing
biographical coordinates for Chrysaphes:

Apyn ovv Oed ayi® TdV otiynp(®v) 100 6Aov ¥poVov Amd TOV o’ centéUPplov Emc Glov

OV abyovotov: moinpe Tod SdacKAAoL Kol pakaplot[dtov] Mavovni 10d Xpvcden tod
véov Aapmadapiovn.®

[The beginning with holy God of the stichera of the entire year from the first of September
through the entirety of August: a composition of the teacher and most blessed Manuel
Chrysaphes the new lampadarios.]

This second section of Sinai 1251 (henceforward Sinai 1251-2) is none other than the
Kalophonic Sticherarion of Manuel Chrysaphes: contained within those 100 folios are 87 (!)
kalophonic stichera composed by Chrysaphes, with a scattered few ascribed to other mid-
fifteenth century composers.®’ Dimitrios Balageorgos has shown based on watermarks that
Sinai 1251-1 was written before Sinai 1234, but that Sinai 1251-2 was written many years
after. The book was probably rebound in the Cretan workshop of the Greek scholar Michalis

Apostolis at the behest of Plousiadenos himself.*®

We can extend Balageorgos’ conclusions, which are based on palacographical analysis, by
means of an analysis of the contents of Sinai 1251, in order to prove that Chrysaphes was alive
when Sinai 1234 and Sinai 1251-1 were written, and that he had died when Sinai 1251-2 was
written and rebound to Sinai 1251-1. First, it seems unlikely that Chrysaphes’ compositions
would be scattered within sections one and three if the original plan was to include a separate,
dedicated section for his compositions in the same codex — yet that is exactly what we find.

Plousiadenos includes nearly a dozen compositions by Chrysaphes in Sinai 1251-1 (with the

% MS Sinai 1251 fol. 280r. My copy of this manuscript is based on the microfilm from Kenneth Levy’s collection
at Princeton University. The appellation of Chrysaphes as ‘the new lampadarios’ (as ‘Mavounk Xpvcdong kai
véo Aaumaddploc’) is also found in the Cypriot MS Machairas A4, on fols. 135v, 209r, 263r, 273v (Demetriou,
Spdtbyzantinische, 248).

87 Actually, this Kalophonic Sticherarion only contains compositions for the fixed feasts of the year, not from the
movable cycle of the Triodion/Pentecostarion (for which, of course, Chrysaphes also wrote kalophonic stichera, as
seen in Iviron 975).

88 “H npd kou 1 Tpitn evoTnTa TOV YEPOYPAPOL YpAPTNKAV TNV 1010 MOy Kot ThavoTata, av Kpivovpe amd to
V3ATOYPOPALLOTO, TPV amd cVVTaEnV Tov kOdka Xwvd 1234... H devtepr evotnra ypaptnke moAd apydtepa. To
VOATOGTLO TTOV AVLVELONKAY GTAL PVAAQ TG KoL TAPLoTAvoLY Y€t (main) mov tavtileton pe to v’ apdp. 10713
vdatoypdenua tov Ch. Briquet (Grasse 1485 — Genes 1488/89) kai Quyapid (balance) mov tovtileton pe to v’
apBp. 2590 vdatdéonpo tov Ch. Briquet (Nordinglen 1491 — Venise 1496) to amodetkvoouv. And 0. avOTEP®
npokvntel afiacta 6Tl 1 devTEpn evotnTa lvon TaPEUPANTN Kot cuoTaydBnke Katdmy embopiog Kot {ntioemg
Tov 16iov tov [TAovoiadnvod pe ta GAha dvo Tuqpato... 1 e&apetikng €xvng Pipiodesia éyve oto Kpntikod
gpyaotnpro Tov Miyonh AmootoAn. Xto mhevpkd iy tov Ppriov kOKAOL, StakooUNUEVOL e EYXPOUO GYEILOL
Kot Khadwtég amoinéels’ (Balageorgos, ‘Ot amokeipevor’, 55).

77



result that Chrysaphes’ compositions appear in this section of Sinai 1251 with a frequency
corresponding more or less to that observed in Sinai 1234).% Sinai 1251-2, on the other hand,

is almost exclusively dedicated to the kalophonic stichera of Manuel Chrysaphes.

Second, in Sinai 1251-1 (again, written before 1469), Plousiadenos refers to Chrysaphes
simply as ‘Chrysaphes the lampadarios’. In Sinai 1251-2, which, as Balageorgos has
established was written well after Sinai 1251-1, Plousiadenos writes ‘moinpo 1od d1dackdiov
Kol pokoplot[drov] Mavounid tod Xpovoden 1od véov Aapmaddpiov’ (‘a composition of the
teacher and most blessed Manuel Chrysaphes the new lampadarios’). The critical epithet in
this inscription, for the purposes of establishing chronology, is the superlative ‘poxoapiwtdtov’.
The literal meaning of this term is ‘most blessed’ or ‘most fortunate’. However, pokapiwtdrov
is also commonly used in late Byzantine and post-Byzantine sources to indicate that an
individual has died, and to accord to them some degree of reverence.”” It should be noted that
dead composers are not usually referred to as pokopiwtdrov in late Byzantine MSS, so the
absence of the term in no way implies that they are living at the time of a given manuscript’s
writing. In the case of this inscription from MS Sinai 1251-2, it is clear that Plousiadenos uses
paxopiotaTov to call special attention to the fact that Manuel Chrysaphes had recently died,

and in doing so, to thus honor him.

Furthermore, in this same inscription, Plousiadenos refers to Chrysaphes as ‘teacher’, hinting
on the one hand at the possibility that Chrysaphes taught chant to the scholar and composer
Plousiadenos, whether back in Constantinople or on the island of Crete, but more broadly, that
Chrysaphes, in the eyes of Plousiadenos, ought to be considered a teacher by future
generations.”’ In another late autograph, Sinai 1312, likely written after Chrysaphes’ death,
Plousiadenos describes Chrysaphes as a ‘new Koukouzeles’ (kvpod MavounA Aaumadopiov

100 Xpooaen kai paictopog, Tod dAn0@MS Xpuoden kol vEou KODKOUCé)ﬂ]).gz

¥ E.g., see Sinai 1251, f. 78r: Eig v admv goptiv, Ztiympdv moinpo kupod Mavoviih 10 Xpuoden kai
Aapmadapiov, o’-AyodidcOo onuepov 6 ovpovog (‘For the same feast, Sticheron, compositions by Manuel
Chrysaphes the lampadarios, first mode, Heaven, rejoice today’). The next four compositions — all from the same
feast — are also by Chrysaphes (Adsuara, ‘Sinai gr. 12517, 30).

% See the relevant entry in Kriaras, Emmanouel. ‘Ag&icd Tng Meosatwvikig EAAvikig Anpddovg Ipappoteiog
1100-1669° (Thessaloniki: E. Kriaras, 1997), which can also be found at: http:/www.greek-
language.gr/greeklang/medieval greek/kriaras/search.html?lqg=Maxapioc&dg= . In addition to its more literal
meaning of ‘happy’ or ‘fortunate’, paxapidtartog is also used as an honorific to refer to (living) ecclesiastical
individuals, at least in a post-Byzantine context.

%! Chrysaphes is referred to as a teacher elsewhere in the Post-Byzantine manuscript tradition. See MS Iviron 951,
fol. 83r, where he is referred to by the scribe as ‘MavovnA Xpvoden, tod dAnbods didackdiov’ in a rewriting of
his communion hymn by Germanos of New Patras (Spyrakou, Ot Xopot, 520).

%2 Balageorgos reads a faded yet still legible signature on the side of the manuscript that indicates Plousiadenos as
the author of this manuscript, which on the basis of watermarks cannot have been completed before 1454. The
inscription in question referring to Chrysaphes as the ‘maistor, the true Chrysaphes and new Koukouzeles’ (Sinai
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That Sinai 1234 and Sinai 1251-1 are similar with respect to the frequency of compositions by
Chrysaphes” and the epithets used to describe him, and markedly different to Sinai 1251-2
across these same dimensions, strongly suggests that Chrysaphes was alive when the Sinai
1251-1 was written (sometime before 1469), and had died by the time Sinai 1251-2 was
arranged many years later. Had Chrysaphes died by the time Sinai 1234 was produced, we
would expect Plousiadenos to have included more of his compositions and for his praise of the
former lampadarios to be more effusive, as it is in Sinai 1251-2 and other later MSS. In Sinai
1251-2, Chrysaphes is presented as a figure equal in importance to Koukouzeles, as the
preeminent figure of the prior generation.”* The conclusions gleaned from the aforementioned
Sinai codices enable us to push the terminus ante quem of Chrysaphes to 1469. Unfortunately,
as Sinai 1251 is undated, we are not able to establish a date after which Chrysaphes had
certainly died, until further research reveals more information concerning his activity after the

Fall of Constantinople. The chronology described above is given above in Figure 2.6.

FIGURE 2.6: CHRONOLOGY OF CHRYSAPHES’ BASED ON PLOUSIADENOS’ AUTOGRAPHS
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1312, f. 6r), leads me to suspect that it was written after 1469, that is, not before Chrysaphes had died
(Balageorgos, ‘Ot amokeipevol’, 58).

% One of Chrysaphes’ fourteen kalophonic stichera included by Plousiadenos in Sinai 1234 is on f. 98r, T'éyovag
Xpvcodotope Beomvevatov Spyavov, for the feast of St. John Chrysostom, introduced with the simple inscription:
“Etepov &ig v avtv £optv, moinpa tod [MovounAd] Xpvoden’. See Balageorgos & Kritikou, 21vd 7, 71.

°* Balageorgos, ‘Ot omokeipevor’’, 58. Interestingly, Sinai 1251 contains no compositions by Plousiadenos,
whereas Sinai 1234 is replete with Plousiadenos’ work. Whether Plousiadenos had a strangely duplicitous
relationship to his predecessor, or simply held him in high regard and wished to anthologize him as such only
after his death, we cannot know for sure. What is certain is that Plousiadenos’ inclusion of a separate, dedicated
section of the kalophonic Sticherarion containing almost exclusively compositions by Chrysaphes constituted, on
the one hand, an a explicit acknowledgment of their centrality in the repertory of Byzantine chant, but also the
unabashed assertion that he belonged amongst the pantheon of musicians from the Empire, and, as Koukouzeles
was the primary figurehead of the fourteenth century, Chrysaphes represented the leader of the fifteenth.
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2.2 Chrysaphes in the Imperial Court
Background and Source Material

As I have shown above, Manuel Chrysaphes held the offices of maistoros and lampadarios in
the imperial court. Although we cannot establish exactly when he held each office, we know he
worked under the Emperor Constantine XI Palaiologos (1448-1453) and most likely under his
predecessor, loannes VIII Palaiologos (1425-1448), possibly as early as 1439/40.” What was
life like for a musician in the imperial court of the mid-fifteenth century, only years before the
collapse of Constantinople and the exile or death of many of its intellectuals and political
leaders? Although there is not yet enough evidence to determine detailed aspects of
Chrysaphes’ life such as his exact duties, payment, or a day in the life,”® an examination of key
ceremonies described in documents of court ceremonial corroborated with evidence in
Chrysaphes’ musical autographs enables us to sketch some of Chrysaphes’ activities in the
Byzantine palace, while providing us with some idea of his aesthetics as a composer and
scribe. In doing so, we are able to argue that Manuel Chrysaphes maintained important musical
and ceremonial duties and was in all likelihood a prestigious and close member of the

Emperor’s inner circle.

In Hagia Sophia, lavishly patronized by the Empire, the divine offices were served by an
impressive number of presbyters, deacons, and clergy of other ranks, including two orders of
singers (the anagnostes and psaltai).97 The singers assigned to the smaller churches connected
to the imperial palace were naturally fewer in number and would have been staffed by singers
from the royal clergy. For example, Heraclius’ novella calls for only 12 presbyters, 20

anagnostes, and four psaltai for the Church of the Blachernae.”® We know that in the tenth

% Cf. supra, Ch. 2, fn. 69.

% For a discussion of the payment and working conditions of singers in choirs of the Byzantine Empire, although
mostly based on the fourteenth century and earlier, see Moran, Singers, 21-23.

7 The systems of clerical assignment were famously established and detailed in imperial novellas issued around
the time of Hagia Sophia’s construction (Justinian, 535 AD, Heraklius, 612 AD). The Emperor Heraclius’ novella
is often cited by scholars to contextualize the size and scope of these liturgical forces. Heraclius assigns 525
clergy to Hagia Sophia and its three dependent churches (the Church of the Theotokos of Chalkeoprateia, the
Church of St. Theodore of Sphorakios, and the Church of St. Irene), including 80 priests, 150 deacons, 160
readers (anagnostes), and 25 cantors (psaltai). The actual number of clergy and singers present in any given
service is not entirely clear on account of the lack of specificity in the novellas regarding assignment of clergy to
Hagia Sophia vs. its three dependencies as well as the so-called ‘system of weeks’, in which clergy rotated
assignments on a weekly basis. The number 525 could have been the maximum number of clergy on the imperial
payroll, not necessarily those present at Hagia Sophia for a given service. See Spyrakou, Ot Xopoi 166-70 for a
discussion of these decrees and the relevant bibliography, as well as Lingas, Soundscape 320-21. A critical edition
and commentary of Herakleios’ novella is given in Johannes Konidaris, ‘Die Novellen des Kaisers Herakleios,” in
ed. D. Simon, Fontes Minores V (Forschungen Zur Byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte 8) (Frankfurt am Main,
1982), 34-106.

%8 Spyrakou, Ot Xopoi, 169.
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century, the palace clergy — including the psaltai and anagnostes numbered in the dozens and
had duties which extended beyond the liturgy, ‘[playing] a significant role in the life of the
capital... their privileged position and proximity to power [making for] remarkable careers.””’
Our notions of court life in fourteenth and fifteenth century Byzantium, on the other hand, are
by and large limited to essentially one text, the aforementioned Treatise on court titles of
Pseudo-Kodinos. This text provides lavish descriptions of certain aspects of court ceremonial:
the hierarchy, the different hats and staffs worn and carried by the emperor and other
dignitaries (detailed by colour, material), the clothes donned by the imperial family at different
times of the day, as well as the rubrics around certain important ceremonies, some regular,
such as the prokypsis, and some once-in-a-generation (and clearly based on a historical

100 5101

event),  such as ‘the reception of a foreign imperial bride-to-be in Constantinople.

A digression is necessary in order to assess Pseudo-Kodinos’ Treatise and its relevance for
reconstructions of court life during the time of Manuel Chrysaphes. Judith Herrin has argued
that the relatively thin Treatise, in contrast to the voluminous De ceremoniis compiled in the
tenth century by the Emperor Constantine Porphyrogennitos,'* reflects the weakened state of
the Byzantine Empire’s capital and the concomitant reduction of ceremony conducted by the
imperial court, which maintained a minimal public presence and was almost entirely oriented

3 1t is true that the

inward, while its members retained ‘grossly inflated” honorific terms."
Treatise lacks descriptions of the pomp of imperial banquets, omits details of the palace

quarters, and seems to ignore specifics around public processions. But this does not seem to be

% McCormick, Social World 180 (based on the Kletorologion of Philotheos, about which cf. infra, fn. 100). The
number of imperial singers implied in this excerpt is nevertheless modest when compared to the number of clergy
assigned to Hagia Sophia and its three dependent churches in the early seventh century (based on Emperor
Heraklios’ novella), a corps that included 80 priests, 150 deacons, 160 readers (anagnostes) and 25 cantors
(psaltai). See Lingas, ‘Soundscape’, 320.

1% In this way, the Treatise of Pseudo-Kodinos most closely resembles the ninth century book on banquets, the
Kletorologion by Philotheos. See Ruth Macrides, ‘Ceremonies and the City: The Court in Fourteenth-Century
Constantinople,” in ed. J. Duindam, Royal Courts in Dynastic States and Empires: A Global Perspective (Leiden,
The Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2011), 220.

19" Macrides, ‘Ceremonies’, 219. Elsewhere, Macrides discusses the ways in which Ps-Kodinos' treatise departs
from the ceremonical handbooks of earlier times, emphasizing that he acknowledges a changing (vs. static)
tradition in ceremony. He writes about specific events (e.g., a specific coronation is a chapter in his book) while
referencing the past for explanation of existing rituals. Moreover, he does not hesitate to say he is ignorant of the
origin of certain rituals (Macrides, ‘“The reason is not known.” Remembering and recording the past. Pseudo-
Kodinos as a historian,” in eds. P. Odorico et al, Papers read at the III° Colloque International Philologique
‘Epunveia’, 23-25 February 2006 (Paris: Centre d'études byzantines, néo-helléniques et sud-est européennes,
Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales, 2009), 317-30).

192 The tenth century Book of Ceremonies contains 153 chapters (See Michael McCormick, ‘Analyzing Imperial
Ceremonies’ in Jahrbuch der dsterreichischen Gesellschaft fiir Byzantinistik 35 (1985): 11).

' Judith Herrin, Byzantium: The Surprising Life of a Medieval Empire (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2007), 184.
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on account of the absence of any of these things, and furthermore, does not seem to indicate

that the imperial family had completely retreated to within their palace walls.

First, recent scholars of Byzantine ceremony have pointed out that authors of these documents
are notorious for omitting the obvious, presuming their audience has seen dozens of

ceremonies. Michael McCormick writes:

The Constantinopolitan and privileged character of much of Byzantine historical writing's
readership conditioned what authors chose to include... imperial processions through the
streets of Constantinople were a pretty common occurrence, and ceremonies inside the
Great Palace complex took place on a weekly and even daily basis. Presumption of
familiarity led Byzantine observers to emphasize details which appeared atypical at the
time they were writing.'*

On a similar note, Ruth Macrides has argued that 7he Treatise is more useful when viewed as a
historical document, in contrast to a technical treatise ‘that can help us to reconstruct court

hierarchy and the functions of office holders.”'"’

As for whether the Treatise’s relative poverty of content is indicative of a decayed and
destitute Byzantine state, Ruth Macrides argues for a more nuanced interpretation of this
traditionally held view. She suggests that ‘the modern portrayal of a reduced and impoverished
ceremonial and court life... relies not so much on the text of Pseudo-Kodinos itself, as on
expectations and preconceptions created by the tenth-century Book of Ceremonies. The latter is
the standard against which the Treatise is measured.’'® While it cannot be denied that
Constantinople after the Latin conquest saw a relative loss of influence and wealth that was to
some degree reflected in a reduction in public spending, Constantinople in fact experienced a
major rebuilding effort under Michael VIII Palaiologos in the middle of the thirteenth century
— including the fortification of the city walls, restoration of Hagia Sophia for its ‘return to the

Byzantine Rite,”'"’

and the complete refurbishing of the imperial palace — an influx of financial
investment towards public works which in turn spurred a rebirth of intellectual and artistic
activity. The orator Manuel Holobolos’s praise for the Emperor’s investment in public works is
telling of the urban renewal, when he speaks of the ‘beautification of public buildings,
hippodromes... a teeming marketplace, theatres, law courts, streets, stoas, a multitude of baths
and old age homes everywhere.”'”™ Macrides argues that the Treatise actually omits

ceremonies and rituals whose persistence is evidenced by other sources, whereas the Book of

1% McCormick, ‘Imperial Ceremonies’, 7, here refers to earlier Byzantine ceremonial documents.

195 Macrides, ‘Remembering’, passim.

196 Macrides, ‘Ceremonies’, 218.

197 Alice-Mary Talbot, ‘The Restoration of Constantinople under Michael VIII,” DOP 47 (1993): 251.

1% Talbot argues that, as a panegyric, Holobolos’ praise may be exaggerated, but the underlying sentiment should
be trusted (‘Restoration’, 253)
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Ceremonies, in contrast, ‘includes a great deal of material not in use at the time of its
compilation... [being] an antiquarian [work], while the Treatise presents living ceremony,
protocols that reflect ceremonies that were being performed in the mid-fourteenth century,”'®
such as the prokypsis at Christmas and Epiphany, the Ceremonial around Palm Sunday, or the

service of the washing of the feet on Great Thursday before Easter.''

Third, Macrides argues that court ceremony in Late Byzantium was not as isolated from the
public as is claimed by some scholars, who have described Late Byzantine imperial ritual as
something ‘taking place in seclusion in the fortress-like remains of a palace.’''! In fact,
according to Pseudo-Kodinos, the emperor’s schedule attending churches outside of the palace
was as rigorous as that described in the tenth-century Book of Ceremonies.""* It is simply the
case that Pseudo-Kodinos omits details about the processions to these churches. The Byzantine
historian Nikiphoros Gregoras, speaking of the attendees — from regular citizens to members of
the army — of the Christmas prokypsis of John V in 1341, compares the mass of people to
‘rivers that converged’.'” Thus it seems clear that the relatively impoverished state of
Constantinople did not result in a complete retreat of public ceremony into the private confines
of the imperial palace. Moreover, ‘already in the tenth century, [when the Book of Ceremonies
was being compiled], the Great Palace was being compared to a fortress, as has been the
Blachernai palace of the 14™ century, and already in the tenth century ceremonial was taking
on a less public role.”'"* Thus, any change in ritual practice from public and grand to (more)

private and (more) modest was a gradual process with its roots as early as the 10* century.'”

While we can thus discard the notion that ritual was impoverished and completely private
during the fourteenth century when The Treatise was written,''® Macrides cautions against
extending its relevance beyond then, citing the work of T. Kiousopoulou, who ‘expresses

doubts about the relevance of Pseudo-Kodinos’ Treatise to the fifteenth century.”''” Though

19 Macrides, ‘Ceremonies’, 233.

"% This ceremony is discussed further below.

" Macrides, ‘Ceremonies’, 235 (citing Paul Magdalino, ‘Court and Capital in Byzantium’, in eds. M. Kunt et al,
Royal Courts in Dynastic States and Empires (Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill, 2011), 141-143).

"2 For the Emperor’s attendance at celebrating churches and monasteries in Constantinople, along with the
imperial clergy and singers, see Spyrakou, O1 Xopoi, 177, fn. 147; and Verpeaux, Pseudo-Kodinos, 242-43.

13 Macrides, ‘Ceremonies’, 234, fn. 103.

14 Macrides, ‘Ceremonies’, 235.

' Of course, it has been argued that this trend began earlier, in the so-called ‘Dark Ages’ of Byzantium, from the
seventh to eighth centuries, following territorial losses, political turbulence, the depopulation of cities, and the
general retreat of social life to private spheres with the end of Late Antiquity.

"% The notion that public ritual was impoversished during the fourteenth century is even more difficult to
maintain when considering the expansion of various musical forms and their accompanying liturgical rubrics
found in musical manuscripts of the same time.

"7 Macrides, ‘Ceremonies’, 217.
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this text ‘is generally regarded as representative of the whole of the late Byzantine period from
the late thirteenth century to 1453,”''® there is much evidence suggesting it was not. In the 200
years following the reconquest of Constantinople from the Latins in 1261, the period of
relative expansion and rebuilding under Michael Palaiologos was followed by a gradual
decline starting in the middle of the fourteenth cen‘[ury119 and accelerating in the fourteenth.
The witness of the Spanish traveller Pero Tafur who was received in the palace of loannes VIII
in 1437, when it was entirely possible for Chrysaphes to have been present, provides some
insight into the fifteenth century Byzantine court:
The Emperor’s Palace must have been very magnificent, but now it is in such state that
both it and the city show well the evils which the people have suffered and still endure...
Inside, the house is badly kept, except certain parts where the Emperor, the Empress, and
attendants can live, although cramped for space.'*’
Caution must be exercised, therefore, in assuming that all the events described in Pseudo-
Kodinos were alive and well in the fifteenth century. Yet, I will attempt to point to a few key
ceremonies involving Chrysaphes’ royal office that show evidence of these rituals’ persistence
in the fifteenth century. This is by no means an attempt to assess the relevance of all of the
Treatise’s descriptions of ceremony, dress, and ritual to the fifteenth century, but merely an
attempt to focus on a few aspects of the lampadarios’ (and more generally, the court singers’)
duties. I do this by marrying descriptions in The Treatise with musical compositions and
rubrics in the musical sources. For the purposes of this dissertation, I focus on the celebration
of Christmas Eve, Christmas Day, and Palm Sunday, during which a full cycle of ceremonies

was celebrated, many involving the Emperor directly, especially, the ceremony of the

prokypsis."*!

The Prokypsis on Christmas

The festivities ‘Concerning the order of the patronal feasts and the customs that apply to those

days,” centred on the prokypsis, are described in great detail in the fourth book of Pseudo-

8 Macrides, ‘Ceremonies’, 217.

19 As Macrides notes, ‘the imperial treasury was depleted by... territorial losses to the Turks and the civil wars of
the 1320s and ‘40s... and disasters such as the plague of 1347 contributed to the reduction in the empire’s
resources’ (Macrides, ‘Ceremonies’, 217).

120 Macrides, ‘Ceremonies’, 229, after Pero Tafur, ed. & trans. M. Letts, Travels and Adventures 1435—1439
(London, 1926).

2l The term prokypsis indicates an elevated wooden platform and an imperial ceremony performed on that
structure in the Komnenian and Palaiologan court, in which the emperor and his family were presented
dramatically to the guards and dignitaries of the palace, elevated on the wooden platform and illumined, while
acclamations and chants were sung by the imperial singers. The prokypsis ceremony was performed on Christmas
and Epiphany and possibly on all patronal feasts. It is described in detail in Pseudo-Kodinos 195.11-204.23
(Michael McCormick, ‘Prokypsis,’ in ed. A. Kazhdan, ODB (Oxford: OUP, 1991), 1732-1733).
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Kodinos.'* The prokypsis probably originated in the Comnenian period,'* replacing the
public, grandiose imperial ceremonies of the hippodrome (which had evidently become too
time-consuming and too expensive). The prokypsis was tied into the religious celebration of
the patronal feasts of the ecclesiastical year, but its function included the display of imperial
power by means of the fantastic visual and aural effects achieved in the ceremony,124 and by
means of repeated imperial acclamations, which served to highlight the allegiance of the

courtiers and dignitaries to their Emperor. As Michael Jeffreys writes:

The prokypsis [involved] an appearance made by the Emperor and his family on a high
platform, accompanied by music and the recitation of appropriate eulogies... The prokypsis
seems normally to have taken place after sunset, for it is nearly always connected in the
sources with light, which we may surmise, often implies artificial light. The imperial party
was concealed by curtains until the right moment, when they were suddenly revealed, in
glittering, bejewelled costumes, set off by as much illumination as contemporary
technology could produce.... The purpose was to allow the people of Constantinople to
give due reverence to their ruler at a great religious festival or a moment which marked
some landmark in his reign.'®

The rubrics of The Treatise highlight the central role of the singers in the festivities associated
with Christmas. The singers are present from the beginning of the observance on 24 December,
assembling, in their traditional dress, with other dignitaries before the Emperor’s first exit out
of his private quarters. The psaltai, the corps of singers that Chrysaphes would have
presumably directed,'*® decked in purple,127 greet the emperor with the imperial acclamation,
as he exits and proceeds to venerate the icons at the iconostasis of the chapel.'*® An elaborate
procession then takes place with the Emperor at centre, comprising various dignitaries and

singers, including the lampadarios, who is described as standing on the left of the emperor (a

122 Verpeaux, Pseudo-Kodinos, from p. 189.

12 The first secure use of the term prokypsis is during the reign of John III Vatatzes in a group of ceremonial
poems written by Nikolaos Eirenikos in Nikaia, datable to 1244, although the verb npoxinte (‘to emerge’ is used
much earlier). See Michael J. Jeffreys, ‘The Comnenian Prokypsis,” Parergon 5, 1 (1987): 40-41, who also argues
for the notion of the prokypsis as a ‘Comnenian invention’.

124 Several panegyrical poems written for the prokypsis by the court rhetorician Michael Holobolos in praise of
the Emperor Michael VIII survive. In one of them, Michael VIII and ‘his two songs became the three angelic
messengers entertained by Abraham. In another, the emperor was described as seated between Michael and
Gabriel’ (See Robert G. Ousterhout, ‘A Byzantine Chapel at Didymoteicho and its Frescoes,’ in eds., A. Tacobini
and M. D. Valle, L' arte di Bisanzio e ' Italia al tempo dei Paleologi, 1261-1453 (Rome: Argos, 1999), 200-201).
125 Jeffreys, ‘Prokypsis’, 40-41.

26 This is a reasonable assumption given his dual titles of maistor and lampadarios, both roles involving directing
choirs, as discussed above.

127 For the color purple in ceremonial, after the testimony of Cassiodorus, see McCormick, ‘Imperial Ceremonies’,
19.

128 As an indication of the ubiquitousness of singing in this imperial ceremony, the verb used here, yéArew, ‘to
chant’ (‘Ot yditon avtiko yaiiovot o ToAvypodviov’ in Verpeaux, Pseudo-Kodinos, 190, IV.23), is encountered
over twenty times in various contexts, both liturgical and para-liturgical, in The Treatise’s description of
Christmas ceremonial. This does not even take into account the various other ways in which singing or
acclamation is indicated (e.g., Aéyewv, avaywaockew, moAvypoviCovotv). For the multivalent, technical vocabulary
employed to indicate singing and melodic recitation in Greek sources, see Lingas, ‘Soundscape’, 311.
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bit below the grand domestikos), and carrying a giant, two-pronged candelabra with a gold-
plate encircled by red crosses in the middle, with ends (presumably where the candles were lit)
illumined in cinnabar colour.'” We are left to wonder how someone carrying such an elaborate
instrument could also sing and direct a choir of singers130 — especially given the requirements
of cheironomia. While Chrysaphes’ role as an active singer in the presence of the Emperor is
certainly without question, it is difficult to say with certainty whether he regularly held the
giant dibampoulon in these ceremonies as well as completing his singing and directing

. 131
duties.

We cannot rule out the possibility that, by the fifteenth century, the roles and
responsibilities of court dignitaries were more fluid and less rigid than that described in
Pseudo-Kodinos. Furthermore, we cannot rule out the possibility that there was more than one

lampadarios in the imperial court of the fifteenth century.

After ceremonial involving various dignitaries and the presentation of the Emperor’s staff, The
Treatise indicates that the Hours of Christmas Eve were sung with their accompanying
troparia, climaxing at the end of the Ninth Hour with the protopsaltes’ chanting of the well-
known troparion Semeron gennatai ek parthenou (‘Today there is born of a Virgin’), preceded
by the small doxology (i.e., A6Ea ITatpi... koi viv kai Gei).** Following the chanting of the
Semeron gennatai, the kanonarch is said to have intoned the same troparion, after which he
would lead the singing of the acclamations and polychronion to the emperor. Then, the
troparion Semeron gennatai is chanted again, according to Pseudo-Kodinos. After a description
of the completion of the Hours and the retreat of the Emperor to his quarters, Pseudo Kodinos
goes on to describe the celebration of the Vespers and the Liturgy,'> for which the Emperor
has returned to the church. After the completion of the liturgy, the singers chant the requisite

imperial acclamations, the Emperor takes his antidoron from within the church, and then,

129 For a discussion on the difficulty of translating the dazzling termini technici of Byzantine imperial ceremony,
see McCormick, ‘Imperial Ceremonies’, passim.

30T cannot help but think of the difficulties in such a situation given the requirements of choral conducting as we
know it today, let alone the requirements of cheironomia, the art of Byzantine choral conducting involving
gesticulation for the purposes of directing the melody (which may, nevertheless, have been a dead art by the time
of Chrysaphes). For references and descriptions of cheironomia in various Byzantine and post-Byzantine sources,
see Spyrakou, Ot Xopoi, 174, 178, 468-470, 477, 479-480, 482-484, 517-518, 523-524, 529, 534, 561 as well as
Moran, Singers, 6, 37-47, and elsewhere.

1! There is scattered evidence that suggests that various titles, such as domestikos, had both musical and non-
musical duties, so it is possible that the same was true for the office of lampadarios (Moran, Singers, 20).

132 This hymn, modelled poetically and musically after the prototype fipepov kpepdrot émi Ebhov (‘Today there is
hung on the wood’) for Great Friday hours, is sung at the end of the Ninth Hour of Christmas Eve today and still
constitutes a climactic moment in contemporary Eastern Orthodox worship.

33 The rubrics for these services differ based on whether Christmas falls during the week or on Saturday or
Sunday, as described in Pseudo-Kodinos, differences which are still maintained in the practice of the Greek
Orthodox Church today.
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exiting with the entire imperial retinue, he stands before various festive banners'** to a great
deal of clamour. Pseudo-Kodinos describes the array of instrumentalists, standing in between
the imperial assembly and the banners, who play instruments resembling trumpets, sackbuts,

cymbals, and pipes.'*

The next several lines in Pseudo-Kodinos describe the ascent of the Emperor onto the elevated
prokypsis and the pomp which includes the entrance of the lampadarios — third in rank, in this
procession, after the Bishops and Emperor — who carries the giant candelabra. Even soldiers
and guards were integral parts of the ceremony on Christmas Eve: ‘the Varangians [then
come], and they stand in the court near the columns of the prokypsis, carrying their axes in
their hands. When the emperor appears from on high on the prokypsis, they raise them to their
shoulders as is the custom’ and then..., ‘they wish the emperor “many years” according to their
rank.’"*® The light that was shined on the Emperor — presumably by the lampadarios — the
instruments, and the singing, in combination with the Emperor’s elevated position and his
encirclement by the Varangian guards, must have created an awesome visual and aural

spectacle for the crowds attending this ceremony.

Concordances I: Xijuepov yevvartal ¢k IlapOévov, et al.

The rubrics here invite an opportunity for comparison with the musical sources. In particular:
the troparion Semeron gennatai, the polychronismoi, and the hymn, ‘O Xpiotog £yevwnon o
otéyog oc Pactiéa (“Christ is born, who has crowned you King’), described in Ps-Kodinos
with various rubrics, are found in MSS Iviron 975 and Sinai 1234, autographs of Manuel
Chrysaphes and loannes Plousiadenos, respectively. Iviron 975 (fols. 128r-130v) contains the
Semeron gennatai and rubrics specifying aspects of its performance that relate closely to those
found in The Treatise. Sinai 1234 also includes the Semeron gennatai, but in addition, is
followed by a set of polychronismoi to the Emperor John and his wife Maria of Trebizond,
reflecting to some degree the order detailed in Ps-Kodinos. Finally, the hymn, O Xpiotog
€yevvnOn 6 otéyac o€ Pactiéa (‘Christ is born, who crowned you king’), is found immediately

following the polychronismoi in Sinai 123417

13 Verpeaux translates this as ‘oriflammes’.

135 The best overview of instruments in Byzantium is found in Nikos Maliaras, Bvlavziva. Movaixe Opyavo.
(Athens: TToraypnyopiov-Ndxag, 2007).

3¢ Mark C. Bartusis, The late Byzantine army: arms and society, 1204-1453 (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1992), 282.

7 According to Alexander Lingas (personal communication, 16 August 2013), the eponymous polychronismoi
indicate that this ceremony was codified during the Koukouzeles/Korones era (i.e., first half of the fourteenth
century), a period that also produced the Service of the Furnace.
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The fourteenth century Treatise includes extensive explanations not relevant to musical
performance (and thus, not found in the musical sources), such as details around the dress of
the Emperor, his positioning and appearance to the crowd, and the other (non-musical)
dignitaries associated with the ceremony and their respective duties. Indeed, the hymn, ‘O
Xpiotog &yevvnOn, is encountered in Ps-Kodinos dozens of lines after the description of the
celebration of the Ninth Hour, whereas in Sinai 1234 it is found immediately after the
polychronismoi. Nevertheless, the following table shows, the rubrics in Pseudo-Kodinos
compare favourably with these two musical sources, Iviron 975 and Sinai 1234, the first
written by a member of the imperial clergy himself, and the second authored by a learned man
who was, at the very least, an acquaintance and great admirer of Chrysaphes, and possibly even
his student in the imperial court.*® Though the concordance between Pseudo-Kodinos and the
musical sources is far from perfect, it enables us a fair approximation of music and ceremony
in the imperial court, and it strengthens the reliability of Pseudo-Kodinos’ description of ritual
in the imperial court, at least for aspects of the Christmas ceremony and the prokypsis, a
festivity within which Manuel Chrysaphes would have without question occupied a critical

. . 139
musical and ceremonial role.

13 We know that Plousiadenos was born in Chandax, Crete, but spent many of his younger years, until 1453, in
Constantinople, most likely in elite, imperial environments (Balageorgos, ‘Ot anokeipevel’, 49).

% In general, the integration of the Prokypsis with the palatine Christmas offices is more complicated than
indicated by Ps-Kodinos, some of which I address below.
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Pseudo-Kodinos

MSS Iviron 975 (f. 128r-129r) &
Sinai 1234 (f. 177v-180r)

Comments

Eig pévror 1o televtaiov tiig Evvatng
®pag Tpomaplov AEyel 0 TPOTOYAATNG TO
A6Eo [matpi kol Yi koi Ayio

Ivevpatt]

Another Asmatikon, chanted in Constantinople
with echemata, by the first choir,'* in the
plagal second mode:'*!

Ab6Ea matpl kod YiQ koi Ayim [vedpott

Koi yélhetan it kod 1o
Koai viv kai det [kai €ig Tovg aidvag
OV aidvov, apnv]

The other choir, the “both now”:
Kai vdv kai det kai gl Tovg aidvag Tdv
adVOV, ApMV.

Kai 00 yarietar €k devTépov PV 10
TPOTAPLOV, AVOYIVOGKETOL &E VIO TOD
KOVOVEapYOov,

And then [the semeron gennatai] is read in the
middle [of the church?] by the kanonarches
and straightway the domestikos intones:
(Soloist): Neavec... (Right Choir):
Inuepov yevvarton ék [opbHévov, 0 Spaxi
Vv nicav ExoV KTiow.
(Soloist): Nevava... (Left Choir): Paket
Kkabamep Bpotog omapyavodTat, O i
ovoig dvaenc.
(Soloist): Neyeavec... (Right Choir):
Oc0g &v patvn avakhivetal, 0 6TEPEDTOG
TOUG 0VPOVOVG AL KaT' dpybc.
(Soloist): Neveaveg, veveaveg,
avavevaveyeve (vevavo)... (Left Choir):
"Ex paldv yého tpépetar, O év i) EpNue
Mavva opppicag 1d Aad.
(Soloist): Nea,vevavo... (Right Choir):
Mayovg Tpookareitor, 6 Nopeiog tiig
"ExkAnoiog.
(Soloist): Neveavevavo... (Left Choir):
Adpa tovtov oipet, 0 Yi0g i
TTapBévov.
(Soloist): Neveaveg... (Right Choir):
TIpockuvodpév cov v I'évvav Xpioté
(Soloist): Neaveg... (Left Choir):
Ipookvvodpév cov v I'évvav Xpioté
(Soloist): Neveavec... (Right Choir):
[Ipockvvod...
(Soloist): Neaveg... (Left Choir): thv
Tévvav Xpioté
(Soloist): Neaveg... (Right Choir): Aei&ov
NUIV... TV TV TWV...
(Soloist): Neveavec... (Left Choir): kai ta
014 cov Oeopavela.

Though it is not specified in Iviron 975, the
rubrics on fol. 177v of Sinai 1234 state
that, ‘in the City’ (i.e., Constantinople),
this troparion is chanted antiphonally, by
both choirs (“Etepov €& avt@v, 6o xopod,
tobt0 Walleton diyopov v tfj IIoAet, map’
appotépav 1@V xopdv’). Most likely, each
new intonation (in red) was the point at
which the choirs switched. There are
several similar examples in Chrysaphes’
MS Iviron 1120 that indicate double choir
performance explicitly in this manner, that
is, separated by intonation figures. Thus,
here in Iviron 975, the solo chanting is
indicated by cinnabar ink and choral
chanting by black ink, resulting in the
order presented to the left (choirs in black,
domestikos soloist in red).

142

...0G Kol petd T avayvdvor Aéyet o0t

TTolvypoviov Tomoon 6 O£dg TV
ayiav Baotheiav oag eig TOAAYL £

Tolvypoviov Towmoon 6 Oedg TV
KkpoTondv kol dyiov Bactkeiov oog gig
ToALG £Tn

Kai néh €k tpitov,
TToAvypoviov Tomoan 6 Oedg Thv
OeompoPAntov, Bedotentov Kai

Og0@povpnToV KpoTody Kol ayiov
Baciieiov cog gig ToAL Etn

Kai peta tadta Aéyovot v evenuiav, O
TPOTOYAATNG

oAk ta € TdV Paciiémv

TIp&drog
‘Twavvov tod gvoefectdrov Baciiéwg
Kol avtokpdropog Popoiov tod
TTadatohdyov moAdd o €T

0 hadg
‘Twévvov tod gvoePectdton Baciiéwg
Kol avtokpdropog Popaiov tod
[MoAooAdyov ToAAd T ETn

‘O mpdTog

The polychronismoi are anonymous in
Pseudo-Kodinos, whereas, in
Plousiadenos’ Sinai 1234, we are given
specific historical characters, Emperor
John VIII Palaiologos, and his wife Maria
of Trebizond. The words and order are
slightly different between the sources, but
there are many correspondences: a) the fact
that polychronismoi are included after the
troparion semeron gennatai, b) the
exchange between soloist and “people” in
the acclamations (1) tapdotacig — the
company or attendees, in Ps.-Kodinos, vs.
6 M6¢’* — the people in Plousiadenos’
MS, and ¢) many shared words and
phrases, e.g., ToAvypdviov, gig ToAAG ETL.

'* The indication ‘by the first choir’ is difficult to make out in the photograph I have of this folio. There is a
ligature of omikron and ypsilon that I am unable to make out at this point.The indication of yopdg is clear.

141

Etepov dopaticov yarlopevoy év Kovotavitvovmdiet pet’ nynudrov, fyog mi. B° (Iviron 975, f. 129r).

12 The specification ‘in the City’, i.e., Constantinople, is given here, as it is in many other musical MSS, because
of the existence of an alternate, ‘Thessalonian’ setting.
'3 For the contribution of the Aad¢ in imperial ceremony and ecclesiastical services, see Spyrakou, Ot Xopoi, 117,
121, 147-8, 152, 157-8, 161 and table A.7.6.
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‘Twévvov tod gvoefeotdton Baciiéwg
Kol avtokpdropog Popaiov tod
oioordyov kai Mapiag Tig
£00ePEOTATNG WYOVOTNG TOAAG TG ETN

Kai mddv yeyovotépg emvij 6 dopéotikog 0,
TIoAMG o &Tn

Kai 6 Madg opoing

This polychronismo complex of alternating
call and response between the protopsaltes
and the people is not included in Iviron
975.

Eita émevenpilel 1| mopaotacic Aéyovso

TToAvypoviov Towmoa 6 Bgdg TV
ayiav Baotheiav oag ig TOAAG £Tt

Eita 10 molvypéviov

TTolvypoviov oo Koplog 6 @eog

Kai wérketon 10 tpoméprov avbig, Emel 1o
«Kol VOV kai agd» mpoeppéOn.

Thus, based on Pseudo-Kodinos, this
troparion is to be chanted, read (intoned),
then chanted a second time, after the
polychronismoi.

(-]
Ot pévtot ywéhtar puetd 1o molvypovicot
olOn@®Ct, Ta Spyava 8¢ Nyodot uéypt Kol
iavijg dpoc. Eita tod Bacihéng fipéua
KWVAGOVTOG TO HOVOVALOV TOPOVTIKE Kol
TodTe TAVOVGtL, Koi dpyovtat TéAv ol
yaktat, TpoceOpovg AéyovTeg oTiyovG T
£0pTtij, Koi pet’Oliyov to:
‘O Xpiotog &yevviOn 0 otéyog oe
Boocthéa

...kol peté TodTo oTiYoVG, Kot ThAy anTo,
péxpt kal ikovijg dpagc.

Tobto yarletou gig TV TPOKLYLV TOD
Baciiéwg, fxog &,
‘O Xpiotog €yevviin 0 otéyog oe
Bacinéa

As noted above, the hymn ‘O Xpiot0g
£yevviOn 0 otéyag oe Paciiéa is found in
MS Sinai 1234 immediately following the
polychronismoi to the Emperor. In Pseudo-
Kodinos, the hymn is found after dozens of
lines describing various aspects of the
prokypsis service, including musical events
such as the sounding of various
instruments and the singing of more
polychronismoi by the psaltai. We cannot
be sure exactly where the polychronismoi
represented in MS Sinai 1234 were to be
sung. Most probably, they were the
polychronimsoi which immediately
followed the Semeron gennatai, as
suggested by this table. Another possibility
is that they were sung immediately
following the O Xpiotog éyevvnon o
otéyog oe factiéa. This is a compelling
choice since Pseudo-Kodinos, immediately
after this hymn, indicates that the actual
names of the Emperor and Empress are to
be said, immediately before the singing of
the polychronion by the chanters:

Elta yivetar 1) edenpio 1V dvopdtov tdv
Boacthéwv Kol TdV decmovdv, ped’ fiv
noAvypovitovotv avdig ol yaAtat.
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FIGURE 2.7: IVIRON 975, FOL. 128R, ZHMEPON FENNATAI FROM THE NINTH HOUR OF CHRISTMAS EVE
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A high-level analysis of the above composition lends credence to the notion that it was a hymn
to be sung for a particularly festive or solemn occasion. The musical phrases included in
Chrysaphes’ version are far more elaborate and melismatic than the more compact version
from the classical Sticherarion, as an analysis of the version in MS Ambrosianus 139 (from the
year 1341) clearly shows.'** Similarly, Chrysaphes includes elaborate echemata demarcating
the right and left choir execution of the chant (underlined in red in Fig. 2.7 above).'* These
intonation formulae are included in the older version, but in their more compact form. As
Jorgen Raasted has shown in his analysis of intonation formulas in medieval MSS of
Byzantine chant, there is evidence that singers had the option of singing these outright or

omitting them. On particularly festive occasions, these intonation formulas would have been

% See below for a brief analysis of Semeron gennatai, both Chrysaphes’ version in Iviron 975, and the classical
version in MS Ambrosianus 139.

'3 That this hymn was to be executed by both choirs interspersed with echemata is supported by the rubrics in at
least two fifteenth century MSS containing rubrics and music for the prototype of Zfjuepov yevvdrtan, that is, the
troparion of the Ninth Hour on Holy Friday, Ziuepov kpepdtol. See the descriptions of the execution of this
hymn, which include references to double-choir performance and the singing of echemata, in MSS Pantokratoros
211, fols. 275r-276r and Vatopaidi 1529, fols. 88r-89v, in Spyrakou, Ot Xopoi, 421.
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much more than simply functional, providing the singers with the starting pitch and setting up
the modality of the upcoming phrase. Rather, they would have become performative, aesthetic
objects utilized by singers to display their skill and adorn the service with extra festivity. Thus,
we can plausibly assume that the version of this troparion from the Ninth Ode of Christmas
Eve, Xfjuepov yevvatal, from MS Iviron 975, was written in this more elaborate form in order
to fit with the ceremony of the imperial events as described in Pseudo-Kodinos. As such, it
demonstrates Chrysaphes’ close connection to events in the palace environment and its impact

on his musical output.

Concordances II: Mdayou Ilgpodv

Another compelling concordance between Pseudo-Kodinos and an autographed musical
manuscript belonging to Chrysaphes can be found during the proceedings after the meal'*® on
Christmas day. After the celebration of Liturgy and various other ceremonial, Pseudo-Kodinos
indicates that the psaltai stood before the emperor in full regalia to sing an idiomelon of the
feast of Christmas, ‘Mdyot [lepodv Pacireic’ (The Magi, Kings of Persia), during which the
Emperor would formally pause from eating and listen to the singers. After the completion of
the hymn, the Emperor re-commences eating and the singers receive their portion of food
(pivoovc)."” During this ceremonial banquet and after completion of the singing of the
idiomelon, the Emperor gives gifts to the members of his court, from the singers and the grand

domestikos (the leader of the army), all the way down to the soldiers.

The description given in The Treatise is as follows:

"Enerto eicépyovion kol ol woAtor HETd TV EMPPUTTopiov Kol Kouciov adtdv, Kol
YéALovoty i310peLOV TV THC £optiic, Hitot 1O «pdyor Iepodv Pacideion. Parrdviwv odv
TOVTOV O PEV PAGIAEDS HIKPOV ATTOcYOUEVOG TOD Ecbiey kdOnTat... Kol peTd TO mAnpdoot
100TOVG TV Yaruodiav, Tod Bacthéng avdic dpéapévon €odicty, 6 péyog SouEGTIKOG TPOG
mv tpanelav anehbdv KotépyeTol TPOG TO GKpov, kol KoAel Kot' Ovopa TOV TE
TPOTOYIATNV, TOV SOPEGTIKOV, TOV Aapmaddptov, kol tov poictopa. EABodoty odv, §idwaot
piveovug avtoic...

[Then, the psaltai come in with their epirriptaria and their cloaks, and they chant the
idiomelon of the feast, that is, the “Magi Kings of Persia”. While the psaltai are chanting,
the Emperor sits, ceasing for a moment to eat... and after they have completed the
chanting, the Emperor straightway re-commencing to eat, the grand domestikos coming
from the table goes towards the corner and calls by name the protopsaltes, the domestikos,

146 The singing of psaltai during imperial meals was apparently an old tradition, also described in the De
Ceremoniis of Constantine Porphyrogennitos: ‘Tod Baciiéwg ano tod mokatiov EAOGVTOG €ig TO puntatdplov Tig
poavvavpag Kol eiceAdoviog ékeloe, fpEavto ol yaAtar petd t@v dnuotdv doswv ta Pactiikia. Kol peta to
KkaBecdfvon mhvteg Ennv&avto molvypdviov’ (Spyrakou, Or Xopoi, 156).

7 Verpeaux, Pseudo-Kodinos, 214-15. The term ‘pivoovg’ is translated ‘plateau’ by Verpaux.
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the lampadarios, and the maistor. Then they all proceed, and he gives to them a plate (of
food?)]."®

The concordance to be drawn between this excerpt from Pseudo-Kodinos and the musical
sources is to be found in Chrysaphes’ autograph Iviron 975 on folio 133r and in Plousiadenos’
autographs, Sinai 1251 (f. 115r) and Sinai 1234 (f. 182v). In Iviron 975, Chrysaphes has
written an extremely elaborate anagrammatismos based on the following text, attributed to
‘John’ or ‘John the Monk’,"*® probably an eighth century hymnographer from the desert of
Palestine:

Mayot [Tepo®dv Baotlelc, Emyvovieg capdg, Tov €nl yi|g texbévia, Baciién odpdviov, Vmo

AOUTPOD AoTEPOC EAKOUEVOL, E@Bacav év Bnoiedp, 8(1)[)(} TPOCPEPOVTEG EYKPITA, YPVCOV

Kol Aifovov kol cpdpvay, Kol TEGOVIEG TPOGEKDHVIGOV: 100V Yap &V T® ommAaie, Ppépog
Kkeipevov oV Aypovov. '’

Chrysaphes introduces this composition with the following inscription: ‘Another
Pentecostarion for this feast (Christmas), a composition by loannes Comnenos, embellished
afterwards by Xenos Korones, and then later, unified and embellished a bit by Chrysaphes, in

the first mode.’"!

Sinai 1251, on the other hand, includes the same composition but based on
the first embellishment, by the fourteenth century protopsaltes Xenos Korones. Sinai 1234
includes both versions, the simpler composition by loannes Comnenos (though not attributes in
this source) and another, ‘more kalophonic’ (koiopmvikotepov) setting by Xenos Korones.
The place of this composition in the imperial ceremony of Christmas day is confirmed by the
preceding note in Sinai 1251, which states that it is a ‘Pentecostarion to be chanted at the meal

of the Emperor’ (‘ITevtnkootdptov yorlopevov gic 10 yedpo tod Paciiénc’).>

Both embellished versions by Korones and Chrysaphes are virtuosic, with interspersed

teretismata and an expansive range.' Perhaps more strikingly, the text itself is a heavily

'8 My English translation is based on the Greek and French in Verpeaux, Pseudo-Kodinos, 214.

49 For example, see the mid-14™ century MS Ambrosianus 139, in which this is attributed to ‘John.’
Traditionally, this is attributed to ‘John the Monk’ in the non-musical Greek sources. On the difficulty of
identifying the common name ‘John the monk,” see Egon Wellesz, A History of Byzantine Music and
Hymnography (Oxford: OUP, 1961), 237; Th. Antonopoulou, ‘A Kanon on Saint Nicholas by Manuel Philes,’
REB 62 (2004):197-213, and Dimitrios Skrekas, Studies in the lambic Canons attributed to John of Damascus: A
Critical Edition with Introduction and Commentary (University of Oxford, 2008), esp. xxxv-xxxvi and xlviii.

1% “The Magi, kings of Persia, plainly recognized the Heavenly King, born upon the earth. Drawn by a bright star,
they came to Bethlehem, offering choice gifts, gold and frankincense and myrrh; and falling down, they
worshipped. For in the cave they beheld the timeless one lying as a babe’ (Translation: Holy Transfiguration
Monastery, Brookline, MA, 2005).

151 This text appears in Sinai 1234 as well, on fol. 182v, as a ‘regular’ version, and then on f. 183r, one that is
‘more embellished’ (kahopwvikotepov), by Xenos Korones. I have not yet identified who, among the many
individuals named Ioannes Komnenos, this might be referring to (e.g., see PLP 12103-12110).

132 Virtually the same inscription is found preceding the Metd mowévov péyot in MS Sinai 1234.

133 See appendix for musical analysis and commentary.
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manipulated version of the original, even including phrases from other hymns from the

154

Christmas season. ~" The full text from Iviron 975 is:

Meta Toévav payot, Layol tepcidog — TdAy — pdyol €K TEPGIS0G TPOGKVLVIOUTE. .. YE. ..
1@ Paciiel — TaAv — 1@ Pactrel mpookuvnoate, T® PAcIAel TOV dSvvauewy, T@ €K Taphivoy
avateilavtl, LeTd TOWEVOV PLAyol Tpockuvioate T Pacthel — TiTL TL.. TE pLPLTLTL...

pockuvioate 1@ Pacirel, 1@ Pocirel OV dvvauewy, Tpockuvicate, T@ £k TopbHEivov
avoteilavrl, oo 6¢ Toone — tdAy — pnkétt— Ti T Tt...

Mnkétt otoyvale, ALY TPOGKLVOD, GALG TPOGKLVOD, GAAY TPOGKLVOD TO TIKTOUEVOV, TQ
€k mopBévov avateiavti — T pt pr it tt... Te pt pep...

Téd Pactiel TV duvipenv Ekfodv'™

The extremely kalophonic musical idiom encountered in Chrysaphes’ Mdayot [lepo®dv speaks
for itself, but in addition, the text is manipulated to emphasize the imperial occasion. Here,
Chrysaphes’ text-troping takes on a symbolic meaning, where the Magi’s worship of Christ is
likened, one may surmise, to the imperial subjects’ allegiance and subservience to the
Emperor. This is emphasized by a repetition and elaboration of the phrase ‘pdyot
nwpookvvnoate 1@ Pactiel’ (Magi, worship the King). The phrase is repeated several times, and
often without its subject (‘Magi’) explicitly included, as ‘IIpookvvnicate 1@ Paciiel’ (‘You,
worship the King!”). Note the shift of person, tense, and mood. The original chant has
TPOCEKVLVI|COV (3" person plural, aorist, indicative, i.e., ‘they worshipped’), but here we have
mpookvvioate — a 2nd-person plural aorist imperative, reflecting a change that shifts the action
from the manger of Bethlehem to the imperial palace, probably for the purpose of promoting
themes of imperial power and allegiance of subjects, themes that would be heightened in the
context of the ritual (alternatively, this shift would have simply served to emphasise the
Emperor as a type of Christ). It seems reasonable to assume, therefore, that the original
composition and the subsequent embellishments by Korones and Chrysaphes, both members of
the royal clergy, were conceived for the purpose of the ceremonial Christmas meal in the
presence of the Emperor, similar to the embellished, ‘Constantinopolitan’ version of the

>nuepov yevvatan discussed above.

134 Specifically, the insertion of Joseph’s name and the phrase pf) otoyvale (do not be troubled) into the existing
text is somewhat unexpected. It is based on the pre-festal Theotokion troparion which is chanted on December 17
and 22: M| ottyvale Toone, kabopdv pov v vndov: dyet yop 10 Tiktdpevov €€ Euod Kol yapnon, Kot mg Oov
TPOGKLVNGELS, 1| Be0TOKO0G Edeye T® £0VTRG HvnoTiipt, polodcoo tod tekelv Tov Xpiotdv. Tavtnyv dvopvicmpey
Aéyovteg Xoipe keyapttopévn, netd cod 0 Kopiog, kol dit 600 ped' nudv.

133 This text, translated, is: “With the shepherds, Magi, Magi of Persia — again — Magi from Persia, worship... the
King — again — the King, worship the King of the Powers, the one who shined forth from the Virgin, with the
shepherds, Magi, worship the King — terirem — Worship the King, the King of the Powers, worship, the one who
shined forth from the Virgin, and you Joseph — again — do not — Tititi... do not be troubled, but worship, but
worship, but worship him who was born, him who shined forth from the Virgin... Tiriri tititi... Terirem...The
King of the Powers, crying out...”
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FIGURE 2.8: CHRYSAPHES’ ANAGRAMMATISMOS ‘MArol NEPsON’, FOR THE MEAL OF THE EMPEROR™®
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Concordances II1: 'EEELOeTe £0vn (Palm Sunday)

The rubrics found in Pseudo-Kodinos for the celebration of Palm Sunday validate the fact that
the office of lampadarios was a fundamentally ‘musical’ office that nevertheless entailed
important ceremonial duties. The passage quoted below begins with the preparations that occur
at the beginning of the week prior to Palm Sunday, then skipping several lines of the original

text, re-commences at the celebration of Palm Sunday Matins:

T# €optii TéV Baiwv mpostoipdletar pév 6 mepinotog e uéong i £BSouddog, amd tod
KeAAiov 100 Pacihémg Smk@v péxpt kol Thg €kkAnociog.. Ilpoavépyetar yobv O
AUTadaplog €ig TOV TEPITOTOV AQUTAONPOPAY, YOAA®Y OAOV TO 1010pENOV, TO «EEEADETE
£0vn, ££€M0eTe Kal Aool, kal Oedcacbe o uepov 1OV Paciiéo TV ovpowcov» gl TOmov yap
Xpilotod 10 evayyéiiov apxswl Elta 0 Baciiedg, kai 6 vidog avtod 6 Pocihedc, &l
TapaTOyoL... ATEABOVTIOV 0OV 0bTm d16 Tod mEpmdTon Péypt Kai Tig EkkAnoiag, yiverar 1
dmorvoic tod dpBpov dkeice. Eita 6 Pactledg vmootpépel kab’dv eipnrar tpdmov, tod
Lapmadapiov Tpomopevopsvo. '

On the feast of the Palms, the covered walkway (peripaton) is prepared from the middle of
the week, from exactly the cell of the Emperor all the way up to the Church... [in the
Orthros], the lampadarios proceeds into the covered walkway, carrying the great lantern,
and chanting the idiomelon,"”® ‘Come out, ye nations, come out, ye peoples, and behold
today the king of the heavens.” For the Gospel comes as a type of Christ. Then, the
Emperor and the Emperor’s son [proceed out], if [the Emperor’s son] happens to be
present. Then walking out in this way across the covered walkway (peripaton) to the

"% Tviron 975, f. 133v.

157 Verpeaux, Pseudo-Kodinos, 225-26.

138 An idiomelon is a melody that either exists uniquely, something like a hapax legomenon in the Byzantine
melodic tradition, or, one that serves as a model melody for identical texts composed subsequently, which are
called prosomoia. Presumably, this idiomelon is not being chanted in its usual modern place in the middle of the
Lauds stichera, but has been pulled out to be used separately as a processional sticheron for an imperial ceremony.
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church, the dismissal (apolysis) of Orthros occurs there. Then, the Emperor turns around in
that way, as it has been said"*’, proceeded by the lampadarios.'®’

This passage highlights the central role occupied by the lampadarios in the presentation of the
Emperor in the context of the ritualized ceremony occurring on Palm Sunday, one of the most
festive celebrations of the liturgical year. Not only did the lampadarios’ duties include leading
the procession, but impressively, he was also tasked with singing (possibly the most) important
hymn of these festivities. This is similar to the dual-nature of the lampadarios’ duties as
detailed in the celebration of Christmas Eve, but in this case, the singing of a particular
climactic musical moment is exclusively assigned to the lampadarios, as opposed to the
psaltai, generally. The text of the hymn to be sung by the lampadarios juxtaposes Christ the
Heavenly King with his ‘lowly throne’ of the foal of an ass and an emphasis on the theme of
the New and Old covenants. In this ceremonial context, however, these lines become laden
with extra-scriptural symbolism. The opening line, ‘Come out you nations, come out also you
peoples, and behold today the King of the Heavens,” when associated with the dramatic
entrance of the Emperor, seem to be a not-so-subtle expression of imperial propaganda,
consistent with the overall theme of imperial ceremony, as seen above in the prokypsis. Here,
the Emperor’s entrance is likened to the triumphal entrance of Christ — who is described as the

King of heavens — into Jerusalem, to the cheers of crowds of enthusiastic citizens of Jerusalem.

Did Chrysaphes likely participate in this ritual and sing this proclamation in presentation of the
Emperors John VIII and Constantine XI? The answer again may reside in the musical sources,
specifically, on folio 369v of Chrysaphes’ autograph, the Kalophonic Sticherarion MS Iviron
975. Beginning on this folio is an elaborate setting of the idiomelon, “E&ENOete £0vn, EE€ENOETE
kol Aaoi’ the very hymn referenced in Pseudo-Kodinos’ passage of the Palm Sunday
ceremonial above. The inscription on f. 369v of MS 975 states:

Ta pev ypéupoto Ocgopitov PBociémg, 10 8¢ pélogc kdp Mavovnh poictopog Tod

Xpucdpov, nyoc 8, EEENOeTe E0vn.

[The words are by the Emperor Theophilos, while the composition is by Manuel
Chrysaphes the maistor, in the fourth mode, ‘Come ye people’].

The text of this idiomelon was originally written back in the ninth century by the iconoclast
Emperor Theophilos and remained in use in the Matins service of Palm Sunday, carrying extra

weight for its position in the entrance of the Emperor at least during the time of Pseudo-

'3 The phase ‘ka’6v sipntar’ (“as it is said’) is indicative of Pseudo-Kodinos’s ‘awareness of continuity and
discontinuity,” which is also made evident by his willingness to admit ignorance of the origins of certain rituals
(Macrides, ‘Ceremonies’, 225). For more on this theme, see Macrides, ‘The Reason’.

10 The present author is responsible for the English translation.
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Kodinos.'®' It is entirely plausible to posit that Chrysaphes’ embellishment of this composition
— the only one of his own included in MS Iviron 975 for Palm Sunday — was written with this

specific festivity in mind. The entire text of this hymn is:

’E&ékesrs £0vn, é&é)»ﬂsxa Kol Aaoi, kai Oedoacts onjuepov, Tov Baciléa 1@V ovpavdv, og
émi Opdvov VynAod, €mi mOAov evterodg, TNV ‘Tepovcainp npocsmﬁawovw ysvsa
Tovdaiov, Gmote koi povyaric, dedpo, Ofacar, Ov eidev ‘Hoalag &v copki o' Mudg
TOPAYEVOLEVOV, TTDG VOUPEVETOL G CAOPPOVO, TNV VEaV Zudv, Kol amoPalieton Thv
KOTAKPITOV ouvay®yny: ®¢ &v aebdpte o0& youm xol duidvte, auicvtor cuvédpapov
gvpnuodvrec, oi ameipdrorot Ioidec ped' dv Huvodvieg Pofcmuey Buvov T6v Ayyehkov.
Qoavva év 1oig DyioTtolg, T® &xovtt TO péya EAE0C.

[Come forth, you nations, and come forth you peoples, and look today on the King of
Heaven on a humble colt as on a lofty throne treading the path to Jerusalem. Faithless and
adulterous generation of the Jews, look on the one whom Isaias saw who has come for our
sake in flesh. See, how he weds the new Sion, for she is chaste, and rejects the synagogue
that is condemned. As at a marriage that is incorrupt and undefiled, the undefiled and
innocent Children run together as they sing his praise. As we raise the song with them, let
us cry aloud the Angels’ song, ‘Hosanna in the highest to him who has great mercy!”]'%*

The following conclusions can be drawn based on the above analysis of music and ceremony,
which focused on the three hymns Xfjuepov yevvdatalr, Mdayot [lepo@®v, and 'EEENOeTe €0V, as
described in selected passages of the fourteenth century Treatise by Pseudo-Kodinos and the
musical sources. First, Pseudo-Kodinos confirms the fact that the lampadarios was an
important role in the imperial court possessing both critical ceremonial as well as musical
duties. As for the person of Manuel Chrysaphes, we can only be sure of his participation as
singer and choir director in these festivities. We cannot say with certainty whether or not the
various ceremonial duties assigned to the lampadarios in Pseudo-Kodinos were carried out by
him, or even to what degree the ceremony described in the Treatise reflected actual ceremony
in Constantinopolitan imperial environments of the 1440s and 1450s. Nevertheless, the
concordances between Pseudo-Kodinos and the musical sources belonging to Chrysaphes and
those in his immediate circle (i.e., Plousiadenos), testify to the fact that some of the religious
festivities that occurred in the presence of the Emperor as described in Pseudo-Kodinos were

alive and well in the fifteenth century. In fact, the Prokypsis rites as described in the

'8! The Emperor Theophilos (829-842) seems to have been among the musically skilled Byzantine Emperors, like
Leo V (813-820), who was involved in composition and performance. He is known as a composer of hymns, as
above, and there is evidence that he directed the choirs at times, with cheironomia (Spyrakou, Ot Xopoi 154, fn.
28). It is interesting to note that this sticheron does not appear in either the Typikon of the Anastasis or the
Georgian Iadgari (edited by Charles Renoux, L hymnaire de Saint-Sabas (Ve-Ville siécle): le manuscrit géorgien
H 2123. I. Du samedi de Lazare a la Pentecote, Vol. 50, 3, Patrologia Orientalis (Turnhout: Brepols, 2008), about
which, cf. infra, Ch. 5, pp., 194-195). Although it is not surprising that it is absent in the ladgari (as the old
Jerusalem rite used other processional stichera), it is a little more unusual for it not to have made its way in to the
Anastasis Typikon, given how much later Byzantine material the latter includes. Perhaps this is an indication of its
redactors holding a grudge against its author, Emperor Theophilos, for his iconoclast tendencies. For the purposes
of future studies it would be useful to trace this hymn — if it exists — to liturgical documents of the Stoudite period.
'2 Translation by Fr. Ephrem Lash (http://www.anastasis.org.uk/).
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Plousiadenos autographs indicate more elaborate musical development than suggested by Ps-
Kodinos. If we are to believe that Plousiadenos was documenting the Prokypsis ceremony as
celebrated in mid-fifteenth century Constantinople — which he would have known from his
time in the capital — what we witness is the rather paradoxical elaboration of ritual across some
dimensions in the face of a declining empire with shrinking resources. Finally, our analysis
above proves that some of Chrysaphes’ compositions and arrangements, e.g., Znuepov
yvevvdtol, Mdayou [lepodv, and 'EEEMDeTe £€0vn, were written with imperial festivity in mind.
This final point is not only confirmed based on the concordances — both musical and ritual —
that have been identified between the musical sources and ceremonial documents, but perhaps
most tellingly, on the basis of the fact that these compositions are among the more florid and
expressive in the repertory — elaboration is a hallmark sign of ceremonial festivity throughout
the Eastern and Western music traditions. More generally, our analysis of this source material
demonstrates the importance of musicians as composers and singers in imperial environments
in Constantinople, and more specifically, the central position occupied by Manuel Chrysaphes

in his role as lampadarios and maistor of the royal clergy.
2.3 Peregrinations after the Fall of Constantinople

Background

Rubrics in fifteenth century MSS witness to Chrysaphes’ presence in Mistra, Serbia, and Crete
following the Fall of Cons‘[antinople.163 Although we cannot rule out the possibility that he
travelled to any of these locations prior to 1453 (especially in the case of Mistra), the most

probable chronology seems to be as follows:'®*

Early life: Selyvria (Eastern Thrace)
1440 — 1453: Constantinople

1453 — 1459: Mistra

1453 — 1459: Smenderevo, Serbia
1458/9 — 1469: Crete

'3 There is no direct evidence supporting Chrysaphes’ presence on the island of Cyprus, but Christiana Demetriou
does not rule out the possibility. For one, the MS Machairas A4, the subject of her aforementioned monograph, is
a Kalophonic Sticherarion that anthologises Chrysaphes’ compositions more than those of any other composer.
Another intriguing piece of evidence is Chrysaphes’ setting of a sticheron in honor of the little-known St.
Tryphillos, Bishop of Ledra (Nicosia), in Cyprus. For the possibility of Chrysaphes’ presence in Cyprus, and at
least, his influence on the musical production of the island, see Demetriou, Spétbyzantinische 245 and Christiana
Demetriou, ‘Entd xolopmvikd otympd n ta iyvn tov Movounk Xpuodaen oty Kompo’, Exetypida Kévipoo
Emiotyuovikov Epsovav 29, 98/2399 (2003): 53-78.

'%* The dates included in this timeline cannot be fixed at this time but are given as the most probable coordinates
based on the current state of research.
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The following portion of the chapter on Chrysaphes’ life and travels cannot be organised on a
purely chronological basis since we lack specific dates for much of Chrysaphes’ life.
Therefore, in the first section, I foreground geography and place chronology in the background
in reviewing the manuscript evidence for Chrysaphes’ travels and habitation in Mistra, Serbia,
and Crete. Crete, a colony of Venice from the early thirteenth century until the Ottoman
conquest in 1669, naturally merits more extensive treatment. For centuries, home to Greeks
and Latins living side by side, the ethnically diverse urban areas of Crete provided
opportunities for cultural exchanges as well as contested allegiances. The cultural context and
recent historical events in Venetian Crete created an environment in which the gamut of
interaction, from antipathy and suspicion, to mutual influence, cooperation, and miscegenation,
are encountered, and in which musicians often played a surprisingly central role. By analysing
the evidence for these strands, we are able to present a picture of what life might have been
like for Chrysaphes, a transplanted Constantinopolitan musician in Crete. But first, we review

the evidence for Chrysaphes’ travels in Mistra and Serbia.
Chrysaphes and Mistra

Palaiologan Mistra

The connection of Chrysaphes to imperial environments extends after the Fall of
Constantinople, based on evidence of his presence in Mistra, a Byzantine imperial stronghold
throughout fourteenth until the middle of the fifteenth century. A marginal inscription on folio
171a of Iviron 1000 gives evidence of the composer’s presence in ‘Sparta.” This inscription,
concerning Chrysaphes’ setting of the sticheron to the Theotokos, Tic un pokopicet og (‘“Who

will not call you blessed’) is also found in MS Pantokratorinos 211:

This previously written sticheron was composed prior to the Fall of Constantinople.
Afterwards, I looked for it but was not able to find it, and not remembering how to write it,
I composed another one — the following. But then, later, I found the first one. I wrote both.
Another, which I myself composed in Sparta after the Fall.'®

Sparta is to be taken as, more generally, the Despotate of the Morea — ‘a triangle of land

»166

demarcated by the castles of Maina, Monemvasia, and Mistra — which had its capital at

Mistra. The scribe of Iviron 1000, likely copying from a Chrysaphes original, uses the

19 Based on Stathis’ transcription of the relevant inscription from MS Pantocratorinos 211, in ‘Mavovii
Xpvoaeng’, 34-35: “Tobto 10 MPoeypaPEV oTiynpov Emomdn mpo tilg dAdcewg ¢ Kovotavtivoundrems. Kal
petd Tadto nrioag todto ovy £0pov koi pry &vBvpovpévov TovTov YphgEl &moinco Etepov, 1O EUmpocbev,
Botepov 88 edpov 10 0+ Eyponyol kai To 300... “Etepov 1od otod mombsv év Tndptn petd v ooy,

166 Sharon Gerstel, ‘Art and Identity in the Medieval Morea’, in eds. A. E. Laiou and R. P. Mottahedeh, The
Crusades from the Perspective of Byzantium and the Muslim World (Washington, D.C.: DORLC, 2001), 263. Cf.
supra, Ch. 1, Fig. 1.1 for a map of the Late Byzantine Empire including the Despotate of the Morea.
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classicising name for Mistra, or Sparta, a familiar literary topos particularly in that area in the
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.'®” The Despotate of the Morea, in Frankish hands from the
time of the Fourth Crusade until 1349, became a bastion of Greek power in the face of the final
Ottoman onslaught of Constantinople. It was initially ruled by the Kantakouzenos dynasty,
finally passing on to Palaiologan hands in 1380.'® Byzantine emperors and members of the
royal family travelled frequently between Constantinople and Mistra, driven by the vicissitudes
of political manoeuvrings within the royal house, the requirements of diplomacy or the
necessities of military presence. Since then, members of the Palaiologan family, including the
Emperors Manuel II, John VII, John VIII, and Constantine XI, travelled to (and often resided
in) Mistra several times during the first half of the fifteenth century. For example, Manuel II
visited the Morea in 1408 to mourn the death of his brother Theodore I, erstwhile Despot of
Morea, and in 1415 to refortify the famed Hexamilion Wall. In 1428, three of Manuel’s sons
were present in the Morea (Constantine, Theodore II, and Thomas), each claiming a right to the
title of Despot. Constantine XI himself travelled to and from Mistra and Constantinople several
times between 1428 and 1448, when he held the title of Despot of the Morea. Mistra finally fell
to the Turks on May 29, 1460.'®” This manuscript reference to Sparta confirms that Chrysaphes
was in Mistra at some point after 1453. Based on the timing of the conquests of Constantinople
(1453) and Mistra — seven years later to the day — it is reasonable to believe that Chrysaphes

would have resided in Sparta, that is, Mistra, for a time at some point between 1453 and 1460.

Coronations and Imperial Commissions

While Chrysaphes was certainly in Mistra at some point after the Fall, his presence there
before 1453 cannot be ruled out. It seems plausible to suggest that Chrysaphes, a member of
the imperial court and this Palaiologan milieu, would have accompanied the royal family on its
many travels, perhaps working and living in Mistra for some time during the 1440s or early
1450s. A particularly intriguing episode in the final years of the Empire related to the

coronation of Constantine XI lends credence to this latter point.

17 As Gill Page states, ‘the Byzantine Romans knew that Mistra was just a couple of miles from ancient Sparta
and this clearly played a part in fostering Hellenizing self-identification under such men as Gemistos Plethon. In
this regard, the nearest [Manuel] Palaiologos comes to any identification between Theodore and the exempla from
the past is to remark of Agesilaus that “he had reigned here,” i.e., in Sparta (Funeral Oration 221.1). Mazaris too
repeatedly identifies Mistra with Sparta (Journey to Hades, 64.11, 68.17, 76.6); however, like Manuel
Palaiologos, he uses the terminology of Hellenism with minimal self-identification’ (Gill Page, Being Byzantine:
Greek Identity before the Ottomans (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 255).

18 Donald Nicol, The Immortal Emperor: The life and legend of Constantine Palaiologos, last Emperor of the
Romans (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992).

1% For this chronology and the related political environment, see J.W. Barker, Manuel II Palaeologus, 1391-1425
(New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1969), passim; Peter Lock, The Franks in the Aegean, (London,
1995); and Nicol, Donald. 1988. Byzantium and Venice: A study in diplomatic and cultural relations. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, as well as Nicol, The Immortal Emperor.
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Following the death in 1448 of the penultimate Byzantine emperor, John VIII, a coronation
ceremony was held under the auspices of the local Bishop at the Cathedral in Mistra, rather
than in Constantinople with the Patriarch performing the crowning, as was customary.'”® The
manuscripts tell us that the Emperor Constantine commissioned Chrysaphes to write a hymn,
Eyo onuepov yeyévwnkd oe (‘Today, I have begotten Thee’). Though there is no direct
evidence to support this, I believe that the coronation of Constantine Palaiologos XI was the
most likely occasion for this imperial commission, based on three observations. First,
Constantine XI was crowned on 6 January (1448), the feast of Theophany, 13 days after

. 171
Christmas.

The reason for the importance of the proximity of the coronation to the
celebration of Christmas shall be made clear below. Second, the composition shows evidence
of a function outside of its normal place in Saturday evening Vespers. Third, we have evidence
of Western composers, specifically, Guillaume Du Fay, being commissioned to write and
perform pieces for major events connected to the Byzantine court. Thus, the practice of
imperial court musicians commissioned to compose and perform at major imperial events had

precedents in Byzantine environments and thus it does not seem to be a stretch to suggest the

same was the case for Constantine XI and his royal court musician, Manuel Chrysaphes.

Chrysaphes’ Setting of 'Ey® cHuepov yeyevvyKd, o€
The text of this commission, found in Iviron 1120, f. 139r, is based on Psalm 2:7-8:
Kbplog eime mpdc pe vidg pov &l 60, &yd onfuepov yeyévwnkd oe. oitnoon mop’

€unov, kol dmcm cot E0vn TV KAnpovopiay Gov

[The Lord hath said to me: Thou art my son, today have I begotten thee. Ask of me, and I
will give thee the nations for thy inheritance]

Akolouthiai of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries testify to the chanting of Psalms 1-3 (the
first Kathisma, according to the Jerusalem division of the Psalter) during Vespers, after the
Invitatorium (‘Come let us worship’), the Prooemiakos (Psalm 103), and before the Lychnika
(Psalm 140)."”* These manuscripts typically contain two sections of musical settings of the
First Kathisma: the first are usually anonymous and based on verses from Psalms 1, 2, and 3,
set in a relatively simple, quasi-syllabic style. The second section, often preceded by the rubric

‘the beginning of the kalophonia’, includes eponymous, kalophonic settings of verses from

70 For the coronation of Constantine Palaiologos XI in Mistra, see Michael Kordoses, ‘The question of
Constantine Palaiologos' coronation,” in eds. R. Beaton and C. Roueche, The Making of Byzantine History:
Studies Dedicated to Donald M. Nicol (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1993), 137-41.

""" Donald Nicol, Byzantium and Venice: A study in diplomatic and cultural relations (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1988), 390.

172 See my chapter below on the Anoixantaria for an overview of Vespers in late Byzantium, which provides a
historical context for the above mentioned chants.
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Psalm 2 (called ‘Prologues’ in many of the Akolouthiai), to which are often appended lengthy
kratemata.'” The beginning of the kalophonic settings of Psalm 2 in Iviron 1120 is given in
Figure 2.9 below, preceded in the codex by the phrase: ‘Kalophonic verses of Great Vespers by

Lord Toannes Koukouzeles the maistor, plagal fourth mode.’

FIGURE 2.9: IVIRON 1120, F. 70R: KALOPHONIC VERSES OF PSALM 2

‘Kalophonic verses of Great
Vespers by Lord Ioannes
Koukouzeles the maistor, plagal
fourth mode’ (Note: Chrysaphes
includes settings by composers
besides Koukouzeles in this
section.)

The text Chrysaphes set for this imperial commission is from Psalm 2:7-8, verses that were set
kalophonically elsewhere as part of the kalophonia of the First Kathisma. For example,
Chrysaphes includes in Iviron 1120 a kalophonic setting of Psalm 2:7a by Xenos Korones
(137v, followed by a virtuosic kratema by the same composer) and a kalophonic setting of
Psalm 2:8a (141r) by Koukouzeles. Interestingly, however, Chrysaphes’ kalophonic setting of
Psalm 2:7-8'7* appears elsewhere in the liturgical cycle aside from Saturday evening Vespers.
Specifically, it is a festal prokeimenon from the period of Christmas, chanted in the First Royal
Hour of Christmas and during the Vespers of Christmas Eve as the prokeimenon of the Apostle
reading.'” The prokeimenon, most similar to the Western responsory and gradual, consisted of
a psalm verse (the prokeimenon) that was sung elaborately, followed by psalm verse(s)

(stichoi) that were sung or intoned, often recapitulated by the original prokeimenon.”6

' Arsinoi Ioannidou promises to uncover liturgical / historical reasons for the sole kalophonic treatment of Psalm
2, in her aforementioned dissertation (Ioannidou, ‘Second Psalm’, 210-211).

7% Chrysaphes’ composition begins with the second part of verse 7, Eyé o1jpepov yeyévwikd oe.

75 After its chanting as a prokeimenon, Psalm 2:7-8 is quoted in the Apostle reading which follows, Hebrews 1:1-
14, 2:1-3. Clearly, the words ‘Son’ and ‘begotten’ (yeyevvnkd, from the verb yiyvopat, ‘to be born’, ‘to come into
being’) had a particularly strong resonance when associated with the feast of Christ’s Nativity.

17 The classic study on the prokeimenon repertory is by Gisa Hintze, Das Byzantinische Prokeimena-Repertoire
Untersuchungen u. krit. ed., (Hamburg: Verlag der Musikalienhandlung Wagner, 1972). For a more recent,
discussion concerning the difficulties in reconstructing the performance of the prokeimena, see Christian
Troelsgird, ‘The Prokeimena in Byzantine Rite, Performance and Tradition’, Papers read at the 6" Cantus
Planus meeting in Eger, Hungary, 1993. Troelsgard’s study, which includes evidence from Asmatika, Psaltika,
and fourteenth century Akolouthiai, as well as from lectionaries and other liturgical manuals, deals with various
issues afflicting the prokeimenon repertory: how much of each psalm verse was included (i.e., only the portions
typically notated in the sources)? Why is the finalis in some of the Psaltikon settings an ‘awkward’ note for the
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The full text of Chrysaphes’ kalophonic composition (which is, in essence, an
anagrammatismos, given the rearrangement of words and phrases from the original Psalm
text), is given below in Figure 2.10. I have included in red the intonation formulas
corresponding to the martyriai (modal signatures) which appear in Iviron 1120. The Byzantine
neumes known as modal signatures have been shown to have functioned as shorthand for

longer intonation formulas appropriate to a given mode. For example, for the following plagal

»y ¥

» cf}_

[

fourth mode signatures, " ¥, and , I write out the text of the intonation formula for
plagal fourth mode, Neayie. These signs gave the lead singer or choir director the option of
pausing and re-establishing the modal centre by means of a short melodic phrase
corresponding, in this case, to the tetrachord scale of plagal fourth mode from g.'”” As Clara
Adsuara has shown, the modal signatures served more than this performative function: they
were poles around which the text and music of a kalophonic composition were structured. As

Figure 2.10 below shows, the psalm verses take on a new semantic dimension based on their

rearrangement, a repositioning that also includes the interjection of teretismatic (‘nonsense’)

syllables:'”®

FIGURE 2.10: TEXTUAL STRUCTURE OF CHRYSAPHES’ KALOPHONIC SETTING OF PSALM 2:7-8

179

Eyo onpepov, ofjuepov yeyévvnkd o€, yeyEvwnkd oe,
GLLEPOV, GNUEPOV YEYEVVIKG GE

Neayte

Eine Kvpiog, Kvpiog, eine mpdg pe, viog pov &l 60, &yo
GNLEPOV YE YEYEVVIKA OE YEYEVVNKG GE

Noava

Ey® ofjpepov yeyévvmkd oe

Nava

aitmoe wap’ Epod, aitnoe, aitmoe nap’ €nod, Kai dhow
601, Kai dcm oot E6vn, EBvn v KAnpovopiov cod
Nova

Kai ... kai v kotdoyestv cov td népata, Td TEPUTU
TS Yg, 0DGm GoL

Neaye

aitmoe mop’ €uod, kol ddow oot €0vn, £0vn Vv
KAnpovopiov 6ov, aitnoot, TeVIEVIETE

Neayle

Tevtevtete tevteteviel avave. ..

Avevaveva...

Tepipepepe...

Tepepepepe...

aitnoe mop’ €uod, kol ddo® oot &£0vm, £0vm TV
KAnpovopioy 6ov

I today, today I have begotten Thee, begotten Thee, today,
today, I have begotten Thee

Neayie

Said the Lord, the Lord, said to me, my son art Thou, I today
be... have begotten Thee, have begotten Thee

Nava

I today have begotten Thee

Nava

Ask of me, ask, ask of me, and I will give to you, and I will
give to you, the nations, the nations for thine inheritance
Noava

And the... and to your possession the utmost, the utmost
parts of the earth, I will give to you

Neayte

Ask of me, and I will give to you the nations, the nations for
thine inheritance, ask, tententen

Neayte

Tententete tentetentei anane...

Anenanena...

Terirerere...

Terererere...

Ask of me, and I will give to you the nations, the nations for
thine inheritance

given mode? Which verses are repeated? How are the non-notated verses to be performed? Did the congregation
participate?

"7 Intonation formulas could be short or elaborate, depending on where they appeared in a given setting, the
liturgical festivity of the day, or the mood of the singers. The modal signatures and their function are discussed
further in Chapter 5 below.

'78 Clara Adsuara, ‘Remarks on the Structure of Kalophonic Stichera: Working Hypotheses,” Paper presented at
the Cantus Planus meeting in Sopron, 1995: passim.

' Tviron 1120, f. 139r-141r.
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Neayie Neaye
AMA, KIKIKL... TUTLTL.. TPPLPPL... Alli, kikiki... tititi... tirrirri...
AN, K1, Vo, 0AANAOD10L. Alli, ki, na allelouia.

I believe that this composition was envisioned for performance in a festal context, i.e.,
Christmas, on the basis of its elaborate nature (both from a textual and musical standpoint).
Moreover, in the section of Iviron 1120 dedicated to the kalophonic settings of Psalm 2 for
Vespers, verses 7 and 8 are never combined in one setting, except here. In their appearance in
the liturgical contexts of Christmas noted above, they are found together.'™ One final point
connects this composition to performance as a prokeimenon in a festal context, i.e., Christmas.
Christian Troelsgérd classifies this particular prokeimenon amongst those he calls ‘proper’ or
‘common’ prokeimena from the greater feasts of the femporal and the sanctorale. They are
sung, as above, in Vespers, before the Apostle reading of liturgy, or in the Orthros service in
connection with ITdoa mvor (Let every breath) and the Gospel-reading.'™ On f. 393r of Iviron
1120, Chrysaphes’ sets a contrafactum of this setting, writing: ‘Ildca mvon (‘Let every
breath’), plagal fourth mode, by Manuel Chrysaphes the lampadarios. This is another one
[composed] in the manner of Eyd oriuepov yeyévvnid oe."™ The full text makes use of various
phrases from Psalms 148-150 and interpolates words not found in those psalms, to create a

veritably original text.'®

What is remarkable about this setting is that this melody is a
prosomoion (i.e., contrafactum) of Chrysaphes’ imperially commissioned setting of Psalm 2:7-
8. This is unusual in that most prosomoia, both in the medieval and modern traditions, are
syllabic or near-syllabic. This hymn, on the other hand, is obviously melismatic. For the
purposes of this discussion at hand, this setting is significant since it connects the original

composition to a liturgical context specifically correlating to one in which the prokeimena

180 E.g., when Psalm 2:7-8 appears as the prokeimenon for Vespers of Christmas Eve, the prokeimenon is Psalm
2:7 ‘Kbprog eime mpodg pe' Yioc pov &l 60, &y ofipepov yeyévvnkd og’, and the verse to be recited in between the
chanting of the prokeimenon, is Psalm 2:8: ‘Aitncot map' £uod, kol dhow cot E6vn v KAnpovopiov cov,” as in,
for example, MS Patmos 221, f. 1v-2r. These are, of course, preliminary observations, which in order to be
validated would require the support of various additional twelfth to fourteenth century musical sources. Moreover,
these sources do not always lead to clear conclusions, leading Troelsgérd to open his discussion on the repertory
by referring to ‘the problem of the performance of the prokeimena’ (‘Prokeimena’, 65).
'™ Troelsgard, ‘Prokeimena’, 67.
'82 This melody is a prosomoion (i.e., contrafacta) of a melody Chrysaphes wrote at the request of the Emperor
Constantine Palaiologos XI. This is unusual in that most prosomoia, both in the medieval and the modern
traditions, are syllabic or near-syllabic, in other words, 1-2 notes per syllable. This hymn on the other hand, is
more melismatic. The connection between these two hymns has also been noticed by Gregory Anastasiou, ‘Ta
THapanvodpra tov OpBpov g Karopwvikés Zuvbécels: okéyelg mov yevviohvol yio TNV GKOTUOTNTO TOV
KoOAOPViKoy pEAOVG YevikOtepa', Proceedings of the Ist International Conference of the ASBMH, (Athens,
2008), 125.
'8 See Appendix: Iviron 1120. The full text is: ‘Tldca mvon aiveodto, aivesdtm mvor micw, TEGO TVOT TOV
Kbprov- aivesdto tov Kdplov: mica mvon kol mdoo KTiolg aivesdto, aivesdto 0 @oPepov kai dyov dvopa
Kupiov 10 dvopa to dyov Kupilov- aivesdtmoav avtov oi Bactieis T viig, YoAAdTmoov a0Tov dmavtes, dnovteg
ot Aool- veaviokot Kol mapBévorl TpesPitepol HETA VEOTEPOV: ALVECATOGOV AOTOV 0l 0VPOVOL TV OVPAVAV Kol
TAGOL 01 SUVALELS AVTOD OIVEGATOCAV: £V TUUTAVE KOl Xop® &v WoAtnpio Kol KiBdpg aivesdtmoav Tov Kopiov,
tov Kvplov — To 1o 10 — Avaveg — Te pt pep — Tov Kopiov aivesdro mvon mdca tov Ko- tov Kdpov.’
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would have been performed (i.e., at the ‘Let every breath’ of Christmas Orthros, prior to the
Gospel reading). Given the evidence set forth above, it seems clear that this composition was
not meant for performance, originally, in regular Saturday evening Vespers, but for Christmas
as a prokeimenon. This may or may not connect it to the coronation of Constantine XI, which

took place around the Christmas season.

Western Parallels

It is well known that Guillaume Du Fay (1397-1474), one of the most important European
musicians of the fifteenth century, composed one of his first motets, Vasilissa ergo gaude, to
adorn the celebration of the wedding of Cleofe Malatesta da Pesaro to the younger brother of
Constantine XI Palaiologos, Theodore II, who was Despot of the Morea at the time of their
wedding on 19 January, 1421."®* Another Du Fay motet, the Italian-texted Apostolo glorioso,
written in honour of the patron saint of Patras, the apostle Andrew, has also been connected to
Byzantine circles. Alejandro Planchart has argued that Apostolo glorioso was performed in
Patras upon the arrival of Pandolfo Malatesti, the ‘hunchback son of Malatesta dei Malatesti
and brother of Cleofe Malatesti,” whom the pope had appointed as the Archbishop of the Latin
See of Patras in the Peloponnese (the last Latin archdiocese in Greece) on 10 May 1424." On
the basis of a newly discovered papal supplication that places Du Fay in Patras late in 1424,
Planchart argues that Du Fay actually travelled to Greece to lead Pandolfo’s retinue of

musicians in the performance of this complex 5-voiced motet.'*®

Given the examples of royal patronage and travelling musicians in the Palaiologan orbit cited
above, it is not difficult to envision Chrysaphes likewise patronized by royalty, 25 years later,
to compose a hymn of psalmody in honour of the occasion of the coronation of Constantine,
and even perhaps, to perform it himself. The language of Psalm 2:7-8 is uniquely appropriate
for a festivity in which projecting imperial power and authority was desired. Furthermore, we
have shown above that the composition was most likely composed for performance at
Christmas as a festal prokeimenon, which is very close to when Constantine’s coronation took
place. Admittedly, the correspondence is not precise, and even if so, we would still lack direct
evidence connecting Chrysaphes and this composition to a particular historical event. Further

research along these lines promises not only to shed light on this particular episode, perhaps

184 Alejandro Enrique Planchart, ‘The Early Career of Guillaume Du Fay’, JAMS 46, no. 3 (1993): 343.

'8 Alejandro Enrique Planchart, ‘Four Motets of Guillaume Du Fay in Context’, in eds. K. K. Forney and J. L.
Smith, Sleuthing the Muse: Essays in Honor of William F. Prizer, (Hillsdale, NY: Pendragon Press, 2012), 13.

'8 Planchart, ‘Four Motets’, 13-17, passim. Interestingly, Pandolfo Malatesti da Pesaro is associated with
Constantine XI Palaiologos only a few years later. Pandolfo went to Patras in 1424 in order to take possession of
his see, where he remained until 1428, when he left for Venice to seek military aid against Constantine XI who
would enter the city on 1 June 1429 (Planchart, ‘Four Motets’, 13).
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confirming Chrysaphes’ presence in Mistra prior to the Fall of Constantinople, but more
fundamentally, increase our understanding of the role played by singers and composers like

Chrysaphes in royal circles in Late Byzantium.
Chrysaphes and Serbia

In addition to Mistra in the Peloponnese, abundant evidence in the musical manuscripts
testifies to Chrysaphes’ presence in Serbia at some point after 1453. The two most important
witnesses are from Chrysaphes’ autographs. On fol. 167v of MS Iviron 1120, we find the
following inscription in the bottom margin underneath a Kratema in the grave mode, composed
by Chrysaphes: ‘émoinOn &v th ZepPig, wg dokel pot mévv kaAdv’ (composed in Serbia, it
seems to me that this is very beautiful).'"®” Figure 2.11 shows the portion of the original folio

from Iviron 1120.

FIGURE 2.11: IVIRON 1120, FOL. 167V — ENOIHOH EN TH ZEPBIA (‘COMPOSED IN SERBIA’)

T e s o T TR PR A | SRR
1‘.-_ uﬂ—""——i‘.‘.t

"3 Cl._:::n;.\St\_'u u& ~Thy
_j—-‘—t————:u“u\_‘-—‘-—’.h
O *1e o "rs—rne.f.‘f-;‘-ﬂ.-ru-r...q--
Iyt TR LS AR

"% *T% & v1o vTo Hebeps 0 ere o TTEE

etk e ") L.‘_J--‘_' it —— S
S e e a8 -1-‘--1-.-1-‘-_ '1'0'7'11

L]
: t—-t\..":uk.. .:'_._u\_ < "-""\'

" erv ere o T s e ek e T
T."-—- S\ \-t”"’ﬂ“u\"*.-—‘
5 vYTe o % 7o s = & -rn.oi't'*"r"“‘
2 NSonsy A LA ;"‘: S T
A \-r,\_—,-;ug_i-;‘-'."&i—_";:
—e s s 6, rre'ss wxe eeeATA

On folio 123v of another Chrysaphes autograph, Xeropotamou 270, we find the same
dentifying rubric, ‘€momOn év ti] XZepPia,” a stock phrase found in at least six other

manuscripts.'™ Although we cannot be sure exactly when Chrysaphes emigrated from

187 See also Stathes, O1 Avaypopuamiopor, 103.

'8 Jakovljevi¢ identifies the six manuscripts in question in Aiyiwoon, 88-89 (fn. 6). Besides Chrysaphes’
autograph, Xeropotamou 270, manuscripts with references to Chrysaphes composing in Serbia include, Egerton
2393 British Museum, f. 81b: Mavovni Aaumadapiov tod Xpvaapn &v tij ZepPio; MS Moviic Kokkov No. 7, f.
154a-155a; MS Sinai 1327, f. 1b; MS Moviic Metapoppmoeng tdv Metewpav, f. 265a: kop Mavovii tod
Xpvaoagn drep éromn év tij Zepfio mavo kalov; MS Panteleimon 1271, f. 120r, Kparyuo, Movoonl Aeumadopiov
10D Xpoodoy, Srep émoiifn év tij SepPia, mévo kodov, fyoc Popic.
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Constantinople, it is almost certain that he arrived in Serbia at some point between 1453 (Fall
of Constantinople) and 1458 (the date of Iviron 1120’s completion). The Serbian scholar
Andrija Jakovljevié, in his work on the bilingual (Greek and Serbian) manuscript EBE 928,'*
states that Chrysaphes likely settled in Smenderevo, the Serbian capital, a city on the Danube
River, about 900 kilometres from Constantinople, and that his stay must have occurred during
the reign of Bishop Tziortzie Brankovitch (1446-1456) and his son Lazaros (1456-1458)."°
Smenderevo, furthermore, became a place of settlement for Greek refugees fleeing
Constantinople, who clustered around Irene Kantakouzenos, the mother of Bishop Lazaros, and

Eleni Palaiologos, the wife of the bishop.""

The presence of a branch of the royal family
would make Smenderevo, Serbia, especially attractive for Chrysaphes, who for his entire

career appears to have been employed by and associated with the imperial milieu.

His association with Serbia is strengthened by the evidence for his widespread influence in
ecclesiastical music there and in neighbouring Moldavia and Wallachia. The late fifteenth
century codex EBE 928, with its amalgamation of works by Late Byzantine ecclesiastical
musicians such as Xenos Korones and Manuel Chrysaphes alongside works by the prolific
Serbian composer, Isaiah the Serb, paints a picture of a cosmopolitan culture that embraced
Byzantine ecclesiastical music as practiced by the Constantinopolitan masters and as adapted
into the native language of Byzantium’s north-western neighbour. Dimitri Conomos’
comparative analysis of Late Byzantine and Slavonic koinonika lends credence to the assertion
that Chrysaphes’ stay in Serbia was meaningful and extensive. Conomos shows that
Chrysaphes’ compositions, often along with Serbian counterparts, are abundantly present in
Moldavian manuscripts as ‘early as the beginning of the sixteenth century, and possibly

. ,192
earlier.’"’

Thus, there is every reason to believe that Chrysaphes would have followed those
who had been his benefactors in Constantinople to a region of relative peace, where he would

have been a sought-after teacher of ecclesiastical music, transmitting the Constantinopolitan

'8 For EBE 928, which was possibly copied at the Matejce Monastery near the border of present-day Serbia,
Kosovo, and FYROM, see Stefanovic, ‘Two Bilingual Manuscripts’ and Touliatos-Miles, National Library, 123-
26.

0 Jakovljevi¢, Aiylwaon, 88.

Y1 Jakovljevi¢, diylwaoon, 88.

12 The MSS included in Conomos’ analysis were written in the monastery of Putna. In the Moldavian MSS
S&ukin 350 and Putna 56, the scribe Evstatie, monk, includes a composition attributed to k0p MavovnA with the
epithet opyavikov (‘instrumental’), on the basis of which Conomos concludes that Evstatie was the first
Moldavian scribe to incorporate the compositions of Chrysaphes into Moldavian chant anthologies. At all events,
the Moldavian MSS included in Conomos’ analysis show that Chrysaphes’ compositions had penetrated deep into
Moldo-Wallachia within a generation of Chrysaphes’ presence in Serbia (Conomos, Communion Cycle, 186).
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idiom of ecclesiastical chant amongst the musicians in similar ecclesiastical-imperial

environments to those he had heralded from in Constantinople.'”
2.4 Chrysaphes and Crete

Source Documents

An inscription on f. 64 of MS Jerusalem 31'*

represents one of many references in the
manuscript tradition which confirm Chrysaphes long-term presence and widespread influence
on the island of Crete:

Stympdv, véa 000¢, €ig TO yevéolov Tiig vmepayiag @gotdokov: Xteipa dyovoc 1 Avva.

Hompata ndvta todta tod kKup Mavound Aapmadapiov tod Xpvcden: énoince 08 tadTa
év i vijoo Kpn.'”

[Sticheron, new path,'”® for the Nativity of the all-holy Theotokos- ‘The barren and
childless Anna’- all of these compositions are by Manuel Chrysaphes the lampadarios- he
wrote these on the island of Crete. ]

Further evidence is found in Manuel Chrysaphes’ setting of a sticheron dedicated to the feast
of local saints, the Holy Ten Martyrs of Crete. This sticheron, [Ipogdptioc onpepov, 1 tdv
poptopov Eméotn €optn, in the third mode, is found on f. 118v of MS Sinai 1438, a codex
representative of the Cretan psaltic tradition of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, according
to Giannopoulos.197 This sticheron is found in two additional Cretan MSS, Sinai 1482'® and
the above-mentioned autograph of Plousiadenos, Sinai 1251 (f. 312r, in the section written
after Chrysaphes’ death), preceded by the heading: t@v ayiov v Maptopov &v tf] Kpim,

199

otympov tod avtod (see Figure 2.12). Giannopoulos suggests that Chrysaphes would not

193 Political and military stability are nevertheless only relative terms when applied to the Balkans in the fifteenth
century. The Ottomans were a constant threat to the Kingdom of Serbia: Murad II and Mehmed II launched
repeated from the 1420s to the 1450s, devastating various parts of the Serbian Kingdom. Smenderevo itself held
on until its fall in 1459. For the fall of Smenderevo, see Franz Babinger, Mehmet the Conquerer and His Time.
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978), 163-65.

%4 MS Jerusalem 31 (cf. supra, Ch. 2, fn. 33) was written in 1439/1440, which would certainly be the earliest
dated reference to Manuel Chrysaphes. Though at first it would appear problematic to place the
Constantinopolitan composer in Crete over a decade before the Fall of Constantinople, this inscription is from an
additional folio from the sixteenth century and thus the 1439/1440 dating would not apply to his presence in Crete
(pointed out first in Patrinelis, ‘Protopsaltae’, 158, which is based on the description in Papadopoulos-Kerameus,
Iepoaolvpnirn V, 350).

193 Stathis, ‘Mavovik Xpooaeng’, 34.

1% The word 656 should probably be translated something like ‘way of composition’ or ‘way of execution’. For a
discussion of this word in fifteenth century Byzantine musical contexts, see Arvanitis, On the Meaning 110-12.

7 Giannopoulos, H Av8non, 65, 552.

198 Giannopoulos, H Av8yon, 616.

199 <Sticheron of the holy ten martyrs in Crete, (composed) by the same (as above, i.e., Chrysaphes).’
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have known about these local saints, nor been motivated to compose hymns from their service

had he not been present on the island for at least some time.*”

FIGURE 2.12: MS SINAI 1251, F. 312R, STICHERON FOR THE HOLY TEN MIARTYRS OF CRETE BY CHRYSAPHES
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While we lack precise chronological coordinates for Chrysaphes’ presence in Mistra and
Serbia, we can plausibly place him in Crete from ~1459 until at least 1469. It is unlikely that
he would have resided in either Smenderevo or Mistra after their conquests to the Ottomans in
1459 and 1460, respectively, and the autographs of loannes Plousiadenos analysed above show
that he was most likely active until at least 1469 when MS Sinai 1234 was written. Further
evidence of his presence in Crete after the Fall of Constantinople, and possibly as early as
1459, is a letter from the well-known Cretan author, book-binder, and book-dealer, Michalis
Apostolis, addressed to ‘Emmanuel Chrysaphes... the Constantinopolitan.’*”' H. Noiret and M.
Desrousseaux date this, Apostolis’ tenth letter, within the range of 1455-1461.

More vital than its confirmation of chronology is what the letter tells us about Chrysaphes’
place in post-Byzantine Greek society. According to the letter, Apostolis expressed a fervent
desire to see Chrysaphes, an indication of the latter’s place in Veneto-Cretan urban-intellectual
circles of the fifteenth century. Recipients of Apostolis’ correspondence include the likes of

Gemistos Plethon, the philosopher-mystic who resided in Mistra for many years, and Plethon’s

% Giannopoulos’ argument that these saints were only known in Cretan environments is perhaps weakened by the
presence of a kalophonic composition to these same saints in MS Sinai 1438 (on f. 121r, Kpntn mpoecoptdlet
ofjuepov ta yevébia Xpiotod &v ) pvnun t@dv 6Oropdpwv) by Gregory Mpounes Alyates, who is not known to
have traveled to Crete. It does not, however, weaken the argument that Chrysaphes himself lived in Crete and had
a great impact there.

21 patrinelis, ‘Protopsaltae’, 158. See Emile Legrand, Bibliographie hellénique; ou, Description raisonnée des
ouvrages publiés par des Grecs au dix-septieme siécle (Paris: A. Picard et fils, 1894); and the edited letters of
Michalis Apostolis in Hippolyte ed Noiret, and Alexandre Marie Desrousseaux, Lettres inédites de Michel
Apostolis. Vol. fasc. 54, Bibliothéque des Ecolesfrancaises d'Athénes et de Rome (Paris, E. Thorin, 1889), 30, 59.
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student, Cardinal Bessarion, the prolific Greek scholar, humanist, and cleric who gained the
title of Latin Patriarch of Constantinople and was intimately involved with the proceedings of
the Council of Florence / Ferrara as well as in the affairs of Crete.*** Apostolis’ eleventh letter,
for example, is addressed to Bessarion, recording the author’s desire to found a school in Crete.
Apostolis is also associated with the cantor and composer Manuel Gazes, whom he speaks
about on the occasion of his death in an undated letter, as well as with the aforementioned
polymath and prodigy of Bessarion, Ioannes Plousiadenos.*”® Based alone on the number of the
Plousiadenos’s manuscripts bound in Apostolis’ bookshop, we could safely assume that
Apostolis and Plousiadenos had a close relationship. Plousiadenos’ association with the
Veneto-Cretan intelligentsia is well known: he was but a boy when the Council of Florence-
Ferrara took place, but found himself at the forefront of the unionist cause by the 1460s,
gaining the admiration and friendship of Bessarion.”” He was also, of course, deeply
embedded in the cultural affairs of the Greeks, being possibly a student of Chrysaphes — and
without question, an admirer — in his capacity as scribe and composer of Greek ecclesiastical
music. Thus, even in the absence of more direct evidence, we are able to assert with confidence
Chrysaphes’ close association with these figures of the Veneto-Cretan intelligentsia, possibly

before, but certainly after he had arrived in Crete.
Venetian Crete: The Cultural Context

Thankfully, recent research into the vast store of Venetian notarial records — marriage and
death certificates, payment contracts, and records of legal proceedings —, which were kept
fastidiously by the Venetian authorities to regulate and monitor activity on their colony, has
shed light on various facets of everyday life on Crete.””> Two aspects of this archival research

enable us to paint a picture of what life may have been like for someone like Manuel

22 For Cardinal Bessarion and his activity as intellectual, book-collector, religious mediator, and mentor of
Ioannes Plousiadenos, see Dimitri Conomos, ‘Music as religious propaganda: Venetian polyphony and a
Byzantine response to the Council of Florence’, in eds. J. Behr, D. Conomos and A. Louth, A4bba: The Tradition
of Orthodox in the West (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir's Press, 2003), especially 114-18.

23 For the letter concerning Gazes, see Giannopoulos, H Avfnon, 62.

29 The affinity and admiration of Plousiadenos for his teacher in matters of theology, Bessarion, is strengthened
by a fascinating discovery by Conomos, in the early seventeenth century Athonite codex, MS Koutloumousi 448,
which includes a nine-stanza hymn in fifteen-syllable verse by Plousiadenos, in which the first letter in each
stanza spells out the acrostic BESSARION, followed by the rubric “...I composed this for the Cardinal’ (Conomos,
‘Propaganda’, 120).

295 The literature on Venetian archival research is growing and includes, on marriage contracts: Sally McKee,
Uncommon Dominion: Venetian Crete and the myth of ethnic purity (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 2000); on contracts between musicians and patrons, N. M. Panagiotakis, ‘Moptopieg yio tn povcikn oty
Kpnm kata ™ Bevetokpartia,” Onoavpiouaro 20 (1990), 9-169; and on apprenticeship in general, K. D. Mertzios,
‘Etayvoroynuoto and To KatdoTtiyo Tov votapiov g Kpritng Myond Moapd (1538-1578),” Kpnrika Xpovika. 15-
16 (1961-1962): 253-57, 287-90, and I. P. Kiskiras, ‘H coppacig podnteiog ev t Bevetokpatovpévn Kpnm
(Met’ avekdotmv eyypapov ek Tov Archivio di Stato g Bevetiag),” Epevvou exi tov ev EALGdL dikaiov ¢ emoyng
¢ Beveroxpoatiog, Vol. 1 (Athens, 1968).
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Chrysaphes, a Constantinopolitan intellectual who found himself transplanted to the
cosmopolitan environment of Venetian Crete some years after the Fall of Constantinople. The
first describes a series of key events pitting a Constantinopolitan-born musician who lived and
worked in Crete against the Venetian authorities, an interaction that sheds important light on
socio-cultural environment of the mid-fifteenth century island colony of the Most Serene
City.?*® The second is based on stores of surviving chanting apprenticeship contracts, which
enable us to look at Greek Orthodox ecclesiastical music education on the island of Crete, and
gain insight into the lifestyle and work conditions of personalities such as Chrysaphes,
Constantinopolitan musicians transplanted to Crete who assumed the role of singers and

teachers in their new environment.

These investigations have brought into relief the divide that persisted between Latins and
Greeks, a rift that seems to have intensified during the first three to four decades of the
fifteenth century. Yet, underneath this tension, there is an abundance of evidence of cultural
assimilation in various aspects of everyday life. Whether related to questions of intermarriage,
religious loyalties, or shared artistic practices, ethno-religious identity was not binary and
monolithic throughout Venetian Crete. Manuel Chrysaphes and other prominent Greek
musicians of the fifteenth century, such as loannes Laskaris, Manuel Gazes, and loannes
Plousiadenos, sit at the forefront of these questions of identity and issues of Greek and Latin
mutual influence and rivalry on the peripheries of the former Byzantine Empire. Selected
works of some of these Greek composers betray a direct encounter with and borrowing of
Latin musical practices, which, at least in the culturally permeable areas of the Frankish Morea
and Venetian Crete, would have been familiar, if not also ‘aurally compatible.”®®” This aspect
of cultural assimilation, specifically, the evidence for Latin-inspired performance practices and
compositional devices making their way into the compositions of Manuel Chrysaphes et al.

will be treated fully in a later chapter.
Ecclesiastical Musicians and Orthodox-Catholic Relations

The tradition of musicians emigrating from Constantinople to Crete was well established by
the middle of the fifteenth century. While Chrysaphes may have been forced to Crete for lack

of better options in the face of a series of Ottoman conquests which swept through the Balkans

206 Of course, as I discuss below, the socio-cultural context was far from monolithic, constantly evolving on the
basis of events internal and external to Crete.

27 Alexander Lingas, ‘Medieval Byzantine Chant and the Sound of Orthodoxy,” in eds. A. Louth and A. Casiday,
Byzantine Orthodoxies, Proceedings of the 36th Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, University of Durham,
23-25 March 2002 (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006), 156-57.
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in the middle of the fifteenth century, other such transplants occurred earlier and were
promoted by the Ecumenical Patriarchate (EP) in Constantinople. As Athanasios Markopoulos’
work has shown, the phenomenon of Constantinopolitan émigrés of ecclesiastical rank in Crete
should be viewed in the broader context of relations between the authorities of the Most Serene
City and the EP, especially from 1380-1439, prior to the Council of Florence-Ferrara.”® The
most contentious and threatening issue facing the local Greek Orthodox population, and
certainly in the eyes of the Ecumenical Patriarchate in Constantinople, was the Venetian

prohibition of the Greek Orthodox episcopacy on the island,*”

a prohibition which essentially
severed ecclesiastical ties between religious periphery and motherland. Evidently,
ecclesiastical music was viewed as a vital component of Orthodox identity, and it is for this
reason that — along with learned priests — musicians were sent to teach Byzantine chant to the
Orthodox populace, in an attempt to re-establish these severed ties and to combat the cultural

influence resulting from Venetian overlordship.

The Catholic-Orthodox rivalry in Crete played out on the stage of religious music with some of
the most prominent Constantinopolitan musicians playing central roles. Perhaps the most
famous case was that of loannes Laskaris (also called ‘IInyovitng’ or ‘Enprmdyavog,” in some
sources), the singer, music teacher, composer of ecclesiastical hymns, and music theorist.*'® In
1411, Laskaris was sent to Crete by the Ecumenical Patriarchate in order to teach ecclesiastical
music, where, in Candia, he established a music school, contributing to his prestige amongst
the local Orthodox populace.”’' In the eyes of the Cretans, Laskaris represented the Greek

Orthodox hierarchy back in Constantinople, and for this reason, he was viewed with suspicion

28 See Athanasios Markopoulos, ‘Todvvng Adokapne. Evag KovotavivovmoAitng povoikdg oty Kpnm’, in
eds. I. Vassis, S. Kaklamanes and M. Loukaki, Toudeio xor moritiouos otyv Kphy, Bvlavtio-Bevetokpatio.:
Melétes apiepwuéves otov Ocoyapn Astopaxn (Hpdkiero & PéBvuvo: ZopPolrég otig emotipes tov avBpmmov
d1voroyia, 2008), as well as Giannopoulos, H Avfnon, 63-70.
29 M. Manousakas, ‘Métpal ¢ Bevetiag evavti g ev Kpnn empporig tov Hoatprapyeiov Kwvotavtivoundremg
kat’ avékdota Pevetikd £yypaea (1418-1419),” EEBX A (1960): 85-144. For the ‘new ecclesiastical reality” which
followed the Venetian occupation and the subsequent prohibition of the episcopacy, see Manousakas, Métpa 85-
87. For further bibliography on this subject, see Markopoulos, ‘Ioévvng Adokapng’, 94, fn. 29.
219 [ askaris is anthologized in Late Byzantine and Post-Byzantine sources (e.g., MS EBE 2406 from 1453), his
compositions including koinonika, alleluaria, anoixantaria, etc.), and author of poems to the Trinity and
Theotokos, including at least four 15-syllable poems, as well as a short music theory treatise, H &ounveia xai
rwapolioyn tij¢ povoikijc wyvye that survives in MSS EBE 2401 and Vallicelliana gr. 195 (see Ch. Bentas, ‘“The
Treatise on Music by John Laskaris’, in ed. M. Velimirovi¢, SEC 2 (London: OUP, 1971), 21-27). Ascriptions in
later MSS have led some scholars to speculate that he was of Cretan origin, but he was more likely from around
Constantinople, where his circle of supporters seems to have included Manuel Palaiologos II and the Patriarch
Joseph II as well as the imperial musician loannes Kladas. MS Sinai 1584 preserves a polychronismos to loannes
Palaiologos VIII and Maria of Trebizon possibly composed by Laskaris, which would push his activity to 1427 or
later. His compositions are anthologized especially in Cretan sources of the fifteenth to seventeenth centuries.
2! Markopoulos notes that he became well-known for his chanting and teaching abilities and was thus commonly
invited to sing at the feasts, weddings, and funerals of the local Cretans (Markopoulos, ‘Imdvvng Adoxapng’, 94-
95).
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by the Venetian authorities and his Greek rivals. These rivals included the Venetian-appointed
protopsaltes of Candia, Manuel Savios,”'? and protopapas, (first-priest) Ioannes Symeonakes,
who were, at the very least, sympathetic with the general aims of the Venetian authorities and
supportive of Latin Catholic-Greek Orthodox union.”® The resulting ethno-religious rivalry
was thus not simply popular and local, but involved the authorities and authoritative figures on
both sides. According to Markopoulos, Savios and Symeonakes were pushing for Laskaris’
banishment for several years after his arrival in Crete. As such, it was only a matter of time
before the requisite provocation was supplied.”'* On 6 October 1418, a conflict broke out
between Manuel Savios and Laskaris, at a memorial service for which Laskaris had been
invited to sing by the sponsor of the service, loannes Skouloudes. Apparently, the fight was
triggered when Laskaris boldly ascended the analogion (chanting-stand) and commenced the
chanting of the amomos,”” which essentially prevented the appointed protopsaltes, Savios,
from uttering a note. The episode was apparently bad enough that, days after, the Venetian
authorities prosecuted Laskaris, resulting in his banishment from Crete under threat of

imprisonment. He was given eight days to leave the island.*'®

The incident with Laskaris was not an isolated case. It is mirrored by at least three other events
during this time period in which ecclesiastical personalities with ties to the Ecumenical
Patriarchate were expelled or imprisoned, a policy that continued until 1439.2'7 After the
Council of Florence-Ferrara, according to Markopoulos, the conflict between the two factions
simmered down. The Venetian authorities changed their stance, while at the same time the
Ecumenical Patriarchate became embroiled in other more pressing matters, such as the new

reality of Ottoman dominion. Thus, Chrysaphes would have immigrated to Crete at a time

212 Manuel Savios held this position for virtually the entire first half of the fifteenth century. For his biographical
coordinates and activity, see Giannopoulos, H Avfnon, 59-60.

213 Giannopoulos points to a canon composed by Savios on behalf of the ‘resplendent feast of the most-desired
Union’ (of the Churches, completed at Florence-Ferrara in 1438/9). See Giannopoulos, H AvOyarn, 59.

214 Markopoulos, ‘Iodvvng Adokapng’, 95-97.

?'5 The ‘amomos’ is the name given to the psalm verses that begin with Psalm 118, ‘Blessed are the blameless
who walk in the way of the Lord.” These verses are prescribed to be sung at Greek Orthodox funeral services.

216 See Markopoulos, ‘Iodvvne Adokapnc’, 95-98, largely based on Manousakas, ‘Métpa’, 85-144. Although
Laskaris was sentenced to exile in perpetuo from Crete, he seems to have remained in Crete, because in 1421, he
signed a contract of apprenticeship to teach chant to Emmanouil, the son of Georgios Marizis. His whereabouts
after his banishment and prior to 1421 cannot be ascertained. For this episode, see also M. Velimirovi¢, ‘Two
Composers of Byzantine Music: John Vatatzes and John Laskaris,” in ed. J. Larue, Aspects of Medieval and
Renaissance Music: A birthday offering to Gustave Reese (New York: Norton, 1966), 818-21; C. Hannick,
‘Bulavtivy Movown,” in ed. H. Hunger, Bolavrivip Aoyoteyvia. H Aoyio. koouikn ypoupozeio. twv Bolavivav,
Vol. 3 (Athens, 1994), 419. The final point regarding Laskaris contract with Georgios Marizis is noted in Ioannis
Markouris, ‘Apprenticeships in Greek Orthodox chanting and Greek language learning in Venetian Crete (14th—
15th century),’ in eds. C.A. Maltezou et al, I Greci durante la venetocrazia: Uomini, spazio, idee (XIII-XVIII sec.)
(Venice: Istituto ellenico di studi bizantini e postbizantini di Venezia, 2009), 240.

217 For these events, see Markopoulos, ‘Ioévvng Adokapng’, 97-98.
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when such rivalries and musical factions were still recent memory, but when tensions were

perhaps not as hot as they were during the prior decades.
Greek Orthodox Ecclesiastical Education in Venetian Crete

Recent research into Venetian archival documents enables us to sketch a probable picture of
Manuel Chrysaphes’ activity as teacher of chant, as a Constantinopolitan émigré in Venetian-
ruled Crete. Although no documents specifically referencing Chrysaphes have yet been
uncovered, a rich collection of archival contracts and payment records related to one specific
aspect of the Veneto-Cretan educational system — the chanting apprenticeship — has survived,
in contrast to the dearth of information concerning the same system as it existed in
Constantinople. loannes Markouris has begun the important work of delving into these
sources. In a recent article he presents preliminary findings on contracts between chant
teachers and their employers from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.”'® Though he only
offers conclusions based on a fraction of the contracts, they are adequate to shed important
light on the educational methods and materials, the types of individuals who would enter into

such contracts, and the working conditions of Greek chanters and chant-teachers.*'’

Evidence concerning the education of the Greek Orthodox population in Crete goes back to the
fourteenth century. According to MSS from this time, the majority of teachers were priests or

monks??°

who undertook the responsibility of instructing students in basic reading and writing,
in accordance with the Byzantine educational tradition in which the Church was entrusted with
education of its population in basic literacy. As Markouris states, ‘we can assume that in order
for a child to pursue a career as a chanter, he had first to learn reading and writing according to

the Byzantine educational system.’**’

In some cases, the primary book employed by teachers
was the Oktoechos, while the Psalter was also a well-documented tool for education of basic
literacy and music skills. The custom of education by means of the Psalter dates back to the
eighth or ninth centuries, when pupils of chant were obligated to learn twelve specific psalms

that were part of the sacred services.”*>

28 The area of chanting education is completely untrodden, according to Markouris, in contrast to the field of
education at large — at official schools, monasteries, and the academies of wealthy patrons — in Venetian Crete.
For this bibliography, see Markouris, ‘Apprenticeships’, 233, fn. 2, and 235, fn. 5.

219 See Markouris, ‘Apprenticeships’, 233-49.

220 One oft-named instructor in both literacy and ecclesiastical chant was Ioannes Sofianos, who seems to have
been the abbot of the well-known Christ Chefalas monastery in Candia. Documents show that the two basic books
of instruction at this monastery at least seem to have been the Oktoechos and the Psalter (Markouris,
‘Apprenticeships’, 236).

22! Markouris, ‘Apprenticeships’, 237.

222 Markouris, ‘Apprenticeships’, 236.
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This system underwent growth in the first decades of the fifteenth century, becoming
professionalized in a number of ways. First, the curriculum underwent renewal. The contracts
reveal that the lessons became enriched with new material, including, polyeleoi, eothina
doxastika, theotokia, and kratemata, while books such as the Menaion, Triodion, Propheties
(Prophecies), and the Praksapostolo (Acts of the Apostles) enter into the teaching corpus.
Writing is also mentioned as fundamental component of the curriculum for the first time in the
fifteenth century. Second, famous teachers from Constantinople arrive in Crete, such as
Toannes Laskaris and of course, later, Manuel Chrysaphes. Correspondingly, fees increase.””
Third, independent chanting schools are founded, such loannes Laskaris’ (in 1411) and that of
his possible competitor in Candia, Ioannes Sourios.”** By Laskaris’ time and shortly thereafter,
the courses appear to have become quite rigorous, commencing annually in September and
lasting from two to as many as six years. Students were examined by two external teachers, but
the accountability seems to have fallen to the teachers who had engaged in the contracts: ‘if a
pupil failed these exams, the teacher had to reimburse the whole amount of money that had

5225

already been paid by the parent.

Many of the contracts include language specifying the patrons’ desire for their children to be
educated according to Greek customs and dogma, highlighting the cultural threat, whether real
or perceived, of Venetian overlordship in Crete. More interestingly, those who entrusted Greek
clerics and master-chanters with the instruction of their children were very often Veneto-
Cretans of mixed origin. Contracts reveal names such as Georgios Quirino and Emmanuel
Marizis, and yet, in several such cases from the early fifteenth century these mixed-origin
individuals are the ones who request that their children be taught ‘according to Orthodox
doctrine,” confirming their adherence to Greek dogma and rites, in spite of their mixed
heritage.””® Thus, there was a class of Veneto-Cretans that remained strictly faithful to
Orthodox dogma in spite of the miscegenation: ethnic boundaries, in these cases, seem more
permeable than religious ones. Perhaps also, however, this reflects the possibility that
instructors of Greek chant and their schools were coveted places of learning for children of
mixed-origin patrons, in both the city and countryside, regardless of religious affiliation.
According to archival evidence, it wasn’t until 1474 that Catholics established their first school

of chanting, at Saint Titus in Candia, so the children of Veneto-Cretans may not have had

223 Markouris, ‘ Apprenticeships’, 239.

224 Joannis Sourias’ school had an almost identical study curriculum to Laskaris’, though his courses were
different with respect to the polyeleos: he taught the Koukoumas and Latrinos polyeleoi (both documented by
Chrysaphes in Iviron 1120). See Markouris, ‘ Apprenticeships’, 241.

2 Markouris, ‘ Apprenticeships’, 238

226 Markouris, ‘Apprenticeships’, 237, 239.
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Catholic options of the same calibre.””” At all events, it seems probable that the influx of
musicians and clerics from Constantinople was partially responsible for both the flourishing of

the psaltic art and the resistance to Catholic doctrine in Venetian-ruled Crete.

Thus, already decades before Manuel Chrysaphes would have arrived, we observe a transition
in chanting education, moving away from the informal setting of monasteries and priest-monk
instructors, to official schools with rigorous curricula, run by a magister cantus (chief cantor)
such as Laskaris, Sourios, and others.””® It was into this culture that Chrysaphes would have
arrived and doubtless he would have had no trouble earning a good living, even if we are to
assume his prior patronage in imperial circles had become diluted. According to Markouris,
‘the chanting profession was quite profitable and conferred a different social and financial
status, especially within small communities in the countryside.””” A course of study in
Laskaris’ school in the 1420s cost a student 15 hyperpyra. Furthermore, it seems that some
individuals sent their children to these chanting schools precisely so they could be in a position
to earn a good living when they finished their course, eventually contributing to the household,
as the case of a contract involving two widows suggests.”’’ Teaching revenue of this sort,
supplemented by income earned from singing services, would have provided a good standard

of living to a musician of Chrysaphes’ prestige.
Preliminary Conclusions

Though he was likely advanced in age by the time he arrived in Crete (most likely between 40
and 50 years old), he would have been a coveted teacher and singer. As his stay in Crete was
rather lengthy, as many as ten or more years, it is reasonable to believe that he engaged in
several contracts with students who wished to learn the psaltic art. And while his arrival came
after the island had witnessed its most intense ethno-religious strife, he nevertheless inherited
this tradition and sat on the precarious border of affinity with the Greek Uniates — individuals
in the Veneto-Cretan intelligentsia such as Apostolis, Bessarion, and Plousiadenos, and
adherence to more conservative Constantinopolitan norms, both dogmatic and musical. As my

chapter on Chrysaphes’ settings of the Anoixantaria shows, Chrysaphes occupied something of

27 Though rather late, we are aware of the musical activity of the Latin churches in Candia from an archbishop’s
encyclical in November 1474 which laments the ‘low level’ of church music and proposes reforms to increase the
education in music for ecclesiastical purposes, lest the people be scandalized (Nikolaos M. Panagiotakes, H
THoudeio kou n Movaixn otnv Kpnty kaza t Bevetokporia (Heraklion, Crete: XTEAKK, 1990), 70-1).

28 Markouris, ‘ Apprenticeships’, 240.

2 Fees for teachers were higher in the countryside as compared to those in the capital ‘probably because the
teachers there had more expenses to cover such as maintenance or accommodation’ (Markouris,
‘Apprenticeships’, 241, 243), and also, we must assume, because of basic rules of supply and demand.

2% Markouris, ‘Apprenticeships’, 238.
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a diplomatic position between the traditional Orthodox stance and the new environment in
Venetian Crete following the Council of Florence-Ferrara. There is evidence that his position
was stridently Orthodox — as compared to the stance of Plousiadenos or Bessarion, initially
Orthodox in view but later convinced by Latin arguments concerning the Filioque —, yet his
language and expression of this Orthodoxy was tempered, no doubt on account of his close
relations with Greek Uniates. In a later chapter, I describe his limited foray into experimental
polyphony witnessed in a few manuscripts, suggesting that Chrysaphes did not take issue with

borrowing from the musical palette of his Venetian co-residents in Crete.
2.5. Chrysaphes’ Life and Travels: Conclusions

This chapter has reigned in important but heretofore scattered research of the past century
concerning Manuel Chrysaphes, leading us to conclude that our composer and choir director
was born around 1410-1420, possibly in Eastern Thrace, received a privileged education in
Constantinople, and eventually ascended to the rank of lampadarios of the royal clergy —
possibly as early as 1439/40, but certainly by the time of the reign of Emperor Constantine XI
Palaiologos, the last emperor of the Byzantines. The musical sources also reveal the fact that
Chrysaphes operated as maistor, director of both palatine choirs, though we cannot at this point
give dates for when he held either of the two titles, nor can we say whether he held these

positions simultaneously or in succession.

After establishing these key chronological and prosopographical coordinates concerning
Manuel Doukas Chrysaphes, this chapter has, for the first time, made an attempt to marry
information contained in important fifteenth century musical manuscripts with documents of
court ceremonial in Constantinople and archival evidence from daily life in Crete. This has
brought the figure of Manuel Chrysaphes, cappelmaistor of the palatine choir in
Constantinople, into relief as a fully entrenched member of the imperial retinue and key
participant in court festivities, which were ritually and musically elaborate even in the context
of a depleted capital city and rapidly receding empire. Following the Fall of Constantinople,
Chrysaphes’ tracks follow those of branches of the imperial family — to Smenderevo in Serbia
and to Mistra in the Peloponnese — strengthening our conclusions concerning his proximity to
imperial circles, even after the imperial palace was overtaken and its retinue disbanded. His
travels eventually led him to Crete, and though evidence pertaining to his daily life there is
sparse, his far-reaching impact on the island and its musical culture can be gleaned by studying
fifteenth and sixteenth Cretan musical manuscripts, including those written by one of the
island’s most active scribes and composers, loannes Plousiadenos. Finally, ample evidence
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survives that pertains to various aspects of daily life for a Greek musician in Crete, from the
general socio-political environment, to the working conditions and social status enjoyed by
singers and teachers of ecclesiastical music. Thus, we are able to imagine what life might have
been like for a high-ranking musician of the imperial court, who was transplanted from
Constantinople to an island on the periphery of the former Byzantine Empire, one inhabited by

(mostly) Greek Orthodox, but governed by Latin Catholics.

Although we would welcome the discovery of more evidence pertaining directly to Manuel
Chrysaphes — whether personal correspondence or chant contracts from his time in Crete — we
need not rely solely on these types of data to expand our knowledge of this musician. His
compositions, his treatise, and the dissemination of his work by his successors in Crete can tell
us a great deal about his philosophy as a musician, his network of influence, and his impact on
the musical tradition of the Greek Orthodox Church. The next three chapters, and especially
Chapter 5, provide a preliminary attempt at filling in the sketch introduced above, by means of
analysing his autographs, his treatise, and finally, his compositions within one of the very

many genres to which he contributed.
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Chrysaphes as Scribe: An Analysis of the Autographs of 3
Chrysaphes, especially MS Iviron 1120

3.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a high level summary of all six purported autographs of Chrysaphes,
which includes an investigation into two whose authorship I call into question along with a
detailed analysis of the two most important musical autographs, the Kalophonic Sticherarion,
MS Iviron 975, and the Akolouthia, MS Iviron 1120. Emmanuel Giannopoulos’ study H
AvBnon s Yaluing Téyvng otpy Kpyn (1566-1669) contains the most up-to-date treatment of
the subject of Chrysaphes’ autographed codices. Until the publication of Giannopoulos’ work
in 2006, four autographs had been associated with Chrysaphes as author: MSS Iviron 1120,
Iviron 975, Xeropotamou 270, and Seraglio 15. Of these four, Iviron 1120 is the only
indisputable musical autograph of Chrysaphes, with a surviving colophon bearing the name of
Chrysaphes and the year of its authorship, 1458. Based on other manuscripts’ resemblance to
the writing and contents of Iviron 1120, Gregory Stathis and Andrija Jakovlevi¢ have argued
that MS Iviron 975 and Xeropotamou 270, respectively, were scribed by Chrysaphes’ hand. To
these four autographs of Chrysaphes, Giannopoulos adds MS Sketes Agias Annes 123 42 from
the Skete of St Anne on Mt Athos' and MS Veroia 9 from the monastery Twiov IIpodpopov
(Timiou Prodromou; lit: ‘Venerable Forerunner’, i.e., John the Baptist) in Veroia, Greece.” To
date, I have not had the opportunity to investigate any of the MSS in situ except for the most
controversial of the ascriptions, that is, Veroia 9, which, as I discuss below, does not appear to

hold up to scrutiny as a fifteenth century Anastasimatarion as suggested by Giannopoulos.

By analysing the contents of (especially) MS Iviron 1120, we are able to enter the mind of
Chrysaphes — not Chrysaphes the mere copyist, but Chrysaphes the editor and the music critic.
We have to assume that the compositions he included were of a standard he deemed
acceptable, and furthermore, we have to assume that his standards — as outlined in his
theoretical treatise — excluded the settings of some composers, those he castigates as
‘ignorant,” ‘unscientific,” and ‘unlearned.”® The compositions he includes, whether Cherubic

Hymns or koinonika from his Akolouthia, or kalophonic stichera found in MS Iviron 975, are

! The Skete of St. Anne, in the northwest corner of the peninsula of Mt Athos, was founded in the sixteenth or the
seventeenth century.

? The monastery of Tiuiov IIpodpdpov is on the Aliakmonas River outside of present-day Veroia, Greece, about
one hour southwest of Thessaloniki. Its long and storied history that dates to the ninth or tenth century includes
the presence of various celebrities in the Byzantine and post-Byzantine Orthodox tradition, including St Gregory
Palamas, St Athanasios of Olympos, and St Kosmas of Aitolos (Giannopoulos, ‘Bépota’, 564).

3 Conomos, Treatise, 36-41.
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those he considered worthy of performance and dissemination for future generations.
Furthermore, the order of his liturgical arrangements bore witness to the arrangement of
musical codices in the mid-fifteenth century and thus give clues about the order of services at
the time and the range of performance choices available to Constantinopolitan, Thessalonian,
Athonite, and Cretan singers of the fifteenth century. For this reason, it is especially important
to consider his liturgical arrangement of hymns in MS Iviron 1120, which contains the ‘Order
of Services’ for the regular cycle of the ecclesiastical day — Vespers, Orthros, and the Divine
Liturgy — for both ordinary and proper days throughout the year. Likewise, MS Iviron 975 is
one of the most important manuscripts of the fifteenth century as it contains some of the most
innovative compositions of its era, the kalophonic stichera, the inspiration of the great
maistores of the Late Palaiologan period, initiated by Koukouzeles and his predecessors, and

refined as an art form by Chrysaphes and those around him.*

Another point worth noting is that Chrysaphes — like his successor loannes Plousiadenos —
includes material that can be argued was liturgically anachronistic by the mid-fifteenth century,
such as the Service of the Furnace, traditionally celebrated in the Cathedral Rite two Sundays
before the feast of Christmas. This, in combination with the volume and variety of chants
anthologised by Chrysaphes in Iviron 1120 and Iviron 975, and the commentary on present
decline in his treatise (discussed below), paints the picture of a scribe obsessed with preserving
what he perceives to be a threatened tradition. This mentality may have been even more
present in the mind of Plousiadenos, who completed the bulk of his manuscript writing after
the Fall of Constantinople, after which he may have experienced first-hand the impact of the
dispersion of the torch-bearing cantors and composers from Constantinople to the periphery of

the former empire.

3.2 The Autographs of Manuel Chrysaphes
The Undisputed Autographs of Chrysaphes, i.e., Autographs with a Colophon

MS lIviron 1120

MS Iviron 1120 is a gargantuan Akolouthia-Papadike written in 1458 outside of
Constantinople. The only autograph of Chrysaphes with a surviving colophon, it is discussed

below along with a detailed description of its contents.

MS Seraglio Library Constantinople 15

* This repertory and its manuscripts are discussed in Chapter 2 for the purposes for establishing key chronological
coordinates of Chrysaphes.
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The second codex indisputably attributed to Chrysaphes is manuscript number 15 from the
Seraglio Library in Istanbul,’ which stands out as the only non-musical autograph of
Chrysaphes. This manuscript is important not only for its inclusion of Chrysaphes’ theoretical
treatise along with the Grammar of Manuel Moschopoulos,® but for its colophon that indicates
a completion date of 1463.” Until recent research around the Kalophonic Sticheraria of
Plousiadenos, which I have summarised and contextualised in Chapter 2, the year 1463 was
traditionally given as the latest known date of Chrysaphes’ activity. As discussed earlier, we
can now push that date to at least 1469 based on the evidence derived from the autographs of

Ioannes Plousiadenos.

Chrysaphes’ Possible Autographs that do not have a Colophon

MS Iviron 975

MS Iviron 975 is a Kalophonic Sticherarion including over 100 kalophonic Sticheraria by
Ioannes Koukouzeles and approximately 145 composed by Manuel Chrysaphes. It is undated
but, given that it lacks references to Sparta, Serbia, or Crete, it is possible that it was written

before 1453 in Constantinople. It is also discussed in detail below.

MS Athos Xeropotamou 270

MS Xeropotamou 270 was identified as an autograph of Manuel Chrysaphes by Andreas
Jakovljevi¢ a few years after the same codex had been described by Gregorios Stathis in the
first volume of his catalogue of the manuscripts of Mt Athos.® Jakovljevi¢ identified a
watermark (open scissors with a circle above) that he matched with watermark number 3715
according to Charles Briquet’s reckoning,9 which is dated to 1453-55, whereas Stathis had
dated the MS to the end of the fifteenth century.'” The identification of this watermark
confirmed its dating to the mid-fifteenth century, after which the manuscript’s connection to
Manuel Chrysaphes was made on the basis of the similarity of its handwriting to that of

Chrysaphes’ in MS Iviron 1120."

> Also known as the Library of the Topkap1 Seray Palace.

5 Cf. supra, Ch. 2, p. 75.

7 See Deissman, Serai, 59.

¥ Stathis, Ta Xeipoypagpa I, 25-27.

? C. M. Briquet and Allan Stevenson, Les Filigranes. Dictionnaire Historique des Marques du Papier dés leur
Apparition vers 1282 jusqu' en 1600 [par] C.M. Briquet (Amsterdam: Paper Publications Society, 1968).
Jakovlevi¢ cites an earlier edition of this work.

' Interestingly, Gregory Anastasiou maintains this earlier dating of Xeropotamou 270 (end-15™ ¢.) in his 2005
study (7o Kpatijuaza, 35).

! The identification of Xeropotamou 270 is described by Jakovljevi¢, AiyAwaon, 87.
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Figure 3.1 below includes an image from Xeropotamou 270 that was published in Stathis’
catalogue (a 15-syllable hymn, a kalophonic theotokion composed by Manuel Chrysaphes,
Wopoig kai Buvoig oe duvd),'? side by side with an unrelated composition from Iviron 1120
(Psalm 1:1, Maxdprog avnp). The similarity of handwriting is unmistakeable, both with respect
to the neumes and the inscriptions (i.e., see the manner in which Manuel Chrysaphes writes his
name, MoavounA Xpvcden, and title, Aaumaddapioc, above the compositions). To further
emphasise the similarity, I have included the same hymn, WoAuoic koi Duvoig oe duvd, as

written by another scribe in the mid-fifteenth century manuscript EBE 2401.

FIGURE 3.1: HANDWRITING OF XEROPOTAMOU 270 (F. 147Vv) COMPARED TO IVIRON 1120 AND EBE 2401
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MS Xeropotamou 270 is a short manuscript (170 folios) that is described as a Mathematarion-
Kratematarion by Stathis." It cannot be called an Akolouthia, since it does not contain chants
laid out in the typical order of Vespers, Orthros, and the Divine Liturgies, like Iviron 1120, nor
can it be classified as a Kalophonic Sticherarion, like Iviron 975, with embellished stichera

following one or both of the two cycles of the liturgical year, the fixed (Menaion), and the

12 Stathis, Ta Xeipdypaga I, 27.
"3 For a background of the term mathema (lit: ‘lesson’), cf. supra, Ch. 1, fn. 164.
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movable (Triodion-Pentecostarion). Folios 2r-113v contain dozens of kratemata by several of
the major composers of the kalophonic period: loannes Glykys, Koukouzeles, Xenos Korones,
Ioannes Kladas, Dokeianos, Kontopetris, and Chrysaphes. The ‘prologues’ of the First
Kathisma (i.e., simple settings of the verses from Psalms 1-3, from the opening of Great
Vespers) are written prior to some of the kratemata in this section. In this respect, this section
of Xeropotamou 270 resembles folios 70r-202v of Iviron 1120, which contain the ‘kalophonia

of Psalm 2 of Great Vespers’."*

The majority of the rest of this short codex contains Marian kalophonic hymns, especially
those composed in 15-syllable meter, the so-called ‘political verse’. Other fifteenth century
Akolouthiai often include these hymns — kalophonic compositions also known as Theotokia,
Stavrotheotokia, or Katanyktika — towards the end of the codex, after the koinonika from the
Divine Liturgy, probably on account of the fact that they fell outside of the normal repertory of
the divine offices.”” For example, see the relevant sections of at least two fifteenth century
Akolouthiai, MS Athos A.E. 173, f. 241v-408r, and MS Iviron 1120, f. 588r-617v.'® Both
contain kalophonic material that falls outside of the regular liturgical repertory, with many 15-
syllable compositions included, but also, kalophonic heirmoi and megalynaria. In a typical
Akolouthia, these hymns do not have a place either within Vespers, Orthros, or the Divine
Liturgy, and thus are included at the end. The inclusion in Xeropotamou 270 of hymns of this
genre (i.e., kalophonic, 15-syllable hymns), along with prologues and kratemata from the First
Kathisma of the Psalter — but nothing else from the service of Great Vespers — contribute to

this manuscript’s rather ‘piecemeal’ character.

Finally, as discussed above in Chapter 2, MS Xeropotamou 270 is significant for its indication
of a composition ‘composed in Serbia’ (émombn év 1 ZepPia, f. 123v). If Jakovljevié’s
assessment of the watermark in this manuscript is accurate, and if we are to believe in the
precise dating of the watermark as given in Briquet (1453-55), then, of course, this would place
Chrysaphes in Serbia during this period, if not before. This is not inconsistent with the

chronology of his life and travels as detailed in Chapter 2.

Manuscript Claimed as Autographs in the Literature

4 Cf. supra (Ch. 2, pp. 101-106), for a discussion of this repertory in the context of Chrysaphes’ imperial
commission, Psalm 2:7-8. See also below in this same chapter for the description of this section of Iviron 1120,.

' Theotokia are Marian hymns (©sotdtoko, i.e., Theotokos = ‘God-bearer’); Stavrotheotokia are Marian hymns
that refer to the Crucifixion, akin to the Stabat mater (i.e., Mary at the foot of the Cross); Katanyktika (lit:
‘compunctionate’) are personal prayers focusing on human travail and God’s salvific forgiveness and redemption.
See Appendix: Chrysaphes’ as Hymnographer for a full catalogue of Chrysaphes’ compositions on these texts.

' MS Athos A.E. 173 is discussed below (Ch. 3, fn. 58). These sections also contain kalophonic heirmoi,
megalynaria, and anagrammatismoi, along with the kalophonic 15-syllable hymns.
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MS Athos Skete Agias Annas 123 42

One of the two manuscripts Giannopoulos suggests as an autograph of Chrysaphes is MS 123
42 from the Athonite Skete Agias Annes (Xxftn Ayiog Avvng, i.e., Skete of St Anne), a folio of
which is shown below in Fig. 3.2. It was identified as such on the basis of the purported
similarity of the scribe’s handwriting to that in Iviron 1120 and Xeropotamou 270. MS Skete
Agias Annas 123 42 is an Anastasimatarion-Sticherarion containing, in addition to chants
from the Anastasimatarion, idiomela for the Great Hours of Christmas, Theophany, and Great
Friday and, before these, a small selection of hymns from Orthros and the Divine Liturgy."’
Giannopoulos describes this manuscript as being in excellent condition, despite the fact that the
first folio has fallen off. A high level description of its contents is given in a catalogue written
by the monk Gerasimos of the Skete of St Anne, published in 1961."® Figure 3.2 shows a folio

of this manuscript published by Giannopoulos.

FIGURE 3.2: MS SKETE AGIAS ANNES 123 42 F. 97V-98R, PL. 4™ MODE ANASTASIMATARIA TROPARIA™

A tabular comparison of a few selected neumes of the folio shown above from MS Skete Agias
Annes with the same neumes from several other manuscripts, including MS Iviron 1120, calls

Giannopoulos’ assertion into question. My tables below include three neumes: the oligon, ison,

'7 Giannopoulos, H Av@yon, 67.

'8 Gerasimos Agiannanitou, Kardloyos Xeipoypapwv Kwdikwv e Bifliobikne tov Kvpioxod ¢ xard o
Ayavouov Opog tov ABw Iepdg kar Meyalwvipov Ziinns e Ayiag Osompountopog Avvis (Athens 1961), 144. 1
viewed the microfilm of this manuscript briefly while at the Library of the Vlatades in Thessaloniki in June 2011.
Unfortunately, there was not enough time to take detailed notes of its contents.

' This image is from Giannopoulos, Adyoc ko Méhoc, 291. The assertion that this manuscript is an autograph of
Chrysaphes, of course, requires further investigation to validate beyond reasonable doubt. To me, the handwriting
seems more similar to that found in Xeropotamou than in Iviron 1120.
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and apostrophos. Six manuscripts are represented: MS Iviron 1120, Chrysaphes’ undisputed
autograph; four manuscripts claimed as autographs in the literature — MS Iviron 975 (identified
by Stathis), Xeropotamou 270 (identified by Jakovljevi¢ and confirmed by Stathis), Skete
Agias Annes 123 42 (identified by Giannopoulos), Veroia 9 (identified by Giannopoulos); and
finally, MS EBE 2401, an undated, mid-fifteenth century manuscript that has three scribes,
none of which have been associated with Manuel Chrysaphes by any palaecographer or

musicologist.

Whereas the neumes of MSS Iviron 1120 and Iviron 975 appear to be part of the same family
of handwriting, MS Skete Agias Annes and MS Veroia 9 (about which, see below), are more
similar to one another than they are to Iviron 1120 and Iviron 975, an observation especially
apparent in the neumes of the ison and the apostrophos. According to this preliminary
assessment, it would appear to me that MS Xeropotamou 270 lies somewhere in between the
two ‘families’, with far too little evidence to suggest overturning’s Jakovljevi¢’s assertion.
This is, of course, far from an exhaustive analysis of script samples, as I include only three
neumes and no letters, neume indications (martyriai), or words. Nevertheless, at the present
moment, I believe that the comparison of neumes below suggests that MS Skete Agias Annes
123 42 is not an autograph of Manuel Chrysaphes. This conclusion is strengthened when
considering my analysis of MS Veroia 9 below and my rejection of its authorship by

Chrysaphes.

FIGURE 3.3: COMPARISON OF SCRIBAL HANDWRITING ACROSS SiX 15™ / 16™ CENTURY MSS
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MS Veroia (Timios Prodromos) 9

The last manuscript in our list of possible Chrysaphes autographs is an Anastasimatarion

located today in the Monastery of Tipiov [Ipodpopov on the Aliakmonas River outside of the

city of Veroia in Imathia, Greece. The library of Tiuiov IIpodpdpov contains 11 musical

manuscripts that were first described in an article by Giannopoulos in 1994.*° When

Giannopoulos initially catalogued the contents of MS Veroia 9, he classified it as a seventeenth

century manuscript, and he included in his entry ‘Xpvcdgpov;’, by which I suspect he meant to

suggest the possibility that the scribe was the aforementioned Panagiotes Chrysaphes, who

lived in the seventeenth century and is known to have reworked the Amnastasimatarion

repertory. More recently, however, Giannopoulos changed his opinion concerning this

2 Cf. Ch. 1, fn. 81.
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manuscript, stating: ‘now... the identity of the scribe of this manuscript (i.e., Manuel

Chrysaphes) and its dating to the fifteenth century can be confirmed.”*'

This codex is in poor shape and the first few folios have fallen off. It begins with the first mode
troparion from the Anastasimatarion cycle for Saturday evening Vespers, EdppdvOnte
ovpavoi (‘Rejoice, heavens’), and includes Anastasimataria troparia for Saturday evening
Vespers, Sunday morning Orthros, and Sunday Divine Liturgy (i.e., one model melody for the
Makarismoizz), for first, second, third, fourth, plagal first, and plagal second modes. The last
two modes, grave and plagal fourth, are not included. The manuscript is completely rebound,
however, and it is not clear to me whether the chants for these modes were originally included
and fell off before the rebinding, or whether the manuscript was written as such (i.e.,
incompletely). Although the writing of the scribe of this manuscript is very clean and at first
glance seems to reflect the style of Chrysaphes, a closer investigation of its contents suggests
that it resembles an Anastasimatarion of the sixteenth (or even seventeenth) century. This
observation is based on a comparison of the melodies of Veroia 9 with, first, the same
melodies that are included in Iviron 1120, and second, with melodies of other Anastasimataria
that are known to be from the sixteenth century. These comparisons suggest to me that Veroia

9 was written much later than Iviron 1120, and thus, not by Chrysaphes.23

Comparison of Veroia 9 with Iviron 1120

Iviron 1120 is not an Amnastasimatarion but does contain selections of chants from this
repertory. Specifically, it includes, for each mode, the kekragaria (Ps. 140:1-2 — ‘Lord I have
cried’ & ‘Let my prayer be set forth’), as well as the melody for the incipit of the dogmatic
theotokion for Saturday evening Vespers. In Iviron 1120, these Anastasimataria excerpts seem
to be included for reference more than anything. They are not attributed and thus are presented
as traditional melodies from the anonymous well of the Anastasimatarion tradition.
Nevertheless, they enable a direct comparison with corresponding melodies in Veroia 9, which
shall help us determine whether it is plausible to accept the latter source as an autograph of
Chrysaphes. For the purposes of this discussion, I include one melody below (Fig. 3.3), the

incipit from the second mode dogmatic theotokion, ITapfjAfev 1| okid tod vopov (‘The shadow

2! Giannopoulos, H Av6yoy, 66-67, fn. 53.

22 The Makarismoi (pokapiopoi) are hymns chanted at the liturgy after each of the Beatitudes (Matthew 5:1-12).
A history of this genre is given in A. M. Pentkovskiy and M. Yovcheva, Prazdnichnye i voskresnye blazhenny v
vizantiyskom i slavyanskom bogosluzhenii VIII-XIII, Palaecobulgarica 3/25 (2001): 31-60.

1 thank Toannes Arvanitis for looking at this manuscript with me on a train ride from Munich to Regensburg in
May 2013 and suggesting I dig deeper for concordances with later Anastasimataria to verify its authorship.
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of the Law is passed away’),”* which highlights a characteristic difference in the settings of
Psalm 148:1-2 between these two manuscripts: the melodies in Iviron 1120 are more compact

whereas those in Veroia 9 are more melismatic, especially on certain syllables.

FIGURE 3.4: INCIPIT OF SECOND MODE DOGMATIC THEOTOKION ‘MAPHAGEN H ZKIA’
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As Figure 3.3 above shows, the melody of Iviron 1120, written in the middle of the fifteenth
century, has been elaborated in Veroia 9. In my transcription, this elaboration is represented as
7 beats in Iviron 1120 vs. 11 beats in Veroia 9,7 the biggest difference occurring on the
syllable ‘0¢’ of the word mapfiABev (‘has passed away’). In Iviron 1120 this is represented by
one neume: an apostrophos indicating a descent of a second. In Veroia 9, this is written with
several neumes, an ison (indicating the same pitch as before), a petaste-oligon combination

(ascent of a third), an hyporrhoe (successive, quick descents of a second), an oligon (ascent of

2 The full text of the second mode dogmatic theotokion is: ITapfjMev 1 ok Tod vopoL, THG ¥aptTog EAfobonc:
g yap 1 Patog odk ékaicto katapieyopévn, obte Iapbévog Etekes, kol [Tapbivog Epevag, dvti oTdAov TVPAG,
dwcarocvvng avétethev "HAog, avti Moicéwng Xpiotdc, 1 cotpio tdv yoy®dv udv, and in English: ‘The shadow
of the Law is passed away with the coming of grace; for as the bush was not consumed when it was burning, thus
as a virgin didst thou give birth, and a virgin didst thou remain. In the stead of a pillar of fire, there hath arisen the
Sun of Righteousness; in the stead of Moses, Christ the Salvation of our souls.” Translation Holy Transfiguration
Monastery (Brookline, MA, 2005).

% The number of time units is odd (vs. even) in this phrase because of the unaccented first syllable ‘o’ falling on
the weak beat, a fact that is supported by the neume group in Iviron 1120 above the syllable ‘pf)’, i.e., an ison
supported by a ‘voiceless’ oligon that functions as a stress.
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a second) and two apostrophe (successive descents of a second), all undergirded by the
subsidiary signs xeron klasma (black) and fromikon (red). Clearly, the second melody is an
elaboration of the first. The same phenomenon is observed across all the dogmatic theotokia

incipits shared between these two manuscripts (6 in total).26

It may be possible to argue that Chrysaphes’ inclusion of just the opening phrase of each
dogmatic theotokion in lviron 1120 is evidence that this does not represent a real
‘composition,” but more of a reference point (and consequently, if it were more than just a
reference, Chrysaphes would have written it out as it would be sung, i.e., more elaborately).
But this seems to be a weak line of reasoning which is further rebutted if we compare a full
melody in Veroia 9 to a comparable Anastasimatarion that is known to be dated to the mid-
sixteenth century. For this, we take the melody of the first Anastasimatarion sticheron, Tov
mpd aidvav &k Tatpdc yevwndévto (‘Who was begotten of the Father before the ages’)?’ from
Veroia 9, f. 12v, and compare it to the same sticheron from Xeropotamou 280 (f. 32v), an
Anastasimatarion that Gregorios Stathis has dated to the second half of the sixteenth century
on the basis of its contents,”® and which Eustathios Makris has included in his analysis of the
tradition of the Amnastasimatarion of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Makris’

morphological analysis of its contents confirms its place in the sixteenth century.”

I have not included transcriptions of these melodies below, since even a neophyte in medieval
Byzantine chant notation can judge that the written forms of these two melodies are nearly

identical, down to the relationship between text and neumes, the modal signatures, the great

26 1t is instructive also to compare the melodies of the Ainoi (i.e., the Lauds, Psalms 150:6 and 148:1), for which
Iviron 1120 also includes settings in each mode. In Iviron 1120, the first mode melody for Ps. 150:6, ITdco mvon
aivesdto tov Koplov (‘Let every breath praise the Lord’), found on f. 411r, is actually more elaborate overall than
the opening of the Ainoi (Psalm 150:6) as set in Veroia 9 (f. 8v). Furthermore, the second psalm phrase of the
Ainoi in Iviron 1120 includes the following text: Aiveite tov Kopilov €k @V o0pav@v, cot mpénel Duvog 1@ Oed,
aiveite Tov Koplov €k tdv ovpavdv, aiveite avtov &v 1olg Dyiotolg, ool Tpénel Duvog 1@ Oe® (the ‘col mpémet
Duvog 1d Oe@®,’ translated as ‘To Thee is due praise, O God’, serving obviously as a refrain). The text of the
second part of the Ainoi in Veroia 9, on the other hand, reads: Aiveite avtov mavteg ol dyyedol avtod, aiveite
avToV macol ai Avvapelg avtod, ool mpémel Duvog 1@ Oed. The text of Iviron 1120 represents a more archaic
verse-refrain structure of the 4inoi, whereas the text of Veroia 9 is the text that crystallised around the 16™ century
and is still sung as the second part of the 4inoi in modern Orthodox Orthros. This observation strengthens the
argument that these two sources do not represent the same melodic — or liturgical — tradition, and that Veroia 9 is
a later source, no earlier than the sixteenth century. Thus it could not have been copied by Chrysaphes.

2" The full text of this sticheron is: “Tov mpd aidvev &k ITatpdg yevwndivia, tov Ogdv Adyov copkmdévta, £k
TapBévov Mapiac, dedte TpooKLVAGOUEY: ZTAVPOV Yap VIopeivag, T Tapfi mapedddn, dg avtog N0éAncE, Kol
AvaoTig €K vekp@v, E0mcE e TOV mhavapevov dvBpomov’, and in English: ‘Come, let us worship God the Word,
Who was begotten of the Father before the ages, and was incarnate of the Virgin Mary; for having endured the
Cross, He was delivered over to burial as He willed; and arising from the dead He saved me, the erring man’.
Translations by Holy Transfiguration Monastery (Brookline, MA, 2005).

28 Stathis, Ta Xeipdypaga I, 43-45.

% Makris, Anastasimatarion’, 80 and passim.
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hypostases,™ and even the placement of the nenano phthora above the word vexpadv (circled in
yellow).”! That the written form of the melody for this sticheron in Veroia 9 is so similar to
that found in the mid- to late-sixteenth century Anastasimatarion Xeropotamou 280 is further
confirmation that the melodic tradition represented in Veroia 9 comes from a period later than

the fifteenth century, and thus, it is improbable that it is an autograph of Manuel Chrysaphes.

FIGURE 3.5: COMPARISON OF VEROIA 9 (UNDATED) TO XEROPOTAMOU 280 (2"° HALF oF 16™ c.)*?

3.3 MS Iviron 975

Background — Development of the Kalophonic Sticherarion™

MS Iviron 975, a voluminous (475-folio) Kalophonic Sticherarion attributed to Manuel
Chrysaphes, is arguably one of the most important codices of its type. The Kalophonic

3% T do not have space in the current study to elaborate on the following, but I have also observed the fact that
certain ‘great hypostases’ appearing in Veroia 9, such as the chorevma, are not ever written in Iviron 1120. It is
well known that these ‘great hypostases’ proliferated in the post-Byzantine period, eventually numbering more
than 40. Chrysaphes draws from a palette of far fewer of these neumes in his confirmed autographs.

3! The modulation sign known as the nenano phthora is discussed further in Chapter 5 on the Anoixantaria.

32 The photograph of Xeropotamou 280, f. 32v. is from Makris, Anastasimatarion 80. All photographs of Veroia 9
were taken by me on 11 June 2011 at the monastery of Tyiov I[Ipodpdpov in Veroia.

33 Cf. supra, pp. 48-50.
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Sticherarion is derived from the older Sticherarion,** a musical collection containing festal
hymns called stichera,” from the Menaion (the fixed festal cycle), the Triodion and
Pentecostarion (the movable festal cycles), and the Oktoechos.’® The melodies of the
Sticherarion, while slightly more elaborate than those of the Heirmologion, were written in a
simple, non-embellished form, generally featuring 1-2 notes per syllable with a smattering of
stereotyped melismas on selected syllables.”” Oliver Strunk coined the phrase ‘Standard
Abridged Version,”*® to refer to the ‘standard’ or ‘classical’ Sticherarion, which dates to at
least the eleventh century and consists of a corpus of about 750 non-melismatic stichera
idiomela that were interpolated between the psalm verses of Vespers and Orthros on feasts
throughout the year. Strunk’s research showed that the Sticherarion repertory was transmitted
with remarkable uniformity over the course of the next two centuries, probably on account of
the fact that, being a mostly festal repertory, it was sung once per year and thus not realistically
committed to memory by the singers. Such a repertory would require a consistently notated
form to ensure stability in transmission. In a 1993 study, Jergen Raasted extended Strunk’s
earlier work, analysing the melodic formulas in classical Sticheraria including MSS Dionysiou
564, Vatopaidi 1493, and Ambrosianus A 139 sup, to conclude that the SAV of the
Sticherarion was revised by loannes Koukouzeles sometime in the beginning of the fourteenth

century.39

** Some of the earliest surviving notated sources of Greek chant including Sticheraria (e.g., the late tenth century
MS Lavra I'.67), and thus, there are many studies on this musical codex and the genre of the Sticherarion from the
first half of the twentieth century, including A. Gastoué, Introduction é la paléographie musical byzantine (Paris
1907), 59-99; H.J.W. Tillyard, ‘The Stichera Anastasima in Byzantine Hymnody,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 28
(Leipzig, 1928), 25-37; E. Wellesz, Die Hymnem des Sticherarium fiir September, MMB Transcripta, Vol. 111
(Copenhagen: E. Munksgaard, 1936), to name a few of the early ones.

35 These are referred to also as stichera idiomela, the latter term meaning ‘same melody,’ to indicate that the
melodies are unique and not prosomoia, i.e., contrafacta, or automela (i.e., the model melodies on which other
prosomoia are based).

3% The Oktoechos is defined supra, Ch. 1, fn. 20.

37 Joannes Arvanitis refutes the notion that the hymns of the classical Sticherarion are melismatic and thus should
be transcribed as such, a claim that has been argued by some scholars on the basis of the alleged connection
between the branch of Palacobyzantine notation known as ‘Chartres’ with the classical Sticherarion, due to the
stenographic signs known as melodemata abundant in the Chartres’ notation (e.g., see Stathis, H Eéjynaoig, 59,
65). Arvanitis argues that the connection of Chartres notation with the classical Sticherarion, and thus, the
position that its melodies were melismatic and its notation stenographic, is erroneous (Arvanitis, O Pvuéc I, 115,
fn. 26). While the hymns of the Sticherarion (and the Heirmologion) were simple, indeed, almost syllabic,
melismatic singing is of course attested to from the earliest notated sources, for example, in the kontakia,
prokeimena and alleluiaria featured in the Constantinopolitan soloists’ book, the Psaltikon, which may witness to
a tradition of singing dating as far back as the ninth century (a conclusion consistent with the work of scholars of
the Slavonic kondakaria, who conclude that these eleventh to thirteenth century sources represent melodies dating
back likewise to the ninth century and are at least as embellished as the works of the kalophonic period).

38 For Oliver Strunk’s classification of the SAV, cf. supra Ch. 1, fn. 30, based on Strunk, ‘Chartres’, 68-111.

% Raasted argued that these manuscripts contained cadential figures and other characteristic elements that
resembled the same ‘Koukouzelian’ features observed in his revisions of the Heirmologion, the two exemplars of
the latter being MS St. Petersburg 121 and MS Sinai 1256. See Raasted, ‘Sticherarion’, 9-10 and passim. Similar
conclusions are presented in Raasted, ‘Sinai gr. 1230°.
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The classical Sticherarion, with its simpler, mostly non-melismatic melodies, continued to be
copied, transmitted, and utilised as a singing book from the eleventh through at least the
fourteenth century (and probably much later). At the same time, the tendency towards
embellishment of the same repertory can be observed fairly early on — in fact, embellished
stichera have been located as early as the twelfth century. A unique South Italian manuscript
dated to 1113 AD, the Calabrian Sticherarion E.a.XI, contains certain festal stichera written in
a more melismatic style. Although Clara Adsuara has argued against Strunk’s classification of
these chants as kalophonic stichera,” she acknowledges that these twelfth century hymns
represent the first melismatic compositions not belonging to the Constantinopolitan Psaltikon
or Asmatikon. According to Adsuara, the nearly mature kalophonic style is observed in South
Italian manuscripts of the next century, those which contain the so-called Asma repertory (one
of the most important of these codices, MS Messina 161, contains the characteristic phrase
apyn tod dopotog, i.e., ‘the beginning of the asma’ before its musical contents). In these
codices, which are in part amalgamations of both the Psaltikon and the Asmatikon repertories,
some festal stichera — which Adsuara refers to as ‘proto-kalophonic’ — possess nearly all the
attributes of the kalophonic stichera in their fully mature style of the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries: they are melismatic, they utilise teretismatic passages in a structural manner, they
contain the words, méAwv and Aéye, and so on. For these reasons, Adsuara believes that the
music found in these sources is the immediate ancestor of the kalophonic stichera, the

elaborate, independent ‘art works’ of Koukouzeles, Korones, and Chrysaphes.*!
MS Iviron 975

The tendency towards melodic expansion of this genre described above reaches its apogee in
the fourteenth century under the aegis of Koukouzeles and his counterparts in Constantinople,
Thessaloniki, and elsewhere, and as a musical codex, the fully developed Kalophonic
Sticherarion is witnessed to in the fifteenth.*> Chrysaphes’ autograph Iviron 975, “a brilliant

witness of the Mathematarion,”® is arguably the most important of the Kalophonic Sticheraria

0 Adsuara prefers not to call these chants ‘kalophonic stichera,” based on their lack of ‘intercalation of either
echematic syllables or teretismata,” fundamental elements that characterise the genre of the kalophonic stichera
according to Adsuara (Adsuara, ‘Working Hypotheses’, 1-2).

*1 Adsuara, ‘Working Hypotheses’, 2-3. The Asma repertory is found in MSS T'.y.I, T".y.IV, Messanensis gr. 161,
T'.y.VIL, and T'.y.VI. A fourteenth century codex with a more developed repertory of kalophonic stichera is MS
Cryptenses E.y.IX. These are surveyed in Di Salvo, ‘Gli Asmata’.

2 Aside from Iviron 975 and the important Plousiadenos autographs (Sinai 1234, 1251, et al.), an important
fifteenth century Kalophonic Sticherarion is MS Vatopaidi 1497, dated to 1445 (Giannopoulos, A6yog xou Mélog,
74). Perhaps the earliest surviving Kalophonic Sticherarion is, however, MS Sinai 1311, dated to 1356-1391 by
Kenneth Levy (see Dubowchik, ‘Singing’, 293, fn. 99).

# Stathis, Ta Xepdypapa III, 778, where this MS is described in detail. For some background on the terms
mathema and Mathematarion, cf. supra Ch. 1, fn. 164.
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of the late Byzantine period. It is obviously a model for the manuscripts of loannes
Plousiadenos, which were copied in second half of the fifteenth century and which are critical
in their own right for their transmission of the repertory of the composers of kalophonic period.
The importance of Chrysaphes’ Kalophonic Sticherarion hardly waned over the next few
centuries, as testified to by scribes who continued to copy this model almost verbatim,* and
which continued to acknowledge him as the founding father of this genre, despite adjustments
and embellishments to the repertory, as is found in the autographs of Panagiotes Chrysaphes.*’
Furthermore, Iviron 975 is a massive codex that includes over 300 kalophonic stichera
composed by a slew of composers of the kalophonic period, from the most important
personalities to those less well-known, and thus, its value as a historical witness to the

kalophonic movement cannot be underestimated.

It was Stathis who first claimed that Chrysaphes was the scribe of Iviron 975, based on ‘several
unmistakable trademarks of Chrysaphes.’ First and foremost, he argued that the writing is very
similar to that found in Iviron 1120. Figure 3.5 below is from f. 214v of MS Iviron 975, the
heading and opening few lines of a kalophonic sticheron for the feast of the Beheading of St
John the Baptist (here, the text is spun out as a teretismatic passage from the very beginning),

which demonstrates the orthographic similarities between the two codices.

FIGURE 3.6: IVIRON 975, F. 214V: KALOPHONIC STICHERON IN NENANO MODE BY CHRYSAPHES
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Aside from the similarity in writing between Iviron 975 and Iviron 1120, Stathis notes various
marginal inscriptions that point to Chrysaphes as the scribe. On f. 328r of Iviron 975, for
example, there is a megalynarion for the feast of the Dormition composed by Chrysaphes

(interestingly, in a branch of first mode called naos) which is described in the lower margins as

* One example of a post-Byzantine copy of Chrysaphes’ Kalophonic Sticherarion, amazingly faithful in its
relationship to Chrysaphes’ prototypes and containing hundreds of Chrysaphes’ compositions, is MS Greek
Mingana 4, copied in Trapezountos in 1678 and held today at the University of Birmingham in the UK. It is
described in detail in Giannopoulos, Ayyiia, 358-388.

* See infra, Ch. 4 regarding Chrysaphes’ reception.
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having been ‘composed unerringly’ (mom6év éeBopov). On f. 54v of the same codex, the
scribe writes: “Etepov otiynpov €ig v avtv £opthv, Ekorlomictn map’ €uod (‘another
sticheron for the same feast, embellished by me”). Stathis does not mention this in his
catalogue, but this composition is attributed to Chrysaphes elsewhere, e.g., on f. 251a of Sinai
1416 (1648), British Library Add. 28821, f. 142v (fifteenth/sixteenth century), and most
importantly, in Plousiadenos’ autograph Sinai 1251, f. 299r, within the portion of this codex
that we have referred to as the Kalophonic Sticherarion of Manuel Chrysaphes (dated to

sometime between 1469 and ~1500).*
Chrysaphes’ Enrichment of the Repertory of the Kalophonic Stichera

Perhaps the most telling characteristic of this manuscript revealing Chrysaphes as its scribe is
the great number of compositions ascribed to him. In Chapter 2, I included a table of
composers and frequency of attribution in several Kalophonic Sticheraria of the fifteenth
century — there, for the purpose of establishing chronology (Fig. 2.5). It is worth including
again, here, in order to highlight the fact that Iviron 975 was an admixture of Koukouzeles’
Kalophonic  Sticherarion and Chrysaphes’ Kalophonic Sticherarion. Koukouzeles’
compositions are the most frequently encountered (by a significant margin) when compared to
the other Palaiologan ‘maistores.” His 104 compositions, however, are dwarfed by the 145

compositions by Chrysaphes’ included in Iviron 975.

FIGURE 3.7 (FIG. 2.5): KALOPHONIC STICHERA BY COMPOSER IN KEY 15™ CENTURY KALOPHONIC STICHERARIA

Numgopog | Todvvng Todnng Eévo Movounji Toodwmg
Howcog Ihokne | KouvkovZéhng | Kopdvn L Xpvotgme | IThovowdnvog
17
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It is interesting to point out that the number of kalophonic stichera attributed to Koukouzeles is
consistent in all three MSS represented above (Sinai 1251 is shown in two parts), suggesting
that there was a conception amongst musicians in the fifteenth century of a core repertory of
kalophonic stichera. Chrysaphes, operating as self-consciously authoritative composer,

essentially doubles this repertory with his contributions. A full assessment of Chrysaphes’

* Cf. supra, pp. 76-79.
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enrichment of this genre as testified to in Iviron 975, and later, in Sinai 1251 and other post-
Byzantine Kalophonic Sticheraria, would constitute an entire study. We can, nevertheless,
classify the kalophonic stichera found in these manuscripts according to the following four
categories. | argue that category 1 represents something close to Chrysaphes’ conception of the
existing core repertory of kalophonic stichera, whereas categories 2-4 constitute Chrysaphes’

personal enrichment of the repertory of the kalophonic stichera:

1. Compositions by his contemporaries or predecessors he included, for which he did not
compose an alternate version (e.g., the nearly dozen kalophonic stichera by
Koukouzeles for 25 December, Christmas);

2. His personal compositions on texts that had no existing alternate compositions (e.g., TO
andéppnTov Toic ayyéroig for 9 December, the Conception of St Anna);

3. His personal compositions on texts that had existing compositions by his
contemporaries or predecessors (e.g., AvOpone 100 Ogob for the feast of St Nicholas
on 6 December).

4. His own embellishments of compositions by his contemporaries or predecessors (e.g.,
Mayor éx Tlepoidog for the feast of Christmas, but more likely, composed for the
occasion of the imperial banquet at Christmas);

A more detailed look at concordances between the three above-mentioned Kalophonic
Sticheraria along with one post-Byzantine codex modelled after these (Birmingham Mingana
Greek 4), highlights the unity between these Kalophonic Sticheraria and furthers the argument
that Chrysaphes’ Iviron 975 was a model for those which followed.
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FIGURE 3.8: CHRYSAPHES’ ENRICHMENT OF THE REPERTORY OF THE KALOPHONIC STICHERA

Manuscript Source

Date Commemoration Incipit Ascription Mode | 975 1234 [1251-A|1251-B M
4-Dec[St. Barbara TV TTaviyupLv onpepov thg aBAndopou BapBapag  |Koukouzeles 2 X
4-Dec|St. John of Damascus TV ¥Elpa THY oV, Twavwn matsp Ethikos 1 x X
4-Dec|St. John of Damascus Acprplic mavnyuplowpsy ofpepov Chrysaphes 3 x X x
4-Dec|St. John of Damascus ALt TOV VOopov Kuplou Tnv dsflav anstundng Plousiadenos 2 x
5-Dec|[St. Savvas the Sanctified  [Oole matep sig ndoav TV yiv Ethikos 6 X
5-Dec[St. Savvas the Sanctified  ['OoLe natep £lg niooy THV YAV Cornelius the monk** 6 x x
5-Dec|St. Savvas the Sanctified AvaypappaTiopod, Twv Salpovev wAsoag Koukouzeles 6] x x X X
6-Dec|St. Nicholas FoAmowpey £V oAy AOUATWY Kampanes** 5 x X
6-Dec|St. Nicholas EATILOWEY £V OOATILYYL QOUATWY Korones 5 x X
6-Dec|St. Nicholas Avaypoppatiopog, Mavayte NikoAas Koukouzeles 5] x X X X
6-Dec|St. Nicholas epapyv TNV KaAAovnv 1. Glykys B x x X
6-Dec|5t. Nicholas Twv avipayabnuatwy oou Kampanes®* 8 x X X
6-Dec|St. Nicholas Tlov avbpayaBnudtwv oou 1. Glykys 8 X
6-Dec|St. Nicholas AvaypopHaTiopod, Twv BAPopsvwy To oupmabeg Koukouzeles 2 x X
6-Dec|St. Nicholas [AvBpwre tol G0l Chrysaphes 1 x X X X
6-Dec|St. Nicholas AvBpwne ToU ol M. Argyrou of Rhodes B x
6-Dec|St. Nicholas Avaypoappatiopog, TuveABovtsg w dihéoptol Chrysaphes 6 X
6-Dec|St. Nicholas KAnpovops 900, ouyAnpovops Xplotol Plousiadenos 6 X
6-Dec|St. Nicholas AvaypoappatiopogH fwn oov evBofog Plousiadenos 6 x
6-Dec|St. Nicholas Kovovo miotswg Kladas 2] x X
6-Dec|St. Nicholas FuveABovieg w dLhsopToL Chrysaphes B x X
6-Dec|St. Nicholas Avaypoppatiopog, H Zwn cou Evbofog Koukouzeles 6] x X
6-Dec|St. Nicholas Tlov BALBopEVWY TO cupmaBig Koukouzeles 6] «x X
6-Dec|St. Nicholas Elg aalvov E0papeg Tou Kuplow Karbounariotes 8 x
5-Dec|Conception of St. Anna TO ANOppTOV TOLG AyyEhoLg Chrysaphes 2] x
11-Dec|St. Daniel the Stylite To EPmoTEUBEY OOL TRAQVTOV 1. Glykys 5 X X
12-Dec[St. Spyridon Tepapyv to Belov kepnAov 1. Glykys 2 X X
12-Dec|St. Spyridon [Oole ndtep poakdpis Chrysaphes 1 x X X
12-Dec|St. Spyridon Nekpoucg 82 mahw (B’ moug of "Oois matsp) Chrysaphes 3 X X X
13-Dec|St. Spyridon Avarmobiopog, AA w natipwy afdyaots Chrysaphes 4 x X x
15-Dec[St. Eleutherios TOV EV HOPTUCL JapTupn Kal Ev iepdpyag lepapynv |1 Glykys 2 X
15-Dec/[5t. Eleutherios 11 T ¢ Belog EheuBsplog Emwvupog Plousiadenos 2 X
17-Dec|Daniel the Prophet MVEUPOTIKEG PG oTol 1. Glykes** 2] x X
17-Dec|Daniel the Prophet Aavinh avinp emBupuwy Chrysaphes 6 x X
23-Dec|Great Martyr Anastasia Thg dvaotdoswg sihndag Magoulas 2] x X
22-Dec|Great Martyr Anastasia Mpoz0pTLog NUEPT ONPEpOV 1. Glykys 5 X X
22-Dec|Great Martyr Anastasia Thg Zwndopou avaotaosws Xpiotol Kampanes® 4 X X
23-Dec|Ten Martyrs of Crete TposOpPTLO; ONPEpOV Chrysaphes 3 X
23-Dec|Ten Martyrs of Crete Kprtn mposoptaleTal onpspov Plousiadenos 2 X
23-Dec|Ten Martyrs of Crete Trv moAuBalpootov Kpitnv TLLfowpey Plousiadenos 3 X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ EMNAQLOV EUTPETILOU Koukouzeles B X X X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ BnBAsEp eTopaiou Korones 3 X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ BrBheEp ETolpddou Unascribed 8 X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ hB=v A ahiBsia, A okl mapsbpaps Korones ] X
25-Dec|Mativity of Christ Kol Beog avBpunolg, £ NoapBivow nedavepwal Palaion 8 X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Kol Bewoac 1o mpoohnppa Ethikos [ X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Avaypoppomiopde, ASap dvaveotal obv Tf EDg Koukouzeles 3 X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ AvoypopLoTLopoc, Abdp avaveoltol oDy TR EDg* **** Koukouzeles 8 X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ NOV mpodn Tk Tpoppr oL Philanthropinos 3 X X
25-Dec|Mativity of Christ Avoypop LOTLOpSC, EK apBsvou Képng Koukouzeles 5 X X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Tabe AyeL lwong npog v MapBivov Koukouzeles [ X X X
25-Dec|Mativity of Christ Avaypoppotopog, OUKETL gEpw Aowmdv Koukouzeles 3 X X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ QuUTog 0 BEdC APV 00 AoyloBrostaL Unascribed 6 X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Mpd TAC yEWAOEWC Unascribed 3 X X
Key
Composition by Chrysaphes
- *Embellished by Chrysaphes
b **Embellished by Koukouzeles
975 |MS5 Iviron 975 copied by Chrysaphes, possibly before 1453
1234 |MS Sinai 1234 copied by Plousiadenos in 1469
1251-A |MS Sinai 1251 copied by Plousiadencs before 1459
1251-B |MS Sinai 1251 - 'Chrysaphes' Kalophonic Sticherarion, copied by Plousiadenos after 1469
M M5 Greek Mingana 4 (Birmingham, UK), copied in Trapezountos in 1678

136




FIGURE 3.8 (CONTINUED): CHRYSAPHES’ ENRICHMENT OF THE REPERTORY OF THE KALOPHONIC STICHERA

Manuscript Source

Date Commemoration Incipit Ascription Mode | 975 1234 [1251-A|1251-B M
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Tpopw OpGIoaL TO puatnplov KOpLe Koukouzeles 2 X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Twand £ine APV mHg £k TV dylwy Unascribed 3 X X
25-Dec|Mativity of Christ AKOUE 0UpavE Manourgas 1 x x X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Avaypoppotopd, O Babog mhottou Koukouzeles 8 x X X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ ‘E¢emhrjTeto 0 Hpubng Almyriotes 7 X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ AvoypapLoTopoc, MntEpeg NTekvolvio Koukouzeles 8 x X X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ TR pEpov yewwdTal ek MNapBivou Constantinopolitan 6] x X 3 X
25-Dec|Mativity of Christ Mpookuvol JLev TAV yeway XpLote Thessalonikaion 6 X X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ METa moLEVWY payol, sic To yeOpa ol foohswg Unascribed 1 X
25-Dec|Mativity of Christ MEeTa moévwy pdyot, i 1o yeOpa 1ol faothewg Korones 1 X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ AvoypopLOTLOpHOE, Adfo Ev DWioToLg Bed@ Koukouzeles 1 X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Aoka &v OioTol Bl Koukouzeles 7] x X X
25-Dec|Mativity of Christ Meydhuvov Puyh pou Mavropoulos 1 x
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Meydhuvov Juyf pou Koukouzeles 1 x X X X
25-Dec|Mativity of Christ Muotrplov Evov Koukouzeles 1 x x x
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Meyduvov Puyn pou 1. Glykys 1 X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Muotrplov Egvov 1. Glykys 1 X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Meydhuvov Puyh pou Eteron 1 X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ MeydAuvov Juyn pou Chrysaphes 1 X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Mugtrjplov £Evav Chrysaphes 1 X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Meydhuvov Puyn pou Magoulas 1 X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Irpepov 0 Xpuotag ev BBAsgp yevvdTol Koukouzeles 2 X X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ AvOpdeute NopBéve moBev Laskares 6 X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ MR otoyvals Twond Plousiadenos 5 X
25-Dec|Mativity of Christ 0Ote Emhnpubn 1o pnBsv Omd 1=pepion ol mpodritou Plousiadenos 7 X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ [¥mobstar BnBAssp Chrysaphes 8 x X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Aslite yprotodopol aoi, koribwpev Babpa Chrysaphes 5 X X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ Avomoblopog, TLTo £v ool {Evov kal mapddofov puotmpov [Chrysaphes 3 x X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ [Ote Tworjd Napbéve, mavu kakov Chrysaphes 2] x X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ ElgpaivecBe Sikoiol obpavol dyadiiiichs Chrysaphes 4] x X X
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ XopsOouoLy GyysAoL TIOVTEG Chrysaphes 6 x X X
25-Dec|Mativity of Christ 0 copkwBeic 51U Nuag Magoulas 7] x x
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ AelTe TLoTOL EMapBipev Magoulas 1 x
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ [EmthafTo Tpoplog Kontopetris 7] x
25-Dec|Nativity of Christ MiyoL £k Nepolfoc Komnenos/Korones* 1 x
27-Dec|St. Stephen Mpwtog &v papruaw £8siybing Thevaiou 6 X X
27-Dec|St. Stephen XalpoLg &v Kupiw, w ITedave Koukouzeles 38 x X X X
27-Dec|St. Stephen MNpWIORAPTUC GIGOTOAS Chrysaphes 5 X X
259-Dec[Holy Infants ‘Hpwdng o mapdvoplog Karbounariotes 3 X X
29-Dec|Holy Infants Prologue to Hpwbng 6 mapdvopoc G. Plousiadenos 8 X
29-Dec[Holy Infants [Ev Gpa Th dpuxi Koukouzeles 6] x
1-Jan|St. Basil the Great 0 Beio kol lepd Anapadras 1 X X
1-Jan|St. Basil the Great 0 Beio Kol iepd Chrysaphes 1 x X X
1-Jan|St. Basil the Great MVNUOVEDE kol ARGV TIPECTRIG Koukouzeles 1 X X X
1-Jan|St. Basil the Great MAVTWY TV ayluv Gvepdw G. Glykys 1 x X X X
1-Jan[5t. Basil the Great 0c 0 Nathoc Exfoiv Koukouzeles 6] x
1-Jan|St. Basil the Great Apyrepewv £6siyBnc Sofa Chrysaphes 6 X
1-Jan|St. Basil the Great [E{ex08n A xapLg Chrysaphes 6 x X
1-Jan|St. Basil the Great Todiog EpaoTng yevopevog Koukouzeles 8 x
1-Jan|St. Basil the Great oo EPUOTHC YEVOUEVOS Chrysaphes 8 x
1-Jan[St. Basil the Great Avoypopamopdc, AL odpka Kol KOOMOV JLOF|T Plousiadenos 8 X
1-Jan|St. Basil the Great MNaopiotecat mpdg KipLov Chrysaphes 4] x
Key
Compasition by Chrysaphes
- *Embellished by Chrysaphes
.- **Embellished by Koukouzeles
975 |MS Iviron 975 copied by Chrysaphes, possibly before 1453
1234 |MS Sinai 1234 copied by Plousiadenos in 1469
1251-A |M5 Sinai 1251 copied by Plousiadenos before 1469
1251-B |MS Sinai 1251 - 'Chrysaphes’ kalophonic Sticherarion, copied by Plousiadenos after 1469
M M5 Greek Mingana 4 (Birmingham, UK), copied in Trapezountos in 1678

Figure 3.7 uses the month of December as a sample from which we can extrapolate broader

conclusions.*” It highlights what I have already argued: that Iviron 975 is allied to Sinai 1234

with the exception that Chrysaphes’ autograph contains the compositions of Chrysaphes

whereas in Sinai 1234 Plousiadenos prefers to include his own compositions at the expense of

Chrysaphes — for reasons we have yet to uncover. Likewise, the first section of Sinai 1251 is

allied to both Iviron 975 and Sinai 1234, though more closely to the latter, while the second

*7 I include the hymns for January 1, which happens to be a major feast on the Orthodox calendar (St Basil the
Great and the Circumcision of Christ).
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section of Sinai 1251 is allied to the Chrysaphes settings in Iviron 975. Finally, one post-
Byzantine manuscript is included, Greek Mingana 4 of Birmingham University, copied in 1678
in Trapezounta, to highlight, graphically, the relationship between Iviron 975, the second
section of Sinai 1251 and the Kalophonic Sticherarion of Chrysaphes as it was transmitted
during post-Byzantine times.*® This figure highlights the importance of Iviron 975 and
Chrysaphes’ importance as both scribe and composer within this genre. Future studies are
needed to refine these general conclusions across the lines of inquiry we have highlighted

above.

3.4 MS lviron 1120

The Akolouthia Manuscript”

According to Gregorios Stathis, there are approximately 60 codices from the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries that can be classified as a Papadike | Akolouthia.’® The earliest surviving
Akolouthia that we can date precisely is EBE 2458, dated to 1336.”' It was the prolific Ioannes
Koukouzeles, instrumental in revising the Heirmologion and the Sticherarion as well as
contributing to the genre of the Kalophonic Sticherarion, who evidently was also responsible
for arranging the contents of this new musical codex. Koukouzeles’ contribution is indicated in
the heading of this manuscript: AkolovOio cuvtedsiuévon Tapd Tod Maictopog Todvvov Tod

Kokovléln an’ dpyfic tod Meydiov ‘Eomepvod péypt kol tiic copuminpooenc g Ociog

8 As far as the music itself is concerned, I will only offer one brief observation. As we have noted, Chrysaphes
typically enriches the repertory with kalophonic settings of previously untouched texts. In some cases, however,
he provides new settings. In those cases, we have to ask why — did Chrysaphes find the current setting inadequate?
One case is the sticheron 'Q 0Ogio. kai iepé for the feast of St. Basil on 1 January. The first setting, by the little
known thirteenth century composer Anapadras, is a sprawling, relatively disorganised (or one might prefer,
‘improvisatory’ and ‘effusive’) composition featuring sections of nonsense syllables interpolated amongst the text,
versus Chrysaphes’ version, which is much more compact, both musically and textually. Chrysaphes’ setting is
about half the length and is composed in formal sections, which are clearly demarcated: an opening teretismos, an
opening statement of the incipit, the main text, and then a teretismos at the very end before a final brief
recapitulation of the text. This, incidentally, is the ‘preferred’ structure, which Clara Adsuara has labelled
‘tripartite’. Perhaps Chrysaphes’ aesthetics demanded a new setting of this piece due to the former’s sprawling
and allegedly disorganised nature — but we cannot know for sure.

* The Akolouthia (lit: ‘Order of Services’) is also sometimes referred to as the AvoAdyiov (‘Anthology’) or the
Avoiléavtaplov (‘Anoixantarion’), the latter term after the name of the first chants typically included in this
musical codex. The term Papadike, which Giannopoulos traces to a late thirteenth century codex (mentioned in
one of Papadopoulos-Kerameus catalogues but not surviving), could possibly derive from the name given to the
theoretical treatises, charts, and didactic exercises included at the beginning of these MSS (for a discussion of this
term and the codex, see Giannopoulos, Adyo¢ kou Mélog, 82-83).

30 Stathis, Or Avaypoypoziouof, 111. This number may actually be lower depending on how narrowly or broadly
one wishes to define an ‘Akolouthia’ / ‘Papadike.” For a recent analysis of the age of the term Papadike — and the
contents of the theoretical manuals referred to as Papadike, which appeared at the beginning of Akolouthiai
manuscripts, see Christian Troelsgard and Maria Alexandru, ‘The Importance of the so-called Papadike Treatise
in the Study of Byzantine and Postbyzantine Music,” In Actes du VIe Colloque International de Paleographie
Grecque, Drama 21-27 Septembre 2003, ed. B. Atsalos and N. Tsironi, (Athens: EAXAnvikn Etopio Biflodesiog,
2008), 559-72, 1222-33.

*! For EBE 2458, cf. supra, Ch. 1, fn. 38.
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Agrtovpyiag (‘Akolouthia [i.e., the order of services] arranged/edited by loannes Koukouzeles
the maistor, from the beginning of Great Vespers until the completion of the Divine Liturgy’),
as shown in Figure 3.8 below. Here we should mention another manuscript, MS Jerusalem
Taphou 425, which, although undated, is a contemporary or possibly even earlier redaction of

the ‘Koukouzelean’ Akolouthia manuscript type, according to Christian Troelsgérd.”

FIGURE 3.9: MS EBE 2458, F. 11V — THE AKOLOUTHIA EDITED BY KOUKOUZELES (‘1336’)

By Koukouzeles’ time, Constantinople’s ancient Cathedral Rite — which already since the ninth
century had begun to yield to, and fuse with, the Stoudite Rite® — played a diminished role in
the liturgical landscape of Byzantium, practised regularly in only a few major establishments
of the Empire.54 At the same time, the Palestinian rite in its ‘neo-Sabaitic usage,’ as codified in
the dudta&ig (‘liturgical rubrics’) of Philotheos in 1347, i.e., ‘basically the Rite of the Great
Lavra [monastery on Mt Athos] during the abbacy of Philotheos,” privileged hesychast

52T thank Christian Troelsgard for pointing out this manuscript and sharing his opinion of its dataing and contents
with me. Selections of its contents are included in articles by Simon Harris (‘The “Kanon” and the Heirmologion.’
Music and Letters 85, no. 2 (2004): 175-97; and Nancy van Deusen, (‘Planus, Cantus Planus: The Theological
Background of a Significant Concept.” Paper presented at the Cantus Planus, Eger, Hungary, 1993), though
neither article describes this source in the context of its importance as an early witness to the Akolouthia tradition.
MS Jerusalem Taphou 425 is not mentioned by Stathis in his description of the tradition of the Papadike (i.e.,
Akolouthia) in Ot Avaypoppatiouot, 99-100.

%3 Cf. supra, Ch. 1, pp. 14-17.

** The Cathedral Rite of Hagia Sophia in Constantinople was originally known as the ékkAnotactig, but popularly
termed the ‘Asmatic (i.e., ‘Sung’) Office’ after Symeon of Thessalonica’s fifteenth century description. By the
time of Symeon in the fifteenth century (and only until 1430) the Cathedral Rite was yet more diminished,
practiced as a full cycle of services only in the Cathedral of Hagia Sophia in Thessalonica and, ‘to a lesser extent,
the secular basilicas’ (of Thessalonica). See Lingas, ‘How Musical’, 217-18.
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monasticism and its liturgical practices.”® The liturgical cornerstone of hesychast monasticism
of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries was the Athonite all-night vigil (agrypnia), which
served as the scaffolding for much of the kalophonic chant that was composed by
Koukouzeles, his colleagues, and his successors.”® The Akolouthia codex bears witness to
these glacial liturgical trends which crystallised in this way in the fourteenth century. For
example, Iviron 1120 devotes 158 folios to both simple and kalophonic psalmody for Psalms
1-3 (the First Kathisma, which begins with Ps 1:1, Maxdptog avp). The first antiphon of the
Cathedral Rite Vespers of Hagia Sophia was Psalm 85, for which no settings are included by
Chrysaphes in Iviron 1120. Furthermore, the space devoted to the kalophonic verses of the
Maoxaplog avip dwarf that devoted to the simple verses of the same psalm (by a factor of
five!). While the Athonite all-night Vigil may have been the driving inspiration behind much
of this kalophonic chant, we certainly cannot rule out the possibility that such settings were not
only chanted in, but also conceived for, the imperial ecclesiastical establishments served by
Chrysaphes and his royal milieu. Indeed, if this was not the case, Chrysaphes would probably
have not contributed such a wealth of material to the genres originally expanded by

Koukouzeles’ and those of a generation or two before him.
Overview of MS Iviron 1120°

Iviron 1120 is a sizeable, 704-folio Akolouthia, much larger than the aforementioned

fourteenth century Akolouthia, MS EBE 2458, which comprises some 232 folios.*® The folios

>3 Taft, Byzantine Rite, 81. Regarding Philotheos, Taft notes that after his accession to the patriarchal throne in
1353, the Neo-Sabaitic Rite as documented in Philotheos’ didta&ic, ‘became normative throughout the Byzantine
Church outside Italy, and was incorporated into Demetrius Doucas’ editio princeps of the liturgy’ published in
Rome in 1526, becoming the ‘rite of world Orthodoxy.” See Robert Taft, ‘The Liturgy of the Great Church: An
Initial Synthesis of Structure and Interpretation on the Eve of Iconoclasm,” DOP 34/35 (1980/1981): 45, fn. 5.

36 Lingas, ‘How Musical’, 218.

*7 My analysis and catalogue of the contents of Iviron 1120 is based directly on Stathis’ description of this
manuscript as presented in the unpublished fourth volume of his catalogues of the MSS of Mt. Athos. The present
study contributes to knowledge of Iviron 1120 by a) providing an English translation of Stathis’ entries, b) by
providing extensive detail of incipits and composers on specific folios based on my own reading of the
manuscript, especially for sections only summarised by Stathis (e.g., the Anoixantaria of Great Vespers, from
fols. 30r — 42r, Doches of Great Vespers, Renewal Week, Great Lent, the Polyeleos of Chrysaphes, fols. 281r-
290r, etc.), and c) by providing interpretation of selected sections based on current liturgical or musicological
scholarship as it relates especially to Manuel Chrysaphes. As noted above, I am extremely grateful to Professor
Stathis for allowing me to view a pre-publication copy of the manuscript catalogue. Any mistakes are, of course,
my own. My copies of folios from Iviron 1120 are from color photographs taken at Iviron Monastery by my dear
colleague from Belgium, Marcel Pirard, over the course of his visits to Iviron Monastery in 2012 and 2013, as
well as from the microfilm of Dimitri Conomos, which I viewed over the course of several weeks in the microfilm
readers at the British Library. I am grateful to Marcel Pirard for his time and effort and to Dr. Conomos for his
generosity and counsel.

>8 Although MS Iviron 1120 contains over 700 folios, it does not contain as much music as, say, the Akolouthia
MS Laura Epsilon (A.E.) 173, written by David Raidestinos in AD 1436. MS Iviron 1120 averages approximately
15 lines of music per folio in contrast to the small script of the earlier MS by Raidestinos, which contains an
average of 23 lines of music on its 550 folios. Thus, Iviron 1120 contains perhaps between 10,000 and 11,000
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of MS Iviron 1120 are numbered to 674, but there are actually 30 additional folios due to two
repetitions by Stathis, who is responsible for numbering the codex: from 463 the next folio is
numbered 444 and after 569 the next folio is numbered 560. In his description of the MS
contents, Stathis notates the repeated numbers with a y, e.g., 463y, 464y, etc. (below, I notate
them as 4631, 463r-2). The difference in size between these two Akolouthiai is of course due to
the expansion of repertories of the Akolouthia, from the time of Koukouzeles (early fourteenth
century) to the time when Chrysaphes wrote Iviron 1120 in 1458. As was the case with the
Kalophonic Sticherarion — which doubled in size due to the contributions of Chrysaphes’ (let
alone those of his contemporaries, such as Gregory Mpounes Alyates, who are also
anthologised in Iviron 975), Iviron 1120 witnesses to a burgeoning standard repertory
composed for the Daily Offices, from Anoixantaria, to the First Kathisma of the Psalter, to the
major chants of the Divine Liturgy such as the Cherubic Hymn. For example, EBE 2458
contains 3 ordinary Cherubic Hymns (i.e., Ot t& ygpovfip), whereas Chrysaphes includes 16 in
Iviron 1120. This anthology contains ‘regular’ (i.e., traditional, older forms which obviously
persisted in usage through the kalophonic period) and kalophonic versions of hymns from
Vespers and Orthros, hymns from the Divine Liturgy anthologised by mode, and various
kalophonic compositions including 15-syllable hymns, a favourite genre of the Late Byzantine
period (see Appendix 1V), various anagrammatismoi, and of course, a voluminous collection
of kratemata dispersed throughout the MS (the majority of the kratemata are found

accompanying kalophonic settings of Psalm 2 in Vespers).

Iviron 1120 has a clear colophon that, in spite of a worm hole, indisputably preserves the name
of its author, Manuel Doukas Chrysaphes, and the year of its authorship, 1458 (cf. Chapter 2,
Figures 2.1a & 2.1b). This codex and its authorship were known to Spyros Lamprou at the turn
of the century and included in the second volume of his catalogue of the Greek manuscripts of
Mt Athos, though with only an eight-line description including part of the manuscript’s
colophon.”® The first analytical description of Iviron 1120 is provided in Stathis’ 1992
publication Ot Avaypayuanayoz’,(’o a work that is expanded further in the fourth (yet
unpublished) volume of the series Ta Xewpoypapo (Stathis’ abbreviated description in Ot

lines of chant notation, in contrast to Laura A.E. 173, which contains between 12,000 and 13,000 lines of music.
This does not even account for the fact that the length of the musical lines of the latter manuscript is nearly twice
as long as that of the musical lines in Iviron 1120 (using number of neumes as a rough metric). Thus, it appears
that MS Laura A.E. 173 contains roughly twice as much musical notation as MS Iviron 1120! T am grateful to
Christian Troelsgard for sharing this information with me and providing me with several folios from MS Laura
AE. 173.

%9 Spyros Lamprou, Catalogue of the Greek Manuscripts on Mt. Athos, Vol. 2 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1900), 252. Volume 1 of Lamprou’s catalogue was published in 1895 and also includes Iviron 1120.

8 Stathis, O1 Avaypaupatiopor, 100-10.
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Avaypauuatiouot is eleven pages, whereas it takes 28 pages for the full, analytical description
given in the unpublished fourth volume of Ta Xeipdypagpa). Due to the large size of this
manuscript, even Stathis’ descriptive catalogue summarises certain sections. For example, the
non-kalophonic Vesperal repertory of the Prooemiac Psalm (103) is summarised, whereas
much more detailed attention is given to the kalophonic repertory of Psalms 1-3. Thus, my
detailed description of MS Iviron 1120, which would have been impossible without Stathis’
extensive groundwork, is over 55 pages of incipits, modal indications, performance rubrics,
and composers’ names. Below, I include a summary. The full description is reserved for

Appendix II.

History of the Manuscript

This manuscript was written in the year 1458 by Manuel Chrysaphes as indicated by the
colophon on fol. 674v (actually 704v), which reads:*'
‘Etedeldbn 10 mapdv Pifiiov ai dkorovbion mdoor Thg WOATIKTG 014 yepds MavovhiA dovka

houmadapiov tod Xpv[cde]n &v Etel ¢®n®EC” , ivdiktidvog ¢ (unvog Tov)Aiov... fuépa... koi
ol BAE(TovTeG Kal Avayvdoko)vteg ToUTo ebyecté pot 61 (tqv) tod Kvpiov dydmnv.

This present book, the order of all the services of psaltiki, was completed by the hand of
Manuel Doukas Chrysaphes the lampadarios in the year 1458, sixth Indiction, month of July...
day... and those who see and read this pray for me for the love of the Lord.

Stathis notes how on the outside of the second eksofyllo (i.e., flyleaf), opposite the colophon,
another page has been stuck onto the MS, which has a copy of the colophon, copied by the
handler of the MS in the middle of the nineteenth century obviously due to his concern for the
decayed nature of this all important sheet. This copy of the colophon is preceded by the note:
‘Avteypaoen £k tod Tpwtotdmov £v Etel o™ (‘This [colophon] was copied from the prototype

in the year 1860”).%

5! Based on Stathis, ‘Ipipav 1120, 26.
62 Stathis, Ifpov 1120°, 26.
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FIGURE 3.10: COPY OF COLOPHON OF MS IVIRON 1120, THE EKSOFYLLO OPPOSITE F. 674V63

-y %0/0!,3’ c?';mﬁ‘n b

Stathis posits that this MS was completed in Serbia, in which a vibrant Greek community
flourished in the middle of the fifteenth century, especially in the city of Smenderevo, where
members of the former imperial family migrated to after the Fall.** The MS made its way to
the monastery of Iviron by means of a certain monk, Ignatius, as given in a note on folio Ir of
the MS, as transcribed by Stathis:
This present Papadike is mine, Ignatius, the monk of Iviron, and it was purchased by my
uncle, Father Parthenios, and he gave it to me as a gift. And again upon my death I shall
give leave it here at the monastery. 1710, March 12. And whoever wishes to take it away

from the monastery, may a curse of Christ and of Panagia and of all the Saints be upon
him, Amen. And may his lot be with Judas.®®

At this point, we do not have the ability to ascertain the whereabouts of this manuscript
between the middle of the fifteenth century until the beginning of the eighteenth, when it

arrived at the Iviron Monastery on Mt Athos, where it remained ever since.
Analysis of Iviron 1120

My analysis of Iviron 1120 is divided into three sections: the first section is focused on the
contents of the codex (this is actually an abbreviated summary of the contents, which are fully
described in Appendix II); second, I list the represented composers whose arrangements are

included in this codex, figures who date from the thirteenth to the mid-fifteenth century and

% Cf. Chapter 2, Fig. 2.2b.

8 Cf. supra, pp. 106-108.

8 Stathis, ‘Ipfpwv 11207, 27. This trope is encountered in post-Byzantine manuscripts frequently, musical and
non-musical, e.g., see the inscription on fol. 64 of the early eighteenth century Cypriot Kratematarion, MS
Kykkos Mon. Lib. 7: ‘10 mapdv kpatnuatdpiov... kol 8oti &v 1 6 Povindsic dmolevidoot avtd &k TiHg poviie, 1
oikgtomomdijvar mg drov, &xétm tag apdg TG OeotdKoL KOl TAVI®V TV Ayi®V... THV ATEAEVTNTOV KOAOGLY Kol
tov taptapov’ (Jakovljevic, Catalogue, 5).
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whose works exist alongside more traditional, anonymously ascribed works; and third, I briefly
describe some of the terminology encountered in this manuscript, especially that of the
kalophonic variety, along with some thoughts regarding the significance of such terms in the

context of mid-fifteenth century music-making in and around Constantinople.

Contents of Iviron 1120

Broadly speaking, Iviron 1120 is organised like other Akolouthia, beginning with the classic
Papadike, diagrams of neumes, intonations, excerpts from chants, didactic exercises, and a
treatise — naturally, the treatise by Chrysaphes himself. Next, the manuscript follows the
general order given in the heading of its fourteenth century predecessor, MS EBE 2458, that is,
the music for Vespers, Orthros, and the Divine Liturgies, in that order.®® Like the
aforementioned Akolouthia MS Laura E.A. 173, written in 1436, its ‘Divine Liturgies’ section
is followed by an extensive selection of mostly kalophonic material (some of which may have
been paraliturgical in nature, either performed only at feasts or for special occasions),

including kalophonic theotokia, stavrotheotokia, and heirmoi.®’

The three large sections of musical material from Vespers, Orthros, and the Divine Liturgies
services are preceded in the beginning of the codex, The following section provides an
overview of the arrangement of musical and liturgical material in Iviron 1120 along with
several key observations within each section. A full catalogue, with further footnotes and

details is included in Appendix II below.

1. Fols 2r-10r: ‘The beginning with God of the signs of the Psaltic Art, the ascending and
descending [signs], the bodies and the spirits and every cheironomia...” This is followed by
the usual Protheoria and echemata (intonation formulas), given by mode. Various
pedagogical exercises set to religious text follow, to introduce concepts of metrophonia and
parallage.®® They are both ascribed (Ioannes Xeros, Manuel Chrysaphes) and unascribed.

2. Fol 10v: Aeite npoorvviowuev (Invitatorium, ‘Come let us worship’) — Edloyer # woyxn pov
(Psalm 103, ‘Bless the Lord, O my soul’), Stathis notes that this, the ‘beginning of Great

5 Music from the liturgies of St John Chrysostom, St Basil, and the Presanctified Gifts are typically represented
in the Akolouthiai.

7 One difference between these two MSS is that the scribe of MS Laura E.A. 173, David Raidestinos, also
includes kalophonic material from the Menaion, material Chrysaphes relegates to the Kalophonic Sticherarion.

8 Metrophonia was considered a second step of learning a melody following the basic interval counting of
parallage. These terms have been the source of some controversy in musicological circles as relates to the debate
of melodic exegesis, or the stenographic interpretation of the old notation. Arvanitis argues that Chrysanthos’ use
of the term metrophonia, which was ‘supposed to have the meaning of a very simple “unornamented” way of
singing, a “short exegesis” maybe but not a real melos, rather a forerunner of real melos...” and his attribution of
it to Chrysaphes, is the primary source of the misunderstandings in this debate (Arvanitis, On the Meaning 118).
Chrysaphes’ does not use the term metrophonia in his treatise, but it is used in his manuscript autograph (e.g., see
Iviron 1120, f. 2r-10r) to describe a certain type of didactic singing method. This debate is described further in
Chapter 4 below.
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Vespers,” is incomplete.®’ It is odd that Chrysaphes begins the music for Great Vespers here,
only to be interrupted by a span of 20 folios by his theoretical treatise, and then continue
with a completely new heading for the beginning of Great Vespers and the music that
follows normally after that written (but not finished) on folio 10v. It may have simply been a
question of Chrysaphes writing in haste and recalling that he wished to include his treatise
before proceeding with more music. This phenomenon is actually documented by
Chrysaphes himself later in the folio (cf. Appendix II, Iviron 1120, f. 523v). Folio 11 is
blank.

3. Fols 12r-29v: Chrysaphes’ complete theoretical treatise. The folio begins with Chrysaphes’
name and continues: Manuel Chrysaphes the Lampadarios: Ilepi t@v évBewpovuévwv
Yoldui] Téyvy kai v ppovodor kaxdg tives mepi avtdv (‘Concerning the Psaltic Art and
those who are seen to possess certain erroneous views about it). The Prooimion (Preface) of
the Treatise begins as follows: Euol uev mollaxic koo, voov Exijibev mepl TV Tii¢ WolTikiic
wéyvng... (‘It occurred to me many times to write a treatise concerning the Psaltic Art...”).”

4. Fols 30r-43v: The beginning of Great Vespers. The heading of this section follows the
model of the fourteenth century, ‘Koukouzelean’ Akolouthia, EBE 2458. In large,
majuscule, the heading reads: AxolovBio: cvvereBesioor mopo Kvpod Twavvov Maiotwpog tod
Kovkovléln, and below, in cinnabar and miniscule: Apy7n odv O 100 ueydlov éomepivod,
momBévrog moapd. S1opdpwv TOmTAV TOAMGY. Apyetar 6 SOUESTIKOS HOTY@ PwVI] €I )0V
7. ', Avoilavios oov. Compare this to the very similar introduction to the ‘primary
contents’ of MS EBE 2458: AxolovBioi ovviebeiuévar mopo 100 uaiotwpos kopod Iwavvoo
100 KovkovléAn am’ dpyiic tod peyalov Eomepivod uéypt kai tiic oouminpooengs tic Ociag
Agirovpyiag. Apyetar 0¢ fotywe kai ebtdrtws, éx tpitov kai dpydc...” This section contains
the Avoiaviapia of Great Vespers, settings of verses starting with Psalm 103:28b,
accompanied troped triadic refrains (‘Triadika’). These Triadika exhibit almost all elements
present in kalophonic chants, and thus, this genre can be called quasi-kalophonic. There are
a total of 48 unique settings, including anonymous ‘old’ settings as well as compositions by
14 composers from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.’

5. Fols 43v-49v: Psalm 1 from the First Kathisma of the Psalter, Maxapiog dvip, first stasis
(‘Blessed is the man’). Non-kalophonic settings of the first stasis of the First Kathisma of
the Psalter, including traditional melodies as well as attributed settings by nine composers.

6. Fols 50r-59v: Psalm 2 from the First Kathisma of the Psalter, Iva @ éppdacev é8vy, second
stasis (‘Why have the nations raged’). Quasi-kalophonic settings from the second psalm of
the First Kathisma of the Psalter.”” Four settings of the verse Tva i éppocev £0vy are given,
one traditional, and three ascribed.

591 did not investigate this manuscript on a basis of its quires to determine if the treatise was a later addition, but
no indication is given by Stathis who studied the manuscript in situ that this was the case. The Invitatorium and
opening psalm verses from Psalm 103 are discussed further in Chapter 5 below.

7 Conomos, Treatise, 36-37.

™ The rubrics for this sub-heading, concerning the performance practice of the Invitatorium and Psalm 103 are
also found in EBE 2458 (Stathis, ‘H Acpatiki’, 170-71).

72 This entire section of Iviron 1120 is analyzed from a liturgical, scribal, textual and musical perspective in the
chapter on Chrysaphes as Composer and the Anoixantaria.

73 Although the Kalophonic verses of Mokdptog évijp begin on folio 70r, evidently Chrysaphes includes a rubric
here, “Evtadfa yivetot 1 kohopwvia’ (‘Here begins the kalophonia’). My negative copy of folio 50r is too faded
to read the inscription and the positive doesn’t include the red-ink inscriptions at all. We have no reason to doubt
Stathis that this indication was included in the original MS by Chrysaphes, but we are left with open questions as
to the reason for this appellation. These settings resemble the melodic style of the above Anoixantaria, and are
certainly ‘less kalophonic’ than the indisputably kalophonic settings of Ps. 1-3 later on in the MS.
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7. Fols 60r-69v: Psalm 3 from the First Kathisma of the Psalter, Kdpie, © éninBovinoav oi
Qlifovrég ue, third stasis (‘Lord why are they multiplied that afflict me’). A half dozen
quasi-kalophonic compositions of the verse Kopie, ti éxinfovOnoav are given, four ascribed
and a few unascribed.

8. Fols. 70r-202v: Kalophonic verses from the Moaxdpiog dvip (First Kathisma of the Psalter)
and accompanying kratemata. This section begins with the heading ‘Kalophonic verses of
Great Vespers by Lord loannes Koukouzeles the maistor, plagal fourth mode.” All of the
immediately following settings through folio 89v (kalophonic settings of Ps 2:1a, Tva o
éppoacav &6vn and Ps 2:2a, [lopéotnoav oi Paocileic, and various kratemata), are by
Koukouzeles or Xenos Korones. The next 120 or so folios include a wealth of kalophonic
settings of verses from the Psalm 2 of the Psalter and dozens of ascribed kratemata, often in
the form of ‘IIpéloyog — Psalm Verse — Kratema.” Nearly 60 unique settings of psalm
verses and nearly as many independent kratemata are included in this section by over a
dozen composers. Manuel Chrysaphes’ imperially commissioned composition, based on Ps
2:7-8, Eyw onuepov yeyévvnkd, oe, is included on f. 139r, with the following inscription:
“Verse (stichos) composed by Manuel Chrysaphes the lampadarios, by order of the king and
our master Lord Constantine of blessed memory, plagal fourth mode, Today I have begotten
thee,” and further below, in the margins: ‘I strongly think this [composition] is most sweet.’
Another notable composition is a kratema by Chrysaphes, evidently composed for three
voices, from f. 197r: Ilpéloyoc — Etevieviev, 1jyoc 6, Movaikog, dpyavikés, wolibuevos dic
PIDV ued@v évieyvag (‘Prologue — en-ten-ten, fourth mode: musical, instrumental, chanted
by means of three melodies, artistically”).

9. Fols. 203v-207v: Kopie éxéxpalo (Ps 148, ‘Lord, I have cried’). Chrysaphes includes the
entire first verse from Psalm 148, the Glory, Both Now, and the incipit from the dogmatic
theotokion, for each mode. The anastasima stichera are not included in this collection in
Iviron 1120. Thus, Chrysaphes provides the scaffolding for these common hymns, probably
as a reference point. A separate book was probably consulted for the chanting of these
hymns and, perhaps, there was less urgency on the part of Chrysaphes when it came to
documenting this mostly as yet still anonymous tradition of hymns.

10. Fols. 208r-220v: The beginning of the echemata in each mode, chanted during feasts at the
entrance of Vespers (at the chanting of @dg¢ ilopov, i.e., ‘O gladsome light’). Stathis states
that these are kratemata appended at the end of the dogmatic theotokia of the Oktoechos.’
These function similarly to kratemata — providing an elaborate musical extension towards
the end of a chant on nonsense syllables, but their syllabic content is different, as they are
based on the echemata (ne-a-nes, a-na-nes, etc.) versus the syllables more familiar to
kratemata proper, to-ro-to, te-ri-rem, etc.”

11. Fols. 223r-231v: Anthology of the small and great doches (prokeimena) for Vespers of
every weekday, to be chanted after the @@¢ ilapov. Chrysaphes includes two versions: brief
(near-syllabic) and long (moderately melismatic, but non-kalophonic), arranged by
weekday, not mode (in EBE 2458, these are arranged by rnode).76 The doches in this section
are unascribed.”” On folio 227r, a rubric states, ‘évtodOa yivetar kalopovia & T fovlet’

™ Stathis, ‘Iffipov 1120”, 8.

7 Anastasiou posits that these echemata hearken back to an older Constantinopolitan tradition and are
predecessors of the kratemata of the kalophonic period (Anastasiou, Ta Kpotijuoza, 126).

’6 See Stathis, ‘H Aopatikiy’, 182.

77 Remarkably, every doche in this cycle, both the brief and the long versions, bears the marks of the old Psaltikon
/ Asmatikon repertory, specifically, the ending phrases demarcated by ov and the double gamma (I'T). In his
efforts as copyist, Chrysaphes is known to have preserved various aspects of clearly outdated Constantinopolitan
traditions, such as the Service of the Furnace. In this case, the tradition of singing the doches, or prokeimena, at
the Vesperal entrance persisted, but the music Chrysaphes was carrying over seems to witness to a much older
tradition of these hymns.
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(‘and here begins the kalophonia, if one wishes”). Kalophonic compositions by Koukouzeles
(3) and loakeim Monachos (1) are accompanied by epiphonemata, melismatic repetitions of
the psalm text written in red ink, presumably to be sung by a soloist.

12. Fols. 232r-236r: The Great Prokeimena: psalm texts to be sung as prokeimena on various
feasts, e.g., Renewal Week, the Sunday of Pascha, Christmas, Thomas Sunday, and for
various other feasts throughout the year. Short and long melodies are given for each
prokeimenon. The only ascribed version is a setting of My drmootpéyns 10 mpocwnov cov
(‘Turn not your face away’) in the plagal fourth mode, to be chanted on the Vespers of the
Sunday of Cheesefare and the second and fourth Sundays of the Fast, accompanied by the
rubric, ‘the same, embellished (kekaiwmicpévov) by me (Manuel Chrysaphes).’

13. Fols. 236r-240v: The beginning of Orthros. The ®cd¢ Kvploc (‘God is the Lord’) with
the incipit of the Resurrectional apolytikion in each mode. One version, unascribed. The
Alinlotia, Ayiog, dyrog, dyiog (‘Alleluia, Holy, holy, holy’) as chanted during the fast
instead of @=og Kvprog. Fol. 240v includes the troparion for Holy Thursday, ‘Ore oi évdolor
naBnzol (‘When the glorious disciples’).

14. Fols. 241r-253v: The first stasis of the Great Polyeleos, Psalm 134, Adodlor Kopiov
(‘Servants of the Lord’). Dozens of settings, including the ‘Latrinos,” ‘palaion’ (i.e., ‘old’)
versions, and attributed compositions by the likes of Koukouzeles, Korones, Kladas, and
Chrysaphes, although a separate section is reserved for a polyeleos composed by the latter
(see below), in addition to several other minor composers. Fol. 251r contains a composition
by Koukouzeles for the ‘Feast of Christ’s Birth and the Bodiless (Archangels),” followed by
psalm settings and troped ferial texts ‘for feasts of the Theotokos,” and ‘for martyrs.’

15. Fols. 254r-261r: The second stasis of the Polyeleos, Psalm 135, Elouoloysiofe (‘O give
thanks”). Chrysaphes includes the ‘Latrinos’ and settings by Manourgas, Panaretos,
Mystakonos, and a ‘Thessalonian’ and ‘Asmatikon.’

16. Fols. 262r-280r: The Polyeleos of Koukoumas, first and second stasis, preceded by the
heading: ‘Another polyeleos, which is called “Koukoumas,” composed by Koukoumas the
maistor, chanted on patronal feasts and feasts of great saints.” It is called ‘the polyeleos of
Koukoumas’ in spite of the fact that it also includes verses set by Chrysaphes, Koukouzeles,
and several other minor composers. Interesting rubrics on fol. 274r, ‘double-choir, as is
chanted in Constantinople, with echemata.” Several verses include refrains with text
pertaining to specific feasts, e.g., fol. 2751, Oixoc Aapav — Euuovovnl woidiov (Ps 134:19b
and interpolated festal hymn, ‘House of Aaron... Emmanuel, child’) for the Nativity of
Christ, by Klobas and Oikog Aapav — Ailaiééate 1 Oed (Ps 134:19b and interpolated
festal hymn, ‘House of Aaron... Shout to God’) by Koukouzeles, for the Ascension and
various feasts of Christ. Folio 277r includes a tetpdotiyog (four-verse) setting of the second
stasis of the polyeleos, which is ‘an eight-mode polyeleos that changes every verse.’’®
Notable also is the inclusion of Adwy 1 woin 00 Kvpiov (‘this is the gate of the Lord’), by
Christophoros Mystakonos, called ‘Asmatikon of the Odes’, by Manuel Chrysaphes.

17. Fols. 281r-292v: The Polyeleos by Manuel Chrysaphes, first stasis. The rubric at the
beginning states: ‘Polyeleos, composed by Manuel Chrysaphes the lampadarios, according
to the path of Koukoumas. The domestikos begins, in a high voice’ (see Fig. 3.10 below).
Chrysaphes composes 22 settings, including multiple settings of some of the same psalm
verses, with appended teretisms and refrains, for example, on folio 290v, Ps 134:21,
Edloynroc Kipiog éx Ziwv... 2e tov yevvoiov GOintnv koi uéyav opotiotyy Iempyiov
(‘Bless the Lord from Sion... You, noble athlete and great soldier, George’), for the feast of

" Stathis, ‘Ipfpov 1120°, 10.
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St. George. The last setting by Chrysaphes in this section is an anagrammatismos of the
same psalm verse with teretismatic passages throughout.

18. Fols. 293r-304v: ‘The Great Polyeleos, by mode, composed by Koukoumas’. This is an

eight-mode polyeleos that is chanted antiphonally. Extremely detailed rubrics regarding
changes in modes and alternation of right and left choirs are given by Chrysaphes.”

FIGURE 3.11: MS IVIRON 1120, F. 281: THE POLYELEOS (Ps 134) BY MANUEL CHRYSAPHES
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19. Fols. 305r-352v: Kalophonia of the Polyeleos. Rich collection of kalophonic settings of

verses from the first stasis of the Polyeleos (Ps 134, dodlor Kipiov) and kratemata, by
several composers, including Ethikos, Koukouzeles, Korones, Kladas, Chrysaphes, et al.
Several named kratemata are found in this section, e.g., 10 péya onudvipt on f. 307v (‘the
great wood-block’), molepkov on f. 325r (‘warlike’), 1} dndov on f. 328r (‘nightingale’),
and mépowcov on f. 342v (‘Persian’).

20. Fols. 353r-359v: Antiphons for the Theotokos, Psalm 44, A6yov dyafov (‘A good word’).

Multiple settings of several verses, all in first mode, the majority composed by Gregory
Glykys the domestikos, others unascribed, and the rest by a selection of composers
including Koukouzeles, loannes Glykys, Korones, and Basilios Batatzes. Fol. 357v has a
verse with refrain specific to the Entrance of the Theotokos and fol. 259 for the
Annunciation.

21. Fols. 360r-365v: Antiphons chanted on Meatfare Sunday, Cheesefare Sunday, and for

Saints, Psalm 136, Exi t@v motaudv Bafvidvos (‘By the rivers of Babylon’). Multiple
settings of several verses, all in third mode, compositions by Korones, Kladas, Agallianos,
Chrysaphes, et al.

22. Fols. 366r-376v: Antiphons chanted for feasts of apostles, martyrs, prophets, saints, and

hierarchs, Psalm 111, Maxaprog avijp 6 pofoduevog wov Kiprov (‘Blessed is the man that
fears the Lord”), with multiple settings of several verses by composers such as Gregorios the
domestikos, Koukouzeles, Korones, Kontopetres, et al, in fourth and plagal fourth modes.
This antiphon, like those prior to it, close with multiple composed settings of Glory and
Both Now.

™ These detailed performance practice rubrics relating to modal changes, antiphonal chanting between right and
left choir, and the exclamation of the epiphonemata are retained is several later recensions of musical MSS, for
example, MSS EBE 2175, written around 1791 (see Touliatos-Miles, National Library, 264).
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23. Fols. 377r-379r: Antiphons to be interpolated between the verses of Psalm 148 in the
plagal of second mode, for the Synaxis of the Bodiless Hosts and the Nativity of Christ,
Psalm 148, Aiveite tov Kipiov éx t@v obpavay - éylog, éylog, éyloc e Océ maviokpdrwp
(‘Praise the Lord from the heavens — holy, holy, holy is the Lord almighty’). Most settings
are by Nikiphoros Ethikos (one is by Koukouzeles). Remarkable troped refrains to the
Trinity, Theotokos, and Angels, include e.g., Psalm 148:2, Aiveite adtov, mavreg oi dyyetor
abtod" aiveite avTdv, ool ai Sovauels avtod, - dylog, Gylog, dylog el Kopiog oot
TApng 6 olkog tiic 66¢ng cov (‘Praise him, all ye his angels, praise him, all ye his hosts,
holy, holy, holy is the Lord of Sabaoth, the house is filled with your glory’).

24. Fols. 379v-387r: Antiphons to be chanted at the Transfiguration, the Feast of Lights, or the
Ascension, interpolated among verses of Psalm 88, Ta é1ény oov, Kvpie (‘Thy mercy, O
Lord’). Composers of these verses, in grave mode, include: Aneotes, Xenos Korones,
loannes Kladas, Koukouzeles, Gregorios Alyates, Manuel Chrysaphes, Agathonos
[Korones], Nikiphoros Ethikos, et al.

25. Fols. 388r-397r: The order of the Gospel of Orthros (i.e., Matins). The rubric at the
beginning of this section is: ‘And then the anavathmoi (Hymns of Ascent), the prokeimenon
of the feast or of the Sunday; and straightway the Ildca mvon (‘Every Breath’), fourth
mode.” A short version of Ildca mvor|, closing with the intercalated double-gamma (I'T)
cadential figure, is followed by four kalophonic versions, one labelled ‘palaion,” two by
Koukouzeles, and one by Chrysaphes, which according to the rubrics, is modelled after his
imperially commissioned Eyw orjuespov yeyévvnre oe. Then the rubrics indicate: ‘And then
the Gospel, and after this the fiftieth [Psalm]- and then, Glory, By the intercessions of the
Apostles, Both now, by the [intercessions] of the Theotokos, and then if it is Sunday, say
Avaorog 6 Inoovg, but if it is the Holy and Great Sunday of Pascha, say this one’, after
which follow a kalophonic setting of Avaotdg 0 Incodg by loannes Comnenos and an
Anagrammatismos of the same by Nikolaos Palamas which was later embellished by Mark
of Corinth and then Chrysaphes.

26. Fols. 397r-410v: Megalynaria to the Theotokos at the Ninth Ode. ‘Simple’ and kalophonic
settings, both unascribed and ascribed to composers such as Koukouzeles, Chrysaphes, etc.
Folios 401v to 402r include the text for all the verses of the ninth ode of the well known
canon Xépoov afvocotokov, from the feast of the Encounter ("Ymamavtr)). Chrysaphes sets
the ninth ode heirmoi for various feasts kalophonically, e.g., @coc Kdpiog kai éxépovev quiv
for Palm Sunday (fol. 406v) and Xaipoic dvacoa, untpomapBevov kiéog for the feast of
Pentecost (409v).

27. Fols. 411r-414r: The Lauds: /1doo mvon, in every mode. All settings are unascribed. The
rubric ‘when there is no great doxology, this is chanted’ precedes the second verse of the
Praises, i.e., Aivelre tov Koprov. Folios 413v to 414r include asmatikon versions of the Ayioc
0 Ococ (the Trisagion for the Doxology, discussed above in Chapter 1), two unascribed and
one by Chrysaphes. One of the unascribed versions utilizes the double gamma cadence.

28. Fols. 414v-425r: The Amomos (Psalms 118, Kathisma 7)*° introduced with the heading:
‘The Amomos chanted at the tomb of the divine body of our Lord Jesus Christ and at the

% The Amomos (‘The ‘Blameless’) is the name of the psalm verses, as well as the musical settings, of Psalm 118,
(from the Seventeenth Kathisma of the Psalter), its name taken from Ps 118:1, Maxdpior oi duwuor év 60@
(‘Blessed are the blameless that walk in the path of the Lord’). As Ol’ga Krasennikova writes: ‘The performance
of the amomos chant during the most solemn part of the Sunday matins most likely reflects the influence of the
cathedral rite of the Great Church. It is well known that the performance of Psalm 118 in the rite of the Great
Church of Constantinople was the central part of the matins, where it compensated for the missing polyeleos. It
was performed in three stasis, with solos, refrains, and verses sung by the choir, and was accompanied by
censing... The Stoudite rite assigned a much smaller place to the amomos chant, considering it to be just an
ordinary psalm of the seventeenth kathisma; it was performed in the Saturday matins’ (Ol'ga KraSeninnikova,
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Dormition of the all-holy Theotokos and for the forerunner.” This section includes dozens of
simple settings for all three staseis of the Amomos, including psalm verses and interpolated
hymns, e.g., H {wn év o katetédne Xpioté (‘In a grave they laid you, O Life, Christ”),
appropriate for each given commemoration, including hymns that generically commemorate
the Apostles, Hierarchs, Martyrs, and Saints. These hymns are often set as prosomoia of the
originals, e.g., for Martyrs, Maxopilouév oe d0lopope Xpiotod, matches the prototype
(idiomelon) 'H (wn év tape, in terms of syllable count and accentuation. This section
includes several unnotated texts.

29. Fols 425v-434v: Kalophonia of the Amomos. Various kalophonic settings of interpolated
hymn texts from the Amomos, including kratemata, by Korones, Koukouzeles, and loannes
Kladas, including the following from fol. 434v: ‘Kratema in both grave and first mode in the
polyeleos. From the perisse of the melody Pipeic Adau, re-composed and extended and
embellished by Lord Ioannes the Lampadarios [Kladas], at the encomia of the Theotokos,
chanted at the end of the Service, double choir, first mode.’

30. Fols. 435r-439v: Theotokia, especially, Avw8ev oi mpopijrar, and troped variations on that
text, e.g., 2rauvov, pafoov, mlakov, Kifwtov, fuels 0¢ Ocotokov, Huelc 0 OcoToKoV TAVTES
oe knpvtrouev, by loannes Kladas, with double-choir performance rubrics.

31. Fols. 440r-451v: The Service to the Three Children in the Furnace,” with the following
introductory rubrics: ‘Service chanted on the Sunday of the Holy Forefathers before Christ’s
nativity, that is, the Service of the Furnace. Rubrics: After the end of Orthros, the furnace
having been prepared, and the children in the same way, the psaltes chant around the furnace
the idiomelon I1vevuotikag fudg miorol. This having been chanted, the children enter and go
into the furnace. And they bow three times towards the east. And the idiomelon having been
completed, the domestikos begins the antiphons in plagal fourth mode, with their verse
(stichos), '‘Blessed is the Lord the God of our fathers and praised and glorified is your name
unto the ages”.” Compositions by Xenos Korones, Manuel Chrysaphes, Manuel Gazes.
Settings of the ‘Asmatic Odes’ are also included, with Ode 3 beginning on fol. 444r, set by
various composers including Andriomenos, Dokeianos, Koukouzeles, Plagitis, Chrysaphes
and a ‘palaion’ setting.

32. Fols. 453r-474r: The beginning of the Amomos: the Amomos for Laymen. Various
settings of verses of Ps. 118, organized by stasis (first stasis: primarily second mode, second
stasis: primarily plagal first mode, third stasis: primarily plagal fourth mode, with several
settings in nenano),* ‘composed by various composers and by the notable Fardivoukes as
well as by Lord Ioannes the lampadarios [Kladas],” as Chrysaphes himself relates. Other
composers represented include loannes Glykys, Nikiphoros Ethikos, and Manuel
Chrysaphes, as well as many ‘palaion’ and Thessalonian settings. Notable are many names
not often encountered in other contemporary Akolouthia manuscripts, e.g., Klobas,
Perephemos, Orphanotrophos, etc. The Resurrectional Eviogeitaria are included in this
section (i.e., ‘Blessed art Thou, O Lord, teach me Thy statutes’).

33. Fols. 474v-488v: The Kalophonia of the Amomos. Unique settings of the Amomos in
kalophonic style, including ‘compunctionate verses for the dead’ written in 15-syllable
meter by Melissenos the Philosopher and set to music by Xenos Korones. This section also

‘Psalter performance in the medieval Russian Sunday office of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,” in ed. G.
Wolfram, Palaeobyzantine Notations III (Leuven; Dudley, MA: Peeters, 2004), 128-29).

8 See Alexander Lingas, ‘Late Byzantine Cathedral Liturgy and the Service of the Furnace,” in eds. by S.E.J.
Gerstel and R.S. Nelson, Approaching the Holy Mountain. Art and Liturgy at St Catherine's Monastery in the
Sinai (Turnhout, Belgium: Brepols, 2010), 179-230, and also the much earlier but then seminal study by Milo§
Velimirovié, ‘Liturgical Drama in Byzantium and Russia,” DOP 16 (1962): 351-85.

¥ Neil Moran summarizes the modal prescriptions for each stasis of the Amomos as published in Jacques Goar’s
1730 edition of the burial office (Moran, Singers, 78).
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includes Chrysaphes’ famous composition from the Amomos, Opnvd kol ddvpouar Stav
évvonow tov Bavarov, in the plagal fourth mode, which was transcribed by Gregorios
Protopsaltis in the nineteenth century and included in the printed Byzantine chant series of
Tovoéxtng, published in Constantinople in 1851.

34. Fols. 489r-494v: The beginning of the Divine Liturgy. The Trisagion with four 4dovauig
settings, by Koukouzeles, Korones, an abbreviated version of that by Korones, and by
Manuel Chrysaphes. The festal alternate ‘Ocor ei¢c Xpiorov (‘All you in Christ’) with four
Advogug settings, including one by Korones and one by Chrysaphes. Chrysaphes also
includes the festal alternate Tov grovpov cov (‘Your Cross’) with one anonymous Advouig
setting.

35. Fols. 494v-503v: The Alleluiarion of the Gospel. The rubrics for the reading of the Epistle
followed by 31 settings of Alleluia in all eight modes by several composers. Chrysaphes is
the only composer who has one setting in every mode.

36. Fols. 504r-521r: The Cheroubikon: 16 settings of the ordinary Cheroubikon, Oi 7o
xepovfin pvotikds eixoviovreg (‘Let us who mystically portray the Cherubim’), including
five by Chrysaphes.

37. Fols. 522v-526v: Hymns for the Divine Liturgy of St. Basil, including three settings of
Ayiog, dyog, dyogc — 2¢ vuvovuev (‘Holy, holy, holy — We praise Thee’), and two of the
Theotokion, Exi ool yaiper keyoprrwuévy (‘In Thee, Full of Grace’).

38. Fols. 527r-562r-2: The koinonika (communion verses) by mode. This is a vast section of
the codex that includes 99 koinonika set by dozens of composers, including 44 settings of
the Sunday ordinary, Aiveire tov Kopiov (‘Praise the Lord’) followed in number by llotprov
owtypiov (‘I will take the cup of salvation’) with 26 settings, and Eic yvqudovvov aicdviov
(‘In everlasting remembrance’), with 8 settings. On 538r there is a likely double-voiced
composition of Aiveize, called ‘povoikov, opyavikov, acpotikov’ (musical, instrumental,
asmatic) by its composer, Chrysaphes. Note that there are dozens of additional koinonika in
subsequent sections, including the Koinonikon for the Presanctified liturgy and for Holy
Saturday and Pascha (see below).

39. Fols. 566r-2-571v: The Divine Liturgy of the Presanctified gifts, including settings of
KatgubnvOnto 1 mpoceuyr pod (‘Let my prayer be set forth’) with its interpolated verses
from Psalm 140, followed by six unique settings of the Cheroubikon of the Presanctified
gifts, Nov ai ovvaueic t@v ovpavadv (‘Now, the powers of the heavens”). All settings are in
the archaic plagal second mode except for one of Chrysaphes’ two settings, a version in
plagal first mode, the first setting in this alternate mode for the Nov ai dvvaueig, yet another
witness to Chrysaphes’ expansion of the modal palette of formerly more conservative chant
genres.

40. Fols. 572r-579v: Seventeen settings of the koinonikon for the Presanctified Liturgy,
TI'evooole xai idete (‘Taste and see’). Notable settings include an anonymous, labelled
‘Asmatikon,” a version by Manuel Chrysaphes in first mode ‘naos’.** Three settings of
Psalm 33, Edloynow tov Kdprov év mavtl kapd (‘1 will bless the Lord at all times’) are
included, to be chanted ‘At the end of the (Presanctified) Liturgy’.

41. Fols. 580r-580v: The Cherubic Hymn for Holy Thursday, which also serves as its
koinonikon, To? deimvov aov 00 uvotikod (‘At your mystical supper’).

42. Fols. 581r-582v: Holy Saturday: Avdora 6 Ocog (‘Arise, O God’), chanted instead of the
Alleluia of the Gospel, the festal Cherubic Hymn, Xiynodrw waoo oapl Ppoteio (‘Let all

% This particular branch of first mode is the subject of much discussion in today’s psaltic circles.
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mortal flesh be silent”), by Nikiphoros Ethikos, and two settings of the koinonikon for the
same day, E&nyepOnv wg 6 vmvav (‘The Lord awoke as one who sleeps’).

43. Fols. 583r-585r: The koinonikon of the Sunday of Pascha: seven settings of Zdua Xpiorod
uetaiafete (‘Partake of the body of Christ”), including two by Chrysaphes.

44. Fols. 586r-617r: Kalophonic Theotokia (Marian hymns) & Stavrotheotokia (Marian hymns
commemorating the Crucifixion), e.g., Adiov éotiv (‘It is truly right’), 2¢ ueyatovouev (‘We
praise you’), THv dviws Ocorokov (‘The very Theotokos’), etc., 15-syllable verses,
anagrammatismoi with troped refrains and teretismata, by Koukouzeles, Korones, Kladas,
Chrysaphes, et al.

45. Fols. 618v-619v: Kontakion of the Akathist, 77 dmepudye (‘To you, champion’), by
Ioannes Kladas. Unusually, this is separated from the rest of the settings of the oikoi of the
Akathist, which begin on fol. 637v.

46. Fols. 620r-620v: Koinonikon 2&ua Xpiotod in the plagal first mode first mode by Manuel
Gazes, followed by an anonymous setting of Xpiotog dvéorny. Gazes is known to have
experimented with basic 2-voiced polyphony.** Could this Zdua Xpiorod be separated from
the normal cycle of koinonika (fols. 583r-585r) because of its different, i.e., polyphonic,
performance characteristics, thus placing it amongst the various kalophonic and
paraliturgical hymns, such as the kalophonic heirmoi (see below) and the 15-syllable verses?

47. Fols. 621r-636v: Kalophonic/asmatic heirmoi for the Sunday of Pascha (two odes set by
Kladas and the rest by Chrysaphes) in first mode, and for the Great Martyr Demetrios, by
the Thessalonian Manuel Plagitis, in second mode. Although kalophonic heirmoi are
naturally present in earlier MSS (Kladas and Plagitis were active a generation or two before
Chrysaphes), this is the first known reference to the term heirmoi kalophonikoi / asmatikoi
(also found in the undated and possibly earlier Iviron 975).%

48. Fols. 637v-667v: Kalophonic compositions: the kontakia and oikoi of the Akathist Hymn.
Compositions by Koukouzeles, Kladas, and Chrysaphes. Chrysaphes precedes this section
with the following heading: ‘Akathist hymn composed by Lord loannes Kladas the
lampadarios, imitating as much as possible the old[er versions], as he himself writes.” This
refers to some manuscript or treatise that does not survive, written by loannes Kladas the
lampadarios, evidently on the subject of composition. This specific line is referenced also in
Chrysaphes’ treatise.*

49. Fols. 668r-674v: The eleven eothina by Emperor Leo the Most Wise.
Represented Composers

Certainly, the field of Byzantine musicology has progressed by leaps and bounds since Milo§
Velimirovi¢’s article, ‘Byzantine Composers in MS. Athens 2406°, was published in 1966, in
which he described the state of affairs in Byzantine music prosopography: ‘Little, if anything,

is known about composers of Byzantine music and it is quite likely that a large number of them

8 The first to identify these hymns was Michael Adamis, ‘An Example of Polyphony in Byzantine Music of the
Late Middle Ages,” Paper presented at the 11th Congress of the International Musicological Society
(Copenhagen, 1972).

8 Cf. supra, Ch. 1, pp. 45-46.

86 90 8¢ Mapmadaprog Toavvng Tovtav Hotepog BV Kol Kot 008EV EMATTOVUEVOS TV TPOTEPMY, Kol adTaic AéEeot
yYpaewv idig yepi, Epn: Akdabiotog mombeica map’€pod Twdvvov Aaumadopiov tod Kradd, pipovpévn kata 10
duvotov v modaov dxdbiotov. Kai ovk fioydvero ypapwv ovtwc...” (Conomos, Treatise, 44; see MS Iviron
1120 fols. 16r-v).
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may for ever remain simply names in a list of Byzantine musicians... By the mid-fifteenth
century Western Europe had already produced composers such as Perotinus, Machaut, and
Dufay (not to mention scores of others), but even musicologists would feel hard put to it if they
were asked to name Byzantine musicians of repute for the same period.”®” While much has
changed since 1966, including extensive catalogues on the manuscripts of Byzantine chant, a
full dissertation on the life and works of loannes Koukouzeles by Edward Williams, several
shorter bioergographical studies dedicated to the major composers of the late Byzantine period,
and scattered efforts by cantors and selected vocal ensembles in Greece and the United States
to transcribe, perform, and record hymns from the kalophonic period, the vast majority of these

composers do still remain ‘names in a list” as Velimirovi¢ once opined.

While for many years MS EBE 2406 remained the standard indexical manuscript for the study
of Byzantine composers of the late thirteenth to fifteenth centuries, it is now clear that Manuel
Chrysaphes’ Iviron 1120 rivals the former in importance. Chrysaphes anthologises the works
of at least 77 composers who lived from the thirteenth to the fifteenth centuries, nearly as many
as the hundred or so included in EBE 2406. In fact, it may be the case that Chrysaphes’
autograph contains the names of more composers, for, as Velimirovi¢ admits, his number is
inflated due to probable double counting. For example, he did not take the time to determine if
MavovnA iepopdvayoc and MavounA igpoudvayog €k Tiic poviig tdv Eavlomodiwv are the
same person. The importance of Chrysaphes’ index of composers will be proven by future
research. On the basis of the authority of the scribe of Iviron 1120, future studies will be able
to use the index below as a cross-reference to further research along various lines, for example,

validating attribution of compositions in other, less well-preserved sources.

Although Dimitri Conomos does well to read Chrysaphes’ Treatise with a critical eye —
arguing, for example, that Chrysaphes may not have seen Koukouzeles’ original compositions
but may have rather been basing his theories of modulation on ‘retouched or altered
recensions’,* I believe that we still have to accept the authority of this source since we know,
at the very least, the identity of the author; we know he held a position of importance in the
imperial palace; and we know he was provided with the highest level of education Byzantium
offered in Constantinople in the fifteenth century. Nevertheless, much work remains to be done

in order to prove or disprove theories such as the example raised by Conomos concerning

¥ Velimirovi¢, ‘Athens 2406, 7.

% Conomos, Treatise, 98. Conomos argues this point on the basis of the fact that the rules prescribed by
Chrysaphes in his treatise do not conform in all cases to practises of modulation observed in compositions from
various fourteenth and fifteenth century manuscripts. I think this is a reasonable hypothesis, but far more data are
required before it will be proven or disproven.
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Chrysaphes’ exposure to the compositional ‘originals’ by the masters he was urging his readers

to emulate.

The composers in Iviron 1120 are as follows:

FIGURE 3.12: COMPOSERS INCLUDED IN IVIRON 1120

Agathon Katakalos, domestikos
Agathon Korones Keladinos

Agathonos Klobas

Andreas Sigeros Konstantinos Magoulas
Andriomenos Konstantinos Moschianos
Aneotes Koukoumas
Argyropoulos of Rhodes Logginos Hieromonachos

Athanasios, hieromonk

Basilios Batatzes

Chalibouris

Chomatianos

Christophoros Mystakonos
Cornelios the monk

Demetrios Dokeianos

Domestikos Kassianos

Fardivoukes

Ferentaris, domestikos

Fokas, laosynaktes of the Great Church
Gabriel of Xanthopoulos

George Kontopetris, domestikos
George Panaretos

George Sgouropoulos

Gerasimos Chalkeopoulos, hieromonk
Gregorios Alyates Hieromonachos
Gregorios, domestikos

Gregorios Glykys, domestikos
Hiereos (Priest) Ambelokipiotou
Hiereos (Priest) Constantine Gabras
loakeim Monachos

loannes, patriarch

loannes Damaskenos

loannes Glykys, protopsaltes
Ioannes Kampanes

loannes Kladas, lampadarios
Ioannes Komnenos

loannes Koukouzeles, maistor, protopsaltes
loannes Tzaknopoulos

Ioannes Xeros

Kassas of Cyprus, domestikos

Manouel Agallianos, domestikos
Manuel Argyropoulos, maistor
Manuel Blaterou

Manuel Chrysaphes, lampadarios
Manuel Gazes

Manuel Kourteses

Manuel Panaretos, priest
Manuel Patrikou

Manuel Plagites

Manuel Thyvaiou

Mark of Corinth, metropolitan
Michael Kontopetris

Michael Mystakonos

Michael Orphanotrophos, priest
Michael Propolas, priest
Nikiphoros Ethikos, domestikos
Nikolaos Kampanes

Nikolaos Palamas

Nikolaos Asan

Nikon Monachos

Perephemos, maistor

Phillipos Gavalas, domestikos
Spanou

Theodore, domestikos of Katakalon
Theodore Argyropoulos
Theodore Korones

Theodore Manougras
Theodoulos the monk
Theophylaktos Argyropoulos
Xenophontos

Xenos Korones, protopsaltes

Contents and Terminology

In his article describing the contents of MS EBE 2458, Stathis points to a number of terms as
evidence of a ‘new reality’, a new set of performance conventions and a new style of singing
and composing. This new style was, of course, kalophonia, which was ushered in by the
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composers of the late thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. Stathis believes that the terms used to
describe the older chants when compared with the terms used to describe chants composed in
the newer, kalophonic style, are on their own indicative of the stylistic change. On the one
hand, the older style chants are described in the Akolouthiai sources as apyoiov or TaAodv
(‘ancient’, ‘old’), ko6 or cvvontikd (‘common’, or ‘abbreviated’), or even @ettaAiKOV or
povaywov (‘from Thessaly’, ‘monastic’) — adjectives used to ‘name’ pieces based on their
style or provenance.®” The kalophonic compositions of the Palaiologan maestores, on the other
hand, were attributed to named composers and described with terms such as kaAo@wvikd
(‘kalophonic’) or kaAlomicuévo (‘embellished’) in the sources. For Stathis, this provides clear
evidence of the co-existence of two distinct musical traditions, a traditional style that predated
but persisted through the Palaiologan er, and a new, effusive kalophonic breed of chanting and

.90
composing.

While Stathis’ basic point is certainly supported by the musicological data — for example, by
the co-existence of simpler (near syllabic) with extremely melismatic settings of troped
versions of the same texts (as in the First Kathisma of the Psalter), or in the Anoixantaria,
genre (the latter featuring simple psalm-tone recitation in its psalm verses and kalophonic
expansion in its troped refrains), I believe that the contents and the terminology extracted from
Chrysaphes’ autograph (included below) tells a more profound story than simply the existence
of two binary traditions of singing. Though the persistence of an older tradition and its co-
existence with a newer one is certainly a reality, the contents of Iviron 1120 reveal something
far more nuanced. First, the fraternity of maistores as described in Chrysaphes’ Treatise and
repeated in historiographical studies of the post-Byzantine period is, at least to some degree, a
constructed reality. In fact, by the time of Chrysaphes, the kalophonic movement was several
generations old, dating back to the thirteenth century with Ioannes Glykys, and even earlier, to
shadowy figures such as Anapadras, Aneotes, or Katakalos the domestikos. The conservative
nature of the tradition of ecclesiastical chant in Byzantium has been well-documented by
scholars and cannot be denied. But in spite of this conservatism, the manuscript evidence tells
the story of a musical tradition that was constantly developing, innovative techniques and
compositions and ways of singing being spurred on by singers who were prolific composers

and scribes, such as Koukouzeles and Chrysaphes.

% Found on f. 41r of MS EBE 2406, a term referring to a specific composition (and presumably a certain regional
way of singing), as well as a region in Central Greece. Geographic terms, however, were often used as descriptors
of kalophonic compositions, too, as I note in my introduction.

% Stathis, ‘H Acporikn’, 189-90.
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I believe that Koukouzeles probably would have recognised the kalophonic stichera
Chrysaphes was composing over a century later. Furthermore, he would have certainly
recognised many of the settings of Psalm 103 (which I analyse below), several of which are
found in both EBE 2458 and faithfully transmitted in Iviron 1120. But would Koukouzeles’
teacher, loannes Glykys, have recognised mid-fifteenth century liturgical cycles that included
Alleluiaria and Cherubic Hymns composed in all eight modes, given that during his time there
is evidence of only a few settings, all in the second or plagal second mode? Answers to these
questions are, of course, conjectural and at this point not yet supported by empirical evidence.
What we are obliged to acknowledge, it seems to me, is that the kalophonic tradition of the late
thirteenth to the fifteenth centuries is far more multi-layered and varied than previously held
notions which either posit a unified, singular tradition, or one that is binary, i.e., ‘old’ vs.
‘new’. This conclusion has certainly been hinted at in studies cited above concerned with
tracing the origins of the kalophonic style, and it seems to be supported by an analysis of the

exceedingly varied contents of Iviron 1120.

Second, our understanding of the coexistence of an ‘old’ and a ‘new’ tradition should be
extended to speak of the coexistence of chants from different liturgical rites, those of the neo-
Sabaitic Rite, with those from the Constantinopolitan Cathedral Rite, which as noted above
was on its very last legs by Chrysaphes’ time. On the one hand, Iviron 1120 contains chants for
neo-Sabaitic services which clearly contain elements of the old Asmatikon and Psaltikon
repertories (e.g., the Prokeimena, which contain the characteristic cadential double-gamma
phrases of the Asmatikon). Furthermore, the persistence of the Constantinopolitan Cathedral
Rite in the memories of composers active at the end of the Empire is attested to by the
frequency of the phrase ‘asmatikon’ in Iviron 1120, but also, by the inclusion of elements such
as the Service of the Furnace, faithfully copied, not only by Chrysaphes, but also by his

successors in Crete.

Finally, the descriptions listed below reveal something about the characterisation of the newer
compositions by their authors. The terms encountered in Iviron 1120 span the gamut, from
geographical (e.g., ‘Thessalonian’), to ethnic (‘Persian’), to laudatory (‘marvellous’), to
performance-related (‘difficult’ or ‘chanted artistically, with three melodies’). The prevalence
of this sort of terminology in MS Iviron 1120 suggests that composers in the fifteenth century
were operating with a great degree of personal freedom. The concept of a chant as a musical
work, that is, as something with an author that could be named, reproduced, performed, and

recognised, is alive and well in the fifteenth century. The list of terms and names associated
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with the compositions in Iviron 1120, taken together with Chrysaphes’ Treatise, which shall be

analysed in the next chapter, strengthen this argument.

FIGURE 3.13: TERMINOLOGY INCLUDED IN IVIRON 1120
Agiosophitikon, 44r-49r
Aedon, 109r, 328r, 333v
Anakaras, 105r
Anyphantes, 111v
Biola, 82r
Boulgara, 262r, 278v
Boulgarikon, 326r
Choros, 87v
Dedemenon, 132r, 148r
Dyskolon, 146r, 189r
Entexnos, 197v, 316r
Ethnikon, 85r, 210r, 345r
Glykytaton, 123r, 152r
Fragkikon, 60r-70r
Fthorikon, 118v, 129r, 130v, 189r
Hedytaton pany, 95r
Isophonia, 120r
Kalliston, 181r
Kampana, 82r
Kinnyra, 124v
Leptotaton, 179v, 316r
Margaritis, 85r
Mega semantri, 307v
Mikro semantri, 155r
Monopnous, 209r
Mousikos, 195v, 197v
Oktaechon, 40r (2)

Organikos, 122r, 1231, 195v, 197v
Orphanon, 311r

Palaion,

Pany kalon, 134r, 150r, 160v, 167v, 384v
Pany wraion, 103r, 157v, 166r
Papadopoulou, 177v

Persikon, 342v, 343v

Polemikon, 325r

Politikon, 237v

Rodakina, 313r

Rodanin, 97r

Rodion, 196r

Terpnon, 123r

Tetraphonos, 315r

Thavmaston, 157v
Thessalonikaion, 254r, 3661

Tou Basileos, 92r

Trochos, 90r
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3.5 Chrysaphes’ Autographs: Conclusions

MS Iviron 1120 is an authoritative witness to the central tradition of ecclesiastical singing in
the mid-fifteenth century in and around Constantinople. The authority of this manuscript is
derived from the fact that it is dated (1458), attributed to a high-ranking musician whose
activity spanned the gamut of musical activity from composition and theory to singing and
choir directing, and voluminous — comprising over 700 folios containing both anonymous
chants and compositions attributed to over 76 composers from all the major Divine Offices of
the Byzantine Rite. As it was written right after the Fall of Constantinople, it is a verifiable
witness to the tradition of singing in Constantinople as codified by someone who was
particularly concerned with documenting as much of the music of his time, as well as that of
the prior two and a half centuries, as possible. The narrative that Chrysaphes was significantly
impacted by the Fall of Constantinople, and that this major change in the world order, which
resulted in his forced expatriation, was a significant driving force in his prolific activity as
scribe is found throughout the studies that refer to Chrysaphes or his autograph, Iviron 1120.”!
Giannopoulos, for example, calls Chrysaphes’ composition of the codex ‘an effort to collect all
the relevant melodic production from the imperial years,””> while Ioannes Arvanitis (speaking
more specifically of Chrysaphes’ Treatise) suggests that ‘Chrysaphes, as if feeling the coming
storm against the Empire and his nation, ordered the preservation and continuation of the

tradition: pipnotc, imitation of the masters.””

While the image of a musician, formerly of the
imperial palace, working feverishly (under, perhaps, far less favourable conditions) in order to
document the musical works and practises of the late Byzantine Empire lest they be lost
forever, may seem romantic and contrived, the arrangement and contents of Iviron 1120 —
along with Chrysaphes’ other autographs, especially the Kalophonic Sticherarion, Iviron 975,
suggest that there may be some truth to such a conception of Chrysaphes in the years following

1453.

MS Iviron 1120 is a sizeable musical codex, containing well over 500 musical settings by over
75 named composers along with dozens of anonymous settings, from all the services of the

ecclesiastical day of the Byzantine Rite as celebrated in the fifteenth century.”® It includes

! This view is widely documented, e.g., see Stathis, Or Avaypauuatiouoi, 100-10; Stathis, ‘Ipfpev 1120’
Giannopoulos, H Avfnon, 66-67; and Stathis, ‘Mavounk Xpvodenc’, 33. This conclusion is formed simply by one
who takes his voluminous autographs at face value. It is confirmed based on a reading of his Treatise, which
reveals an author obsessed with preserving for posterity the style and works of older composers.

o2 Giannopoulos, 46yog ka1 Mélog, 83.

% Arvanitis, ‘On the Meaning’, 125.

9 Cf. supra, Ch. 3, fn. 58 regarding the MS Laura Epsilon (A.E.) 173, written by David Raidestinos in AD 1436,
which may contain twice as much musical notation as MS Iviron 1120.
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several settings of venerable old genres, such as the prokeimena, material from services that
were likely an anachronism by 1458, such as the Service of the Furnace, and compositions
from innovative genres that were written to be performed at high feasts and even possibly,
outside of the services, such as the kalophonic heirmoi and various 15-syllable theotokia, and
embellished anagrammatismoi and kratemata. Taken together with the Kalophonic
Sticherarion Iviron 975, one of the earliest and most important codices of its type (and
voluminous in its own right), and Chrysaphes’ other autographs, Seraglio 15, MS
Xeropotamou 270, and MS Sketes Agias Annes 123 42, an image of Chrysaphes as a musician
who was, in fact, obsessed with documenting the tradition of music in Constantinople as it was
transmitted to him, comes into relief. Even more, Chrysaphes’ codification of various
repertories includes, in nearly every genre, a prodigious contribution of his own compositions,
revealing a musician who was keen to respond to changing liturgical, ceremonial, and aesthetic
requirements of his time. Further studies are certainly required to determine to what degree his
conception of unity with his predecessors — Kladas, Korones, and Koukouzeles — was
constructed versus real, but we possess enough fundamental data at this point to assert that
Chrysaphes was one of the most important scribes of the fifteenth century. He influenced
nearly every genre of music that was sung during the fifteenth century, either by means of his
activity as scribe — based on the compositions he anthologised, or by means of his activity as

composer, which is revealed through his activity as scribe.
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The Treatise of Manuel Chrysaphes: A Case Study in Reception 4
History

4.1 Introduction

In addition to hundreds of compositions and four autographed manuscripts, Chrysaphes’
productive output includes an important theoretical treatise, Ilepi @v évOewpovuévev i
WOATIKT] TéYv Kad OV ppovodol kakdg tives mepl abtdv (‘On the theory of the psaltic art and on
certain erroneous views that some hold about it”), a document critical for the insights it reveals
regarding performance practise in the fifteenth century and unique for its time on account of its
emphasis on composition." This chapter is focused on Manuel Chrysaphes the theorist, but,
rather than providing an extensive overview of the technical aspects of his theoretical work
(which are, instead, dealt with in the next chapter in the context of his settings of the
Anoixantaria), this section shall, first, provide an overview of the Treatise and its relationship
to other literature — both musical and non-musical — of the Byzantine intellectual tradition, and
then, it shall focus on the dissemination and reception of Chrysaphes’ Treatise in the post-
Byzantine era. Chrysaphes’ Treatise furnishes us with an excellent case study by which we
shall be able to analyse the variety of ways in which his theoretical document was utilised and
reshaped over the centuries, and thus, arrive at a preliminary assessment of the composer’s

reception in the post-Byzantine era.

In the years following Chrysaphes’ activity, the manuscripts testify to extensive copying and
broad geographic distribution of his compositions and treatise, suggesting a profound
admiration amongst contemporary ecclesiastical musicians for their Constantinopolitan
forebear. By the nineteenth century, Chrysaphes’ original compositions no longer formed the
core of the standard chant repertories. Yet at this time, Chrysaphes — who in his treatise makes
his own case for ‘correctness’ on the basis of continuity — gains prestige once again, now as the
author of a critical foundational document in the context of early nineteenth century notions of
continuity. Specifically, Chrysanthos of Madytos utilises Chrysaphes’ words in his own work,
the Qewpnuikév Méya tiic Movoikiic,” to buttress theories of contemporary performance
practise by means of providing a witness from Byzantine times. Chrysaphes’ Treatise would
continue to be interpreted in the context of similar debates related to authenticity and
continuity, though in largely different contexts, in the twentieth century. On the one hand,

Chrysaphes rich expositions related to compositional genres, melody, and modality have

! Conomos, Treatise, 37, translates woltikf] téxvn as ‘art of chanting’; my translation is ‘Psaltic art’.
% For Chrysanthos, cf. supra, Ch. 1, pp. 30-32.
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provided the basis for several twentieth century musicological investigations of the medieval
Byzantine chant repertory. On the other, the Treatise has been referenced to support theories of
continuity in the tradition of Byzantine chant, especially as a reaction to allegations of stark
discontinuity between the medieval and received traditions. The durability of Chrysaphes’
Treatise and its author’s authoritative position in the post-Byzantine psaltic milieu can be
gleaned from the frequency with which it has been utilised, and the range of arguments it has
been called on to support. Therefore, the present chapter shall endeavour to provide a brief
overview of Chrysaphes’ reception — both by church musicians in the generations immediately
following his activity, as well as by cantors and musicologists of the nineteenth and twentieth

centuries.
4.2 The Treatise

Manuel Chrysaphes’ treatise, On the Theory of the Psaltic Art, has been one of the most
frequently referenced theoretical works concerning music from the Byzantine or post-
Byzantine era. Chrysaphes’ words have been used to underpin theories ranging from continuity
in performance practices to the characteristics of the modal system of Byzantine chant. This
chapter will sketch a background of Chrysaphes’ one surviving literary work in the context of
the intellectual culture of the late Byzantine Empire in order to highlight the fact that
Chrysaphes both utilised traditional rhetorical models common to Byzantium’s educated elite,
yet departed from the classicising music theorists of his time by writing on a subject related
directly to contemporary musical practices. Next, Chrysaphes’ immediate reception will be
considered, based primarily on the relative frequency and distribution of his works in post-
Byzantine musical sources. Finally, a preliminary survey of the modern reception of
Chrysaphes will be offered, starting with Chrysanthos (c. 1770-1846) in the early nineteenth
century. For Chrysanthos, Chrysaphes provided the authoritative link between contemporary
(i.e., early nineteenth century) practice and Byzantine chant’s venerable imperial heritage, a
theme that would be taken up by later musicians and scholars but in a largely altered context,

as I will discuss below.

The Intellectual Environment of Late Palaiologan Byzantium

Chrysaphes’ T reatise’ consists of three main parts: 1) a Prooimion, 2) a section on melodic

theseis,' and 3) the largest section, an overview of the phthorai (sing: phthora) and proper

3 Chrysaphes’ Treatise is documented first in Iviron 1120, from 1458, but we still cannot determine exactly when
it was written.
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methods of composition utilising these signs of modal alteration, which were written in red ink
and proliferated in musical manuscripts after about 1300.° The final section is a critical witness
to the tradition of Byzantine chanting in the fifteenth century, especially regarding both
‘correct’ and ‘incorrect’ techniques of modulation (as prescribed by Chrysaphes), but also, for
its cross references to real compositions that can be located in sources from the fifteenth and
fourteenth centuries. The treatise bears the traits of comparable literary products of Palaiologan
Byzantium and, by extension, of late antiquity, in a few important respects. This should not be
surprising given, on the one hand, Chrysaphes’ status as an imperial musician, which would
place him amongst the few educated elite, and on the other, the survival of secular education in
Byzantium in its ‘antique, i.e., rhetorical form.”® As I will show below, Chrysaphes both

communicates with and departs from these classical and late Byzantine models.

FIGURE 4.1: ®OOPA EsTI (‘A PHTHORA IS’), EXCERPT FROM CHRYSAPHES’ TREATISE, IVIRON 1120, F. 18v
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In his Prooimion, Chrysaphes claims to have been pressured by his student Gerasimos to write
his treatise. The historical Gerasimos Chalkeopoulos and his role as Chrysaphes’ student is
firmly attested to in sources of the fifteenth century (including Iviron 1120) and of the post-

Byzantine period,” nevertheless, this opening reads similar to other topoi of ‘requests by

* Theseis (singular: thesis) are the individual musical phrases that comprise the building blocks of Byzantine
chants. For differing interpretations of its precise definition in Chrysaphes’ medieval document, see for example
Stathis, O1 Avaypouuorionoi, 34-5, in contrast to Arvanitis, ‘On the meaning’, passim.

> Troelsgard, ‘Transformation’, 162. Conomos points out that even in early Akolouthiai from the fourteenth
century, such as EBE 2458 (1336) and EBE 2622 (1341 — c. 1360), ‘the phthorai are used somewhat sparingly in
comparison with later practice’ (Conomos, Treatise, 98).

6 Cyril Mango, ‘Byzantine Literature as a Distorting Mirror,” ed. idem, Byzantium and Its Image, 11 (London:
Varorium Reprints, 1984), 9.

7 Gerasimos Chalkeopoulos was a hieromonk from Thessaloniki as an inscription on EBE 2406 (1453), f. 254
bears witness to: ‘Kvpiov I'epacipov iepopoviyov tod Xaikeomoviov and tilg norews Oecoarovikng’ (Lord
Gerasimos Chalkeopoulos the hieromonk from the city of Thessalonica), see Karangounes, Xepovfikov 257.
Chrysaphes includes compositions by Gerasimos in Iviron 1120 (e.g., the Koinonikon Iotipiov cwtypiov, on f.
531v). That Gerasimos was a student of Chrysaphes is mentioned by Chrysaphes himself but also corroborated by

163



students of teachers for the rules of the art’, common in medieval treatises of music.®
Chrysaphes’ purported objective is to benefit those who wish to seriously study the psaltic art,
but also to rebuke those who hold incorrect opinions, ‘those who without exact and unfailing
knowledge have undertaken this art’ (‘0 pn pet’ émotyung axpipodg 1€ Kol ArToicTon THV
TolTNY pETéPYecOon téxvnv’).9 Though we do have evidence of a musical controversy
documented in some monastic kteforika typika of the late Byzantine period, this narrative of
opposition should nevertheless be seen as another rhetorical device not unfamiliar to highbrow
Byzantine literature.'® Manuel Bryennius, the eccentric late thirteenth/early fourteenth century
intellectual and author of probably the most widely copied late Byzantine musical treatise,
Harmonics, begins his work by stating that he wishes ‘to revive the interest of those who,
understanding the importance of this science, regret its loss and are eager to learn but unable to
without assistance,” and furthermore, ‘to defend and clarify this science from those men whom
the ignorant masses call sages,” two objectives which are strikingly similar to those found in
Chrysaphes’ Prooimion.'" This trope is also encountered in classical works, such as the
musical treatise of Aristoxenus (fourth century BC).”> As Andrew Barker points out,
Aristoxenus ‘mentions earlier exponents of the science repeatedly, but always to criticise
them... their main function in his writings is to point up, by contrast, his own immeasurable

superiority.”"® Likewise, Chrysaphes does not hesitate to imply that he and his theories are

several post-Byzantine sources (‘T'epacipov pabntod tod Xpvoden’) and other similar inscriptions are found in
e.g., MSS Gregoriou 5, between f. 144b-169b; Philotheou 133, between f. 65a-73a, Docheiariou 337, between f.
165b-170a, et al. See Karangounes, Xepovfixav, 258.

¥ Conomos emphasises that this was a common rhetorical device employed in both Eastern and Western writings
of the Middle Ages, giving two examples, the Bibliotheca and Amphilochia of Patriarch Photios of the ninth
century and Johannes de Grocheo’s De Musica, a thirteenth century Western treatise on music (Conomos,
Treatise, 72-73).

° Conomos, Treatise, 36.

' The controversy Dubowchik uncovers in the Typikon of Skoteine (from 1247) refers to the main monastery
which possessed, and chanted from, a Sticherarion referred to as ‘neophonon’ (‘new-sound’), whereas one of the
monastery’s dependencies chanted from a Sticherarion referred to as ‘palaiophonon’ (‘old-sound’). These terms
probably refer to ‘new notation’ vs. ‘old notation,” given the change from the adiastematic systems to the ‘Round
Notation’ around the middle of the twelfth century along with the testimony of the anonymous treatise Akpifeta,
ed. Bjarne Schartau, Anonymous Questions and Answers on the Interval Signs, MMB: CSDRM 4 (Vienna: Verlag
der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1998), lines 998, 999, 1030. I am grateful to Christian
Troelsgard for pointing me to this reference. This evidence would seem to go against Dubowchik’s suggestion
that, on the basis of Chrysaphes’ distinction between notational signs (onueia) and sounds (pwv@v), these terms
refer to the co-existence of two repertories, the archaic, anonymous chants often labelled ‘palaion’ and the
eponymous compositions sometimes labelled ‘kalophonic’ or ‘embellished’ (as found in Akolouthiai MSS such as
Iviron 1120). For this viewpoint and an analysis of other kteforika typika, see Dubowchik, ‘Singing’, 292-93.

' Jonker, Harmonics, 51. The importance of Bryennius’ Treatise is evidenced by its widespread transmission.
Jonker points to 46 known manuscripts with ‘integral text prior to 1600,” in comparison to only a handful of
copies of the Apuovika-Movaixi of George Pachymeres, Bryennius’ senior contemporary (Harmonics, 21).

12 Arvanitis, ‘On the Meaning’, 105-28.

% Andrew Barker, The Science of Harmonics in Classical Greece (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2007), 136, 442. For a reassessment of the Harmonics of Bryennius in light of its debased status in recent
historiography, see Thomas J. Mathiesen, ‘Aristides Quintilianus and the "Harmonics" of Manuel Bryennius: A
Study in Byzantine Music Theory,” Journal of Music Theory, 27/1 (1983): 31-47. In this study, Mathiesen cites 43
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irreproachable (dvemAnmrtolg), especially in the face of his critics, who are motivated rather by

envy and jealousy (p06voc)."*

Chrysaphes was evidently well versed in elite Byzantine literature, which included a standard
corpus of classical and Hellenistic works based on the trivium of grammar, rhetoric, and
philosophy, and the guadrivium of arithmetic, music, geometry, and astronomy." Ioannes
Arvanitis recently located an important parallel between Chrysaphes’ treatise and one of these
core texts, the treatise of the Hellenistic grammarian, Dionysius Thrax, which was the core
grammar used throughout the Byzantine Empire’s existence.'® In his section on the melodic
theseis, Chrysaphes enumerates six essential characteristics of the psaltic art, and calls the
individual who has mastered these categories a ‘perfect teacher’ (‘81dGokatoc téhewoc’).!” The
treatise of Dionysius Thrax also includes six essential components of the art of grammar. Not
only do these passages share the number of traits essential for achieving perfection in their
respective arts, but they end with the very same words, leading Arvanitis to conclude that
Dionysios’s I pouuotikyy Téyvp must have functioned as a model for Chrysaphes (these

concordances are shown in Fig. 4.2 below).'® Thus, it is not difficult to establish an intellectual

loci paralleli between the works of Bryennius and Quintillianus, emphasising the interconnected web between the
musical treatises of Late Antiquity and the theorists of Late Byzantium, who, as Mathiesen argues, were far more
than simply redactors of earlier theory (Mathieson, ‘Aristides Quintilianus’, 34).

4 Conomos, Treatise, 67. The rather unusual phrase used by Chrysaphes near the end of his treatise, ‘dxaip®
euovekig’ (translated by Conomos as ‘untimely envy’) is found in a similar context (to refute invisible enemies)
in Chapter 62 of Theodore Metochites’ treatise ‘Memoirs and Didactic Notes’ (Yrzouvyuoaniouol kai Znueicaoeig
I'vopaxar), strengthening the connection between Chrysaphes and intellectuals such as Manuel Bryannius (who
tutored Metochites) and those around him. See Theodoros Metochites, Christian Gottfried Miiller, Theodori
Metochitae Miscellanea Philosophica et Historica. Graece (Lipsiae: Sumtibus F.C.G. Vogelii, 1821), 381.

' The education system in Byzantium was ‘in all major respects, the ancient educational format inherited from its
Hellenistic and Roman past, which it perpetuated with remarkable constancy down to the last years of the
empire’s life’ (Athanasios Markopoulos, ‘Education,” in eds. E. Jeffreys et al, Oxford Handbook of Byzantine
Studies (Oxford: OUP, 2008), 785). Although it has been argued that, after 1204, formal secondary and advanced
education in Byzantium ‘did not possess the structure or scope of the great higher educational foundations of
earlier periods’ (Markopoulos, ‘Education’, 791), it is clear — from a reading of Chrysaphes’ Treatise, at the very
least, that many of the core texts were transmitted through the educational system of Byzantium for centuries,
such as the I'pauuoticy Téyvn of Dionysios Thrax, or the Platonic Dialogues.

16 Markopoulos, ‘Education’, 789.

'7 Jorgen Raasted suggests that this terminology is reminiscent of — and thus may refer to — Aristotle’s teleion
systema (‘perfect system”) and the Hagiopolites Treatise’s teleia mousike (Jorgen Raasted, ed., “The Hagiopolites.
A Byzantine Treatise on Musical Theory,” in CIMAGL 45 (Copenhagen: Erik Paludan, 1983).

'8 Dionysious Thrax writes: "0 &1 KGAMOTOV §0TL TAVTOV TOV £V TH] TéYVN, as compared to Manuel Chrysaphes,
who writes, almost verbatim, ‘Onep 61 kK6AMoTOV E6T1L TAVTOV TOV €V T TéYVY. Incidentally, thesis is itself a word
lifted from the grammatical disciplines, dating at least as early as Late Antiquity, in the treatise of Aelius Donatus
(c. 350 AD), who uses the term to describe syntactical structure (Conomos, Treatise, 77-78). The connection of
grammar to music extends to Western medieval music treatises such as that attributed to Guido of Arezzo. With
respect to Guido’s education outside of music, the Micrologus is the most revealing of his treatises. Chapter 15,
‘De commode vel componenda modulation,” highlights the fact that Guido was schooled in medieval grammar,
rhetoric, and poetry. He begins the chapter by stating that one can put together musical sounds in successively
larger units in the same way that one joins constituent parts of language: i.e., for music: pthongi, syllabae,
neumae; likened to those used in verse: litterae, syllabae, partes, pedes. The analogy to language structure returns
in the Guido’s Regule and Epistola. See Dolores Pesce, ed., Guido d' Arezzo's Regule Rithmice, Prologus in
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thread connecting classical writing on the science of music and harmonics as well as on
grammar and rhetoric, through Late Byzantine authors such as Manuel Bryennius, to Manuel
Chrysaphes. This connection is further emphasized when Chrysaphes’ treatise is put into relief
against other treatises of ecclesiastical music such as that of Gabriel Hieromonachos and the
Anonymous Axpifeia, which, intended for (especially monastic) students of chant, are

generally devoid of the rhetorical devices which characterise Chrysaphes’ work.'’

FIGURE 4.2: CONCORDANCES BETWEEN THE GRAMMAR OF D. THRAX AND THE PSALTIC ART OF CHRYSAPHES
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Ancient Greek Music Theory and Ecclesiastical Chant in Byzantium

In his introduction to The Harmonics of Manuel Bryennius, Goverdus Jonker argues that, ‘By
the sixth and seventh centuries, when Byzantine ecclesiastical music began to develop along its
own lines, ancient Greek music was long dead and forgotten, but for hundreds of years people
continued theorising about tone-systems with their underlying acoustic and mathematical

principles. .. without relating their reflections to the music of their own day.’*® This dichotomy,

Antiphonarium, and Epistola ad Michahelem: A Critical Text & Translation (Ottawa, Canada: Institute of
Medieval Music, 1999). Conomos notes that Aristides Quintilianus applies the concepts of grammatical structure
to music and that the earliest writing on ecclesiastical music to make this connection is an eighth century treatise
entitled Musica (wrongly attributed to Alcuin, according to Conomos, Treatise, 78). In spite of these connections,
Conomos questions whether the author of Musica, or Manuel Chrysaphes for that matter, would have been
familiar with any ancient Greek writings on music, a claim that recent research has proven unsatisfactory, as
described above.

' Gerda Wolfram and Christian Hannick date the monk and theorist Gabriel slightly earlier than Chrysaphes. See
Gabriel Hieromonachos: Abhandlung iiber den Kirchengesang (1985, Wien), 21.

2 Jonker argues that Bryennius’ impact was especially far reaching in his own time (Harmonics, 29). For
example, it was Theodore Metochites, a pupil of Bryennius, who introduced the ‘encyclopedic, humanist scholar’
Nicephorus Gregoras (1295-1395) to the study of astronomy, mathematics, and music. For Bryennius’ impact, see
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familiar in the West via Boethius’ distinction between the musicus (‘the knower’) and the
cantus (‘the singer, the doer’) also characterised, to some extent, late Byzantine musical
treatises such as those by George Pachymeres and Bryennius, which, it has been argued, relate

to practical music only briefly and superficially.”’

Others have argued that the dichotomy between the ancient, philosophical systems, and
contemporary, practical music, was not so black and white. Christian Troelsgérd points to the
coexistence of technical terms of Byzantine chant and ancient theory in the Harmonics, stating
that Bryennius ‘even harshly criticises features of ancient theory which he considers of no use
to a student of music theory’, suggesting that this late Byzantine author considered at least
some aspects of ancient theory of practical value.”* The same — in Troelsgérd’s view, conscious
— amalgamation of ancient theory with contemporary exists in the Hagiopolites treatise,
which contains psaltic content but also a hodgepodge of ancient Greek musical theory,
demonstrating ‘a very conscious employment of the ancient material’ by the Byzantines,
perhaps as a way of establishing a theoretical framework for their own contemporary music.**
Troelsgard argues that Byzantine theorists copied material from ancient Greek music theory
manuals not for the mere purpose of preservation but because they found them to be of
practical value in describing contemporary musical phenomena.”” Nevertheless, a real

distinction can be observed between two bodies of musical texts in late Byzantium, those

also Karl Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Literatur von Justinian bis zum Ende des ostromischen
Reiches, 527-1453 (1891, Munich), 293-298.

2 Jonker, Harmonics, 27-28. That, as Jonker writes, ‘the two leading Byzantine theoreticians Pachymeres and
Bryennius are not named in the chapter headed “Byzantine Music” in the Cambridge Medieval History (Vol. IV,
part II), [but] both occur in the one headed “Byzantine Science” in the same work’ speaks to the persistence of
scholarship’s view of the division between practical music and music as philosophy or science in Byzantium
(Jonker quote from Manuel Bryennius, 264-305).

* Troelsgard’s nuanced perspective on this debate is argued in ‘Ancient Musical Theory in Byzantine
Environments,” CIMAGL 56 (1988), 228-38. Troelsgard points to a handful of medieval treatises to make this
point, in addition to the Hagiopolites, e.g., the treatise ascribed to Bacchius Senex, and even, but to a lesser extent,
the treatises of George Pachymeres and Manuel Bryennius. A similar point is made in Pavlos Erevnidis, ‘““In the
Name of the Mode:” Intervallic Content, Nomenclature and Numbering of the Modes,” Paper read at the Cantus
Planus meeting in Lillafured / Hungary (2006), 93-114.

2 The Hagiopolites treatise is preserved in one manuscript, the fourteenth century MS Parisinus ancient fonds
grec 360, fol. 216-237. See Lukas Richter, ‘Antike Uberlieferungen in der byzantinischen Musiktheorie,” Acta
Musicologica 70/2 (1998), 137.

* For example, strings names of the ancient mousike (the common name of ancient string instruments with 4, 7,
or 15 strings) are found together with Palacobyzantine neumes. Troeslgard theorises the Byzantines might have
found these names useful for explaining intervals or tetrachordal structure of modes to students of ecclesiastical
chant. See Troeslgérd, ‘Ancient’, 235-36; 228; and passim.

2 Echoed in Mathieson, ‘Aristides Quintilianus’, passim.
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redacting the largely theoretical systems of ancient music theory and those concerned with

. . . . . . . 26
instruction and dissemination of ecclesiastical chant.

The highly theoretical nature of some writings on music in the West prompted Guido of
Arezzo — the eleventh century singer and theoretician largely credited with introducing staff
notation — to claim that it was necessary to depart from the example of Boethius, for his book
was ‘useful to philosophers only, not to singers.”®’ The departure from the theoretical to the
practical is also witnessed to in manuscripts of the early period of Palaiologan Byzantium,
which begin to transmit a body of didactic material which included several anonymous
diagrams and exercises focused on teaching the neumes of melodic ascent and descent as well
as the modal signatures. This body of work includes the lists of neumes and signs in the
Hagiopolites, the theoretical diagrams, intonation formulas, and methods of solmisation found
at the beginning of the Akolouthia manuscripts of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries
(including the ‘Great Ison’ of Koukouzeles), as well as the treatises of Hieronymos
Tragodistes, the Cypriot student of Zarlino,” Gabriel Hieromonachos,”’ John Plousiadenos,’”
the anonymous Akriveia,”' and that of the Cretan composer and cantor, Akakios
Chalkeopoulos. These diagrams and texts transmit exercises and theoretical material which are,
on the whole, largely devoid of classical rhetoric, being practically-minded and suited for the

ecclesiastical singer.
Chrysaphes’ Treatise: Emphasis on Composition

Though, as stated above, Chrysaphes’ Treatise is written in the framework of the rhetorical,
classical tradition, its content is strikingly relevant to the fifteenth century. While Chrysaphes’
Treatise is directed towards the ecclesiastical musician, his work differs from the rest: rather
than focusing on the reading of the neumes or on the execution of parallage, Chrysaphes

directs his material towards the composer, the individual who imagines and then writes the

% Christian Hannick’s classification of Byzantine music theory texts into essentially these two groups — ‘classical’
and ‘ecclesiastical’ — is found in Hunger, Herbert, ed. Die Hochsprachliche Profane Literatur Der Byzantiner,
Vol. 2 (Miinchen: Beck, 1978), 181-218 (cited in Troelsgérd, ‘Ancient’, 229).

¥ pesce, Guido d’ Arezzo, 8.

* Bjarne Schartau, Hieronymus Tragodistes, iiber das Erfordernis von Schrifizeichen fiir die Musik der Griechen,
MMB: CSDRM, 3 (Vienna: Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1990).

* Christian Hannick and Gerda Wolfram, eds., Gabriel Hieromonachos: Abhandlung iiber den Kirchengesang,
MMB: CSDRM, 1 (Vienna: Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1985).

30 Plousiadenos’ treatise, ‘Epunvsia tiig mapariayiic (‘Study of Parallage’) is preserved in his autograph, MS
Dionysiou 570, and reproduced in A. Alygizakes, ‘H Oxtanyioa otmv EXMnviki Asgttovpywn Ypvoypagia’,
(Aristotle University, 1985), 235-39.

3! Bjarne Schartau, ed. Anonymous Questions and Answers on the Interval Signs, MMB: CSDRM, 4 (Vienna:
Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1998).
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hymns.*> Remarkably, five of the six chief components (kepdhona)’® of the psaltic art relate
exclusively to the process of composition, and the opponents Chrysaphes seeks to correct are
characterized as duafo¢ xoi dvemotnuovws morodvrag moujuata, ‘those who compose
melodies ignorantly and unscientifically’ (Conomos’ translation; my emphasis). They are not
worthy of criticism because of the way they sing, but because of how they write melodies.
Moreover, Chrysaphes, in his appeal to authority, speaks exclusively of composition, about
writing melodies which are independent works of art with identifiable creators. Composers
constitute the figures in his lineage of authority. Figure 4.3 highlights how frequently the verb
motéw (‘to produce; to compose’) or ypdopw (‘to write’) are encountered, in addition to the term
dwaokarog (‘teacher’). The latter — teacher — draws attention to Chrysaphes’ emphasis on
traditional models, while the former terms emphasise the Treatise’s focus on composition and
the skills required to do so. This emphasis on composition seems to reflect the tradition of
originality and eponymous melody making already well-established in Byzantine ecclesiastical

music by Chrysaphes’ time.

FIGURE 4.3: AUTHORSHIP AND COMPOSITION IN CHRYSAPHES’ TREATISE

Original Greek
(Papadopoulos-Kerameus 1901, Manuel Chrysaphes)

English Translation
(Conomos 1985, The Treatise)

avupavas Aeyopévels xal ol olfxorg dpoiwg. t@v olxwv 8 ye Tp@Tog
‘@mﬂb Avedrtng Umiiphe xal Selrepog & Muxie, tév Avedrny pupod-
pevog' Emata 1pito; & 'Himé dvopalbpevos, imépevos
7ol elpnpbvorg Sual, xal navtag abrol & yaprtowpog Kouxoulthng,
& xal plyeg tpdvil dddonalodTy. et & obv &g xat’ byveg abdlg
xal obltv m t@v dxebvoig Sofdwaw xal Soxyraodiviwv xadds Setv Gero
xawvotopetv. Sid obSt éxarvordper. & 8t hapmeddptog Twdvwng tolbtwy bare-

pos @v xed xat’ bty ﬂmoﬁpw':é.pm, xal abnalc Meoy7pa-)

@8:’@ xepl, Eon dAxddotog( ag) nap’ tpol Twdvou Aapwa-
Saplov oD Khad, puupoupbwm wotd b Suvertdy Thv modatdy dxadistove,
xal olix ﬁqmtw@ﬁmc, el iy il oy xal doepviveto xal Tolg
Rowrol; Gomep Evopoderet ik 100 xa¥ tawrdv Dmodelypatog 1o t@v
mehatotépuy (fhov pmdbhewg dElotacdar, pnmdt waworopely m mapa d
xaddnak S8kavra xakide Eyew abrols. xal xakid Té{ e olwwg
igpbver xad gpovidy Bheye, xai Mbywv obx iedfero, dAAd Tobg mahatoly
& pupdto@BY rotrdy) Toli; T Emoriun ivdiempbavras. xal fpds, of ye

The first composer of oikoi was Aneotes and the
second was Glykys who imitated Aneotes; next,
the third was named Ethikos who followed as
teacher the aforementioned two writers, and after
all of these loannes Koukouzeles who, even
though he was truly great, was a teacher and did
not depart from the science of his predecessors.
Therefore, he followed in their footsteps and
decided not to change anything which they had
considered... thus he made no innovations.
Ioannes the lampadarios, who came after these
men and who was in no way inferior to his
predecessors, wrote with his own hand these
words saying ‘Akathistos composed by me,
Ioannes Kladas, the lampadarios, imitating the old
Akathistos as closely as possible. And he was not
ashamed to write this... if I myself wish not to
distort the truth and precision of our science, I
must not cease imitating the old composers.

32 Achilleus Chaldaiakes, in an article that explores the relationship between the melopoios (composer) and the
psaltes (singer), suggests that today we conceive of a dichotomy between the two which did not necessarily exist
in the Byzantine theoretical sources. He cites Gabriel’s description of the wélsiog waltns (‘perfect singer’) as well
as Chrysaphes’ téleio¢ didaokalog (‘perfect teacher’) to show that, in the ideal conceptions of these theoreticians,
there was a mixing of these two roles in the same individual. I contend that while Gabriel expected his psaltes to
have the ability to write melodies, Chrysaphes’ emphasis on composition is far more pronounced (see
Chaldaeakes, ‘O Meghomowdg kar o Waitng oty EAAnvik Yokt Téyvn,” Bolaviivouovaixoioyia, ed. idem
(Athens, 2010): 227-39).

33 Conomos translates this term as ‘categories’.
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4.4 Reception of Chrysaphes and the Treatise
Post-Byzantine Reception

Diffusion of Chrysaphes’ Compositions

The post-Byzantine reception of Manuel Chrysaphes is a multi-faceted topic that can only be
briefly touched on in this present paper. Based on the frequency and geographic distribution
with which his compositions were copied, we know that his impact was significant and
widespread. As Conomos first observed, ‘it is no exaggeration to say that Chrysaphes’
compositions appear with unequalled consistency in Byzantine musical sources written after

the middle of the fifteenth cen‘cury.’34

The significant representation of Chrysaphes’ works in
the manuscript tradition is not a phenomenon relegated to one locality. This is due at least in
part to his extensive — and geographically broad — activity as teacher and scribe, which spanned
an impressive range across the centre and periphery of the Mediterranean basin and Balkan

Peninsula, undoubtedly contributing to his prestige amongst Greek ecclesiastical musicians.

The manuscript sources and their liturgical arrangements, along with the tradition of
composition in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, suggest that Chrysaphes’ impact was
particularly meaningful in Crete, and Emmanuel Giannopoulos has argued that Chrysaphes
was instrumental in establishing the Constantinopolitan idiom of ecclesiastical chant on that
island.”® The notion of Chrysaphes’ importance in this regard must have lived on in the
collective consciousness of Constantinopolitan musicians in the eighteenth and nineteenth
century, for, as Chrysanthos writes nearly four centuries later, ‘When our psalmody was driven
out of Constantinople, it was saved in the churches of the Peloponnese and Crete.’*
Chrysaphes’ treatise is copied in two important manuscripts, probably of Cretan origin, EBE
968 and MS M. Xaniaiov 233, leading Giannopoulos to conclude that this theoretical work

was revered greatly in the post-Byzantine period, especially on the island of Crete.”’

That Chrysaphes was immediately revered as an authority in the sphere of Byzantine

ecclesiastical music is supported when considering the contents and arrangement of MS Sinai

3* Conomos, Treatise, 13.

33 A brief summary of this position is described in Emmanuel Giannopoulos, ‘The Stability and Continuity of the
Old Tradition in Cretan Psaltic Art in the 17th Century and Generally in the Following Centuries,” in ed. G.
Wolfram, Tradition and Innovation in Late- and Postbyzantine Liturgical Chant (Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 159-89.
For a more comprehensive overview, see Giannopoulos’ published thesis, H AvOnon, 64-69, in which
Giannopoulos offers extensive evidence to support the claim that Chrysaphes was one of the primary figures who
established the Constantinopolitan idiom of chant on the island of Crete.

3¢ Giannopoulos, H AvByon, 66.

37 Giannopoulos, H Av&yan, 66.
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1251, the impressive autograph of Chrysaphes’ successor in Crete, loannes Plousiadenos.” As
detailed above in Chapter 2, Plousiadenos — who calls Chrysaphes a ‘new Koukouzeles’ in
another autograph, Sinai 1312 — emphasises Chrysaphes’ pre-eminence amongst the pantheon
of ecclesiastical musicians of the prior three centuries by means of his ordering of Chrysaphes’
settings within this Kalophonic Sticherarion.*’ Giannopoulos’ descriptive catalogue of the 91
Byzantine musical manuscripts in the libraries of Great Britain provides another powerful
testimonial of Chrysaphes’ reception on the island of Crete and the peripheries of the former
Empire.** In the codices surveyed, there are over 300 compositions ascribed to Chrysaphes,
from all hymn genres, and spanning a vast geographic range from Crete to the Black Sea. A
few of the more significant codices include the late fifteenth century MS British Library Add.
28821*" (over 25 compositions ascribed to Chrysaphes), the sixteenth century MS British
Library Harleian 1613 from Crete (over 10 compositions), MS Jesus College 33, dated to 1635
from Wallachia (over 40 compositions), and the aforementioned MS Greek Mingana 4
(Birmingham), dated to 1678 and heralding from Trebizond in Pontos (over 145 compositions

— essentially, the complete Kalophonic Sticherarion of Chrysaphes).*

Chrysaphes is also frequently encountered in seventeenth century manuscripts native to the
islands of Cyprus and Lesbos, as pointed out by Christiana Demetriou,” Andrija Jakovljevi¢*
and Papadopoulos-Kerameus, respectively. Thus, it seems that within a century, Chrysaphes’
compositions and arrangements form the basis of several repertories: mainland Greece, Crete,
Mt Athos, and Constantinople, and soon after, they proliferate in Moldova-Wallachia, Serbia,
and the Greek-speaking regions of the Black Sea. Finally, Chrysaphes’ influence can likewise
be measured by the impact of his own liturgical arrangements in the musical manuscripts.
Based on the surviving evidence, it also seems that he is the first composer-scribe to have
included sets of the hymns of Divine Liturgy — the Alleluiaria, Cheroubic Hymns, and

Koinonika — in each of the eight church modes, using many of his own compositions to fill out

3% Balageorgos, ‘Ot amokeipevor’, 54-55.

3% See my discussion of this above, especially in Ch. 2, “The Kalophonic Sticherarion as a Chronological Marker’.
0 Giannopoulos, Ayyiia, passim.

*! Giannopoulos suggests that this manuscript may be of Cretan origin, although my colleague Dimitrios Skrekas,
who studied this codex as part of the British Library’s manuscript digitisation efforts, believes that it came from
Epirus in the nineteenth century, thus casting some doubt — but not entirely ruling out — its Cretan provenance.

*2 Giannopoulos, Ayylia, 85-89, 136-40, 189-201, and 358-85.

# See Demetriou’s description of the Kalophonic Sticherarion of Chrysaphes, MS Machairas A4, in
Spdtbyzantinische, esp. 144-173.

* Jakovljevi¢, Catalogue, passim.
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the repertory.” This trend of full modal representation within particular hymn genres would

persist for the next several centuries until the present day.

The Sticherarion of Panagiotes Chrysaphes

In his article on Manuel Chrysaphes, Papadopoulos-Kerameus includes a few interesting
passages related to the composer from sixteenth and seventeenth century MSS. One
inscription, from MS number 4 of the Monastery of Abraham in Jerusalem, a Kalophonic
Sticherarion comprising several compositions attributed to Chrysaphes, is notable for its
commentary on contemporary performance practice. At the end of the anthology, the scribe —
Panagiotes ‘the New’ Chrysaphes himself*® — writes a note concerning his source and the

melodies he was writing down at the time:

The present book, replete with melodies as sweet as honey, was completed... in the year
1655... authored and arranged by me the poor, the least, the uneducated, and the chief
among sinners in truth, Chrysaphes the Protopsaltes of the Great Church of Christ. At my
own expense, [ willingly undertook the very painstaking task of editing and composing
this, alone copying by hand the old Sticherarion and handwritten manuscript of the old
Master Chrysaphes called Emmanuel and lampadarios of the sacred and royal clergy.
However, I did not compose according to the contents of that particular book, but
with some new embellishments and with mellifluous, innovative theseis, in accordance
with how things are chanted presently by singers in Constantinople. I accomplished
this task, insofar as was possible for me, because of the instruction I received from my
teacher, Master George Raidestinos, the Protopsaltes of the Great Church of Christ, which I
have expounded on and highlighted.*’

In this excerpt, Chrysaphes is presented as a venerable figure, a member of the founding
fathers of kalophonic psalmody — a position consistent with the breadth and depth of his

reception already explored above.

At the same time, Panagiotes seems to suggest that by the time this manuscript is written in the
middle of the seventeenth century, the melodic lines and theseis of Manuel’s kalophonic
stichera are already out of step with contemporary performance practice in Constantinople. It
is out of the scope of this present study to discuss the exact nature of Panagiotes’ re-working of

Manuel’s Kalophonic Sticherarion, but it should be no surprise that the latter’s original

1 thank Christian Troelsgard for calling to my attention the oktaechal cycle of koinonika included by David
Raidestinos in the aforementioned MS Athos Laura Epsilon (A.E.) 173, written in 1436 (cf. supra, Ch. 3, fn. 58).
The trend for conceiving of hymns within a genre in eight-mode cycles thus seems to have preceded Chrysaphes.
Chrysaphes obviously took hold of this trend and extended it, supplying his own compositions where there was a
need within a given genre and mode.

Cf, supra, Ch. 1, fn. 146.

7T emailed the proestamenos of the Holy Sepulchre Cathedral in Jerusalem, Fr. Aristovoulos, with whom my
supervisor did fieldwork in the summer of 2013 concerning the current location of MS Abraham 4. As yet, [ am
still waiting for further information. It was described in Kleopas Koikylides and A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus,
Kazdrowmo. yepoypopawv Iepocotvuitikns Biliobnxns (Jerusalem: ek tou typographeiou tou Hierou Koinou tou P.
Taphou, 1899), 26-28.
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compositions were embellished by this time (perhaps several times over), over two centuries
since the works were first written down.”® In fact, the verb koAwmilm (to beautify or
embellish) is among the more frequently encountered descriptors (in various forms) in the
musical manuscripts as early as the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, explicitly indicating
authorial intention to embellish or even re-compose earlier works. On folio 133v of MS Iviron
975, one of the aforementioned autographs of Chrysaphes, this process of embellishment is
described in a rubric preceding the kalophonic sticheron, ‘Mayot éx Ilepcidog’ (‘Magi from
Persia’), which has already been analysed above in Chapter 2: ‘.. tomua kOp Twdvvov t0D
Kopvnvod, éxorlomicOn petd mopd kOp Eévov 100 Kopdvn, Votepov 8¢ Mvmbn kol
ExoAonictn pkpov mapd tod Xpvodeov® (‘composition by Master John Comnenos,
afterwards embellished by Xenos Korones, and later united and embellished a little bit by
Chrysaphes’; see Fig. 4.4). Chrysaphes both pays homage to the composition’s original creator
and its second redactor, while simultaneously claiming a degree of editorial authorship. The
same forces seem to be at work, over two centuries later, in the seventeenth century
embellishments of Panagiotes Chrysaphes on earlier compositions by his fifteenth century

namesake.

Given the current state of research, notions of authorship and broader questions regarding
continuity and change in the tradition of Byzantine ecclesiastical music from the medieval
through the post-Byzantine periods must be cautiously addressed on a case by case basis.*” We
are, however, on firm ground to conclude that Chrysaphes, in the decades immediately
following his activity and well into the post-Byzantine period, was revered as a figure, and his
compositions were admired, extensively copied, widely distributed, and presumably sung

across a wide geographic span — from the Ionian Islands to the Black Sea. Furthermore, it

* For one perspective on the existence (and perhaps development) of different styles of singing in Byzantine
chant, including the concurrence of long and short sticheraric styles in the Anastasimatarion, see Stathis, Ot
Avoypoupoziouor, 37-47.

* One example of remarkable continuity, at least from the perspective of the notated score if not the realized
performance, is in a kalophonic sticheron by Koukouzeles, Meyaiove ta w6y oov, from Chrysaphes’ autograph
Iviron 975. Giannopoulos traces this Koukouzeles original through the MSS of the Cretan period, for example as
embellished by Dimitrios Tamias, all the way to the exegesis of Chourmouzios in the Chrysanthine notation (MS
EBE MPT 733). Despite certain variations, Giannopoulos concludes that this is the same composition, which,
moreover, adheres faithfully to the compositional technique as laid out by Chrysaphes in his treatise for the
application of the nenano and nana phthorai in the phrase Oluor ylvxiraze Inood (‘Woe to me, sweetest Jesus’).
See Giannopoulos, ‘The Stability’, 159-89. In H AvOnon, especially pp. 447-50, Giannopoulos includes a
comparative analysis of specific theseis of M. Chrysaphes, the later embellishments of Cretan composers (the
subject of the work), and the subsequent transcription of these Cretan compositions into the New Method.
Although his results are useful, they represent a sliver of Chrysaphes’ output and further work is required before
broad conclusions can be drawn regarding originality and embellishment of both melodic phrases as well as entire
compositions.
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seems that his compositions functioned as authoritative models on which later composers

would base their own works.

FIGURE 4.4: CHRYSAPHES’ DESCRIPTION OF ‘KALLOPISMOS’, MS IVIRON 975, F. 133v.
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Nineteenth Century Reception: Chrysanthos

In his Treatise, whether for rhetorical purposes or to counter criticism of real opponents,
Chrysaphes presents a lineage of composers in an attempt to assert a theory of continuity from
early Palaiologan times through the latter centuries of the Byzantine Empire (see Figure 4.5).
Interestingly, these same words provided the basis from which scholars and musicians of the
nineteenth and twentieth century would bolster theories of continuity sometimes far grander in
scope. If Chrysaphes was simply providing a justification for his kalophonic style of
compositions on the basis of linking himself with the prior masters,”® Chrysanthos — over 350
years later — had far greater ambitions.”' In his section on music theory, Chrysanthos lists all of
the musical treatises he knows of, including ‘The handbook of Manuel Chrysaphes which is
concerned with the characters, modes, and especially with the phthorai.’®® He praises
Chrysaphes’ treatise for providing clarification of the characters (including the phthorai), and,
several chapters later, he paraphrases Chrysaphes in order to bolster his description of the eight

ecclesiastical modes. Chrysanthos begins book four with a description of the foundational

%% Conomos suggests that this description of agreement amongst the composers in the lineage from which
Chrysaphes himself had descended may have been the author’s justification for his own innovations.

3! Prior to the notational reforms of Chrysanthos in 1814, parallage was a method of learning melodies by
applying polysyllabic words to each structural note in the melody. These were replaced by monosyllabic solfege
syllables (e.g., Ni, Pa), imported by Chrysanthos in imitation of western solfege syllables (e.g., Do, Re).

> George N. Konstantinou, @swpnuiév Méya e Moveikijc Xpvodvlov tov ex Madbrwv, Kpnrikii Exdoon, (M.
Athos: Vatopaidi Monastery, 2007), 125.
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tetrachord, its notes, and the intervals therein, and in doing so, he presents Chrysaphes as an

authority who corroborates his own explanation.™

More salient to the issue of Chrysanthos’ assertions of continuity, however, is his citation of
Chrysaphes in the introduction to book two, which concerns composition. Chrysanthos points
to Chrysaphes as validation of his claim that, ‘when the students of these musicians would
compose, they imitated the method (tpémov) of their teachers.””* The term ‘imitated’
(épupodvro) is of course lifted directly from Chrysaphes, who uses the word a handful of times
to describe the process of composition adhered to by the great masters.”> Moreover, the
genealogy of kalophonic composers offered by Chrysaphes provides Chrysanthos with a
historical, and thus venerable and inviolate witness to the ‘agreement amongst the masters’
with respect to the compositional embellishment of the old stichera. Figure 4.5 highlights this
lineage of composers from Chrysaphes’ Treatise (as reproduced in Papadopoulos-Kerameus,
Xpvoaeng). As I alluded to in Chapter 3, this lineage must be itself constructed to some
degree, for the span of time covered by the composers Chrysaphes references stretches two
centuries — from the mid-thirteenth century with composers such as Aneotes and loannes
Glykys, the generation before Koukouzeles, to the early fourteenth century with the maistor
Nikiphoros Ethikos, and Xenos Korones (who is mentioned elsewhere in the Treatise), to the
early fifteenth century with loannes Kladas. Finally, he refers to himself as the inheritor of this
lineage, declaring at the end of this passage that ‘he would not be ashamed in any way to

imitate the old masters in their science.’

33 Chrysanthos, Méya Ocwpnrirov, §298.

> Chrysanthos, Méya Ocwpnrikéy, §400.

» E.g., ‘@M Tovg moAatodg éppsito tdv momtdy’, Chrysaphes, speaking of loannes Lampadarios (Kladas) and
his composition of the Akathistos (line 162 in Conomos’ edition).
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FIGURE 4.5A: CHRYSAPHES’ LINEAGE OF COMPOSERS AND THE ‘AGREEMENT OF THE MASTERS’
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Chrysanthos takes at face value Chrysaphes’ stated intentions for writing the Treatise. More
specifically, he interprets portions of the manual as an argument against those who were
singing, during the fifteenth century, in an unembellished manner, without care for the great
hypostatic signs.”® In §69 of the second book of his Theoretikon, Chrysanthos reports that there
were certain teachers during Chrysaphes’ time who taught that music consisted entirely of
metrophonia (lit: ‘counting notes’) and that the so-called hypostases and theseis were
superfluous. To correct this errant thinking, Chrysanthos says, Chrysaphes wrote his treatise, to
elucidate the importance of the theseis and hypostases. Chrysanthos concludes this eulogy to
Chrysaphes by stating that our teachers have preserved three ways of singing from
Chrysaphes’ time until this day, that is, singing first according to parallage, next according to
metrophonia, and finally, according to melos (Chrysanthos’ distinction between these three
styles of singing is shown in Figure 4.5b; Byzantine neumes are taken directly from his
Theoretikon).”” Chrysanthos thus reshapes Chrysaphes’ original words, relating them to
terminology describing contemporary practice. For example, the word metrophonia is entirely

foreign to Chrysaphes’ vocabulary, yet it has a very explicit meaning according to

Chrysanthos.”® Chrysanthos equates certain fifteenth century phrases, such as ‘singing only

36 Cf. supra, Ch. 1, fn. 124.

37 According to Chrysanthos (§§69-73), to sing parallage is to chant the polysyllabic note names for each of the
neumes of melodic ascent or descent. To sing metrophonia is to chant the hymn melodically but without care for
the theseis of the characters with their hypostases, through which not just the ‘quantity’ of the melody is written,
but also the ‘manner of execution’. To sing with melos is to chant the hymn with the correct execution as
indicated by the melodic theseis and the hypostases.

%% Chrysanthos provides an example transcription to describe metrophonia in the new analytical notation in Méya
Ocwpnuixov, p. XLVIIL
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with parallage’ to his ‘singing with metrophonia versus singing with melos.” In this way,
Chrysanthos explicates a theory of ‘correct’ performance practice using the treatise of
Chrysaphes as his basis. In doing so, Chrysanthos also suggests that his description of proper
interpretation of the notated score extends back to the Byzantine period, demonstrating

continuity with the former masters, including Chrysaphes.

FIGURE 4.5B: CHRYSANTHOS’ EXPLANATION OF PARALLAGE, METROPHONIA, AND MELOS
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Constantine Psachos

If Chrysanthos’ motivations were inextricably linked to the ideals of the Neo-Hellenic
enlightenment and an attempt to show continuity with Ancient Greece,’ later appropriation of
Chrysaphes’ treatise was related to the discourse in the early twentieth century concerning
authenticity of the contemporary tradition of singing in Greek Orthodox Churches. A

characteristic allegation — levied both by internal reformers such as John Sakellarides® as well

% And, perhaps, to ‘enhance the performer-composer dialectic’ through the creation of fixed scores which
transmit specific information, as observed by Alexander Khalil in ‘Echoes of Constantinople: Oral and Written
Tradition of the Psaltes of the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople’, (UCSD, 2009), 68. For Chrysanthos
and interpretation of his work, cf. supra, Ch. 1, fn. 86.

% The Athenian cantor John Sakellarides (1853-1938) was one of the most prominent figures associated with the
Westernizing reforms of Byzantine chant (introduction of four part harmonization, rhythmic simplification of
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as Western academics — was that twentieth century Greek ecclesiastical psalmody was too
sullied by Arabo-Turkish influence to be properly called Byzantine chant anymore, leading the
latter group to derisively classify it as ‘Neo-Greek Music.” Most Western scholars who
engaged with Byzantine chant at this time believed that the authentic form of this once-
glorious music was hopelessly shrouded by a miasma of Oriental accretions that had taken

. . 61
place over the prior four centuries.

Although Chrysaphes’ treatise was copied in several later recensions and was clearly known to
Greek ecclesiastical musicians of the post-Byzantine period, it was not until its printing in
1903 in the Athenian publication @dpuryé, by the Constantinopolitan cantor and musicologist
Constantine Psachos, that the entire treatise was reproduced (this based on Chrysaphes’
autograph MS Iviron 1120). This reproduction furnished Psachos and some members of the
Greek psaltic community with (what was presumed to be) a historical validation of many of
their current positions regarding performance practice, for example, of the ‘perfect melodic
identity’ of the medieval tradition with the modern, in opposition to claims of stark

discontinuity by their various opponents.

The amateur cantor and secretary at the Ecumenical Patriarchate in Constantinople, Markos
Vasileiou (1856-1919), was perhaps the first to challenge Psachos’ notions of melodic
continuity in Byzantine chant. Vasileiou believed that the pre-Chrysanthine notation was not
originally stenographic in character but that gradually, over time, cantors began to interpret
lines stenographically, adding melismas on top of the structural notes.®* A skilled transcriber of
medieval Byzantine hymns and practitioner of contemporary Byzantine chant in his own right,
Vasileiou nevertheless believed that the cantors of his day, separated by a vast expanse of time
and an evolving notation system and performance practice, could only approximate the sound

of the medieval Byzantine repertory.63

existing melodies). See Lingas, ‘Performance Practice’, 56-76. This article is the best introduction to the early
twentieth century disputes involving Sakellarides, Markos Vasileiou, Tillyard, Psachos, Simon Karas, et al.

8! As detailed in my introduction ‘A Note on the Musical Transcriptions’, the transcriptions of Tillyard and MMB
were based on the belief that the phonetic signs of Middle Byzantine notation (also, ‘Round Notation’) should be
read at face value with a rthythmic interpretation of 1:1 or 1:2 (sign:beat). Such a theory implied that the melodies
sung in Greek churches during Psachos’ time had no relationship to the melodies written for and chanted in the
cathedrals and monasteries of the Byzantine Empire.

52 Incidentally, he seems to blame this on monks, who ‘had nothing better to do but extend the services with more
elaborate chants’ (Dragoumes, ‘Mdpkog Baciieiov’, 205).

53 The transcription methods of Vasileiou, though similar to those of the later MMB scholars in regards to the
theory of time-value interpretation of the neumes described above, differed in at least one important way.
Vasileiou’s transcriptions were rhythmically prescriptive with the expectation of mensural realizations, while
Tillyard and Wellesz promoted a theory of ‘free thythm’ in performance (see, for example, Tillyard, Byzantine
Music and Hymnography (Great Britain, 1923), 39-40, 70).
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Such theories of discontinuity were untenable for Psachos, who would eventually expound a
theory of stenographic interpretation of the middle Byzantine notation in his 1917 monograph,
H Hapaonuovtixn e folavrivig povoixns in 1917. Psachos’ work shares a common thread
with a work by the Constantinopolitan cantor George Violakes, MeAéty ovyrpizucy,® in that it
provides a defence for the theory of perpetual stasis within the tradition of Byzantine
ecclesiastical chant.”> While Violakes was concerned primarily with the change in musical
yphos®® — in his view the result of the elimination of the great hypostases following the reforms
of the ‘Three Teachers’ in 1814 — Psachos led the charge in defending an explicit manner of

transcription and thus performance.

It is in this Psachos publication that the importance of Chrysaphes’ definition of thesis
becomes manifest. Psachos lifts concepts from Chrysanthos which seem to have their origin in
Chrysaphes’ Treatise, notably, the distinction between parallage, metrophonia, and melos. In
his chapter on cheironomia,”” Psachos quotes Chrysaphes’ definition of melodic theseis.®®
Cheironomia, a practice inextricably linked with medieval conceptions of melody making, is
described as threefold in function by Psachos: for the signing of the great hypostases, for the
signing of the musical lines — the theseis — formed by the motion of the hands, unifying the
voiced and unvoiced signs, and for the keeping of chronos and rhythm. Like Violakes, Psachos
could not deny that the notation had changed. But, unlike Vasileiou and Western musicologists
such as Tillyard, Psachos insisted on the melodic identity of contemporary practice with
medieval compositions. The evolution of the notation, he posited, was driven by the cantors’
desire, each in their own era, to indicate the melodies more precisely for purposes of teaching,

transmitting, or remembering. For Psachos, Chrysaphes’ definition of the melodic theseis,

5 George Violakes® (1822-1905) was Protopsaltes of the Great Church of Christ in Constantinople until 1905.
The full title of his monograph is Meléty Zvyxprrixi e vov ev Xproer Movaikng I'popns mpog v tov IIétpov tov
Ielomovvyaiov kou mpog v Apyaiotepav I pogpnv, ie., ‘A Comparative Study of the Contemporary Musical
Notation with the Notation of Petros the Peloponnesian and the Older Musical Notation’ (Constantinople, 1899;
Reprint: Katerini, Greece, 1991). Violakes states that ‘our 40 musical signs (the great hypostases) came from St.
John of Damascus... and this is confirmed by the theoretical works of Gabriel Monachos and Manuel
Chrysaphes’ (Melétn, 44). While he admits that the appearance of the notation has changed, he makes the rather
dubious claim that this is perhaps due to calligraphic embellishments rather than a change in musical sound
(instigated, his opponents allege, due to the reform of Koukouzeles).

65 Lingas, ‘Performance Practice’, 62-63.

5 Yphos literally means ‘style.” For Violakes, yphos probably meant something close to ‘the style of the way
things are sung.” See also Khalil, Echoes, especially 4-11 and 73-80, for contemporary conceptions of yphos,
especially amongst certain Greek Orthodox cantors in Istanbul.

7 Cft. supra, Ch. 1, fn. 130.

58 Chrysaphes’ definition of melodic theseis, is, taken from Conomos Treatise: ‘@éoic yap Aéystar 1| TdV
onuadiov Evoois fiTig drotekel T0 PELOG: KaBOG Yap &V Tf| YPOUUOTIK]] TAV EIKOGITEGGAP®V GTOYEIMV 1) EVOOIS
ovMrapnbeioa amotehel OV Adyov, TOV OOTOV TPOMOV Kai TG OMUETN TAV QOVAV EVODVTOL EMGTNUOVOS
amoteroboL 1O oG, Koi Aéyetan B€otg. GALGL Lnde TOV dpopov, & ovToC, THC HOVGIKTiG mAoNg TéVNg Kot Thv
petoyeipnow GmAflv Tva. vopiong eivol kKol povoediy... pun toivov vowle OmAfjv glvar TV THG WOATIKTG
petoyeipnotv, GAAL TowiAny Te Kol ToAVGYIdT Kol TOAD Tt Sopépey GAAA®Y.
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despite its virtual silence with respect to the interpretation of the great sypostases, in consort
with Chrysanthos’ explication of metrophonia vs. melos, was enough evidence to support his
stenographic theory of transcription of Medieval Byzantine chant. Moreover, given the charged
political and intellectual climate in Greece at the time, the treatise of Chrysaphes was almost a

necessity, as it provided the requisite historical link to the medieval era.
4.5 Chrysaphes’ Treatise and recent scholarship
Composition

Chrysaphes’ treatise has served as an important reference point for several other musicological
investigations of the modern era. In the late nineteenth century, Johannes Tzetzes’ — perhaps
taking the words of the treatise too literally — argued that Chrysaphes was a staunch champion
of the musically conservative element in the Church, which allowed very little flexibility in
terms of compositional autonomy, especially as related to altering the melodic theseis. Tzetzes
seems to understand Chrysaphes’ treatise as a reaction to certain innovative compositional
forms and a defence of the status quo, and thus, representative of its author as a figure of

. . 69
continuity.

In the very important work L’ antica melurgia bizantina, Fr. Lorenzo Tardo of the
Grottaferrata Monastery Library suggests that, while one would hope to be able to derive a
thorough ‘grammar’ of a musical system from the extensive collection of Byzantine and post-
Byzantine theoretical texts (including Chrysaphes’ treatise, which was published in Tardo’s
monograph), these sources in fact describe a living, developing tradition, and are thus of
limited practical utility.”® In spite of the practical limitations of these treatises, Tardo seems to
accept Chrysaphes’ notion of continuity.71 Tardo theorises the potential provenance of certain
anonymous hymns that predate the personalised tradition of the Palaiologan period, by
providing a comparative analysis of various compositions of the Akathist hymn. He concludes
that Chrysaphes may have it right when he claims that the maistores of Palaiologan Byzantium
were attempting to faithfully imitate their predecessors, pointing to an Akathist hymn labelled
palaion (‘old”), which compares favourably — as a potential prototype — to later compositions

of the Akathist hymn by masters such as loannes Kladas. Tardo’s analysis is based on a now

% Tzetzes, Altgriechische Musik, 123-24.

" Tardo, L’ Antica, 235-43. Tardo’s near complete reproduction of Chrysaphes’ Treatise is based on MS Lavra A
165.

™ George Violakes expresses a similar degree of disappointment when referring to the treatise of Chrysaphes,
stating that it is difficult to form conclusions regarding the function of certain signs in the old notation, since
‘even Chrysaphes’ is unclear, presenting only certain ‘vague points’ (Medézy, 25).
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well-known thirteenth century South Italian manuscript, MS Ashburnhamensis 64, which

preserves a version of this hymn from perhaps the early twelfth century.’
Phthorai and the Modal System of Byzantine chant

That musicologists would turn to Chrysaphes’ treatise for investigations of the modal system
(and modulation techniques) of medieval Byzantine chant is no surprise, given that nearly 60%
— the vast majority of the treatise — is actually devoted to the phthorai and their use in
composition. The late Jorgen Raasted considers Chrysaphes the ‘best starting-point for
[understanding] the modulation from one mode to another within a given melody.”” In his
dissertation, Intonation Formulas and Modal Signatures in Byzantine Musical Manuscripts
published in 1966, Raasted delves into the medieval martyriai, the echemata, and the phthorai,
and in attempting to extrapolate the meaning of the latter, refers to Chrysaphes’ explanation of
proper modulation techniques. Later studies of tonality and chromaticism in Byzantine chant
have relied on Raasted’s study, emphasising the continued importance of Chrysaphes’ fifteenth

century work.

Dimitri Conomos, in his commentary on the Treatise, concludes that ‘in spite of the fact that
the music in Iviron 1120 virtually without exception conforms admirably to the directions of
his treatise with regard to the modulation signs, there are a high number of incidences in the
later manuscripts and in works by celebrated composers where the resolutions of the phthores
do not behave in the prescribed manner.””* Perhaps, speculates Conomos, Chrysaphes was
trying to regulate an increasingly confused system by establishing a set of rules. Arvanitis
supports a similar conclusion; he does not read Chrysaphes’ explication of proper composition
with respect to modulation and resolution of phrases as necessarily a correction of ‘bad’
compositions (though he does not exclude the possibility), but more so as a manual whose
purpose is to clarify a rapidly developing system that had not yet been codified, one based on a
‘new reality: the kalophonic chant.””> The notion that Chrysaphes develops his theory of

phthorai in direct response to the ‘new reality’ of kalophonic chant’® is supported first, by the

7 Tardo, L’ Antica, 240-42.

73 Raasted, Infonation Formulas, 17.

74 Conomos, Treatise, 98-99, who cites a handful of examples in which he believes there are violations of
Chrysaphes’ rules on modulation. That the exceptions are not rare is evidence, but much further research is
required to determine who Chrysaphes’ ‘good’ and ‘bad’ composers were, based on a collation of such
modulations and a comparison to the rules in Chrysaphes’ Treatise.

5 Arvanitis, ‘On the Meaning’, 125.

76 In an article on the (Western) medieval techniques of organum, discantus, and contrapunctus, Susan Fuller has
pointed out that past theoretical writings related to the combination of two or more voices only partially
overlapped with the full range of oral, and eventually, notated practices (‘Organum - discantus - contrapunctus in
the Middle Ages,” in ed., Thomas Christensen, Cambridge History of Western Music Theory (Cambridge,
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fact that these signs proliferated in the latter years of the empire, at the same time that
kalophonic chant was reaching its ascendancy and, second, by Gregorios Stathis’ observation
that all of the musical examples concerning the phthorai proffered by Chrysaphes in his treatise

are from the repertory of the kalophonic stichera.”’
Long vs. Short Exegesis

Most recently, Chrysaphes’ treatise has once again been turned to as an important historical
witness in debates over the proper interpretation of medieval scores. Stathis’ aforementioned
monograph, H Eénynoig e Holawas Bolavniviie Znusioypagiog, written decades after the
works of Violakes and Psachos, represents a more nuanced defence of the same stenographic
theory of interpreting medieval and post-Byzantine melodies. Stathis is responsible for
collating two very important sources, MS Dionysiou 389 (autograph of Apostolos Konstas)
and MS Xeropotamou 357 (anonymous author and scribe),”® and extracting from them a theory
of transcription from the old notation into the new, thus providing the ‘official’ response to the
transcription methods of MMB (touched upon briefly above in ‘A Note on the Musical
Transcriptions’). Both codices investigated by Stathis originate from the period immediately
preceding the notation reform of 1814 and thus provide a ‘key’ to the reading of the old

notation, something the Three Teachers were not so concerned with, according to Stathis.

Chrysaphes’ Treatise plays an important role in the subsequent leap in this theory, that is, the
application of this late eighteenth century ‘transcription key’ to earlier repertories. To support
this notion of continuity, Stathis quotes an observation of Apostolos Konstas, from f. 9v of
Dionysiou 389, concerning the unification of the signs and the creation of melody by the great
hypostases. Stathis suggests that ‘this observation [of Konstas] comes directly from the
Byzantine era, from the theories and treatises of Manuel Chrysaphes and Gabriel
Hieromonachos.’” He argues that Konstas is speaking of the unification of the voiced signs of
ascent and descent, in other words the theseis, which is exactly consistent in his view with the
teaching of Chrysaphes: ‘©@éoic [éoti] 1| TOV onuadiov €voolg, Nt amnotedel 10 péAOC’

(‘Thesis is the unification of the signs, which comprise the melody’).* Stathis calls

Cambridge University Press, 2002), 477-502). One wonders if a larger sphere of techniques (especially related to
modulation) would emerge if we had more theoretical documentation from the time of Chrysaphes, or a century
earlier. It is plausible to view Chrysaphes’ explication of modulation techniques and singing styles (via definition
of the thesis) as an attempt, at least in part, to articulate a theory of a ‘psalmodic best practices’ amongst a larger
plethora of both oral and written conventions of the time.

"7 Stathis, O1 Avaypaupatiopoi, 68. Actually, a few of the examples are from kratemata.

" Stathis suggests that these sources were known to Psachos (Stathis, H E&jynoic, 21-22).

7 Stathis, H Eéfynoic, 85-96.

%0 Stathis, H Eiynoic, 86.
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Chrysaphes’ definition of melodic theseis of ‘great importance’ for the interpretation of the old
notation."’ He concludes that, according to Chrysaphes, the different ‘paths’ and
‘interpretation’ (‘6601 and ‘petayeipnoic’), which are contingent on the type of hymn being
sung (e.g., a kalophonic sticheron vs. a Cherubic Hymn), concern the manner of performance,

that is, whether they should be sung in a ‘long’ (stenographic) or ‘brief’ manner.*

Arvanitis, a recent proponent of the theory of short exegesis,” argues that the notation in
Chrysaphes’ time was read with short time values. While Arvanitis states that the fifteenth
century may have witnessed the beginnings of embellishments on existing melodies, that is,
exegesis,** he argues that Chrysaphes’ treatise is not to be read as a defence of a certain way of
transcription or performance.® Rather, Chrysaphes’ treatise is to be understood primarily as an
instructional manual concerned with composition. Arvanitis suggests that certain cantors and
musicologists have misinterpreted Chrysaphes’ words in their efforts to co-opt the treatise in
support of specific transcription theories. In particular, he states that words such as 056¢ (lit:
‘way’, ‘road’, ‘path’), dpoépog (lit: ‘road’, ‘path’), moivoydng (lit: ‘many-faced’), and
especially petoayeipnoig (lit: “handling’), have been misinterpreted, the latter probably meaning
scheme of composition depending on repertoire, versus manner of singing (i.e., with short or
long time values). Arvanitis writes: ‘Chrysaphes’ petayeipnoic has been supposed to refer to
the signs, to the notation like the petayeipnoig of the theoretician Gabriel over a century later.
And because, according to Chrysaphes, petayeipnoic has many meanings, the term has been
interpreted as referring to the really multi-faced long exegesis.”®® The most recent debate
regarding the proper interpretation of medieval melodies is unlikely to be the last, for, as
Arvanitis himself notes, ‘there must be some other explanation for the existence of three ways
of singing in our modern tradition’ (i.e., syllabic, short melismatic, and long melismatic).”’

Chrysaphes’ treatise will likely play an important role in future discourse on this topic.

81 See also Stathis, O Avaypouuatiopoi, 33-38.

82 Stathis, H Eéfynoic, 85-96.

5 This theory was also promulgated by Arvanitis’ teacher, Simon Karas (1905-1999), who suggested that the
notation developed into more analytical forms over time in part due to the termination of choral psalmody in
Greek churches, which in term led to the decay of the art of cheironomia and thus a semantic gap between the
notated score and realised performance, and that the late medieval notation was not synoptic and the phonetic
characters are to be read ‘as is’ (Simon Karas, H Bolavuiviy Movaikn Znusioypagio. (Athens, 1933)). This theory
was fully expanded and published in 1953, in an article entitled ‘The Correct Interpretation of Byzantine Musical
Manuscripts’ (cited in Lingas, ‘Performance Practice’, 66), where Karas departed from both Tillyard and Psachos,
arguing for a modified stenographic interpretation of the melodies while refuting the notion of ‘exact melodic
identity’ of nineteenth century chants with their medieval forebears.

8 Arvanitis, ‘On the Meaning’, 125-28.

% Argued in detail in his dissertation O Po8udc I.

% Arvanitis, ‘On the Meaning’, 111-13.

87 Arvanitis, ‘On the Meaning’, 122.

183



4.6 Reception History: Preliminary Conclusions

Research towards the uncovering, classification, and interpretation of the compositional output
of the ecclesiastical musicians of the Byzantine Empire is still in its nascent stages. Yet there is
perhaps an equal expanse of material to traverse concerning the reception of these musicians
and their works. In this chapter, I have attempted to provide a preliminary introduction to such
a survey. Musicians such as Manuel Chrysaphes should neither be understood as inanimate
receptacles of received traditions, nor as creators of immutable, indestructible works. Rather,
they should be viewed as members of inherited musical cultures, who reacted dynamically to
material that had been handed down to them — emulating their predecessors in some cases,
departing from established models in others, and for Chrysaphes, commenting on various
musical phenomena that were evidently variable in contemporary practice. Manuel Chrysaphes
— composer, singer, scribe, and theoretician — was one of the most esteemed musicians of his
day, and as far the manuscripts tell us, this prestige continued well into the post-Byzantine
period. On the one hand, his compositions are copied and transmitted throughout the
Mediterranean basin in the decades and centuries following his activity. On the other, his
treatise has served as a rich repository from which musicians and scholars have drawn, due in
part to its very practical commentary on melody and composition in Byzantine chant, as well
as its author’s assertions of continuity within a cadre of composers from the late Byzantine
period. Later musicians have often reshaped Chrysaphes’ words to underpin arguments
relevant to their own times. These works, like the compositions and texts of the prototypes they
point back to, demand interpretation, without which our understanding of this musical tradition
will remain incomplete. The next chapter provides an extensive analysis of one genre to which
Chrysaphes’ made a great contribution as composer. My musical analysis shall draw directly
on Chrysaphes’ treatise, specifically citing his techniques and compositional ‘rules’ concerning
modulation. While I claim to be reading Chrysaphes’ words at face value, ostensibly for the
purposes of creating faithful realisations of Chrysaphes’ original melodies, I am perfectly
aware that I am participating fully in the interpretation of his treatise in a similar manner as
described above, and that my interpretation is coloured by my modern sensibilities and my

. 88
non-medieval ears.

% Richard Taruskin’s well-known critique of our contemporary attempts at recovering early music repertories
includes the notion that, even if all performance information was available to us in a more or less interpretable
format, we do not possess the same ears and aesthetics as medieval listeners did, and thus our interpretation of the
music we create will necessarily be different (Text and Act: Essays on Music and Performance (Oxford: OUP,
1995)).
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Chrysaphes as Composer: An Analysis of the Anoixantaria from 5
MS Iviron 1120

5.1 — Introduction

This chapter provides an analysis of the body of psalm verses and accompanying refrains’
known today as the Anoixantaria,” for which dozens of settings survive in musical manuscripts
written during Byzantium’s final centuries, both anonymous compositions labelled palaion
(‘old”) along with multiple layers of eponymous compositions that are more elaborate in style
(though not fully ‘kalophonic’). Chrysaphes’ Akolouthia, Iviron 1120, features settings by a
host of composers from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, from the elite imperial musicians
of the Palaiologan period, loannes Koukouzeles, Xenos Korones, and loannes Kladas, to lesser
known personalities, such as Kassianos the Domestikos and Nikon the Monk. Edward
Williams® 1968 dissertation on the music of evening worship focused on the activities of
Koukouzeles as composer and reformer in the context of the emergent kalophonic style, and
along with an important study by the late Milo§ Velimirovi¢, has helped to advance our
understanding of the contribution of Koukouzeles and his immediate successors to the shape
and aesthetics of worship in Late Byzantium.” These studies, focusing especially on the
repertory of the Anoixantaria,’ have rightfully highlighted Koukouzeles’ far-reaching reforms
and contribution to the structure and music of neo-Sabaitic Byzantine Vespers of the fourteenth
century. Two generations after Koukouzeles, it was Manuel Chrysaphes who exercised the
most control over the arrangement and composition of this repertory of psalm verses and

refrains, his influence stretching far beyond the fifteenth century during which he operated.

This chapter will be divided into three sections, liturgy, text, and music.” ‘Liturgy’ will

comprise two parts. [ will first provide a summary of current theories related to the origins and

! Perhaps the most analogous term in Western plainchant would be trope, which has been used to denote anything
added — musical or textual — to an existing (usually Proper) body of plainchant. For an overview of trope repertory
in Western plainchant, see David Hiley, Western Plainchant: a Handbook (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1993), especially 196-237. The term ‘trope’ was first used in reference to the refrains of the Anoixantaria by
Williams, though he gives credit for its usage to Oliver Strunk, based on an informal conversation between the
two in Grottaferrata, Italy (Koukouzeles, 207, fn.7).

% The name of this musical genre, the Anoixantaria, is taken from the first word of the initial psalm verse on
which these compositions are based, Psalm 103.28b: Avoi&avtog cov thv xipa (When thou openest thy hand).

3 Milo§ Velimirovié, ‘The Prooemiac Psalm of Byzantine Vespers’, ed. L. Berman, in Words and Music: The
Scholar's View (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1972), 317-37.

* Williams® study also includes a chapter on the musical settings of first kathisma of the Psalter (Psalms 1-3,
known as the Moaxépiog dvnp), which are chanted after the Anoixantaria in Neo-Sabaitic vespers. Notably, MS
Iviron 1120 was not given much attention in Williams’ study while it was excluded entirely from Velimirovi¢’s.

> In reality, of course, these delineations are far from perfect, as liturgical, textual, and musical concerns are
inextricably linked across multiple dimensions.
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transmission of Psalm 103, starting with Late Antiquity and progressing to the end of the
Byzantine period, during which a plethora of Anoixantaria settings were written by
Chrysaphes. Then, I will provide an analysis of the rubrics found in these Late Byzantine
musical manuscripts, in order to shed light on the performance conventions of the
Anoixantaria in neo-Sabaitic Vespers. The second section of this chapter provides an analysis
of the textual structure of the Anoixantaria as found in Iviron 1120, focusing on both the psalm
verses and troped refrains. I will show how the troped refrains followed a trajectory of
expansion which resulted in the flipping of psalm verse and refrain proportions, a trend that
nevertheless should be viewed as simply the extension of an existing practice to a new
repertory of psalms. Further, I will argue that the majority of these refrains utilised stock
motifs that had a long history in patristic exegesis and hymnography on Trinitarian theology,
but selected settings also expressed theologies that were especially salient in Late Byzantium
as a result of contemporary theological debates, such as the Hesychast controversy. Finally,
this chapter provides a holistic overview of various musical attributes of the Anoixantaria,
such as the treatment of text in the psalm tone, cadential formulas, quasi-kalophonic devices
employed in the troped refrains, and melodic theseis. The analysis and conclusions are
primarily based on the Anoixantaria as arranged by Chrysaphes in his autograph, Iviron 1120
(f. 30r-43v), focusing especially on the thirteen settings he composed. I shall provide an
especially close reading of two of Chrysaphes’ compositions, including a daring eight-mode
setting of a psalm verse and accompanying triadic refrain, with cross-references to the
teachings concerning modulation found in his own theoretical treatise. I have included my
transcriptions of all 48 settings recorded in Iviron 1120, with the original neumes provided
above the staff notation transcriptions (see Appendix I). This represents the first attempt in

modern scholarship or performance to transcribe the vast majority of these settings.®

Several important points emerge from this analysis of the Anoixantaria in Iviron 1120. First,
most generally, Chrysaphes’ arrangement of material along with his own compositions show a
general conservatism and reverence for traditional models and the hierarchy of established
figures in the canon of late Byzantine ecclesiastical music. Conservatism is demonstrated by
his placement of Koukouzeles as the foremost figure responsible for the music as arranged by

Chrysaphes in the Akolouthia manuscript. It is also demonstrated by the relative order and

8 Joannis Arvanitis has transcribed all five settings attributed to Ioannes Koukouzeles, as well as the ‘traditional’
anonymous material that appears at the beginning and end of the Anoixantaria. These editions have been
performed and recorded by Cappella Romana. In their studies on the subject, Williams and Velimirovi¢ also
supply their readers with several transcriptions of excerpts as well as a handful of full settings, mostly those by
Koukouzeles. Their transcriptions follow the principles of MMB and are thus are not ideal as performance
editions in this author’s opinion.
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weight given to the settings of the other imperial composers: Xenos Korones and loannes
Kladas. The preponderance of settings by these three composers and their prominence in Iviron
1120 reveal Chrysaphes’ clear conception of ‘core repertory’ and °‘central composers’.
Furthermore, Chrysaphes’ settings are models of compositional clarity and creativity in their
own right. But they do not deviate in any meaningful way from the precedents already set by
Kladas and Korones. Textually, his troped refrains are both expansive and expressive, yet these
trends were initiated by several fourteenth century composers included by him in his central
canon. Musically, his use of modal colour (specifically, addition of the chromatic nenano
phthora in many of the troped refrains) is masterful and certainly a departure from
Koukouzeles, the tessitura of his settings is wide, and his oktoechal (eight-mode) setting is
bold, yet all these are foreshadowed in the fourteenth and early fifteenth century settings of

other composers, such as Korones and Kladas.

On the other hand, it is also clear that Chrysaphes self-consciously asserts his authority, both as
scribe and composer, and in some cases, introduces innovations. He does so perhaps most
clearly by setting more verses of Psalm 103 than any other composer, at least based on
evidence provided by extant fourteenth and fifteenth century Akolouthia manuscripts. He
presents Koukouzeles as the primary historical authority of the psaltic art, yet he is the first
composer to provide alternate settings for certain verses that existed historically only as
‘traditional’ or ‘Koukouzelean’ settings, verses that Korones or Kladas evidently did not touch.
Aspects of his musical treatment of text reveal an innovative mindset. My analysis shows that
he is the first composer to favour textual intelligibility over more traditional concerns relating
to modes and stock melodic phrases, at least in this genre. Moreover, while much of the
musical materials employed in his settings have precedents, as a whole they are innovative. His
settings reveal his compositional aesthetics and express a uniqueness of voice,” which I believe
exists throughout Chrysaphes’ compositional oeuvre. Pointing out a few of these stylistic
attributes, by means of a close analysis of two of his most daring settings — including the
aforementioned setting of a verse from Psalm 103 that modulates though all eight modes in the
span of a few musical lines — will advance the argument that his unique compositional voice

emerges even in this relatively conservative genre of chant. Evidently, the notions of ‘voice’

7 Here I am reminded of an excerpt from an article by Maria Alexandru, quoting Clara Adsuara, regarding the
compositional voice of Ioannes Koukouzeles: Alexandru writes, ‘She [Adsuara] exclaimed once in Kopenhagen,
while working at her PhD thesis (1997) about kalophonic chant: “Koukouzeles’ pieces are recognizable among
hundreds; they have a very clear form, they are like crystal” (Maria Alexandru, ‘Byzantine Kalophonia,
lustrated by St. John Koukouzeles' Piece ®povpncov [Tavévooée in Honour of St. Demetrios from Thessaloniki:
Issues of Notation and Analysis,” paper presented at Musique et notations Post-Byzantines. Colloque scientifique
international autour d' un manuscrit grec du XVle siecle held at the Conservatoire de Musique de Geneve HEM
on 26 Feb 2010, 63).

189



and ‘attribution’ were very real to musicians like Chrysaphes. As he relates in his own
theoretical treatise, anyone who wishes to be a true master the art of psaltiki should be able to
function as something of a music critic, possessing the ability to recognise compositions by
their author without reference to the notated manuscript, and to judge the quality of said

.- 8
compositions.

5.2 — Liturgy: Origins, Transmission, and Performance of Psalm 103

Attestations of Psalm 103 in Early Christian Worship

The Cathedral Rite of the Great Church of Hagia Sophia featured Psalm 85 (KAivov, Kopie 10
ovg 6ov) as the first antiphon of evening worship.” Based on musical manuscripts of the Late
Byzantine period, we know that these psalm verses, and in general, the asmatic antiphons of
the Cathedral Rite, were usually performed according to simple, syllabic, psalm-tone recitation
melodies (with the exception of the soloists’ more florid introductions and codas), and
punctuated by syllabic doxological refrains.'’ In the case of Psalm 85, these refrains were
always: ‘Glory to Thee, O God.”"" In contrast to this, vespers according to the Typikon of St
Sabas, which had come to dominate most Constantinopolitan ecclesiastical establishments by
the thirteenth century and certainly by the time of Chrysaphes, had as its opening antiphon
Psalm 103 (EdAdyer §| woyn pov tov Koprov),' also known as the ‘prooemiac psalm’ (6
WOALOG TTPOOLLLOKOG), or simply, the prooemiakos (6 mpooyuiaxog). It is from the latter verses
of this psalm that the Anoixantaria are derived, starting with verse 28b (Avoiavtog cov v

y€lpa). Like the antiphons of the Cathedral Rite, doxological refrains followed each half-verse

8 The last row of Fig. 4.2 above, in Chrysaphes’ description of the necessary traits of a didaskalos teleios (‘perfect
teacher’), is translated by Conomos as: ‘Sixthly comes the judgment of the compositions, which is partly the
ability to judge what is good and accurate in the work and what is not, and partly the ability to recognize
someone’s work simply by hearing it. This is indeed the greatest achievement in all the art.” See Conomos,
Treatise, 46-47.

% This psalm is called for in the Patmos ‘Typikon’ of Hagia Sophia (a manuscript dated by Anton Baumstark to
802-806). An even earlier attestation is in the eighth century Barberini Euchologion (the earliest surviving
manuscript of this type), which preserves the priest’s first prayer of Vespers, which is ‘in effect, a patchwork of
quotations from Psalm 85, the simultaneous singing of which it obviously presupposes’ (Oliver Strunk, ‘The
Byzantine Office at Hagia Sophia,” in ed. idem, Essays on Music in the Byzantine World (New York: W.W.
Norton, 1977), 184). Interestingly, this Constantinopolitan-originated ‘First Prayer of Light’ remained in its place,
recited inwardly by the celebrant at the beginning of Vespers. This represents one of many liturgical anomalies
resulting from the mutual influence between Palestinian and Constantinopolitan traditions (Williams,
Koukouzeles, 37-40).

1% QOccasionally, more florid settings of the Trisagion would be included (Lingas, ‘How Musical’, 224).
Furthermore, some thirteenth-fourteenth century MSS from Southern Italy (e.g., Vatican gr. 1606, Grottaferrata
I'y.V & I'.y.VIL, and Messina gr. 129) provide more elaborate versions of Psalm 85 for the Kneeling Vespers of
Pentecost, surveyed and transcribed in Simon Harris, ‘The Byzantine Office of the Genuflexion,” Music & Letters
77, no. 3 (Aug. 1996): 334-45. For the liturgical rubrics of Cathedral Rite Vespers and selected musical examples,
see Strunk, ‘Byzantine Office’, 183-89, and Lingas, ‘Soundscape’, 322-29.

" Refrains of the kekragaria (Ps 148:1-2) and Ps 50 were variable, appropriate to the liturgical day.

12 Also known and referred to as the prooemiac psalm or prooemiakos (after the Greek, “yoApog Tpootakoc’).
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of Psalm 103, but unlike the more conservative settings of Cathedral Rite Vespers, the refrains
of the Anoixantaria ranged from simple to florid. Quasi-syllabic appendages to the psalm
verses (e.g., ‘Glory to Thee, O God’), found in the earliest musical sources containing the
Anoixantaria, gave way to florid tropes, textually expanded with material of rich theological

import, the personalised creations of the Byzantine maistores of the kalophonic period.13

The psalm par excellence of evening worship in Christian liturgy is Psalm 140." It is present
in ‘virtually all historical traditions’, most widely attested to in Jerusalem, Syria, and
Constantinople, but also evidenced in Ethiopia, Egypt, and the West."” Though certainly
second in degree to Psalm 140 as the representative psalm of evening worship, Psalm 103
appears to have likewise existed in several, disparate liturgical traditions from very early times.
In the Christian West, such early attestations include the case of Caesarius, Bishop of Arles

(502-542), who speaks of the ubiquity of Psalm 103:'¢

That psalm (103), dearest friends, which is said throughout the world both in churches and
in monasteries at Duodecima'” is so well known to everybody that the greatest part of the
human race have memorized it."®

Psalm 103 is also found in the evening worship of many other early Western sources, such as
the Antiphony of Bangor (680-691)," sources of the Ambrosian Rite,” the Old Spanish

Offices,”' and in the Sunday evening vespers of the Roman breviary.””

3 1t should be pointed out that the Cathedral Rite featured extremely melismatic layers of musical performance
such as the prokeimenon and the alleluiarion. For the latter, see Christian Thodberg, Der Byzantinische
Alleluiarionzyklus: Studien im Kurzen Psaltikonstil, MMB, Vol. 8 (Copenhagen: E. Munksgaard, 1966). For the
prokeimena, see Hintze, Prokeimena-Repertoire and Troelsgéard, ‘Prokeimena’, cited above (Ch. 2, fn. 178).

“ In arguing that morning and evening worship of the pre-Constantinian tradition originated ‘ritually and
ideologically’ in the two daily Temple sacrifices or the twofold Jewish prayer patterns derived from these, Stig
Froyshov points out that the most widely attested to psalms in the early Christian sources associated with morning
and evening prayer, Psalms 50 and 140, respectively, both contain themes of non-bloody (i.e., prayerful) sacrifice,
which may trump the psalms’ relationship to other themes, such as daybreak, light, evening, etc. (‘The Formation
of a Fivefold Cursus of Daily Prayer in Pre-Constantinian Christianity: Backward Inferences from Later Periods,’
eds. D. Galadza, et al., Toxotés: Studies for Stefano Parenti, (Grottaferrata: Monastero esarchico, 2010), 121-22
and 126-27).

"* In addition to Freyshov, Formation, Gregory Woolfenden provides a thorough review of this psalm’s attestation
across Christian liturgical traditions in Woolfenden, Daily Liturgical Prayer: Origins and Theology (Aldershot,
England; Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2004).

!¢ Caesaria presided over the Council of Agde in AD 506, which in its thirtieth canon laid down in detail the order
to be followed in the daily offices. See Paul F. Bradshaw, Daily Prayer in the Early Church (London: Alcuin
Club / SPCK, 1981), 116-17.

'" Dueodecima is a monastic name for the evening office (Woolfenden, Daily Prayer, 56).

18 Caesarius, Sermon 136.1, quoted in Bradshaw, Daily Prayer, 119.

1 The Antiphonary of Bangor is an Irish monastic work, dated to between 680-691, which includes psalms 64,
103, and 112, for the service of Vespers. Ps 103 is particularly appropriate given its references to the evening but
also because it, along with the other two psalms, ‘has a special concentration on such favourite evening themes as
the work of God and man in creation and praise of God for all his wisdom and bountiful goodness as manifested
in his creation’ (Woolfenden, Daily Prayer, 272).
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In the Christian East, the evidence shows that this psalm probably originated in Palestine and
was established in the Stoudite Rite around the time of St Theodore’s installation of Sabaitic
liturgical practices at the monastery of Stoudios in Constantinople,” after which it remained
the opening psalm of Orthodox (Byzantine Rite) Vespers until today. In his summary of the
origins of the Anoixantaria in the ‘mixed-rite’** Vespers of the Empire, Edward Williams
correctly points to the Palestinian provenance of Psalm 103, following the testimony of MS
Sinai gr. 863, a Palestinian® Horologion dated to the ninth century by Juan Mateos.*® On the
basis of this evidence, the ‘received theory’?’ of the origin of the prooemiac psalm in evening
worship of the Christian East holds that this psalm was added to Vespers by the monks of St
Sabas around this time. This notion has been recently questioned by scholars such as Stig
Froyshov on the basis of the contents of newly discovered Georgian MSS, which are thought
to be representative of Hagiopolite liturgical practices of Late Antiquity.28 Frayshov’s analysis
provides a corrective to Williams’ point that Psalm 103 was a ‘monastic’ import into ‘cathedral
liturgy.” The evidence shows that Psalm 103 and other elements of liturgy were more likely
representative of a Cathedral-based tradition of Hagiopolite liturgical practices, which were

later reshaped by the practices and requirements of the monastic community at Mar Saba, and

% In the Ambrosian Rite, Ps 117 is given as the first antiphon of Vespers, but Ps 103 is found as a Responsory in
Monday night Vespers (Woolfenden, Daily Prayer, 260).
2! The lamplighting psalm of the Old Spanish evening offices was Ps 140, but the weekday cycle, beginning on
Sunday evening, includes Ps 103, among Psalms 17, 26, 54, 26, and 133 (Woolfenden, Daily Prayer, 232).
22 The Sunday evening responsory of the Roman Breviary features a quote from Ps 103, v. 24 (‘How great are thy
works, O Lord? Thou hast made all things in wisdom: the earth is filled with thy riches’). According to Hansjakob
Becker, ‘this responsory is a shriveled remnant of an opening lucernarium psalm. Well suited to the end of the
day, the psalm is also found in such Western monastic orders for Vespers as those of Caesarius and Aurelian’
(Woolfenden, Daily Prayer, 211, quoting H. Becker, ‘Zur Struktur Der "Vespertina Sinaxis’ in Der Regula
Benedicti’, Archiv fiir Liturgiewissenschaft 29 (1987): 177-88).
2 As I detail below, it is possible that the practice of singing Psalm 103 may have made its way back to Palestine
along with an abundance of Stoudite hymnography (that was influenced, initially, by Palestinian models).
# Williams uses the term ‘mixed’ (originally after Mikhail Skaballanovich, Tolkovyi Tipikon', 1. (Kiev, 1910),
421), to describe the Sabas-based liturgical rite in Constantinople from the 10™ century on. Contemporary
liturgical scholars prefer ‘Sabaitic’ and ‘“Neo-Sabaitic’ to describe the rites resulting from two distinct waves of
liturgical influence that flowed from Palestine to Constantinople eventually resulting in the wholesale replacement
of the Cathedral Rite (though not without the adoption of some of its elements).
 Froyshov uses the term ‘Palestinian’ to denote the practices derived from the Cathedral of the Anastasis but
revised and edited over time based on the order of the Great Lavra monastery of St Sabas.
% Williams refers to ‘MS Sinai gr. 863° as ‘Hagios Sabas 863’ (Williams, Koukouzeles, 35-36). This codex is
edited by Juan Mateos in ‘Un Horologion inédite de Saint-Sabas. Le codex sinaitique grec 863 (IX®siécle)’, ed. E.
Tisserant, Mélanges Eugene Tisserant III, Orient chrétien, 2" partie (Vatican City: Biblioteca apostolica
vaticana, 1964), 47-76. By Freyshov’s classification, it is a ‘Sabaite’ Horologion, a descendant of the more
ancient ‘Georgian’ Horologion and the predecessor of the modern Orthodox Horologion. He believes that the
contents of Sinai gr. 863 likely represent a tradition going back to the seventh century, when the Jerusalem Book
of Hours was revised (Froyshov, ‘Eight Mode System’, 142-43, fn. 15, and Freyshov, ‘Georgian Witness’, 249-
54).
%7 Stig Simeon R. Frayshov, ‘L' Horologe "Georgien" Du Sinaiticus Ibericus 34.” Universite de Paris-Sorbonne et
L'Institut Catholique de Paris, 2003.
%% “Hagjopolite’ is a common term referring to Jerusalem and the things of Jerusalem. It is derived from the Greek,
hé hagia polé (1 ayio moAn = the holy city).
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subsequently transmitted north to Constantinople. The digression below allows for a summary

of the evidence that forms the basis of Freyshov’s conclusions.
Origins of Psalm 103 in Vespers of the Christian East

The earliest surviving description of Hagiopolite worship commonly referenced by liturgical
scholars is the Peregrinatio ad loca sacra, a late fourth century travel log compiled by a
certain Spanish nun named Egeria. The Peregrinatio, which contains rich descriptions of the
places and rituals encountered by Egeria on her pilgrimage to Sinai and the Holy Sites of
Jerusalem, includes her description of the Anastasis Cathedral’s service of the Lychnikon® (the

lamp-lighting), which began at 4PM:

All the people congregate once more in the Anastasis, and the lamps and candles are all lit,
which makes it very bright. The fire is brought not from outside, but from the cave — that is
from inside the railing — where a lamp is always burning night and day. For some time they
have the Lucernare psalms and antiphons; then they send for the bishop who enters and sits
in the chief seat. The presbyters also come and sit in their places, and the hymns and
antiphons go on (my emphasis).”

Gregory Woolfenden suggests that ‘the Bishop’s entry, further psalmody, and the prayer, may
well be the central core of an office that has been lengthened by a series of psalms preceded by
the lucernarium.”' Froyshov, emphasising the apparent extended time available at this point
for the singing of psalms, estimates the service’s entire duration at 2.5 hours.*> While we know
psalms were sung to fill the time before the Bishop’s entrance, Egeria gives no indication of
which ones were sung. Was Psalm 103 sung at this point? In other words, was Psalm 103 a
constituent component of evening worship in Jerusalem as early as Egeria’s time (the fourth

century)?

Although there is evidence, if inconclusive, supporting both a positive and negative answer to
this question, Stig Froyshov believes that Psalm 103 was a later addition. MS Sinaiticus
Ibericus (‘Georgian’) 0.34 — a tenth century manuscript that Frayshov believes preserves the

ancient Jerusalem Horologion® — includes Psalm 103 as the very first item at the beginning of

¥ Egeria calls this service licinicon from the Greek Avyvucov (Williams, Koukouzeles, 3).

3% Woolfenden, Daily Prayer, 50. The critical edition of Egeria’s travels is in ed. Pierre Maraval, Egérie, Journal
de Voyage: Itinéraire, Réimpr. de la 1. éd. (1952) rev. et corr. ed. Vol. no 296, Sources Chrétiennes, 0750-1978
(Paris: Cerf, 2002). See also Miguel Arranz, ‘L'office de la veillée nocturne dans 1'Eglise grecque et dans 1'Eglise
russe,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica, 42 (1976): 140.

3! On the other hand, Woolfenden suggests, as a tentative hypothesis, that ‘possibly Psalms 119-34 comprised the
regular Vespers psalmody “of the ascetics” and then the bishop entered for the evening psalms (140, etc.)’
(Woolfenden, Daily Prayer, 50, 56).

32 Froyshov, ‘L' Horologe’, 437.

33 MS Sinai Georgian O.34 contains two Horologia, a more ancient ‘Georgian® version, representative of earlier
practices at the Cathedral of the Anastasis, and its successor, the ‘Sabaite’ version, representative of practices at
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public (i.e., Cathedral) vespers,” which took place at the eleventh hour of the daily cursus of
prayer. This manuscript preserves an order of evening worship almost identical to that of the
Sabaitic Horologion Sinai gr. 863:

Psalm 103

Kanoni 18

Psalm 140
4. The Lamplighting and Fos Hilaron

W N =

Although the bulk of this manuscript (the ‘Georgian’ Horologion) is faithful to the Ancient
Jerusalem Horologion, it nevertheless underwent considerable rewriting by its tenth century
scribe.’® Froyshov argues that Psalm 103 is one of these tenth century interpolations,’” on
account of its absence from other contemporary witnesses to the ancient Jerusalem liturgy.*®
Specifically, Psalm 103 is absent from the Ancient Iadgari,® from all but one copy of the
ancient Georgian Lectionary,”’ and from the Narration of John and Sophronius with the Abbot
Nilus of Sinai concerning the Palestinian liturgy prior to the reforms of 750.*' He views Psalm
103’s absence from contemporary Syrian and Armenian sources as corroboration of the fact
that its absence from these Jerusalemite sources are not mere scribal omissions, but rather,

indicative of actual liturgical practice.*

the Great Lavra of St Sabas from the seventh century on. The latter Horologion is comparable to the long-known
ninth-century MS Sinai gr. 863 (about which, see below). The ‘Georgian’ Horologion of MS Sinai 0.34 shows
evidence of a 24 hour daily cursus of prayer (incompatible with the monastic practice of St. Sabas), an alternation
between ‘public’ hours vs. ‘lesser, intermediate’ hours, and the inclusion of hymns from the Ancient Iadgari and
the ancient Georgian (‘Hagiopolite’) Euchologion (Frayshov, ‘Georgian Witness’, 249-54).

** Freyshov, ‘L’Horologe’, 22.

35 Kanoni 18 is ‘identical to the gradual psalms (psalms 119-133) (Freyshov, ‘L' Horologe’, 22, 444).

%% Frgyshov, ‘L' Horologe’, 440-43. See also, Froyshov, ‘Georgian Witness’, 249-54.

37 In a personal communication from 31-Aug. 2013, Stig Froyshov related to me his opinion that, in contrast to
what he wrote in his thesis, he believes Zosime = Iovane the Presbyter, who copied the original Horologion.

3 Just because it was a tenth century interpolation, that does not mean it does not reflect an earlier practice,
though certainly one which would be no earlier than the eighth century. While this chapter concludes with the
narrative that posits a Palestinian origin for Psalm 103, that it appears so late in MS Sinai Georgian O.34 leads us
to wonder whether this was a Stoudite, i.e., Constantinopolitan, innovation, along with other genres like the
Anavathmoi, Exaposteilaria, etc. At this point, there is not enough evidence to rule out this possibility.

% The Ancient Iadgari is the ancient hymnal which preceded the later Georgian Lectionary. It ‘predates the new
hymnographers of the seventh-eighth centuries’ (Freyshov, ‘Georgian Witness’, 230, fn. 18).

% The ‘Georgian Lectionary’ is also known as the ‘Great Lectionary,” the book of hymns accompanying the
Horologion, postdating the Ancient Iadgari and representing Jerusalemite practice prior to the reforms of the 8"
century. The variant that contains references to Ps 103 is the ‘Kala Lectionary,” which mentions it out of order
(i.e., after psalms 120 and 140) and only on Holy Monday Vespers (Froyshov, ‘L’Horologe’, 342, 441), leading to
Froyshov’s suspicion of the validity of this attestation.

* Froyshov, ‘L’Horologe’, 442. For a brief summary of this sixth century dialogue, see Robert S.J. Taft, The
Liturgy of the Hours in the Christian East (Kerala, India: K.C.M. Press, 1985), 199-201.

*? Froyshov, ‘L’Horologe’, 442.
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The earliest attestation of Psalm 103 in Palestinian worship is in the eighth/ninth century
Tropologion, MS Sinai MG 56-5, where it appears in the tenth hour for the service of
Vespers on the Eve of Pascha but nowhere else, including the Vespers for the Washing of the
Feet on Holy Thursday. A second, still early, attestation of this Psalm’s presence in Jerusalem
is in the Typikon of the Anastasis, based on an early twelfth century manuscript which reflects
Palestinian practices of the tenth century and contains elements of Ancient Jerusalemite
practice.* The Typikon of the Anastasis mentions Psalm 103 in the Vespers of Holy Thursday,
Friday, and Saturday, although not in the more penitential services of Holy Monday through
Wednesday. Freyshov invokes Baumstark’s Law™® in his interpretation of the presence of
Psalm 103 in the more ‘festal’ services of Holy Week and its absence from the more penitential
(‘Lenten’) days of Holy Week, Monday through Wednesday, as reflected in the Typikon of the
Anastasis, to argue that Psalm 103 was an innovation of tenth century Palestinian practice.* If

it were a more ancient tradition, it would probably be more prevalent.

Froyshov concludes that Psalm 103 was not part of evening morning worship during Egeria’s
time, nor was it present in Palestinian evening worship prior to the eighth century reforms.
However, on the basis of 1) Psalm 103’s absence from various important sources reflecting
Jerusalemite liturgy pre-750; 2) Psalm 103’s attestation in the Tropologion Sinai MG 56-5, a
source that predates the Sabaitic Sinai gr. 863; and 3) its presence, in the ‘Georgian’
Horologion, as a constituent component of daily vespers, which are characterized in Sinai
Georgian O.34 as saeroj, or ‘public’ worship services, he argues that the origins of Psalm 103
lay in the post—750 public (not monastic) worship of Jerusalem, ‘unless one wishes to suggest

a Sabaitic influence on Jerusalem prior to 800 — a possibility, but nowhere documented.”*’

Psalm 103 in Stoudite Liturgical Rubrics

Liturgical documents attest to the presence of Psalm 103 in evening worship in

Constantinopolitan environments already by the ninth or the tenth century,” suggesting the

* The contents of this manuscript are published by Alexandra Nikiforova in Towards a History of the Menaion in

Byzantium: Hymnographic Monuments of the 9th-12th Centuries from the Collection of the St. Catherine's

Monastery on Sinai, St. Tikhon's Orthodox University for the Humanities, Russian Academy of the Sciences

(Moscow: TIICTTY, 2012), from 195.

* Froyshov, ‘L' Horologe’, 400.

* Baumstark’s Law posits that the more solemn services in the liturgical year preserve more ancient elements,

being resistant to accretions and innovations due to their penitential character.

* Froyshov, ‘L’Horologe’, 443.

*7 Froyshov, ‘L’Horologe’, 443.

48 Ps 103 is absent from the eleventh century Taktikon of Nikon of the Black Mountain, a collation of several

monastic rules including that of Stoudios, probably produced north of Antioch between 1072-1018. But its

compiler admits that various typika of the same traditions even disagree among themselves: ‘Xpn 6& ywaokewv,

6t kabmg kai ol €& apyfic Gvieg adedpol pet’ Epod Emictavtal, TS SPopa TVTIKA TOV T& TOVdITOV Kol TV
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rapid and ongoing diffusion of Hagiopolite practices north to Constantinople.” The first
attestations are found in the Hypotyposis of Theodore the Stoudite (entitled “Yrotomwoig cvv
Oed KATOOTAGEDS THG eVoyeoTdTng poviic Tod Etovdiov’),”” a liturgical document which
aimed to solve the various liturgical anomalies that cropped up in Stoudite circles from the
ninth century on, the result of the grafting of a full yearly cycle of newly composed Stoudite
hymnography”' and various Cathedral Rite elements onto the Sabaitic Horologion.’> Various
rubrics in the Hypotyposis of Stoudios indicate that Psalm 103 was to be found at the

beginning of evening worship in ninth/tenth century Constantinople:

1. Concerning Holy Pascha... it is good to know that at the lamp-lighting services of the
entire week of the Lord (Renewal Week), the prooemiakos, which is customarily said,
is not said, but only the “Christ is Risen” and straightway the “Lord I have cried” (Ps
140.1).

2. One must know that on the Saturday of Renewal week at the lamp-lighting we re-
commence chanting (wdAAew) the customary and traditional prooemiakos (i.e., Psalm
103), ‘EvAdyer 1 yoyn pov tov Kovpov’ and immediately after, the ‘Lord I have
cried.”**

3. One must see that on the Transfiguration and on the Dormition of the all-holy
Theotokos, late, namely, at the lamp-lighting of the after-feast, after the prooemiakos,
straightway the “Lord I have cried” [is said]. And it is the same way at the Elevation of
the Cross, and the Nativity of the Theotokos, and the same at the Nativity of Christ, and
just the same at the Feast of the Lights and at the Encounter.>

Tepocorbpov €vétuya Kol €odvado kai &va t0 GAL0 00K EoVpEmVODoV, OUTE TO CTOVOIMTIKOV UETH ETEPOV
otovdlwTikov.” See N.V. Benesevich, Taktikon’ Nikona Chernogortsa (Petrograd, 1917), 21.

* Unless Ps 103 was first added by the Stoudites and transmitted south to Palestine (cf. supra, Ch.5, fn. 38).
 Edited by Alexis Dmitrievsky, Opisanie Liturgicheskikh; Rukopisei Khraniaschchikhsia v’ Bibliotekakh;
Pravoslavnago Vostoka. Vol. I: Typika (Kiev, 1895), 225-28.

3! Whereas the Sabaitic offices had already been infused with the ‘new’ Palestinian hymnography of Sophronius,
John Damascus, and Kosmas of Jerusalem, the Stoudite fathers became the driving force behind the new
flourishing of non-scriptural poetry, such that by the twelfth century the liturgical cycles were filled out with
proper hymns for almost every day of the year. Sophronius’ dates are traditionally given as ca. 560-638 (ODB, III,
1928) and John Damascus’ as ca. 675-749 (Andrew Louth, St John Damascene, Tradition and Originality in
Byzantine Theology (New York: Oxford University Press, 2002)). The traditional eighth century date for Kosmas
of Jerusalem was challenged by Alexander Kazhdan (Stratis Papaioannou, Michael Psellos: Rhetoric and
Authorship in Byzantium (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2013), 59, fn. 33), but based on eighth century
MSS among the Sinai new finds that contain his Canons, the view that he was a contemporary (if, later) with John
Damascus has been recently rehabilitated (see Giussepe Lozza (ed.), Cosma Di Gerusalemme: Commentario ai
Carmi di Gregorio Nazianzeno,; Introduzione, Testo Critico e Note (Naples: M. D’ Auria, 2000), 5-11).

32 L ingas, describing the genesis of the new genre of liturgical book, the Typikon, states: ‘[the vast repertories of
Stoudite hymnography] were accommodated within offices that were themselves a complex synthesis of the
Palestinian Horologion with prayers and other material from the offices of the Great church. Conflicts between
temporal cycles, combined with the variety of books needed to construct a single Stoudite office, necessitated the
composition of increasingly complex collections of liturgical regulations for the monastic rite. Initially appearing
as short sets of instructions within the context of such monastic rules as the Hypotyposis of Stoudios, these were
transformed by the rapid progress of the Stoudite synthesis into fully-formed Typika by the first half of the
eleventh century’ (‘Sunday Matins’, 149-50).

>3 Dmitrievsky, Opisanie I, 227.

> Dmitrievsky, Opisanie I, 228.

> Dmitrievsky, Opisanie I, 231.
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Generally speaking, these excerpts point to the presence of Psalm 103 at the beginning of
evening worship and prior to the recitation of Psalm 140, a liturgical order consistent with that
described in both the Sabaitic and the earlier ‘Jerusalem’ (‘Georgian’) Horologion. In Stoudite
practice, apparently, Psalm 103 was prescribed throughout the year except during renewal
week, during which ‘Christ is Risen’ was chanted in its place. Moreover, the second excerpt
above concerning Psalm 103 uses the verb yéAlew (‘to sing / chant’), confirming the musical
performance of this psalm as early as the ninth/tenth century, when it first appears in liturgical
documents. We can safely assume therefore that this psalm was chanted when it was originally
added to the liturgy, despite the fact that the oldest musical manuscripts containing notated
settings of the Anoixantaria do not appear until the early fourteenth century®® — in three well-
known Heirmologia, MSS Sinai 1256 (1309), Sinai 1257 (1332), and Trinity College 0.2.61
(dated generally to the fourteenth century).”’ Below, I will explore some of the simplest
musical settings of the prooemiakos, which are labelled palaion (‘ancient’) in the musical
codices. Aspects of these melodies reflect the melodies found in the simplest versions of the
opening antiphon of Cathedral Rite vespers, suggesting a common, ancient psalmodic

language, despite disparate liturgical origins.
The Anoixantaria in Neo-Sabaitic Vespers

The Invitatorium

Having traced the origins of Psalm 103 and its transmission from Jerusalemite to
Constantinopolitan environments, we can now turn our attention to the fifteenth century and
say a few words about its performance during Chrysaphes’ time. By comparing the
commentary from the treatise Aidloyoc év Xpior@ (Dialogue in Christ)®® by Symeon,
Archbishop of Thessalonica (71429), Byzantium’s ‘last and most prolific’ liturgical

commentator and reformer,”” with the rubrics and arrangement of music in selected akolouthia

%6 The pre-existence of melodies to their notated forms has been argued as a phenomenon applying to Western
chant. See for example, Leo Treitler, ‘The “Unwritten” and “Written" Transmission of Medieval Chant & the
Start-up of Musical Notation.” The Journal of Musicology, Vol. 10, no. 2 (1992): 131-91 (esp. 138-40).
7 Williams, Koukouzeles, 80. The actual date of MS Trinity College 0.2.61 is difficult to ascertain. Williams’
dating of this Late Byzantine Heirmologion is based on Montague Rhodes James, The Western Manuscripts in
Trinity College, Cambridge: A Descriptive Catalogue, Vol. 111 (Cambridge, 1902), 181. However, in the digitised
entry of this catalogue, this manuscript is dated as 15% ¢, (2 (Montague Rhodes James, The James Catalogue at
Trinity College, Cambridge, http://sites.trin.cam.ac.uk/james/show.php? index=686 (August, 4, 2013). For this
Heirmologion see also H.W.J. Tillyard, Twenty Canons from the Trinity Heirmologium (Boston: Byzantine
Institute, 1952).
% The full title of this treatise, which ‘established Symeon’s subsequent reputation in the West as an astute
liturgical commentator with a marked anti-Latin bias,” (Lingas, ‘Sunday Matins’, 193), is Dialogue in Christ
against all heresies and concerning the only faith of our Lord and God and Saviour Jesus Christ, as well as the
sacred services and mysteries of the Church (PG 155, cols. 333-696).
* Lingas, ‘Sunday Matins’, ii.
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manuscripts, we are able to observe certain aspects concerning the practice of singing the
Anoixantaria. First, it is clear that the brief prayer, Agdte npookvvricouev (Venite adoremus,
‘Come let us worship’) was widely sung prior to the singing of Psalm 103, at least through the
fifteenth century, and possibly much later.”® Second, there is good reason to believe that verses
1-28a of Psalm 103 were sung antiphonally, according to relatively simple melodies with
predictable cadential patterns. Finally, we know that the Anoixantaria, from Psalm 103:28b,
were sung in a more elaborate fashion, alternating between right and left choirs, with a
dramatic unification of the two choirs for the final verse and the ‘Glory — Alleluia’ coda, an
order that is still maintained today by the monks of Mt Athos during the celebration of all-
night Vigils.

In his Treatise on Prayer, part of the larger Dialogue in Christ, Symeon writes:

When the priest has given the blessing in the sanctuary, as though in heaven before God,
the ‘Come, let us worship...” is said three times by someone... Ifit is an ordinary day, the
whole of the prooemiakos is said (Aéyetan), blessing the Lord and recounting his creative
work, thanking him for everything, for it is fitting always and especially at the close of day
to give thanks for everything. If however it is a feast day it [the prooemiakos] is said
(Aéyetan) as far as “When Thou openest Thy hand” (v. 28), and then the rest is sung more
festally by all (kai tdte TOpd vty Aapmpdtepov doetot), and at each verse we glorify
the Holy Trinity as creator of all.®!

Here Symeon is describing the opening of evening worship as practiced in fifteenth century
Thessalonica (and most of Byzantium) during the Empire’s twilight. By this time, the brief
prayer, ‘Come let us worship’ (hereafter: Invitatorium) and Psalm 103 were firmly entrenched
as components of the beginning of neo-Sabaitic Vespers, while Vespers of the Cathedral Rite
of Hagia Sophia, with Psalm 85 as its first antiphon, was practised only a few times per year in
selected Cathedrals of the Empire, except for Symeon’s own cathedral of Hagia Sophia in
Thessaloniki, where it was served daily. Symeon’s description conforms to the beginning of

the structure of Vespers as represented by the eighth/ninth century Sabaitic Horologion, Sinai

5 Tracing the origins of the Invitatorium to its eventual place before Ps 103 is out of the scope of this dissertation,
but it is testified to certainly by the eleventh century, as testified to by various liturgical MSS, including, e.g., the
eleventh century MS Benaki 27 (f. 53v), the twelfth century MS Barberini gr. 329 (f. 10v), and the Typikon of the
Holy Saviour (1131 AD). See Stefanos Alexopoulos, ‘The Presanctified Liturgy in the Byzantine Rite: A
Comparative Analysis of Its Origins, Evolution, and Structural Components’ (Notre Dame, 2004), 173-74.

5! Symeon of Thessalonica, ‘Ilepi Tiig Ociag mpooevyiic’ (De sacra precatione), PG 155, col. 597; translated by
H.L.N. Simmons in Treatise on Prayer: An Explanation of the Services Conducted in the Orthodox Church,
(Brookline, Mass: Hellenic College Press, 1984), 52. The original text is: ‘Tod igpémg Toivuv €DA0YNGAVTOG &V T(M
Buclaotnpin Mg v odpavd Evamiov 10D Beod, 10, «AVTE TPOGKLVNCOUEVY TPIG TTap’ EVOG it TV eOAAPeI Kot
MV TAV Aeyopévaov ouveoty Aéyetat. Kal el pev 1 quépa kowvn, 6 wakpog drag Aéyetat, 6 Tov Kbplov edvloydv,
Kol TV dnpovpyioy avtod Gmacay SuyoOUEVOS, Kol €nt mAGY e0YOPIGTAV: €mel Kol TEAELTOONS TG MUEPOS,
déov VTEP AmAvImV eDXOPLoTEV: €l 3¢ Muépa £6pTIog, dypt 10D, «Avoi&avtdg cov TV Yelpo» Kol TOTE TAPd
TavTov Aoapmpotepov ddetal, £kdot® otiym Ty Tpado maviov dooroyovvimv, fitig Td@V dAmv dnuovpydc.’
Unfortunately, Simmons’ translates ‘Aéyetar’ as ‘read’, which seems to explicitly rule out melody. For reasons
described below, it is probably better to translate Aéyston as ‘said’, ‘rendered’, ‘recited’, or even ‘sung’.
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gr. 863, as well as that which has remained in place in Eastern Orthodox Vespers until today.
See for example, the rubrics for the same point in the service, as given in one contemporary,

Greek Orthodox Typikon:®

[The prooemiakos] is to be read by a monk or a reader... at the beginning of every Vespers,
only being omitted during Renewal week vespers, being preceded always only by the
Aetre, mpookvvijomuey (i.e., the Invitatorium)... After the end of the psalm, the verses, £é6ov
okot0g, kol gyéveto voé (v. 20a) and ¢ éueyalivly ta Epyo oov, Kipie: mavio év copig
énoinoag (v. 24a-b) are repeated, after which we say, ‘Glory, Both now, Alleluia, Alleluia,
Alleluia, Glory to Thee O God’ three times... If on this day a vigil is to be celebrated, the
prooemiakos is read during Great Vespers only through the verse Jddvrog cov adroic
ovlréCovay (v. 28a). The remaining verses, called the Anoixantaria, are to be chanted
slowly and with melody (‘peta péhovg’) by the choirs, alternating every verse, beginning
with the right (choir).*®

For reasons that shall be fully fleshed out in the musical section of this chapter, the

Invitatorium (which is also found at the beginning of Byzantine midnight and morning

services) should be considered an integral part of the opening of Vespers, which would have

been sung as one cohesive unit along with all of Psalm 103, including the more elaborate

Anoixantaria. The text of this three-line invocation is derived from verse 6a of Psalm 94:%
AgVTE, TPOGKLVICMLEV KOL TPOSTECOUEY TA PACIAET LDV Ogd.

Agbte, TPOGKLVICMLEV KOl TPOSTECOUEV XPLoT, T® Pacidel nudV Od.
AgDte, TPOGKLVIICMEV KOl TPOGTECWOUEV OOTH XPLoTd, T® PacIAel Kol Oed HUdV.

52 The Typikon of George Regas (Iedpyiov Piiya Tomxov (Thessalonica: Hotplapyikév Tdpope Hatepuchv
Meletav, 1994), 52-53) is extensive, yet rather idiosyncratic. Its shortcomings notwithstanding, the excerpt above
reflects current practice in the vast majority of churches and monasteries throughout Greece and its diaspora
communities. For another contemporary source that echoes this practice, see the Typikon of the liturgical scholar
and protopresbyter, Konstantinos A. Papagiannis (valuable for its inclusion of information concerning historical
usages): Zvotquo Tomikod twv Iepwv Axolovbicdrv tov Olov Evievtod (Athens: Amoctohkr] Awaxovia tng
ExxAnociag g EAAGdog, 2006), 47. A notable exception is reflected in the Typikon of George Violakes (1820-
1911), concerning the Patriarchate of Constantinople, historically a bastion of conservative liturgical practices.
Violakes does not prescribe the chanting of the Anoixantaria, nor are they chanted in the Patriarchate today. See
G. Violakes, Tomkov: xora v Talv e tov Xpiotov Meyalns Exxinciog (Constantinople: IToatplapytkov
Tormoypdoov, 1888), 2-4. An Encyclical of Patriarch Joakim III, written in 1880 to all the hieropsaltes (arch-
cantors) concerning order in the services including details on repertoire choices, prohibits the chanting of the
Anoixantaria on feast days (except in the case of a vigil) in favor of the Maxdpiog avip by Manuel Protopsaltes
(d. 1819) and the extended Kekragaria of lakovos Protopsaltes (fl. 1765-1800): “Ev taig mavnybpeot Tdv iepdv
EKIKANGIBY dmaryopedoviar WiAkeoBor d1é Adyovg obc oidev 1 ‘Exklnoia td dvoréavidplo kol 1o OKTANYOV
®cotoke Tapbéve, dtva povov €v taic dypumvioig ypnoiedovot kol St todto ErovicOnoav, yorietal 8¢ pdvov
0 Makdpilog aviip tod MavounA, kai... to kekpaydpwe TakdBov npotoydrtov’ (see Papadopoulos, Zvpupolrai
420-24). The Anoixantaria are included in the first volume of the Tauciov AvBoloyiac of Chourmouzios the
Chartophylax, published (in the New Method of notation) in 1824 in Constantinople, although they are absent
from the Toueiov AvBoloyiag of Gregory Levitis the Protopsaltes, which begins volume 1 with the Maxdpiog
avnp (Toueiov AvBoloyiag Ilepiéyov Amacav v Exklnoiootikny Eviadoiov AxolovBio Eomepivod, Oplpov,
Aerrovpyiog (Constantinople: Kastru, 1834), 1).

% In Modern Greek Orthodox practice, verses 1-28a of the prooemiakos are simply read before the rest of the
psalm verses are chanted: this is followed whenever a vigil is to be celebrated, in the monasteries. In lay-
environments, vigils need not be celebrated, but it must be the occasion of a major feast.

64 Psalm 94:6a is: Aedte TPOSKLVHGMUEY Ko TPosTEGOUEY oMTd Kol Khavcousy svavtiov (‘Come let us worship
and fall down before him and weep in front of him’), as noted by Velimirovi¢, ‘Prooemiac’, 318.
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[O Come, let us worship and fall down before our King and God.
O Come, let us worship and fall down before Christ, our King and God.
O Come, let us worship and fall down before Him, Christ the King and our God.]

On the basis of Williams’ extensive study, along with testimony of the Cretan manuscripts
catalogued by Giannopoulos, we can estimate that roughly half of the Akolouthia manuscripts
from the fourteenth to the sixteenth centuries that contain Anoixantaria also contain a
composed setting of the Invitatorium, which despite some variations between manuscripts, is
unquestionably the same setting throughout.”® Examples of Akolouthia MSS which contain a

composed Invitatorium include:*

1. From the fourteenth century:
e MS EBE 2458 (1336)
MS Koutloumousi 457 (c. 1360-1385)
MS Vatopaidi 1495 (c. 1360-1385)
MS Trinity 0.2.61 (14" ¢.)”
MS Sinai 1256 (14" ¢.)
MS Sinai 1257 (14" ¢.)
e MS EBE 2444 (mid-14" ¢.)
2. From the fifteenth century:
e  MS Pantokratoros 214 (1433)
MS Laura E. 173 (1436)
MS Iviron 1120 (1458)
MS Varlaam 211 (15" ¢.)
MS Barb. gr. 300 (15" ¢.)
MS Sinai 1293 (15" ¢.)
MS Sinai 1527 (15" ¢.)
MS Sinai 1529 (15" ¢.)
MS Vat. gr. 791 (15" ¢.)
e MS EBE 2401(mid-15" ¢.)
3. From the sixteenth century:
e MS Vienna Phil. gr. 344 (1" half 16" ¢.)
e MS Padova Bibl. Panepistimiou 432
e MS Padova Bibl. Panepistimiou 1140

The Invitatorium ceased to be sung in Greek Orthodox practice possibly as early as the
seventeenth but certainly by the nineteenth century,” whereas it persisted in the all-night vigils

in Russian practice as the Priditye. It is difficult to say when exactly its singing fell out of

5 Williams, Koukouzeles, 110-12. T have not yet analysed the Invitatorium compositions in the Cretan sources;
my point above is based on Williams’ analysis along with my reading of Iviron 1120. Only 4 of the 12 akolouthiai
included in Velimirovi¢’s study contain a composed Invitatorium (‘Prooemiac’, 322).

% The majority of these MSS are based on Williams, Koukouzeles, 110-11, 140, while certain Cretan MSS are
based on Giannopoulos, H AvOyar.

ST Cf. supra, fn. 57.

5 See several Cretan MSS which well into the seventeenth century bear evidence of an unbroken performance,
from the Aedze mpookvviiowpev through the first few verses of the prooemeic psalm, e.g., MS Padova Bibl.
Panepistimiou 432, f. 1r-4v; MS Padova Bibl. Panepistimiou 1140, et al. (Giannopoulos, H Avyan, 678, 697).

% To my knowledge, no printed books of Byzantine chant in Greek from the nineteenth century contain settings of
the Invitatorium.
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practice, since manuscripts at least into the seventeenth century contain notated settings of the
Invitatorium,’® while some typika as late as the same time prescribe its singing.”’ This question
must be left for a separate study, and it is sufficient for our purposes to note that Symeon’s
rubrics and the several musical MSS containing notated settings of the Invitatorium testify to
the practice of the widespread singing of the Invitatorium in the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries.”” We shall return to these settings later in this chapter in order to show how the
Invitatorium is musically linked to the first verse of Psalm 103, EvAGyel 1| yoyr| pov tov
Kvpiov, but for the moment, we focus on the manuscript layout and selected rubrics in order to

give some idea of the manner of performance of this entire group.

Initial Psalm Verses and Refrain

Musical manuscripts containing the Invitatorium almost invariably contain notated settings for
the first handful of verses of Ps 103. For example, MS Sinai 1257 contains anonymous, simple
settings for Psalm 103, verses 1a (E0AGyet, 1| yoyn pov, tov Kopiov), 1b (Kvpie 6 Oedg pov,
gueyolovine opodpa), and lc (é€oporoynoy kol peyorompéneioy €vedvom). Tviron 1120 is
somewhat unusual in this respect: the composed Invitatorium and the introductory psalm
verses of the prooemiakos are separated from the Anoixantaria. Chrysaphes begins Great
Vespers with the Invitatorium and the first verses of Psalm 103 on folio 10v, then, rather
abruptly, following a blank folio (11 — the only in the entire MS), begin his extensive
theoretical treatise, which ends on fol. 29v. Great Vespers is thus resumed — or commenced —
on fol. 30r, with a new majuscule inscription followed by rubrics for performance. In all
likelihood, this was a rushed error on the part of Chrysaphes, who makes similar mistakes
elsewhere in his autograph, displaying the behaviour of a scribe whose mind is ahead of his

73
pen.

™ One example is the early to mid-seventeenth century MS, Holy Monastery of Great Lavra H 136, f. Ir
(Giannopoulos, H AvOyon, 511).

"' The Sabaitic Typikon of Markos Maras, priest of Crete, printed in Venice in 1685, contains rubrics for the
singing of the Invitatorium and initial verses of Psalm 103. Mdpkov epéwg Mopd tov Kpntog, Tomikov tye
Exxnoraonikng  ArxolovBiog (Venice: Tetomotow mapd Avdpéa 1o Ilovhoved, 1685). Available at:
http://anemi.lib.uoc.gr//metadata/b/2/e/metadata-165-0000014.tkl.

21t is interesting to note that in the modern Greek Orthodox Typikon cited above, the verb dvaywmoketar (“is
read’) is used to describe the proper rendering of verses 1-28a of Psalm 103 on feast days (after which verses 28b
through the end are sung), whereas Symeon uses the verb Aéyeton (lit. ‘is said’), which can indicate ‘to sing’ in
various medieval contexts (see, for example, Lingas, ‘Soundscapes’, 311, fn. 2).

™ As on f. 523v of the same manuscript, where he includes a communion hymn, Hotfpiov Zmtmpiov, before
finishing the anaphoral responses for the liturgy of St Basil. Above this misplaced koinonikon, he writes: ‘By
mistake, this was not placed in its usual order.” Cf. infra, Appendix II.
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The rubrics Chrysaphes includes on fol. 30r of Iviron 1120, for the beginning of the
Anoixantaria and Great Vespers, are relatively sparse and provide us with the most basic

information:

Akolovdiar cvvetedeicar mapd Kvpod Tmévvov Maiotmpog o Kovkovléln.
Apyn ovv Oed 100 peydhov Eomepivod, momn0EVTog mapd Sl0POP®Y TOMTOV TOANLDV.
Apyetan 6 SopesTiKOg T|oVY® PV &l MoV TTh. & AvoiEavtdg Gov.

[The services edited by Lord loannes Koukouzeles the Maistor.
The Beginning with God of Great Vespers, composed by various old poets.
The domestikos begins with a soft voice in the plagal fourth mode, the ‘Anoixantos sou’.]

Based on Iviron 1120, we know that the Invitatorium was sung and immediately followed by
the initial verses of Psalm 103. At verse 28b, the singing of the Anoixantaria commenced, led

by the domestikos (probably of the right choir).

For more detailed performance rubrics, we can turn to another mid-fifteenth century codex, the
rich, yet idiosyncratic, MS EBE 2401.”* The inscription below (from fols. 46v-47r of this
codex) gives us more details than available in Iviron 1120 and can help us piece together key

aspects of the liturgical performance of the Anoixantaria in the fifteenth century:

Apyn ovv Oed ayi® ToD peydhov Eomepivod: mombévimv (sic) mapd dlaPOp®V TOWTOV:
Apyouedo ovv TV TowwTnv dxkolovdiav TMovyxd Kkai Gpyd petd maomg mpAdTNTOC,
npobupiag & koi evAafiag kabng datdrretar kol 0 Tepocorvuitng: Tobto 8¢ Aéyston
duyopov. O o’ dopéotikog 00 0e&lod yopod petd Tod Acod avTod ApyeTol TO OelTE
TPOGKLVNOMUEY, AEYOVTEG AVTO €K TPiTOV, TPOTOV YopAd: O B dynAdtepa, kol 1o v’
péon eoviv: fxog . 8.7

[The beginning with God of the Holy and Great Vespers. Composed by various composers.
We begin this service therefore quiet and slowly, with all reverence, attention, and piety, as
instructed by the Jerusalemite. This is called double-choir. The first domestikos of the right
choir with his people (i.e., singers) begins the ‘Come let us worship’, saying this three
times, first low, second higher, and the third time middle-voiced, in the plagal fourth mode.

Leaving aside for now questions of translation of the scribe’s unusual terms of yapudda (‘low’),

vynAdtepo (‘higher’), and péon @ovrv (‘middle voice’), and the transcription issues that

™ EBE 2401 is large (329-folio), mid-fifteenth century akolouthia that shows evidence of connections to Crete
and Manuel Chrysaphes, which have yet to be fully explored. For example, EBE 2401 contains the entire set of
Anoixantaria by Chrysaphes, but the scribe(s) place(s) them later in the MSS (fol. 268v — 270v), apart from the
rest of the Anoixantaria. In addition, this MS is one of the key sources of explicitly composed double melodies
indicative of the presence of experimental polyphony in certain pockets of Venetian Crete. EBE 2401 also has a
healthy representation of compositions by musicians in Cretan-Cypriot orbits, such as Manuel Gazes, Chrysaphes,
and Andreas Stellon. Its scribes were of a different educational class than Chrysaphes, as evidenced by the many
misspellings it contains (not uncommon in later post-Byzantine MSS), rarely found in Chrysaphes’ autograph
(e.g., apyéov vs. apyaiov). This manuscript is described in Touliatos-Miles, National Library, 314-38.

™ The beginning of MS Sinai 1529 is: ‘Apyf obv @ed Gyim, oD peydhov somepvod. Apyetar 8& 1| TowHTN
axoAovOn (sic?), apyd kol E6m PV, 610 TO SITAAGLOTO TOUHATE SPOP®V TOMTOV TOAUDY T Kol VEQV’
(Lingas, personal notes, May 2013).
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follow,”® we are given further confirmation that the Invitatorium is the first chanted item of
Great Vespers. Second, these rubrics make clear the fact that this prayer and the psalm verses
that follow were to be chanted antiphonally. Third, the manuscript’s layout shows that the
Invitatorium leads straight into Psalm 103. Figure 1 shows the transition from the Invitatorium
to the prooemiakos in two separate Akolouthiai, Koukouzeles’ MS EBE 2458, and the later
MS EBE 2401.

FIGURE 5.1: TRANSITION FROM |NVITATORIUM TO PsaLm 103 IN MSS EBE 2458 (11v), EBE 2401 (47R)
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As we can see from these examples, the third verse of the Invitatorium (Agbrte,
TPOGKLVNOMOUEV Kol TPOCTECOUEV VTR XPloTt®, T Pacirel kai Oe@® NMudV) leads into the
first verse of Psalm 103 without fanfare — only a new modal indication is given, in order to
remind the singers to continue in plagal fourth mode. In EBE 2401 (above right), we can
clearly see how the third exclamation of the Invitatorium (indicated by the red dot) leads
directly into Ps 103:1a (yellow dot). This verse flows directly into Ps 103:1b (green dot) and is
followed by a melodic bridge that leads smoothly into the refrain, ‘Adé&a cot 6 Oedc’ (blue
dot). In EBE 2458 (above left), the smooth transition is evident even though the third verse of
the Invitatorium is distinguished from the first verse of Psalm 103, EvAOyetL 1] yoyn pov, by the
majuscule “E” of EvAOyel (in Sinai 1257, like EBE 2401, there is no majuscule E, and Ps
103:1a begins in the middle of the line).”” As for the opening verses of Psalm 103, only verses
la and 1b are given in EBE 2458, as in Iviron 1120 and Sinai 1257. EBE 2401 includes more

76 Williams offers a solution to the translation of these terms and a transcription based on MS Sinai 1256, f. 208r
(Koukouzeles, 114-17), while Velimirovi¢ leaves this question for further investigation (‘Prooemiac’, 320-21).

" Note, as my study focuses on the settings in Iviron 1120, I have not seen the vast majority of the Invitatorium-
Ps 103-Anoixantaria layouts as preserved in the list of MSS above. Aside from Iviron 1120, I have seen Sinai
1257, EBE 2401, and EBE 2458.
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notated half-verses of Psalm 103, through verse 2b (ékteivov tOV 0Vpavov ®cel déppv), with

the following versification: v. 1a/1b + refrain, v. 1¢/2a + refrain, and v. 2b & refrain.

We can assume that scribes did not copy all verses for expediency’s sake and that the initial
verses functioned as melodic models for the singers to apply to the subsequent psalm verses.
This assumption seems to be verified by another rubric from EBE 2401 (f. 47v), which follows
the rubric quoted above, and which precedes the Anoixantaria:
Kai yivete (sic) obtmg Kopotootov: €0g 10 Avoiavtdg cov, Kai €06vg, dAol amd yopod
dpyetar 0 TpMTOG YOPOS: O SOUECTIKOG. |

[And it is done thusly (i.e., the singing of the initial verses of Psalm 103) in parts, up until
the ‘Anoixantos sou’, and straightway everyone begins, chorally. The first choir, the
domestikos...]

In other words, the chanting of the opening verses of Psalm 103 is to continue in the same
manner (with respect to the application of melody to text), ‘in pieces’, or ‘in parts’, that is,

each pair of hemi-stichs alternated between choirs.

Regarding the refrain itself (‘Ad6&a ool 6 Bedc’), it is not included in EBE 2458, Iviron 1120 or
Sinai 1257. Yet another idiosyncratic characteristic of EBE 2401 is the inclusion of this refrain,
which may have at the time been an archaism. As noted by Alexander Lingas, ‘singing with
refrains all the way through (a psalm) is an archaic and very Stoudite thing to do. The Sinai
MSS (e.g., Sinai 1257) and EBE 2458 seem to indicate a more Sabaitic/modern style of
stichologia without refrains.””® This bears further investigation, which is out of the scope of the

present study.

The Anoixantaria

The manuscripts almost universally signal a change in style right before the commencement of
the Anoixantaria. In EBE 2458 (Fig. 5.1, above left), the word dAlayua (‘change’) is written
before the Anoixantaria to indicate this change. In the case of EBE 2401, the indication is
given by the rubric already quoted above (‘and it is done thusly in parts, up until the
“Anoixantos sou”, and straightway everyone begins, chorally’). In MS Laura E. 173 (not
shown above), the scribe writes: kol Aéy[ovv ToVG oTiyovg €ig 0] pEAOG adTOV EmG TO
avoi&avtdc cov, kal gvbug, dpyovtar Ta Tpladikd: dAAayua (‘and they say the verses according

to this melody until the “Anoixantos sou”, and straightway, the Triadika begin: change’).”

™ Alexander Lingas, personal communication, 24 October 2012.
™ For the Triadika — the troped, Trinitarian refrains appended to the verses of Psalm 103, cf. infra, Fig. 5.11 and
passim.
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This moment would have possibly called for a new intonation from the domestikos, which
would serve both to re-pitch but also re-establish the mood based on the change in musical
pace about to occur. The shift in vocal style or musical character is denoted in Sinai 1257, by
the rubric: 6 dopeotikog Gpyeton DynAoTEPN PV (‘the domestikos begins in a higher voice’)
and in Iviron 1120 (noted already above), Gpyeton 6 doueotikoc novyw eovij (‘the domestikos
begins, with a soft voice’). These rubrics correspond to Symeon’s exhortation ‘koi t0te TOPQ
nhvtov Aapnpotepov ddetar’ to describe what happens at verse 28b. One might translate
Symeon’s exhortation for the execution of the latter part of the psalm during festal vespers as
‘and then, on those days, it is sung even more brightly’, with the ‘mapd mdvtov’ being taken as
an adverb of degree, implying that the prior verses were also sung, but more simply. Symeon is
likely comparing two manners of singing, i.e., not recitation with singing, but rather, the more
formulaic singing of Psalm 103:1-28a with the extended melodies and even more elaborate

refrains of the Anoixantaria.

Finally, the manuscripts testify to a dramatic unification of the choirs at the final verse of the
Anoixantaria, Tlédvta év copia €énoincoag (‘In wisdom hast Thou made all things’). Before the
traditional setting of this verse in Iviron 1120 (f. 42r), the following rubric is encountered: &m0
yopod, 6ot duotot, modoidov, fyoc mA. & (‘[chanted] chorally, everyone together, the old
[melody], plagal fourth mode’), which could be interpreted as an indication for the choirs to
unify for the singing of this final verse, a practise still followed at all-night vigils on Mt Athos.
Conclusive evidence for this hypothesis can be gleaned by turning, once again, to the more

detailed rubrics of EBE 2401, given below in Figure 5.2:
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FIGURE 5.2: RUBRICS FOR PERFORMANCE OF Ps 103:24A, EBE 2401, FoL. 58R
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The scribe of EBE 2401 here writes:

Having completed these [verses], straightway the two choirs, having unified, begin both
together the ‘Tldvto év copig’. And they chant this slowly, with all manner of reverence,
all together, chorally. An ancient composition, old. Plagal fourth mode.

This is not a case of the scribe of EBE 2401 documenting an idiosyncratic or regional practice.
Validation of the choirs’ unification at this verse is given in what is widely considered the most
authoritative Akolouthia of the fourteenth century, Koukouzeles’ Papadike. On folio 19r of
EBE 2458, the following simple rubric is given to instruct the singers to come together for the
[Tavta év copiq: ‘opod ot dvo yopoi’ (together, the two choirs). Thus, we can say with a high
degree of certainty that it was the common practice for both choirs to come together to chant
the final psalm verse along with the first part of the Doxology (A6&a Ilatpi). And another
point: rubrics in the right hand margin of Chrysaphes’ setting of [Tavta év cogiq (Iviron 1120,
f. 43) help refine our understanding of the close of this psalm. These instructions, written in
Chrysaphes own hand, indicate that the choirs reverted to antiphonal style (i.e., alternating
between right and left choirs) at the ‘Both now and ever’ (Kai viv kai dei),*® and when taken
together, yield the following double-choir order for the close of the Anoixantaria:
All together (right and left choirs):
[avta év cogia Emoincag. Aoéa Hozpi kai Yiey kai Ayi T[Tveduori,
The other (left) choir:
Kai vdv koi del kai €ig Tovg aidvag TV aidvov.
And again the first (vight) choir:
AMNM-GAANAOVL0, 60E0 ool O Bgdg

Then the second (left) choir:
AMnmAov-aiAniovia, 66&a oot 6 Ogdg

% Chrysaphes’ alternate setting of Ps 103:24a, and its implications, are discussed below.
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The first (right) choir:
AMNMAov-aAANA0OL, 500 6ol 0 Bgo-vo- 0 BOgdg, d6&n Got, d0&n 6ot 0 Bgo- 0 BgdC.

The Anoixantaria & Liturgy: Conclusions

Current liturgical scholarship confirms the long-held notion that Psalm 103 was an import into
Constantinople from Palestine around the time of St Theodore’s establishment of the Sabaitic
Typikon at his monastery on the outskirts of Constantinople around the turn of the ninth
century.81 This general narrative has been refined by the work of scholars such as Stig
Froyshov who hold that, while Psalm 103 was probably not a constituent component of liturgy
at the Cathedral of the Anastasis during Late Antiquity, it most likely originated in
Jerusalemite (i.e., public, Cathedral) environments post-750, after which it was adopted by the
monks of St Sabas before being transmitted to Constantinople. By the time of the first Stoudite
liturgical documents, the chanting of Psalm 103 in evening worship is clearly attested to. Fast
forwarding to the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, when the first settings of Anoixantaria are
found in musical manuscripts, we can paint a clear picture of the opening of neo-Sabaitic
Vespers. The Akolouthia manuscripts surveyed by Williams and Velimirovi¢, along with my
analysis of Iviron 1120, show that the opening of Vespers comprised a single, coherent musical
unit, which included the Invitatorium, the initial verses of Psalm 103, and the Anoixantaria, all
chanted antiphonally and concluding with both choirs singing the final psalm verse in unison.
As we shall see below, the Invitatorium was linked to the initial verses of Psalm 103 on the
basis of shared melodic phrases, whereas the Anoixantaria are set off as something musically
and liturgically special, though still part of the whole opening of Great Vespers, a fact
confirmed by the layout of several Akolouthiai and their accompanying rubrics. The joining of
the forces of the right and left choir must have made for a dramatic close of the Anoixantaria,

the first major musical component of the celebration of neo-Sabaitic Vespers.
5.3 — The Anoixantaria: Textual Concerns
Arrangement of Psalm Verse Texts

The text of the Anoixantaria can be analysed from two standpoints, roughly along the lines of
‘psalm verse’ and ‘refrain’. First, we should like to know which verses are included in
Chrysaphes’ Iviron 1120, both the arrangements he set and those by other composers, and any
implications of the division of the psalm text in Iviron 1120 and other akolouthiai of the

fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. As part of this, we will review the standard mystagogical

8! This view is nevertheless qualified above, fn. 23, 39.
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interpretation of this text in the context of evening worship. Second, the troped refrains warrant
much attention. On the one hand, I will analyse them in relation to the psalm verses to which
they are attached, namely, to highlight the fact that over the course of the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries, the relative weight, both textual and musical, shifted from psalm verse to
refrain. What was once a simple appendage to the focal psalm text now became the locus of
textual and musical expansion. On the other hand, I will delve into these expanded tropes and
analyse their textual content in the context of the theological climate of late Byzantium. The
tropes can be interpreted on multiple levels: as artistic expressions composed for the express
purpose of Trinitarian doxology; as pro-Palamite commentary on the theological debates of the
fourteenth century around Hesychasm; and even as anti-Latin polemic in the context of

fifteenth century Byzantine ecclesiastical dialogue with the Papacy and the Latin West.

The textual divisions of Psalm 103 shown below (Figure 5.3) are found almost universally in
fourteenth and fifteenth century Akolouthiai that contain settings of the Anoixantaria. In the
same MSS, these half-verses are always followed by a refrain beginning ‘A6&a cot...” (‘Glory
to Thee...”), with the exception of the last verse (24b) which is followed by the small doxology,
‘A6&a TTatpl’ & ‘Kai vdv’, and the concluding ephymnion ‘ AAdnkovia, AdEa ot 6 Ocog’.

FIGURE 5.3: STANDARD TEXTUAL ARRANGEMENT OF THE PSALMIC ELEMENT OF THE ANOIXANTARIA

Greek Text

English Translation®

28b | Avoi&avtog cov v yeipa, 16 cOumavTa
mAncOncovol xpnoTdHTNTOG.

When thou openest thy hand, they shall all be filled with
good.

29a | Amootpéyavtog 3¢ 6ov 10 TPOCOTOV
Tapaydncovror

But if thou turnest away thy face, they shall be troubled

29b | Avtaveleic 10 mvedua adTdv, Kol EkAeiyovaot

Thou shalt take away their breath, and they shall fail,

29¢ | Kai €ig tov xodv adTt@dv EMeTPEYOLGLY.

And shall return to their dust.

30a | E&omootelels TO mvedpd cov, kol KTiohncovat,

Thou shalt send forth thy spirit, and they shall be created:

30b | Koai dvokowigic 0 mpdoomov g YiiG.

And thou shalt renew the face of the earth.

3la | "Hto 1 66&a Kvupiov &ig Tovg aidvac,

May the glory of the Lord endure for ever:

31b | Evepavinoeton Kopiog €mi toig Epyoig odtod"

The Lord shall rejoice in his works

32a | O émPrénav £mi TV yijv Kol TOLDV 0OTNV TPEUEL,

He looketh upon the earth, and maketh it tremble,

32b | O antdpevog tdv dOpémv kai kamviovrol.

He toucheth the mountains, and they smoke.

33a | Acw 1@ Kvpio év i Lof pov,

I will sing to the Lord throughout my life.

33b | Yold 1d Oed pov Emc vrudpym:

I will chant to my God for as long as | have my being.

34a | 'HovvOein avtd 1 Stohoyn pov,

May my words be sweet unto Him

34b | Eyo 8¢ evppovOioopot €t td Kvpim.

And I will rejoice in the Lord.

35a | 'Ex)eimotev apoptmAol amo T v

Let sinners be consumed out of the earth,

35b | Kai dvopot, dote pun Hrdpyev avTongs.

And the unjust, so that they be no more:

35¢ | EvAdyet, | yoyn pov, Tov Kbdprov.

Bless the Lord, o my soul.

19a | 'O fjMog Eyvo v dVotv avtod

The sun knoweth his going down.

20b | "Efov oxo6t0C, kai £yEveTo VOE:

Thou hast appointed darkness, and it is night:

24a | Qg éueyaidvon ta £pya cov, Kopie

How great are thy works, O Lord?

24b | Ilavto v cooia énoincag

In wisdom hast Thou made them all;

A6Ea / Kai vidv / AAnAolia, AdEa cot 6 @gdg

Glory / Both now / Alleluia, Glory to Thee, O God

82 Translations (slightly modified) are based on the 18" century edition of the Bible by Richard Challoner, which
can be found at the following website http://www.medievalist.net/psalmstxt/ps103.htm.
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In contemporary Greek Orthodox practice, the half-verses are typically combined to form one
complete psalm-verse before the Triadic refrain,® a practice that probably crystallised in the
nineteenth century with the extremely popular Anoixantaria settings ascribed to the cantor,
composer, and music editor Theodore Fokaeus (1791-1848).% Likewise, the standard refrains
changed over time. The triadic tropes from the late Byzantine and early post-Byzantine periods
display an astounding degree of variety. In Iviron 1120, for example, there are dozens of
distinct tropes, and indeed, when we attribute the setting of a particular psalm verse and trope
to a composer, we are almost invariably speaking of the trope as the distinct identifier of a
unique setting (see ‘Migrating Melodies’ below). On the other hand, the troped refrains which
came to form the standard verses in modern practice, crystallising in the nineteenth century as
a result of the popularity of Fokaeus’ settings, number less than ten. Outside of musicological
and Athonite circles, there is little memory of the wealth of textual variety of the medieval
settings of this genre. Figure 5.4 shows the textual arrangement of the Anoixantaria as sung in
most churches and monasteries of Greece and the diaspora today, including the refrains which

persisted and remained in the standard repertory.

 The medieval versification survives in selected printed editions (in the notation of the New Method), such as
Fokaeus’ aforementioned Tauciov AvBoloyiog, as well as the Movaikéc Onoavpos tov Ecrepivod, ed. Nektarios
Monachos the Hieropsaltis (Karyes, Mt. Athos: 1935; Reprint 1985). These editions include various settings by
Koukouzeles, Kladas, Chrysaphes, et al., which are still sung at the beginning of all-night Vigil celebrations on
Mt Athos, but rarely elsewhere (cf. supra, fn. 62).

8 The two most popular settings in modern practice include the more elaborate settings of George Raidestinos
(1833-1889), which are often sung, especially at major feasts, as well as the settings of Fokaeus. The rumor of the
misattribution of these Anoixantaria (to Fokaeus) is well established. Antonios Sigalas, a composer from the
island of Santorini (Thira), is purported to have composed these very settings in 1830 and sent them to
Constantinople for publication in 1833, only to have them published under Fokaeus’ name in the latter’s Movoixkn
Méhiooa Iepigyovoa to Apyov kai Zoviouov Avaotaciuorapiov (Constantinople, 1847). Fokaeus failed to mention
Sigalas’ name before the Anoixantaria and thus the attribution to Fokaeus, whether intended or not, stuck (see
Georgiades, O Bolavtivog Movaixog ITh.odto¢ (Athens: Typographeio Kerameikou, 1959, 140), whose source is
most likely Papadopoulos, 2Zoufolai, 437). A defense of Fokaeus’ authorship of these famous and widely beloved
Anoixantaria is discussed in Giorgos K. Aggelinaras, ‘@godmpov Pokoevg Mviun’, Opbodolov Tomov, 4-5-
1984, and is echoed by Gregorios Stathis. In the liner notes to an album dedicated to the compositions of Fokaeus,
Stathis relates that, according to the famed philologist and musicologist Dionysios, the late Metropolitan of
Kozani, the Library of the Metropolis of Kozani contained a manuscript autograph (unfortunately, now lost) of
Sigalas. The Metropolitan recalled that this manuscript contained a setting of Anoixantaria by Sigalas which was
completely different in structure and form to the version ascribed to Fokaeus, a viewpoint corroborated by the late
lampadarios of the Metropolis of Kozani, Evaggelos Tzelas (according to the Metropolitan). See Gr. Th. Stathis,
Ocoowpog Homomopaaoyov Pwkaevs (1790 - 1851) — H Zawn kai to Epyo tov: Voaller Xopog Polrwv ue Xopapyn
tov [lpwtoyiitn Ocodwpo Baotiiko (Athens: IBM, 1984), LP. The testimony of Dionysios settles the case for
Stathis, although even if it is true, it certainly does not rule out the possibility that Sigalas composed more than
one series of Anoixantaria verses and triadic refrains. And indeed, a newly catalogued manuscript from the
Monastery of Prophet Elias in Santorini contains a setting of the Anoixantaria by Sigalas, perhaps the same as the
setting from the now lost manuscript from Kozani. These settings have been published in A0wvikyy Movaoikn
Hovoéxtny (Iepdv Ipnprricoév Kedhiov Ayiag Avvng: Karyes, Mt. Athos, 2011), 12-25.
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FIGURE 5.4: ‘STANDARD’ VERSE & REFRAIN STRUCTURE IN CONTEMPORARY ORTHODOX VESPERS

AvuiEm\n(:q gou ThHY yelpa, T&
TUMTAVTE TATESTFovTaL Yen-
gThinros Grootpélaviog 8¢ gou TO

TphTwTov, TasuyShseviat. Adkr Jot,
6 Oede. Alhnhoiio.

Av‘mvs?@iq Th TveDLe adTEY ®el
Exdeidouat, xal elc THv godv
adtiy éntotpébousv. Adkx gou, 6 Oe-
6c. ANhnholic.

EEmnusre?\aEg Th Tvedpd gou weal
wtishoovtat, ral  dvaxatveld
ThRphawnoy Ths yhe Adka g, Tlazes
S6ka gou, Vié S6ku gou, o Tlvetpa ©o
ayrov. Aotz sot, 6 Oede. AXhnhovia.

Hr(u 7 86k Kuglon ig Tobe alt-
vae eddpavdngetar Kigrog éml
Toig Epyorg adteb. Adkw o, dye
86kx oo, Kiper S0k aor, Gasihed
olgdone. Adkx o, 6 Oebe. ARdhnholio.

O Embhémwy émi Ty YAy, xal
ToLY AdTYY TEEpEly 6 AmTh-
uevoe Ty Gpéwyv xal wamviloviar
5 5 o 3 5
AGE sou, dyie 668 oo, Kipe 36Ex
sol, Gaguiel oldphvier Safw got, Th
ITvebpa o dyrov. Adka got, 6 Ocdc
Adhnholie.

gw T@ Kupip év ) Luq poy,

Yk 6 Q@ pou Ewg Higyw.
A6tz gou, Tptgunbstate  OebTrg,
ITavep, Yit xai [Ivedpa. Z& mpognu-
vobpey xai dofalopev. Adkx gou, 6
Oete. ANAnhodia.

Suvleln adt@ 7 dtehoyi pou,

&viy 88 eddpavingopar émi T
Kugig. Adta oo, [arep dvapye 865
got, Vie gwvavagye Sz oo, T
Tlvebpa ©H dylov, T6 GpRo0dTLON ol
opHSpovov. Toueg dyin, 865z gor. Adkx
Fot, 6 Ochs. Allnholio.

Ex}\zfnmav dpopTwiol dmh The
YR, ol dvopot, Hote (L Omh-
pyety abtole. A6k oo, Tlatep S6Fx
Fot, Vig 865 aot, <o Tlvelpa <6 dyt-
ov Tpuag dyie S6ka got. Adka oo, 6
Oede. Alhnhoiie.

Hhdvet, 1) fuyd) pou, tov Kiogtov.
O fhag Eyve Thy Sugw adtol
ESou aunotag, wol évéveto vl Adkx
sot, Gagtied dmoupiwe S6Ea got,
TaNToxLdTo, sy Vg xat [vedpast.

Ak gor, 6 Oede. AXdnhodio.

¢ épeyoddvin th dpys oou,

Kipte mavta v godig énoingus.
Adka zor, Ilatep dyévvnte d0ka oo,
Tie yevwnté 86Ea gou, To Ilvebpa o
gyrov, T0 éx tob Tatpoc éxmogeuipe-
vov zal év Tl avarnavéuevoy. Teule
ayin, S6fx oo AGEw soi, 6 Ocic
ANhnhabia.

Adke Tlatpl wod Yo netd Ayl Tvebpar

Kt viv xai del
xal glg Tolg altvag Ty aliveoy. Ay,
ANNNAGU, ERNNAGULR, Aol

Abka ooy, 6 Oehg (Y)
T éhmig by, Kipre, 868z gor

Based on the Sylleitourgikon, published by
Simonos Petras Monastery on Mt Athos
(see Zvddertovpyixov — Hror n Taéic
Avayvarorov kot Yairov (Ayov Opog:
Iepd Movn Zipwvog [Tétpag, 1997).

Figure 5.5 shows that the singing of the Anoixantaria in neo-Sabaitic Vespers commenced
with verse 28b of Psalm 103. The first two pairings of half-verses combined verses 28b with
29a, and 29b with 29c. From verse 30a, 'E&anooteleic tO mvedud Gov, kol kticOncovral, the
psalm’s half-verses are paired ‘in order’ (i.e., a with b of the same verse versus b with a of the
subsequent verse). This pattern continues until verse 35¢, EOAOyer, 1 yoyn pov, tov Kopiov
(‘Bless the Lord, o my soul’), which is paired with verse 19b from earlier in the psalm. Three
more half-verses from earlier in the psalm are then recapitulated before the Doxology and
Alleluia are sung. The practice of repeating material from earlier in the psalm as a coda to the
entire performance is an ancient practice®™ and one that persists today, for example, in the
recitation of the Heksapsalmos (‘six-psalms’) during the Orthodox morning service
(Orthros).*® The significance of these repeated verses from a liturgiological and mystagogical

standpoint is explored further below.

% For example, the choral repetitions of the KatevBuveita (Ps. 140.2) after the priest’s recitation of verses from
Psalm 140 (verses 1,3,4, and the Doxology) served to emphasize the predominant theme of Presanctified Vespers,
that of the evening sacrificial offering (for this structure, see Alexopoulos, Presanctified 210-11).

8 After each psalm of the Heksapsalmos, 1-2 verses from earlier in the psalm are repeated for emphasis. See
Regas, Tomixov, 72.
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In the manuscripts surveyed by Velimirovic¢, the verses on the left-hand side of Figure 5.5 are
‘invariably found in all of the available musical settings of the prooemiac psalm... [while] the
texts of the half-verses listed here in the right-hand column may be found only
exceptionally.”® He observes that, of the Akolouthiai he surveyed, the earliest manuscript
(EBE 2458) does not contain any settings for the appended verses after v. 35¢ (19b, 20a, 24a),
until v. 24b, which leads straight into the Doxology-Alleluia conclusion. A musical setting of
verse 20a is first encountered in MS Milan Ambrosianus Cod L. 36 Sup, dated to 1341-1360,
after which it is found regularly, which, for Velimirovi¢, suggests that ‘the final arrangement
of the text of the prooemiac psalm for the Great Vespers may have taken place at about the

middle of the fourteenth century.”™®

FIGURE 5.5: COMMON VERSE PAIRINGS IN LATE BYZANTINE AKOLOUTHIAI

First half-verse (typically included) Second half-verse (often excluded)
28b |dvoifavrdc oou T yeipa, T oOpnavta thnoBrjooviol yprototntog [29a |anootpébiavtog 8¢ oou 16 npdownov tapaxBricovial’
29b |dvtaveAsic to mvelpa abthv, Kol EkAsioual 29¢ |kad gig Tov yolv abthv Emotpéouaw.
30a |£Eamooteheis 6 velipnd cou, kol kTioBrioovtal 30b | kol avakawiels To mpdownov THE yAG.
31a |ftw i 66Ea Kuplou i tolg aldvag 31b |e0dpavBiosTtal Kiplog émi toic Epyolg adtol
32a |0 SruPAEnwy EMi TAV YAV Kal mowwv a0V TREPEWV 32b | & anropevog TAV OpEwv Kal Kamvifovial
33a |dow TR Kuplw &v TH {wfj pou, 33b | Yo i O pou Ewg dndpyw’
34a |ASuvBsin abtd f Siohoyr pou, 34b |fyw 62 sddpaviioopo £ml T@ Kuplw.
35a |ékheinolev apaptwhol ano ThC yig 35b |kal Gvopol, wote pn onapysw altolc.
35c |s0AoyeL, /| Puyn pou, ToV Kiplov. 19b |6 Alog Eyvw T Sow adtol.
20a |£Bou okotog, Kal EyEveTo vOE 24a |we psyaiiven ta Epya gou, Kipls
24b |mavta v codla Enoinoag (followed by Doxology)

Williams, whose survey of Late Byzantine Akolouthiai was even more exhaustive (including
over 30 Akolouthiai) notes that of these half-verses in the left-hand column, those most
frequently set are 29b, 30a, 32a, 33a, 34a, 35a, and 20a. In Iviron 1120, seventeen unique half-
verses from Psalm 103 are included, with more than one musical setting included for all but
three of the half verses (which have one setting each). Leaving aside for the moment issues of
compositional variety and Chrysaphes’ personal aesthetics, it is interesting to note that
Chrysaphes’ arrangement of material follows the pattern already observed by both Williams
and Velimirovi¢. Figure 5.6 shows the percentage of Akolouthiai which include settings for
each half-verse and highlights which verses are included in particular in Iviron 1120 (using ‘1’
= yes and ‘0’ = no).*” As the table shows, the four verses least often included in Akolouthiai of
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, verses 29¢, 30b, 31b and 32b, are also neglected by

Chrysaphes.

8 Velimirovi¢, ‘Prooemiac’, 323. The schematic above (Fig. 5.5) is based on Velimirovi¢’s, to which I have
added a few elements.

8 Velimirovi¢, ‘Prooemiac’, 324.

¥ The underlying data of this visualisation is based on Williams, Koukouzeles, Appendix F.
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FIGURE 5.6: COMMON VERSIFICATION OF THE ANOIXANTARIA PSALM VERSES

Frequency of Verse Inclusion in 14th-15th MSS % Iviron Choir
(based on 31 MSS from E. Williams, 'John Koukouzeles', Appendix F) 1120

28b |d&voi§avtog oou v xelpa, T cuunavTa TARcORcoVTAL XPNOoTOTNTOG 100% 1 Right
29a |&mootpédavrtog b€ cou O mpdownov tapaxdrjcovrat 58% 1 Left
29b |&vtavelei 1o nvelpa altdv, kal ékAeibouot 96% 1 Right
29c¢ |kal gig ToOv XoUv aUTOV EMOTPEYPOUTLY. 15% 0 Left
30a [é€amoote)eis 1o nvelpd cou, kal ktioBroovtal 89% 1 Right
30b |katl AvoKowLETG TO TPOOWIOV THG VG, 24% 0 Left
31a |ftwn 66&a Kupiou €ig toug aidvag 97% 1 Right
31b |evdpavOrioetat Kiplog Emi toig €pyolg auvtol 31% 0 Left
32a |6 émuPAénwy Emi TV ViV Kal mowv a0tV TpEPELY 93% 1 Right
32b |6 antdpevog v OpEwv Kal Kamvilovtal. 43% 0 Left
33a |Gow t® Kupiw év tf) Lwij pou, 94% 1 Right
33b |PoaA® @) Oe® pou Ewg UTAPXW 61% 1 Left
34a |nSuvBein abT® 1) Stahoyn povu, 87% 1 Right
34b |éyw &€ evdpavOioopat Emt T Kupiw. 55% 1 Left
35a |ékAeinolev apopTwAol Amno TG yig 97% 1 Right
35b |kal dvopot, WoTe pn UapxeLV aUTOUG. 55% 1 Left
35c |evAoyet, i Yuyn pou, Tov Kbplov. 97% 1 Right
19b |6 HAlog Eyvw v Svowv avTod. 58% 1 Left
20a |€Bou okotog, Kal éyéveto vi§ 87% 1 Right
24a |wg éueyaAivOn ta épya oou, Kiple 58% 1 Left
24b |mavta év codliq €moinoag, 100% 1 Both

Their exclusion from Iviron 1120 certainly does not mean that these half-verses were not sung
during Vespers. While we cannot rule out the possibility that selected psalm verses from the
Anoixantaria were excluded in actual performance, I do not find it probable. My analysis
below shows that existing psalm verse melodies were easily applied to different verses, with
slight adjustments to account for differences between verses (perhaps reusing refrains that were
attached to other Verses).90 What seems more plausible, however, is that the table above
reflects scribes’ and cantors’ bias for the right choir, which may have had the better singers (as
often is the case in modern practice), thus demanding the most complex and elaborate settings.
As we have already shown above, antiphonal choral execution of Psalm 103 was the
widespread practice (both from v. 1a-28a, as well as thereafter, for the Anoixantaria), at least
at the ecclesiastical institutions which had the resources to support such choirs. If we are to
assume that the antiphonal chanting of the Anoixantaria was the rule, then Figure 5.6 is
strongly suggestive of a bias towards the right choir’s settings (represented by the left-hand
column). All the verses that would belong to the right choir (shaded in darker blue), according
to the schematic above, are included in the vast majority of the Akolouthiai surveyed, and
Iviron 1120 is no exception. The half-verses that would belong to the left choir (right-hand side

of Figure 5.6) are set less frequently but by no means entirely absent from late Byzantine

% The same phenomena of reusing basic melodic phrases and making adjustments based on textual requirements
is witnessed to frequently in the medieval repertory, cf. the Polyeleos (Ps 135) of Manuel Chrysaphes, Iviron
1120, from f. 281r, or the Polyeleos (Ps 135) of Andreas Stellon in EBE 2401 from f. 95r.
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Akolouthiai. The schematic above also provides a sensible transition to the final verse: after
singing exactly 10 verses each, the right and left choirs would join forces for the Ildvta &v
copia émoincog (‘In wisdom hast Thou created them all”), followed by the return to antiphonal

style for the singing of the Alleluia-Glory to Thee, go God refrain (as indicated in Iviron 1120).

Although it is a late source (twentieth century), the Athonite musical collection Movasixdg
Onoovpoc must be regarded as a valuable witness to the persistence on Mt Athos of this
medieval practice of chanting the Anoixantaria alternating between two choirs.”’ Pages 31-75
of the 1985 reprint of this edition contain the medieval Anoixantaria, transcribed into the New
Method of notation by Chourmouzios.”> The textual divisions as well as the indications for
right and left choral execution of the verses correspond exactly to the schematic in Figure 5.6,
down to the execution of the ITdvta év cogpia and doxology as preserved in Iviron 1120 (see
Fig. 5.7 for of the Kai vdv and two AAAniovwa verses from this publication).93 For our
purposes, the 1935 Athonite publication of Movaoixog Onoavpos does not stand on its own, but
in consort with the medieval Akolouthiai, it seems to confirm the antiphonal chanting of the
Anoixantaria and the verse divisions as indicated in Figure 5.6. Moreover, it is a strong witness
to the persistence of this Constantinopolitan tradition of double-choir psalmody for many

centuries after its origin.

FIGURE 5.7: EX. OF DOUBLE-CHOIR INDICATIONS FROM 1985 REPR. OF 1935 MOY:zIKOZ OHIAYPOZ
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! Movoixdc Onoavpdc, I, 31-75 (cf. supra, fn. 83).

°2 These Anoixantaria (p. 31-75) are entitled &tepa cvvtetun péva Yo Xovppovliov Xapt[opvialikog (‘alternate
versions, abbreviated by Chourmouzios Chartofylakos’), in contrast to the Anoixantaria commenced on p. 7 of the
same edition, which are entitled AvolEavtapia Méyiota (‘Great Anoixantaria’, i.e., ‘very long’).

% This contemporary edition was evidently unknown to Williams and Velimirovi¢, who, as was often the case in
Byzantine musicological studies prior to the last few decades, did not study of the medieval sources
diachronically, that is, utilizing sources from contemporary practice (nineteenth and twentieth century) as
supplements to the medieval material.
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Psalm 103: Text and Symbolism

Psalm 103 is a lofty panegyric to God and his creation.” The subject of the text’s praise runs
the gamut from the celestial (clouds - v. 3, angels - v. 4, the moon and the sun - v. 19) to the
terrestrial (mountains - v. 8, trees - v. 16); from the things of the sea (ships, dragons - v. 25) to
the things living on land (cattle - v. 14, birds - v. 19, lions - v. 21), and of course, to humans.
The praise, which exists for the sake of praise itself (v. 33), is intertwined with a reflection on
humanity’s daily activity and its interaction with the physical world, a world that is ever-
imbued with the spirit of God and bears evidence of His perpetual activity in it (v. 28, 30, 32,
et al.).”” Beyond these themes is a pervasive thematic juxtaposition of day vs. night and light
vs. darkness. In verse 23, for example, the psalm references human activity as it relates to the
cycle of the day: ‘Man shall go forth to his labour and shall remain on his labour until the
evening.””® Verses 19-22 emphasise this theme even more directly with a narrative that begins
with the setting of the sun and the rising of the moon and continues through the rising of the
next day’s sun, with reference to the accompanying behaviour of the animals as a result of this

natural pattern of light and darkness:

He appointed the moon for its season, the sun knows its going down, he brings darkness,
and it becomes night, wherein all the beasts of the forest move about; the young lions
roaring after their prey, and seeking their meat from God. The sun ariseth, and they are
gathered together, and they shall lie down in their dens.”’

Psalm 103 is thus manifestly appropriate for an office that traditionally took place at the setting
of the sun.”® Symeon, in his defence of the Constantinopolitan order, attempted to draw an
analogy between the first antiphon of the Cathedral Rite (Psalm 85) and the setting of the sun,

to describe why Psalm 85 was particularly suitable for evening worship:

Always at Vespers is sung ‘O Lord, incline your ear’ (Ps 85) because our Saviour... the sun
of righteousness, inclined the heavens and came down, remaining unapproachable, and
because the physical sun inclines towards its setting at evening, and through all this

% The Encyclopaedia Judaica proclaims this psalm, the ‘Barekhi Nafshi’ (number 104 in the Hebrew Bible), as
‘one of the loftiest and most beautiful examples of ancient Hebrew poetry and a magnificent expression of
monotheism’ (Michael Berenbaum and Fred Skolnik, eds. ‘Barekhi Nafshi,” in Encyclopaedia Judaica, 2nd ed.
Vol. 3, (Detroit: Macmillan Reference USA, 2007)).

%5 Useful but out of the scope of the present study would further inquiry into patristic exegesis of the Psalter. See
for example St John Chrysostom’s homilies on the psalms, of which 58 survive, recently translated by Robert
Charles Hill in St. John Chrysostom commentary on the Psalms (Brookline, Mass: Holy Cross Orthodox Press,
1998).

% "Egglevoetan GvOpomog £mi T Epyov atod Kai &mi TV pyasiov avTod g E6TEPAG.

7 "Enoinoe ceMpvnv eig koupove, 6 fillog Eyve v dbowv avtod. "Efov okotog, Kai éyéveto vOE év adti
dedevoovta mhvta o Onpio 10D dpvpod. Xkvuvol dpvdpevol Tod apmdoar kol (ntcol Topd T Oed Ppdov
avTolg. Avétetkev O Ao, kal cuviyOnoav...

% A point made also by Williams, Koukouzeles, 36.
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(inclining, setting, rising) it proclaims the unsetting and splendid Sun of Righteousness
who appeared in the flesh.”

Symeon’s allegorical interpretation of Psalm 85 in the context of the close of day is masterful
in its rhetoric but at the same time somewhat forced, at least in comparison to the ease with
which the opening psalm of neo-Sabaitic Vespers is connected to the themes of light/day
turning into darkness/night and thanksgiving to God for his creation: in Psalm 103, hardly any
allegorical leap is required. Symeon himself comments briefly on the appropriateness the
prooemiakos for evening worship, stating that it is ‘fitting always and especially at the close of

the day to give thanks for everything.’ 100

The association of the theme of light, in particular, with the office of Vespers, is probably
based on the ancient precedent of evening worship in Jerusalem, as described by Egeria. We
should remind ourselves here of Egeria’s focus on light and the central role it played in the

service of the /ychnikon in fourth century Jerusalem:

All the people congregate once more in the Anastasis, and the lamps and candles are all lit,
which makes it very bright. The fire is brought not from outside, but from the cave — inside
the screen — where a lamp is always burning night and day.”'"!

As Robert Taft relates: ‘the symbolism is familiar: out from the tomb comes the risen Christ,
the light that illumines, i.e., saves: eadTiopa (illumination) means baptism (cf. John 1; Heb.
6:4-6; etc.).’102 In other words, the theme of light, so central to Jerusalemite evening worship
from as early as the fourth century, was based on the association of light with the site of
Christ’s burial and resurrection. This Scripturally grounded association was re-enacted in
Jerusalem, and to the memorial of the historical event were added layers of interpretation (light
= illumination, baptism, purification, salvation, etc.). Given the centrality of the light-dark
imagery in Jerusalemite evening worship, it is perfectly sensible that Psalm 103 would have

eventually been added to the opening of Evening Worship.

The underlying focus on light and darkness found in Psalm 103 align it closely with several
other prayers in neo-Sabaitic Vespers. For example, Psalm 103 can be seen to echo the phrase,
‘We, that come to the setting of the sun, beholding the evening light, praise Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit, God’, of the ancient Vespers hymn of Fos Hilaron (‘O gladsome Light’).'"” The

% Symeon, Treatise, 73.

100 Symeon, Treatise, 52.

101 Thig excerpt is based on Taft’s citation of Wilkinson’s translation, in Robert Taft, ‘Iconoclasm’, 65-66.

192 Taft, ‘Iconoclasm’, 66.

'% This hymn apparently had such an ancient precedent that even the fourth century Cappadocian father Basil
remarked that it was so old that no one really knew who the author was or where it came from. Woolfenden states
that some of the earliest evidence of this hymn is from the Cappadocian region, including the account of the death
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theme of light is reiterated in the Canticle of Symeon (Nunc dimittis), which is said aloud

(usually by the priest)'® near the end of Vespers.'”

And the priest’s Seventh Prayer of Light
emphasises the themes of light vs. darkness and night vs. day. This Constantinopolitan
(‘Cathedral Rite’) prayer is a unique case, for at some point in the process of its being grafted
onto neo-Sabaitic Vespers, it was grouped with the other six ‘Prayers of Light’ and ultimately
divorced the antiphon it originally preceded, Psalm 85, to which it was thematically linked."

*19 that might have been noticed by the congregation as a result of a

Any ‘liturgical incongruity
prayer being linked to a psalm to which it was not related, if we are to believe medieval
congregations would have operated with that degree of perception, would have been a non-
issue based on the fact that now the prayer was recited silently (with the other six Prayers of
Light), and accompanied by the singing of Psalm 103, ‘whose imagery was much more

appropriate to the evening office.’ 108

Furthermore, the structure of Psalm 103 highlights the motivic nature of these themes. One
might suspect that the final verse of the psalm, ‘Bless the Lord, o my soul’, provides an
adequately dramatic ending to the entire psalm, by means of repeating the opening phrase
verbatim, as a way of restating the central theme of thanksgiving to God. As we have noted
above, however, verses 19a, 20b, and 24 were appended to the end of the psalm, and in this
way the Anoixantaria came to have a structure that further emphasised, by means of repetition,

the key thematic motifs of light/dark and day/night, which must still have been salient to

of St. Macrina, the sister of St. Gregory of Nyssa, in 379, ‘where we find the words: “but the chant of the singers
called to the thanksgiving for the light and she (Macrina) sent me off to church”. Many scholars think that the
hymn [mentioned in this account] is the thanksgiving for light’, i.e., the Fos Hilaron (Daily Prayer 75-76). For
another recent study on the origins of this hymn, see Alexandros Korakides, Apyaiot Yuvoi: H EmiAbyviog
Evyopiotio '@awc opdv Ayioc Aoéng' (Thessaloniki: TTovpvapdg T1. X., 1990) and Peter Plank, ‘®@&d¢ TAapdv:
Christushymnus Und Lichtdanksagung Der Frithen Christenheit’. Borengésser, 2001.

1% Who actually recites (or sings) this canticle varies according to the source. Jacob Goar (ed., EdyoAdyiov Sive
Rituale Graecorum. Graz: Akademische Druck-U. Verlagsanstalt, 1730. Reprint, 1960), 34, for example, notes
that it is said by someone, though presumably not the priest, since the celebrant's parts are given in this
Euchologion.

195 The Nunc Dimmitis is found in evening worship in various early Christian traditions, first testified to in Late
Antiquity. For example, it is testified to in Jerusalem, Syria, and later, in Sabaitic, i.e., Palestinian environments
(Woolfenden, Daily Prayer, 54, 55, and 56, respectively). The full text is: ‘Now, Master, you let your servant
depart in peace, according to your word; for my eyes have seen your Salvation, which you have prepared before
the face of all peoples, a Light to bring revelation to the nations, and the Glory of your people Israel’ (translation
by Fr. Ephrem Lash, from www.anastasis.org.uk/vespers.htm).

1% The first of the ‘Seven Prayers of Light,” ‘Kopie oiktippov,” recorded as early as the eighth century in the
Barberini Euchologion (Strunk, ‘Byzantine Office’, 184), accompanied the singing of Psalm 85 in the Cathedral
Rite. This prayer begins with the words, ‘Kopie oiktippov kai érefjpov, paxpodbvue kol moAvédee,” drawing
material directly from Ps 85.15 (‘Kai o0, Kopie 0 Ogdg, oiktippmv kol Erefuov, pokpdOupog kol ToAvEAE0G Kol
aAnOwvog’), a connection pointed out as early as the fifteenth century by Symeon of Thessalonica (Symeon, 72-
73). The persistence of the Seven Prayers of Light in Neo-Sabaitic Vespers, but now accompanied by a ‘foreign’
psalm, can be seen as an example of the sometimes disjointed fusing that resulted from the centuries-long
‘mongrelisation’ of the Byzantine Rite (Taft has famously called the Byzantine Rite a ‘mongrel tradition’).

197 Williams, Koukouzeles, 41.

1% Williams, Koukouzeles, 40.
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congregations even though thousands of miles and many centuries removed from the original
locus of the light imagery (i.e., Jerusalem). During the celebration of Vigils, these final verses
would have been sung in an elaborate manner, providing a dramatic recapitulation of these
important motifs, the daily cycle (v. 20b), light vs. darkness (v. 19a), and ending dramatically
with the double-choir chanting of the half-verse that glorifies God’s creation and His wisdom,

summing up the entirety of the psalm: ‘Thou hast created all things in wisdom’ (v. 24).'"”

Troped Refrains: Psalm and Refrain Proportions

The psalm verses of the Anoixantaria are always accompanied in the musical codices by a
doxological refrain, the simplest being A6Ea oot 6 Oedg (‘Glory to Thee, O God’). The oldest
layers of Anoixantaria — the ‘traditional’ settings, which were labelled maloiov (‘old’) or
apyoiov (‘ancient’) in the MSS — contain a structure which features the psalm text as the
musical and textual focus punctuated by a brief refrain (that, due to its simplicity, might have
been suitable as a congregational response), reflecting the archaic antiphon-refrain structure of
the Constantinopolitan Cathedral Rite."' Verse 28b and its short refrain, which are found in all
of the Akolouthia manuscripts surveyed by Williams (as shown in Figure 5.6 above), are
characteristic of this style:

Verse: Avoi&avtog 6ov TV y&ilpa, T0 cOumovTe TAncdncoval ypnotoTnTog

Refrain: Ad&a oot 6 Ogdg
Very few unascribed settings of this archaic type survive — only one setting each for verses
28b, 29a, and 24a. I believe this suggests that, prior to Koukouzeles, the structure of ‘psalm
verse + short refrain’ was the rule, and for the remaining verses of the Anoixantaria, singers
applied basic formulaic rules to the psalm verses, capping off each one with a melodically

simple, ‘Glory to Thee, O God’.

Starting in the fourteenth century and continuing through the fifteenth, the refrains of the
Anoixantaria experienced a remarkable degree of expansion with respect to textual length,
theological import, and musical treatment. Koukouzeles is one of the first composers
responsible for this expansion, but his texts are still compact in comparison to the effusive

proclamations of Orthodox dogma found in some of the settings by later composers. Figure 5.8

199 Williams (Koukouzeles, 37) suggests that the repetition of said verses is a way of underscoring these themes

before the Doxology is sung.

"% One of the fundamental differences between Constantinopolitan and Jerusalemite practice was the division of
the Psalter (4782 verses in Jerusalemite practice vs. 2542 in Constantinople; Williams makes this point by noting
that the insertion of refrains in the antiphons of the Constantinopolitan Cathedral Rite differed from the insertion
of refrains in the Anoixantaria. Naturally, refrains occurred in the former less frequently due to the fewer psalm
verse divisons (Williams, Koukouzeles, 37).
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compares selected refrain texts to provide some framework for the textual expansion that
occurred in the fourteenth century and continued apace in the fifteenth (Figure 5.11 provides

the full list of psalm verses and tropes and their attributions included in Iviron 1120).

FIGURE 5.8: EXPANSION OF REFRAIN IN COMPOSED SETTINGS OF ANOIXANTARIA

111

Psalm Text Composer Refrain
Avoilavrog oov v yeipa, Ta
ovuravo, Tinobiocovra Traditional AbEn o1 6 Bede
xpnorotyrog (28a)
Koukouzeles : Ad&a cot tpidg dvapye d6&a oot 6 Ogdg

Aow @ Kopiw gv 7] {wij pov ; 1
p v R reenk Aéye, 806&n oot Tpiovmootate Bedtng [ldtep, Yi€ kol

33
(334) Manuel [Tvedpo oe Tpookvvoduev Kai do&alopev d0&a oot O
Chrysaphes .
®edg
Xenos AbEn 601 6 Ocdc, 86Ea 6ol 6 Oedc
Aéye, 50&a oot TTatep dvapye 66&a oot Yié
Hovv0ein aiéd 1 diadoys wov Toannes GUVAVOPYE, kgy:e, §o§a GOl TO l?vseup’ta 70 dytov 10
(v. 34a) Kladas opoovciov kol opdbpovov, Tpig ayia 66&a cot, 66&a
' Loot0@edg ]
Aéye, 80&a oot [Tatep Gvapye 66&a ot Yié
Manuel ovvavapye, d6&a oot 10 ITvedua To dylov, T €k

Chrysaphes ~ Hatpog éxmopgvopevov, kai év Yid avamavduevov,
Tpiég Ayia 66&a cot, 36&a o1 O Bedg

The text of the trope composed by Koukouzeles included above is fairly compact, comprising
two short phrases, ‘Glory to thee, beginningless Trinity’ and ‘Glory to thee, O God’, yet still
represents a departure from the traditional, single-phrased refrain. Koukouzeles’ conservatism
is emulated to some degree by his late contemporary, Xenos Korones. The Korones’ trope
included above is among his simplest, consisting of a simple repetition of the phrase ‘Glory to

Thee, O God’.

On the other end of the spectrum are the tropes written by the ‘new’ composers of the fifteenth
century, including the most famous two, Ioannes Kladas the lampadarios (early 15" c.) and of
course, Manuel Chrysaphes. Chrysaphes, over a century after Koukouzeles, composes a trope
attached to psalm verse 33a that is over twice as long as Koukouzeles’: ‘Say: Glory to Thee,
Thrice-hypostatic Godhead, Father, Son, and Spirit, we worship and glorify Thee, glory to
Thee, O God.”''* Kladas and Chrysaphes compose even more elaborate tropes later in the

psalm. The final two texts [ have chosen to highlight in Fig. 5.8 (both attached to verse 34a in

""" The psalm text to which the tropes were attached varies in different manuscripts. See below in the section on
‘Migrating Melodies’.

"2 <Say” is a translation of the word Aéye (3™ person singular imperative), a device commonly utilized by the
composers of this era to bridge two distinct sections within a (usually) kalophonic composition. In this case, the
Aéye bridges the end of the psalm verse to the beginning of the refrain.
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Iviron 1120) are laden with precise Trinitarian theology. The tropes, nearly identical, both refer
to all three persons of the Trinity (Father, Son, Holy Spirit), the former two each addressed
with a doxological epithet (‘Beginningless Father’ and ‘Co-beginningless Son’). Kladas’ trope
differs by referring to the Holy Spirit as ‘of one essence’ and ‘of one throne’ (with the Father
and the Son), whereas Chrysaphes prefers to call attention to the Holy Spirit’s ‘proceeding

from the Father and resting in the Son.’

FIGURE 5.9: GRAPHIC DISPLAY OF PSALM VERSE & TROPED REFRAIN PROPORTIONS (IVIRON 1120)
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Thus, a trend which is first observed in the settings of Koukouzeles and Korones gains
momentum in the settings of later composers, especially those of the fifteenth century. The
textual emphasis ‘shifts to the right,” away from the Old Testament psalm verse, focusing on
the Orthodox dogmatic proclamation. This change in relative proportion can be observed on a
simple graphical level, as shown in Figure 5.9. This visualisation highlights the difference
between the traditional setting of v. 28b and that of v. 34a by loannes Kladas, as laid out in
Chrysaphes’ autograph. The proportions are polar opposites. Kladas’ psalm verse spans two
lines while his triadic refrain is stretched out over ten lines of notation (right), while the
traditional verse (top left) has a refrain that is barely a line, in contrast to a four-line psalm

VErse.

I have also included Chrysaphes’ setting of verse 28b in Figure 5.9 in order to call attention to
another important point. Chrysaphes is the first composer to have composed an alternate

setting for verse 28b, the opening of the Anoixantaria, as well as alternates for the other
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previously untouched, traditional verses (29a & 24b). This reveals a degree of boldness on the
part of Chrysaphes, who evidently had no qualms about providing new, personalized settings
of verses that had previously been left untouched by his contemporaries and predecessors.'"
Yet, while Chrysaphes participated fully in the expansion of this genre, providing some of the
most elaborate tropes for the Anoixantaria, we might be struck by the modesty of his refrain
for v. 28b, which he does not trope, repeating the traditional refrain exactly (Ad&o oot 6 Oedc).
A transcription of Chrysaphes’ setting of d6&a cot 6 @€og (Fig. 5.10b) shows that it is textually
identical to the traditional refrain of v. 28b (Fig. 5.10a), though melodically, slightly more

elaborate:

FIGURE 5.10A: TRADITIONAL SETTING OF REFRAIN TO Ps 103:288 (IVIRON 1120)
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FIGURE 5.10B: CHRYSAPHES’ SETTING OF REFRAIN TO PS 103:28B (IVIRON 1120)
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But in terms of its relative length with respect to the psalm verse, it is similar to the traditional
setting (see Fig. 5.9, bottom left hand). Moreover, it is the most restrained of all of
Chrysaphes’ tropes. Musically, it spans a mere fourth and while it is about twice the length of
the traditional version, Chrysaphes’ tropes attached to other psalm verses are five times (or
more) longer than the traditional refrain. Thus, when it came to these ‘archaic’ verses (i.e.,
nwaAoov, apyoiov), Chrysaphes displays a remarkable degree of restraint, following the general
proportions of psalm verse to refrain as found in the traditional settings, proportions that were
emulated, to some degree, by Koukouzeles. This is one of many examples of Chrysaphes’

simultaneous embodiment of innovative and conservative principles.

' To my knowledge, Williams is the only one to have pointed out the significance of Chrysaphes’ settings of the
previously untouchable and anonymous verses (29a, 29b, and 24b). However, the significance for Williams seems
to be that Chrysaphes included the anonymous melodies at all, a sign of their immutability. I, on the other hand,
take their inclusion as a given and view Chrysaphes’ composition of new melodies as the more remarkable point
(see Williams, Koukouzeles, 123, 142).
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FIGURE 5.11: VERSES OF THE ANOIXANTARIA AND TROPED REFRAINS IN MS IVIRON 1120

Avoiéavtog oo Ty yeipa, Ta coumavra minclncovral ypnetotyros (v. 28b)

Koukouzeles or Traditional (f. 30r)

Ado 601 &

Manuel Chrysaphes (f. 30v)

Ab6&n ot 6 Bedg

AmooTpEyavtog 0 6ov 1o Tpoowmoy Tapoydijcovrar (v. 29a)

| Koukouzeles or Traditional (f. 30v)

| Ad&o oot 6 Ogdg

Manuel Chrysaphes (f. 30v)

AOEn 6ot 0 Oedc

Avravelels 1O Tvedua avTtdv, Kai ékleiyovat (v. 29b)

Koukouzeles (f. 30v)

Ab&a cot TTdtep, 60E0 cot Yié, 66&a oot 10 Tvedua 10 Ayiov, 66&a ot

George Panaretos (f. 31r)

Aveaveg... Ad&a oot 6 Ogdg

loannes Kladas Lampadarios (f. 31r)

Neaveg... Ad&a 5ot 0 Bedg

Manuel Chrysaphes (f. 31v)

AbEa oot Tpuac ayia, 60Ea cot, dOEn 6ol O Oedc

‘Eéamooteleis T0 mvebud oov, kai kticOicovral (v. 30a)

Koukouzeles (f. 31v)

AbEa 601 0 Ogdc, 36&Ea oot

loannes Kladas Lampadarios (f. 31v)

AbEa 6ot 6 Ogbdg, 36Ea oot

Xenos Korones (f. 32r)'™

Ab&a oot dedoEaopéve Kopie, 60&a got

| Manuel Chrysaphes (f. 32r)

A6&a cot Tpuac ayio, vepovote kKai OudOpove 66Ea 6ot 6 Oedc

“Hrw 1) d6éa Kvpiov &is Todg aidvag (v. 31a)

Koukouzeles or Traditional (f. 32r)

Ab6&a oo, 56&a oot 6 Oedg

Ioannes Kladas Lampadarios (f. 32v)

AbEa 601 0 Ogdg, d6&a cot Tpiag dyia, 56Ea oot

Manuel Chrysaphes (f. 32v)

Ab&a cot ITatep, Yig, kot [Tvedpa 1o dyov, d6&a ot Tpiag ayia, d6&a cot 6
Bgodg

O émpiénwy émi Ty yijy Kai o1y adTyy Tpéucty (v. 32a)

George Kontopetris (f. 32v)

Aéye, 86&a oot dyte, d6Ea oot Kopie, 00&a oot Pacthed ovpdvie, 66&a 6ot to
Tvedua 10 dylov, 86&a oo, ve d0Ea oot 0 Bedg

Koukouzeles'” (f. 33r)

AbEa oot dryle 56&a oot Kbpre, 86&a oot Bactied ovpdvie, d6&a cot, 66E0 Got
0 Ogog

Ioannes Kladas Lampadarios (f. 33r)
(only “kou oL@V LTV TPEUEY”)

Ab&a cot Tpuag ayia, 86&a cot, d0&a Got, dO6&a ot 6 Oedg

Manuel Chrysaphes (f. 33v)

Ab6&a oot Bacthed ovpavie, Iapdaxinte, 16 Ivedpa tig aAndeiog, 66&a cot 6
®edc

Aow T Kvpie év tij {wij pov (v. 33a)

Koukouzeles (f. 33v)

AbEa oot Tpidc dvapye, 36&a oot 6 @gdg

Xenos Korones (f. 34r)
(only “év 1} {of] pod)

Ab&a oot Bacided ovphvie, ITapdkAnte dyads, 56&a cot 6 Oedg, d6&a Got 6
®gog

loannes Kladas Lampadarios (f. 34r)

Aéye, 50&a oot 6 Bgdg, 50&a oot TTapdrinte ayads, d6&a cot 6 Ogdg

Manuel Chrysaphes (f. 34v)

Aéye, 80&a oo, Tprovmoctate Oedtg, [atep, Yi€, kon ITvedpa, ot
npookvvoLpev Kot o&alopey, d6&a oot 0 Ogdg

Manuel Korones (f. 35r)

Ab&a cot ITdtep dyte, 00 oot Yig, 6 év 1@ dpet @ OaPdp petopopembeis,
36&a oo, 06&a oot o TTvedpa 1o dylov, d6&a oot

Yald T O pov Evg vmapyw (v.

33b)

Agathon Korones (f. 34v) (only
“Yar®d 1@ 0ed pov Eng VTAPY®™)

Aéye, 80&a oot Gyte Paothed mavtokpdTop, 600 ot 6 Oedg

‘Hovvlsin avtd 1§ draloyn pov (v. 34a)

Xenos Korones (f. 35r)

Abd&a oot 0 Bedg, dOEa ot O Bgdg

"% On the basis of comparison of the music for this verse with the ‘E&amooteheic (v. 30a) in MS EBE 2458 fol.
12r, the not-yet-ascribed verse (due to an overexposed photograph of the folio) is not the same as that by Georgios

Panaretos (the setting by Panaretos is
14™ and 15™ century sources used

that which is transmitted — often exclusively for verse 30a — throughout the
by Velimirovi¢). Stathis’ description of this section of Iviron 1120 (O:

Avoypoupoziouol, 101) is summarised but on the basis of his ordering and the faint red ink on folio 32r of Iviron
1120, one might conclude this composition belongs to Xenos Korones. That would be an unusual ordering for
Chrysaphes, however: when he has multiple settings of the same verse by Korones and Kladas, Kladas otherwise
appears after Korones, reflecting their relative chronology.
"> “Koukouzeles #2°, Sinai 1257, f. 169v.
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loannes Kladas Lampadarios
(f. 351)

Aéye, 80&a oot ITdtep dvapye, 66&a oot Yié cuvavapye, Aéye, d0&a oot TO
TIvedpa 1o dylov 10 dpoovciov Kol opdBpovov, Tpids ayia d6&a cot, d6&a
601 0 Ogdg

Manuel Chrysaphes (f. 35v)

Aéye, 86&a oot [Tatep dvapye, 66 oot Yié cuvavapye, 66&a oot To TTvedua
70 dylov, 10 €k [Matpdg Exmopevdpevov, kai &v Yid avoarovopevov, Tpidg
ayia, 86&a oo, 36&Ea oot O Bedg

George Kontopetris (f. 36r)

Aéye, 50&a 16 TTatpi ovv adTd Yid, d6&a kal 1@ ayim ITvedpartt, 30&a oot 0
[OF]S

‘Eyo 6¢ edppovOnoouor éni T Kopie (v. 34b)

Manuel Korones (f. 36v)

Ab&a oo, Kopie, 6 pdg Gxtiotov toig podntaic cov ppavicog &v @apop t@
Opet, Tpiag ayia, 66&a ot

‘Exleinoiey auoaptmwiol ano tiig yijs

. 35a)

Xenos Korones (f. 36v)

Aéye, 50&a oot 6 Ogodg, 56&a oot — yot yt Tot— O Bgdg

Ioannes Kladas Lampadarios (f. 37r)

Aéye, 86&a oot ITatep, 60&a cot Yig, 06&a oot To TTvedpa 10 dytov, Tpidg
ayio 66&a Got, 8O6Ea ot O Ogdg

Manuel Chrysaphes (37r)

Aéye, d6&a oo, dyte, 60&a cot, Kbpre, d06&a oo, Paciied énovpdvie, S0&a
601, 60&0 5ot 6 Bed.

Hiereos Ampelokipiotou (37v)

Aéye, 86&a oot 6 &v Tp1adt HuvodLLeVog Kol TPOGKLUVOVUEVOGS, BEOG UGV,
56&a cot

Kai dvouoi, dote un dvrwapyerv avtovg. (v. 35b)

George Moschianos

Ab&a oo, TTatep, 86&a oo, Yig, d6&a oot 10 [vedpa to dyov 60&a Got, Aéye,
Tpidg ayio 66&a cot, d6&a got 6 Oedg

Edloyer, 5§ woyn pov, tov Kopiov. (v. 35¢)

Xenos Korones (f. 38r)

Aéye, 806&a oot, ve, ITatep Gyte, d0&0 oot ovv Yid kai [Tvevpatt, 6&a oot
Tpag ayio, 60-60-66&0. Got

Ioannes Kladas Lampadarios (f. 38v)

AbEa oo, Bacthed énovpavie, 60&0 ot, TavtokpdTop, cOV Yid Kol
TIvedpart, 60&a 6o, 86&a 6ot 0 Ogdg, dOGEa 6ot O Bgdg

Manuel Chrysaphes (f. 38v)

AbEa oot 6 Bebdg, 36&Ea oo, Pacired, dyie, vrepdye, Kopie, dkotdinmre,
d006&a oot, d0Ea oot, TO TTvedua to Gytov, 60&a oot 6 Oedc

O 1106 Eyvew Ty dbo1y avtod (v. 19b)

Ioannes Kampanes (f. 39r)

Ab6&a oo, Tdtep dyte, kol Yid kol I[Tvedport, og Dpvel maoa 1 Ktiotg, Tpidg
ayia, 86&a cot, 60&a oot 6 Ogdc

"Ef@ov cKdtogs, kai éyéveto vié (v. 20a)

Xenos Korones (f. 39v)

Ne 86&a ot 6 Bedg, 66En Got, Tovtokpdrtop, Bactied dye, d6&a cot, d6&n
oo, Tpiig ayia, 66 cot, d6&a 5ot 6 Oedg

loannes Kladas Lampadarios (f. 40r)
Oktaechon

Ab6&a ooy, Tdtep ayévvmre, ve 80&a oot, Yi€ yevwne, 66&a oot to TTvedpa 10
Grywov, 10 €k tod IMatpdg Ekmopevodpevov, kai &v Yid avamavopevov, Tpiig
ayio, 86&a oo, 66&a 6ol 0 Agdg

Manuel Chrysaphes (f. 40r)
Oktaechon

Ab&a oo, Tlatep Gyte, Oeé ayévvnte, ve 00&a oot Yié yevvnte, 60&a cot, 10
TIvedpa o dyov, 10 ovv [Motpi kol Yi) GuUTposKUVOOUEVOV Kot
ovvdo&alopevov, Tpuig ayia, d6Ea cot 6 BOedg

Domestikou tou Kassianou (f. 40v)

Abd&a oot 0 Bedg, 8O cot, TTatep ayévvnre, kol Yi€ yevwnté, ve 86&a oot 1o
Tvedua 10 €k povov tod Iatpdg Ekmopevopevov, d6&a cot 6 Ogdg

Ioakeim Monachos (f. 41r)
(only “kai €yévero vO&”)

AbEa 601 0 Begbdg, d6E oo1, TavToKpaTOp, Pactred dyie, Aéye, 60E0 ot
dedotaouéve Kopre, [Mapdkinte dayads, Tpidg ayio, 56 cot 6 Oedg

Qg ueyalvvln ta Epya oov, Kopie (v. 24a)
Manuel Chrysaphes (f. 41v) (see Aéye, 806&a oot TpLdg Opoovaote, d6&a 6ot LoVAg TpiovTOsTaTE, dOEN GOt O
EBE 2401 f. 279r) [CES

Nikon Monachos (f. 41v)

Avapye [Tatep, Yié ovvavapye, kai [Tvedpa o Ogiov kal chvOpovov, &

mpookvuvoduey kol do&dlouey, pio BeotnTl fodvieg d6Ea cot O Oedc.

Havra év oopig émoineag. Aééa, kai vov. Aliniodia. (v. 24b, Doxology, Allelouia)

‘Palaion’ A6&a Tatpi, kol Yid, kol ayio [Mvevpartt: Kol viv kal del, Kol €ig Tovg
aidvog Tdv aidvov. Apufqv. AAAnAovia, aAiniovia, d6&a ot 6 Oedg (3x),
0 Ogdg, 86&a oot 6 b, 6 Ogbde.

Manuel Chrysaphes A6&a Tatpi, kol Yid, kai ayio [Mvevpatt: Kai viv kol del, kol gig Tovg

aidvog T@v aidvov. Apnv. AAAniovia, 56&o oot 6 Oedg (3x), 6 Oedc,
36&a o1 6 Oedg, 6 Ogdg.
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Mystagogical Interpretation of Trinitarian Refrains

Over the course of the fourteenth century and well into the fifteenth, the psalm verse, once the
textual focal point, became an afterthought, merely a springboard for tropes that were
elaborated through the interjection, repetition, and inversion of epithets and personalised
doxologies. This shift in focus from psalm verse to non-psalmic refrain should be viewed as
part of a more general trend away from allegory to literalism in liturgical texts and the exegesis
of liturgy.''® The scriptures and psalms, which provided the scaffolding for the early divine
offices, were gradually subjugated to newly composed texts, ranging from the Sabaitic and
Stoudite propers hymns (based on Palestinian genres) dedicated to feasts of Jesus Christ, the
Virgin Mary, or the saints, to the personalised Trinitarian and Marian tropes composed by the
Palaiologan masters. These ‘extra-scriptural’ texts came to be interpolated between (and would
eventually dwarf) the psalm verses of genres such as the Anoixantaria, Kekragaria, Polyeleoi,
and Ainoi (the ‘Lauds’). The practice of interpolating non-psalmic material for essentially
every element of the services had its roots in Late Antiquity, and its explosion in the eighth
century and beyond has been connected to the rise of popular piety and reactions to the
prohibition of icons.''” By the time of Koukouzeles and, later, Chrysaphes, troping psalm
verses with non-scriptural material du jour was the norm: the maistores were simply extending

an existing practice to new genres.

The refrains of the Anoixantaria are magnificent expressions of Trinitarian theology. These
tropes are almost exclusively devoted to praising God as Trinity. Thus, the archaic refrain of
the Anoixantaria, ‘Glory to Thee, O God’, is most commonly troped as ‘Glory to Thee, O Holy
Trinity, Glory to Thee, O God.”'"® Koukouzeles’ trope for v. 29b (Iviron 1120, f. 30v), ‘Glory
to Thee, Father, Glory to Thee, Son, Glory to the Holy Spirit, Glory to Thee’, is a simple

"¢ An inverse trend (possibly related, the subject of which to my knowledge has yet to be fully explored) towards
abstraction can be seen in the realm of music — in the creation of ‘art objects’, or music for music’s (or prayer’s)
sake, starting with the twelfth-thirteenth century repertory of the Asma in Southern Italy and reaching its fruition
in the kalophonic period.

17 See Taft, ‘Iconoclasm’; Lingas, ‘Sunday Matins’, 122-28, 151-54, et al.

"8 Interestingly, Trinitarian tropes (or Triadika, to use Symeon of Thessalonica’s nomenclature) show up also on
feast days as additions to the psalms of the fixed First Antiphon of Cathedral Rite Orthros of Hagia Sophia (many
in MS EBE 2061), including compositions by Koukouzeles, Korones, and Kontopetris that Lingas has identified
with Triadika that appear as tropes of Psalm 103 elsewhere, leading him to conclude that ‘it remains to be
determined... whether the Triadika were first created to be sung with cathedral matins [or Stoudite, or Sabaitic
Vespers]. With regard to Koukouzeles, one may ask if it is possible to take the existinece of his works for the
“Sung Office” as evidence that he worked in a cathedral environment either before or after his removal to the
Monastery of the Great Lavra on Mount Athos.” See A. Lingas, ‘The First Antiphon of Byzantine Cathedral Rite
Matins: From Popular Psalmody to Kalophonia’, in ed. Laszl6 Dobszay, Cantus Planus: Papers Read at the 9th
Meeting, Esztergom and Visegrad, Hungary, 1998 (Budapest: Institute for Musicology of the Hungarian Academy
of Sciences, 2001), 491-492.
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expansion of the most common doxology found in the Christian divine offices (‘Glory to the
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit’). loannes Kladas’ refrain for v. 33a: ‘Say, Glory to Thee, O God,
Glory to Thee, O Good Comforter, Glory to Thee O God’, utilises an ancient epithet,
Hapdxinte, found throughout scripture and later, Sabaitic hymnography, to refer to the Holy
Spiri‘[.119 The rather unique trope set by Hiereos Ambelokipiotis for v. 35a (Iviron 1120, f.
37v), ‘Say, glory to Thee, who in Trinity art hymned and worshipped, O our God, glory to
Thee’, includes a more personal element, also encountered in other tropes of the Anoixantaria.
A more theologically dense Trinitarian trope is Chrysaphes’ setting attached to verse 33a
(Iviron 1120, f. 34v), ‘Say, Glory to Thee, three-hypostatic Godhead: Father, Son, and Spirit,
we worship and glorify Thee, Glory to Thee, O God.” In all these cases, the simultaneity of
God’s singularity and multiplicity (of persons) is highlighted, a theology with deep roots in the
patristic tradition.'*® The tropes of the Anoixantaria should therefore be thought of, most
fundamentally, as the personalised expressions of faith by artists drawing from a rich stock of
patristic and hymnographic motifs dedicated to the Holy Trinity, within the context of a well-

established practice.'*!
Topical Tropes

Hesychasm

While the majority of the tropes of the Anoixantaria are generalised expressions of faith that

utilise common Trinitarian motifs, certain tropes were topical to two contemporary socio-

"9 The epithet ‘Comforter’ (or ‘Advocate’, i.e., ITapdxinte) referring to the Holy Spirit is found in the New
Testament, e.g., John 14:16, 14:20, et al. For the use of the term ITapdxinte in the third iambic canon attributed to
St John Damascus for the feast of Pentecost, see Skrekas, Iambic 1xx-1xxiv.

12 One only need scratch the surface of a few patristic monuments of Trinitarian theology (e.g., Basil of
Caesaria’s On the Holy Spirit: PG 32, Cyril of Alexandria’s On worship in spirit and truth: PG 68, Ps.-Athanasius
of Alexandria, Dialogues on the Holy Trinity, I: PG 28, etc.) to find a defense of the themes of the unity and co-
operation of the persons of the Holy Trinity, with language that later imbued the poetry of hymnographers like
Andrew of Crete and John Damascus, such as the latter’s third troparion for Ode 8 of Paschal Matins: I1dtep
mavtokpatop, kol Aodye, kai [Tvedpa, tpiotv EviCopévn, év Hmootdoeot @Uolg, VIepovsie kol VépPee €ig o€
BePomtiopeda, kai o& gdloyoduey, €ig mhvtag tovg aidvag (Almighty Father, Word and Spirit, nature united in
three Persons, beyond all being and beyond all Godhead, into you we have been baptised and we bless you to all
the ages), or the first troparion from Ode 5 of the first canon from Matins of Pentecost by Kosmas of Jerusalem,
‘H émpottnoaca ioyvg onpepov, adtn Ivedua dyadov, Ivedua coeiog @cod, ITvedpa €k Iatpoc EkmopevTov, Kol
31" Yiod motoic fuiv meenvoc, petadotikdv, &v ol katokileton gost, Tiic v ) kotomteveton dytotntoc (The
strength which has come down to-day is the good Spirit, Spirit of the Wisdom of God; Spirit proceeding from the
Father and made manifest to us the faithful through the Son; giving freely to those in whom he dwells of the
holiness in which he is perceived by nature). Translations are by Fr. Ephrem Lash, http://www.anastasis.org.uk,
accessed on 14/9/2013).

121 T yse the term ‘personalised’ to emphasise the fact that, although composers drew from a veritable well of
patristic exegesis, hymnographic material, and recent theological exposition to craft their Trinitarian tropes, the
manner in which they deployed the tropes was personal, by virtue of the fact that they were attributed
compositions — their names were assigned to these creations, many of these tropes contain personal pronouns to
refer to the Trinity, and many of the turns of phrase do happen to be unique, not being found frequently in the
hymnographic or euchologic tradition, as in some of the examples given above.
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theological debates: the Hesychast controversy of the mid-fourteenth century, and the attempts
towards (Latin and Greek) Church Reunion, an effort that was especially intense from the end
of the fourteenth century, culminating with the Council of Florence/Ferrara in 1438-39. A brief
overview of selected tropes and manuscripts in which they are encountered, in comparison to
Iviron 1120, shows that certain composers and scribes took strong (often polemical) positions
in these debates, whereas Manuel Chrysaphes’ settings and ‘behaviour’ as scribe reveal a more
diplomatic individual who maintains the Orthodox manner of expression but without any of the

strident language, or even polemic, that is found in some other sources.

At least two tropes seem to be topical to the Hesychast Controversy, which raged in
Constantinople, Thessaloniki, and Mt Athos, especially between 1337 and 1351, with opposing
camps arguing well into the fifteenth century.'” Hesychasm (from iovydlew, ‘to be quiet,
still’) — a general term used to describe the monastic practice of silent prayer and
contemplation — had roots in Egyptian monasticism of the fourth century and was eventually
developed by Gregory Palamas (1296-1357) into a full theology.'” Palamas emphasised the
reality of God’s imminence in the lives of humans, by means of his ‘energies’ (évépyuar), or
operations, which were distinct from his transcendent and unknowable ‘essence’ (ovoica).'**
This distinction was, to Palamas, as real as the distinction between the Persons of the Holy
Trinity, yet did not sunder the unity of God.'** Perhaps most importantly, Palamas taught that
these energies were uncreated, emanating perpetually from God’s likewise uncreated essence.

Furthermore, Palamas taught that humans were able to experience God, that is, to attain a sort

of divine contemplation (Bewpia, i.e., ‘vision’), by means of inner purification achieved

122 The Hesychast Controversy did not exist in a vacuum but was a part of broader social struggles in the 1340s.
For a background on the Byzantine civil war of the 1340s, see Donald M. Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium,
1261-1453 (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1993), Part III: ‘The mortal illness of
Byzantium: the age of civil wars — 1321-1354’, passim.

12 The term hesychastes is found in the writings of the Egyptian desert fathers as interchangeable with the terms
hermit or anchorite (ODB II, Hesychasm 923). For the consistency of Palamas’ teachings with Greek patristic
tradition, see Gyorgy Geréby, ‘Hidden Themes in Fourteenth-Century Byzantine and Latin Theological Debates:
Monarchianism and Crypto-Dyophysitism’, in eds. M. Hinterberger and C. Schabel, Greeks, Latins, and
Intellectual History: 1204-1500 (Leuven - Paris - Walpole, MA: Peeters, 2011), 201-3. More contemporarily,
Palamas mentions Metropolitan Theoleptos of Philadelphia (1250-1326) as one of his ‘forerunners in hesychasm’
(Lingas, ‘Hesychasm’, 156).

24 For a discussion on the pro- and anti-Palamite positions on the distinction between God’s ‘essence’ and
‘energies,” especially with respect to Palamas’ usage of the Basilian phrase ‘kat” énivolav’ and the influence of
the corpus of Thomas Aquinas into Greek on these arguments, see John A. Demetracopoulos, ‘Palamas
Transformed. Palamite Interpretations of the Distinction between God's “Essence” and “Energies” in Late
Byzantium’, in eds. M. Hinterberger and C. Schabel, Greeks, Latins, and Intellectual History: 1204-1500 (Leuven
- Paris - Walpole, MA: Peeters, 2011), 263-372. For an updated, Orthodox-oriented perspective on Hesychasm
and Thomism, see Marcus Plested, Orthodox Readings of Aquinas (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013).

123 For this distinction, see Palamas’ own words in PG 150, Kepalaia Pooixi, Ocoloyici, Hbud e xod Tpaxtire
75. In spite of this distinction between God’s essence and energies, Palamas repeatedly stated that ‘it is impossible
to think of any sort of incision or division between God’s essence and energy’ (from Palamas’ treatise Against
Acindynos I, quoted in Demetracopoulos, ‘Palamas’, 273).
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through ascetic practises which included the repetition of the Jesus prayer (i.e., ‘Lord Jesus

Christ, Son of God, have mercy on rne’).126

The attainment of spiritual purification, enabled by
this ‘prayer of the heart’, had the capacity to lead humans to ‘divine vision’ equivalent to the
uncreated light witnessed by Moses as he descended from Mt Sinai, that which blinded Saul
before his conversion to Christianity, and that witnessed by Christ’s three disciples on Mount
Tabor.'*’ The teachings of Palamas were debated in three councils, first in 1341, then in 1347 —
when they were officially adopted by the Patriarchate of Constantinople — and again in 1351,
when they were reaffirmed. A fourth council in 1368 recognized Gregory as a saint, while
condemning Prochoros Kydones, a prominent opponent of the recently affirmed Orthodox

: 12
VIEW. 8

Two tropes that express Palamite theology are ascribed to Manuel Korones,'*’ the son of the
famous imperial musician and protopsaltes, Xenos Korones."** I have determined that Manuel,
like his father Xenos, held the position of protopsaltes, based on an inscription written in
Chrysaphes’ hand, in the upper margin of f. 36v in Iviron 1120 (see Fig. 5.12 below), stating:
kbp Mavouih tod Kopodvn kol mpmtoyditov (Lord Manuel Korones the protopsaltes)'*!. As
the son of Xenos Korones, Manuel must have flourished in the mid to late fourteenth century,
when Byzantine culture was embroiled in this controversy. The first ‘Palamite’ trope,
composed by Manuel Korones, is attached to verse 33a of Psalm 103 in Iviron 1120 (fol. 35r):

AbEa cot TTatep dyte, 66&a ot YiE, 6 &v T@ Opel @ Oafmp petapopewbeic, d6&a cot,
30&a 5ot 10 [Tvedpo 10 dyrov, 66 Got

[Glory to Thee, Holy Father, Glory to Thee, Son, who on the Mount of Tabor was
transfigured, Glory to Thee, Glory to Thee, the Holy Spirit, Glory to Thee.]

The second such refrain is attached to verse 34b, the only setting of this particular hemi-stich

(CEyo 8¢ evppavOnoopa €mi 1@ Kvpio) included by Chrysaphes in Iviron 1120 (f. 36v):

12 ODB II, ‘Hesychasm’, 923.

12" Moses’ descent from Mt Sinai is described in Exodus 34: 29-30, 35. Saul’s conversion story is related in Acts
9:3. The story of Christ’s Transfiguration on Mt. Tabor is given by three Evangelists (Matthew 17:1-9, Mark 9:2-
8, Luke 9:28-36) and referred to in 2 Peter 1:16-18.

28 prochoros Kydones (ca 1330-1369) was the outspoken brother of the court official and historian Demetrius
Kydones (ca 1324-1397), the latter who was part of a wave of prominent intellectuals and court officials in the
second half of the 14™ century who converted to Catholicism (a group including John V Palaiologos). For a
general overview of Hesychasm in the fourteenth century, see Dirk Krausmiiller, ‘The Rise of Hesychasm’, in
Cambridge History of Christianity: Eastern Christianity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 101-26.
For the activity of D. Kydones including his 40+ years of service to John V Palaiologos, see Judith R. Ryder,
‘Divided Loyalties? The Career and Writings of Demetrius Kydones,” in eds. M. Hinterberger and C. Schabel,
Greeks, Latins, and Intellectual History: 1204-1500, (Leuven - Paris - Walpole, MA: Peeters, 2011), 243-62.

129 These two topical tropes have been discussed briefly in Williams, Koukouzeles, 208, fn. 9, Stathis, ‘Acpotiky’,
198-99, and Lingas, ‘Hesychasm’, 167, fn. 44.

130 According to Dimitri Conomos, MS Athens 899 refers to Manuel Korones as the son of Xenos Korones
(Conomos, Communion Cycle, 78). For Manuel Korones, cf. infra, p. 246 and Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 202.
3! This is also found in EBE 2401, f. 50v, but is not noted in Touliatos-Miles’ description of the same manuscript.
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AdEa co1, Kopie, 0 pd¢ GKTioTov T01g pabntais cov éueavicag &v @upop t@ dpet, Tpiig
ayio, 60&a oot

[Glory to Thee Lord, Thou who appeared as the uncreated light to Thy disciples on the
Mount of Tabor, Holy Trinity, Glory to Thee.]

FIGURE 5.12: IVIRON 1120, F. 36V: MANUEL KORONES THE PROTOPSALTES
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In the absence of more concrete evidence establishing ties between Manuel Korones and other
members of Hesychast circles, such as the ‘enthusiastic Palamite’ Patriarch, Philotheos
Kokkinos,"** or Gregory Palamas himself, it is possible only to comment generally on the
younger Korones’ investment in the Hesychast debate as evidenced by the settings above. It
has been posited that Palamas may have resided alongside Koukouzeles at the monastery of the
Great Lavra on Mt Athos for some time — as much is suggested, at the very least, by their
respective Vitae."® If it is true that they lived (and perhaps sang) together on Mt Athos, it does
not necessarily imply that Manuel Korones would have had direct contact with Palamas. But
there is circumstantial evidence linking Palamas and other supporters of Hesychasm to
Koukouzeles, and by extension, to musicians connected to Koukouzeles, such as Xenos
Korones and his son, Manuel. It should therefore be no surprise that expressions related to
these much-debated themes would have found their ways into the compositions of a prominent

fourteenth century musician with ties to the imperial chapel and hierarchy of Byzantium.

Hesychasm and Anti-Latin Polemic

In Chrysaphes’ autograph, the first of these verses is preceded by the inscription: MavounA tod
Kopovn gig mv petopopemoty (before v. 33a on f. 35r: ‘By Manuel Korones for the [Feast of
the] Transﬁguration’),13 * whereas in at least three other MSS, EBE 2401 (f. 50v), Philotheou

132 Ryder, ‘Demetrius Kydones’, 249.

13 While acknowledging the various problems with Koukouzeles’ vita, Lingas finds the notion of their
cohabitation plausible, stating that, at the very least, ‘Gregory Palamas and John Koukouzeles were both cantors
at the Great Lavra during the first half of the 14" century’ (Lingas, ‘Hesychasm’, 159).

13 This inscription appears in brighter red ink than the majority of the other rubrics, written by a curiously unstill
hand, and thus it seems probable that this was written by a later hand.
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(Mt Athos) 122/235 (f. 49v-50r),'* and Societies of Antiquaries London 48 (f. 63r-66v),"°
they are preceded by the polemical phrase,”’ “MavoviA to% Kopdvn kai o (mpdro)yéiton:
Kato Bopradp kal dkivoivov’ (‘Manuel Korones the protopsaltes- [verses] against Barlaam and
Akindinos’). Manuel Korones’ investment in Palamite teachings and his tropes on themes
related to the uncreated light is sensible: he was operating in Constantinople in an official
position around the time that Palamas’ teachings had been affirmed by the Church. Korones’
topical refrains must have resonated with a rather triumphant tone in the wake of these debates.
But the inclusion of the names ‘Barlaam’ and ‘Akindynos’ as the ‘dedicatees’ of these verses
in three akolouthiai that post-date the aforementioned hesychast councils by a century or more
might strike us as anachronistic. It should be remembered, though, that while many
intellectuals jostled with Palamas and his followers well into the latter half of the fourteenth
century, it was specifically these two, Barlaam of Calabria'*® and Akindynos, who became the
poster children of the losing side of the Hesychasm question. The reputation of this pair was
solidified in history by a patriarchal tome composed by Palamas’ biographer and champion,
Philotheos Kokkinos,"”* against the two, and in the years that followed, pro-Palamite
Byzantine hagiography features Barlaam as the primary scapegoat in this debate.'*
Furthermore, after the council of Florence/Ferrara (1437-38), Orthodox writers often grouped
Latin and Latin-leaning Greek Orthodox theologians into the anti-Hesychast camp, even

4! The inclusion of Barlaam

though Hesychasm was, initially, a struggle internal to Orthodoxy.
and Akindinos prior to these topical Anoixantaria tropes by the scribes of these Akolouthiai
should therefore be seen more generally in light of fifteenth century anti-Latin polemic which

was especially rife in areas of Crete and Cyprus. The recasting of the hesychast controversy in

135 Stathis, ‘Acpotikn’, 199. I have not consulted the Philotheou manuscript.

136 In this MS, dated c. 1430, the name ‘Manuel’ does not precede Korones, so Giannopoulos assumes it is a
composition by his father, Xenos (Giannopoulos, Ayylia, 158).

17 The second ‘Palamite’ setting by Manuel Korones in Iviron 1120 is preceded simply by an inscription in the
upper margin that states the attribution: ‘k0p Mavoun tod Kopavn kai [Ipmtoyditov’ (before v. 34b on f. 36v).
This trope is preceded in EBE 2401 (f. 50v) by the phase ‘for the same feast (i.e., Transfiguration)’, whereas the
polemic is found in Philotheou 122/235, which states that it is kotd T@v Aativev (‘against the Latins’). It is out of
the scope of this present dissertation to investigate the threads that follow from such polemics, but suffice it to say
that after the council of Florence / Ferrara pro-Palamites often grouped Latin-leaning Greek Orthodox into the
anti-Hesychast camp, even though the two controversies weren’t initially linked.

138 Barlaam first tangled with Palamas on the issue of the Filiogue, a discourse that eventually morphed into a
‘debate on theological epistemology... on the knowability of God’, in which Barlaam denied the possibility of
human direct experience of God (see Geréby, ‘Hidden Themes’, especially 200).

139 Philotheos Kokkinos (1295/97-1379) was Patriarch of Constantinople from 1353-4 and 1364-77. In addition to
the Synodal Tome of 1351, co-authered with Neilos Cabasilas, Kokkinos wrote the (as yet, unedited), Fourteen
Chapters against Barlaam and Acindynos, probably before 1351 (Demetracopoulos, ‘Palamas’, 282-83).

140 Martin Hinterberger, ‘A Neglected Tool of Orthodox Propaganda? The Image of the Latins in Byzantine
Hagiography’, in eds. M. Hinterberger and C. Schabel, Greeks, Latins, and Intellectual History: 1204-1500
(Leuven - Paris - Walpole, MA: Peeters, 2011), 137.

4! Conversely, anti-hesychasts such as D. Kydones mined the recently translated Latin corpus of Thomas Aquinas
for ammunition to be levied against the Hesychasts.
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the context of the Latin-Greek debates surrounding the Council of Florence/Ferrara is out of
the scope of this dissertation and has been taken up elsewhere,'** but it is worth mentioning at
least one manuscript which seems to validate this tendency. MS Philotheou 122/235 contains
an inscription prior to the second ‘Palamite’ trope, which states that this verse is composed

.~ . . - 143
‘katd TV Aativov’ (‘against the Latins’).

The Procession of the Holy Spirit and 15™ ¢. Latin-Greek Dialogue

Another topical trope is directly related to Latin-Greek dialogue and disagreements over one of
the primary stumbling blocks towards union, the issue of the place of the Holy Spirit in the
Holy Trinity. The Western Christian doctrine of the Filioque (lit: ‘and from the Son’) stated
that the Holy Spirit proceeded from the Father and also the Son, whereas the Orthodox
considered this an innovation and insisted on the Father’s pre-eminence in the Holy Trinity,
and thus, the single-procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father only."** The Filiogue was
among the primary issues featured at the forefront of ecclesiastical debates in the late
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. This was an issue that occupied the minds of not just
churchmen and monks: even the Emperor Manuel Palaiologos II entered the theological fray,
writing a tome of some 156 chapters on the subject.'* His treatise, On the Procession of the
Holy Spirit, was evidently a response to one written in support of the Filioque, authored by a
Latin monk and given to the Emperor around 1400 when the latter was in Paris on his famous

diplomatic journey to the West.'*®

2 For example, see Charalambos Dendrinos’ discussion of Manuel II Palaiologus’ refutation of the Latin doctrine
of the Filiogue (in a treatise written around 1400-2), in which he moves ‘from the specific issues [of the Filiogue]
into a wider theological discussion regarding the Trinity, concentrating on the important theological questions
which underlie the Filioque controversy: man’s pursuit of the knowledge of God; the relations between God and
His creation; and the path which leads to man’s salvation and defiictation... and the Orthodox teaching regarding
the distinction of divine essence, energy, and hypostases’, a conflation that of theological controversies into one
discussion that, by the 15" century, had become common, in ‘Manuel II Palacologus in Paris (1400-1402),” in eds.
M. Hinterberger and C. Schabel, Greeks, Latins, and Intellectual History 1204-1500 (Leuven - Paris - Walpole,
MA: Peeters, 2011), 413-14.

3 In EBE 2401, f. 50v, the inscription before the second Palamite trope is ‘for the same feast’, i.e., the
Transfiguration.

% The Filioque was added to the Nicean Creed at a Spanish Council in Toledo in 589, although not accepted in
Rome until the eleventh century, and officially, by the Western Church, in 1274 at the Council of Lyon. It was
rejected in the East by Patriarch Photius in an encyclical written in 866. Orthodox rejection of both the addition to
the Creed and the doctrine itself was maintained through the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries during which these
matters were hotly debated between Eastern and Western theologians (ODB 11, ‘Filioque’, 785-86).

45 The critical edition of this treatise is in Charalambos Dendrinos, ‘An Annotated Critical Edition (editio
princeps) of Emperor Manuel II Palaeologus Treatise “on the Procession of the Holy Spirit”’, Royal Holloway,
University of London, 1996.

146 Manuel II Palaiologos initiated diplomatic overtures with the West in the face of external threats in the last
decade of the 14™ century. The Roman Pope Boniface IX’ (1389-1404) responded by issuing a bull in 1398
appealing to Christian leaders throughout Europe to come to the aid of the Byzantines. This dialogue was the
impetus behind Manuel Palaiologos’ journey to the West, which has been studied extensively. For an updated
bibliography, see Dendrinos, ‘Manuel II’, 397, 398, fn. 6.
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In Iviron 1120 (f. 35v, verse 34a), Manuel Chrysaphes composes a trope that expresses the

Orthodox position with respect to the Trinity, utilising theologically specialised language:

Aéye, 50Ea oot [atep Gvapye, 06&a oot Yié cuvavapye, 60&a oot to TTvedua 10 dylov, 0
éx [atpog éxmopevopevov, kol &v Yid avamavouevov, Tpidg ayia, 60&a cot, d6&n cot 6
B¢edg

[Say, Glory to Thee, Beginingless Father, Glory to Thee, Co-beginingless Son, Glory to
Thee, the Holy Spirit, who proceeds from the Father and takes rest in the Son]

This precise expression of the Holy Spirit as proceeding (ékmopevopevov) from the Father and
taking rest (dvamavdpevov) in the Son is by no means unique or unprecedented in Byzantine
hymnography.'*” This hymnographic formula hearkens back to the doxastikon of the kneeling
vespers (yovokhioia) for Pentecost, composed by Emperor Leo VI ‘the Wise® (886-912).'*
Below, I give the full text of the doxastikon in which this phrase is found:
Agbte Aooi, TV TplovmdcTatov Ogdtnta mpookvvicwuey, Yiov &v 1@ Ilatpi, ocvv ayim
[vedport Tomp yap dypodveg yévwnoey Yidv, cvvaidiov koi cdvOpovov, koi Ivedua
Gyov v év ® IMatpi, ovv Yid So&aldpevov: pio ddvapg, pia ovoia, pia Oedmg, fiv
wpookuvolvteg mavteg Aéyopev: Aylog 6 @gdg, O ta mAvVTO Snuiovpynoog Ot Yiod,
ouvvepyeig tod Ayiov Ilvevpotog. Aylog ioyvpds, o ob tov Iatépo dyvorapey, Kol TO
[Mvedpa 16 Aylov Enednunoev &v koou®. Aylog abdvatog, To Mapdxinrtov [vedpa, 10 ¢k
Matpog ékmopevopevov, kKol év Yi@ avaravopevov, Tpuag dyia, d6&u oou.'¥

While the formulation referring to the Holy Spirit as proceeding from the Father and resting in
the Son is nearly eight centuries old, it finds new currency in the fifteenth century in the
context of Latin-Greek dialogue."™ In one polemical treatise written around the turn of the
fifteenth century, entitled Against the Errors of the Latins, Metropolitan Makarios of Ankyra, a

member of Manuel II’s entourage on his journey through Western Europe, uses the formulation

147 Chrysaphes includes a trope composed by Ioannes Kladas that utilises this phrase as well (attached to verse 20a
and found in Iviron 1120, f. 40r.

18 As composer, Leo the Wise is best known for the eleven eothina doxastika which he wrote sometime in the
late ninth century, settings famously recast in the thirteenth century in a quasi-kalophonic style by the ‘Teacher of
Teachers’, loannes Glykys, (MS Sinai 291, Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 180). For a comparative analysis of the
melodies attributed to Leo the Wise with those of Ioannes Glykys (along with brief commentary on the eighteenth
century settings of lakovos Protopsaltes and the more concise, nineteenth century settings by Peter the
Peloponnesian) see Nina-Maria Wanek, ‘The Eleven Heothina in Postbyzantine Manuscripts of the Austrian
National Library’, in ed. G. Wolfram, Tradition and Innovation in Late- and Postbyzantine Liturgical Chant
(Leuven), 357-66.

149 <Come, you peoples, let us worship the Godhead in three persons, the Son in the Father, with the Holy Spirit;
for the Father timelessly begot the Son, co-eternal and co-reigning, and the Holy Spirit was in the Father, glorified
with the Son; one power, one essence, one Godhead, whom we all worship as we say: Holy God, who created all
things through the Son, with the co-operation of the Holy Spirit; Holy Strong, through whom we have come to
know the Father, and through whom the Holy Spirit came into the world; Holy Immortal, the Advocate Spirit,
who proceeds from the Father and rests in the Son. Holy Trinity, glory to you.” Translation by Fr. Ephrem Lash,
from http://www.anastasis.org.uk/PentAll.htm.

130 The scriptural precedent for such a formulation can perhaps be loosely associated with the use of the verb
avomav, to describe an action of the Spirit of God, in the middle voice in ‘“t0 100 @god mTvedua &v / €0’ VUAC
avaravetol’, found in 1 Ep. Petr.4.14.
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in question to point out what he alleges to be the stupidity of the Latins."’

Makarios, speaking
of an iconographic depiction he encounters in the West while on his travels with Manuel II,

writes:

So, the description of the aforementioned icon is as follows. As a symbol... of the blessed
and life-giving Trinity, as far as it is possible to contemplate what is beyond us using our
own human experience — not to mention those people who lack in intelligence — the Latins
traditionally depict on the one hand God the Father as ‘The Ancient of Days’... seated on a
throne stretching His arms, while His Son our Lord and God Jesus Christ [is depicted] as
usual on the Cross... The Father holds the Cross upright from the level of His chest down to
His feet, while He projects the Holy Spirit, in the form of a dove, from His mouth, as if
towards His Son our Saviour Jesus Christ... The depiction shows that the Holy Spirit
proceeds from the Father and rests and remains within the Son. But the Latins,
shutting their physical and spiritual eyes, remain indifferent to the holy sayings and decrees
of the Fathers, and in this way to the meaning of the icon, thus erring in both respects.'*
The appearance of this specific pronouncement of Orthodox Trinitarian theology in
Anoixantaria tropes of the early to mid fifteenth century, as in the treatise cited above, should

be viewed as a strident affirmation of Orthodox identity in the face of pro-union sentiment.

At the same time, a careful look at similar tropes in other musical MSS may lead to a more
nuanced interpretation of Chrysaphes’ settings, and correspondingly, his mentality with respect
to the Latin-Greek question. The mid-fifteenth century Cretan manuscript Sinai 1529 contains
an analogous trope attached to verse 33b of Psalm 103, composed by Kassianos the
domestikos:'>?
Ab&n ool 6 Bedg, 06&a cot, [atep dyévvnre, kol Yié yévvnre, ve 60&a cot to [lvedpo 10 €k
puoévov tod Matpdg Exmopevopevov, 36Ea 6ot 6 Begdg

[Glory to Thee, O God, Glory to Thee, unoriginate Father, and originate Son, Glory to
Thee, O Spirit, who proceededst only from the Father, Glory to Thee, O God]

But here, in contrast to Iviron 1120, the Trinitarian formulation is preceded by a marginal
inscription, one we have already seen above: ‘kotd Aativov’. Essentially the same trope is

found elsewhere, as in the manuscript Societies of Antiquaries of London 48, appended to Ps.

I In its barest form, the formulation is as it appears in Chrysaphes’ trope on Psalm 103:34a, cited above: ‘To
TIvedua 10 Aylov, 10 €k Iotpog kmopevopevov, kai &v Yi@ avamavopevov’ (“...the Holy Spirit, who proceeds
from the Father and rests in the Son”).

132 Metropolitan Makarios’ commentary is related in Dendrinos, ‘Manuel 1T, 417.

'35 MS Sinai 1529 (f. 19r). This information is based on A. Lingas, personal notes to an in situ reading of MS
Sinai 1529, kindly shared with me on 24 May, 2013.
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103:32a, with a marginal inscription that is a variation on the same theme: ‘tod Kopmvn xatd

Aotivov’ (‘by Korones, against the Latins’):'>*

Ab&o oot 1o Tvedua 10 dyov 10 €k tod Tlatpog kol poévov, Kot POvov, EKTOPEVOUEVOV,
Tpuig ayio 56&a cot'™

[Glory to Thee, the Holy Spirit, who from the Father, and only, and only (from the Father),
proceededst, O holy Trinity Glory to Thee]

These two tropes are similar to Chrysaphes’ found in Iviron 1120, except that they are
preceded by the polemical marginal inscription ‘against the Latins’. Here, as in the treatise by
Metropolitan Makarios cited above, this phrase is used expressely to refute Latin doctrine. The
addition of the phrase koi povov (‘and only’) in MSS Sinai 1529 and SAL 48 places extra
emphasis on the single-procession of the Holy Spirit in contrast to the Latin doctrine of double-
procession, as if to proclaim, ‘the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father... and only from the
Father... and ONLY from the Father!” No explicit reference to ‘anti-Latinism’ can be located in

Chrysaphes’ use of this phrase found in his autograph, Iviron 1120.

At the risk of using limited data to draw an overly broad conclusion, I would like to suggest
that the manuscript evidence reviewed above paints a picture of a figure secure in his Orthodox
identity, but one who presents the Orthodox dogmatic position in a non-polemical manner,
perhaps in a spirit of conciliation to his Latin or /atinophronic Greek colleagues. First, as we
have noted, Chrysaphes includes the verses directly related to Palamite teachings in his
autograph, Iviron 1120, without any polemical comments in the margins (anti-Latin or
otherwise). This differs from several other fifteenth century Akolouthiai, whose scribes seem
to follow the Late Byzantine trend of conflating anti-Palamism with anti-Latinism — using
phrases such as ‘against Barlaam and Akindynos’ or ‘against the Latins’ prior to these tropes.
Likewise, Chrysaphes composes tropes for Psalm 103 that employ stridently Orthodox
formulations concerning the procession of the Holy Spirit, yet we do not find any explicitly
anti-Latin expressions in his autograph, Iviron 1120, as is the case in other contemporary
Akolouthiai. An analysis of the contents of Iviron 1120 in the context of other fifteenth century
Akolouthia paints a picture of an individual who seemed to occupy a middle ground between
his former patrons in the empire & the Patriarchate of Constantinople, and the Veneto-Cretan
intelligentsia, with whom he was undoubtedly closely associated during the final period of his

life.

134 The same trope is also found in MS Agias Triados 113 (f. 6v-10v), referring to the settings from folios 6v-10v
as ‘to0 Kopwvn kata Aativov’ (Stathis, Metéwpa, 517).
135 See Giannopoulos, Ayyiia, 158.
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The Text of Psalm 103 and the Anoixantaria: Conclusions

Bless the Lord, O my soul (Ps 103.1a), the opening psalm of neo-Sabaitic evening worship,
was probably added to the public vespers service of Jerusalem before radiating north to
Constantinople,'*® where it is found in liturgical documents at least as early as the tenth
century. Its themes of day/night, light/darkness, and thanksgiving to God for creation make it
especially appropriate for evening worship, especially in its original context (the Jerusalem
Cathedral of the Anastasis), where the theme of light was ubiquitous. The earliest musical
manuscripts containing notated settings of this psalm are from the early fourteenth century, and
the oldest versions found therein testify to the practice of singing psalm verses accompanied by
textually simple refrains, hearkening back to an archaic Cathedral Rite practice of singing the
psalm all the way through, punctuated by refrains that were easily memorisable and executable
by congregations. Already by the fourteenth century, however, the manuscripts testify to the
widespread practice of troping the refrains, a compositional genre initiated by Koukouzeles
and further developed by a multitude of other fourteenth and fifteenth century composers,
including loannes Kladas and Manuel Chrysaphes. The simple refrain, ‘Glory to Thee, O God’,
was transformed into expansive praise dedicated to the Holy Trinity, ranging from simple
doxological interpolations (e.g., ‘Glory to Thee, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit’), to elaborate
expressions of Orthodox dogma, which in some cases seem to provide commentary on
contemporary theological controversies that occupied Byzantine society at all levels.
Chrysaphes himself composes ‘topical’ tropes as well as including those of other composers in
his autograph. In doing so, he reveals his position as a traditional Orthodox adherent, but his
behaviour as composer and scribe suggests that he was not invested in the anti-Latin rhetoric
that is found in many other manuscripts of the fifteenth century, especially around the orbits of
Crete and Cyprus, probably as a result of his close connection to individuals such as loannes

Plousiadenos, Michalis Apostolis, and others of the Veneto-Cretan intelligentsia.

As Alexander Lingas notes, musicians of the Palaiologan era ‘had the ability to alter drastically

the surface of Byzantine liturgy’"’

without changing the core texts of the services in any
meaningful way. This conclusion shall be proven true on the basis of the musical analysis

which follows, but as I have endeavoured to show above, the maistores who followed in the

13 Unless of course, it was first added by the Stoudites, as I have alluded to as a possibility several times above.

17 Lingas, ‘Sunday Matins’, 8-9. Further in this study, Lingas discusses this potential variability, on account of
the ‘incursion’ of florid monastic hymnody in Cathedral Rite services. One example is the Great Doxology that
preceded the rite of the Resurrectional Gospel in Orthros. ‘As was also the case with the Marian troparion ‘It is
truly meet,” [the hymns preceding the Orthros Gospel] could be greatly altered through the substitution of new
Koukouzelian compositions for the [simpler] anonymous chants...” (Lingas, ‘Sunday Matins’, 263).
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footsteps of Koukouzeles also had the ability to alter the surface of Byzantine liturgy by means
of textual interpolation — this was precisely one of the tools they had at their disposal by which
they could ‘drastically alter’ the shape of a late Byzantine office, as is seen here in the
expansion of the Anoixantaria exclusively on the basis of the troped refrains.'”® Chrysaphes
was an active participant in this practice and to this genre contributed some of the most
impressive tropes, which gives an indication of the degree of freedom accorded to and

exercised by the composers of Late Byzantium.
5.4 — The Anoixantaria in Iviron 1120: Music
Introduction

Speaking strictly, the Anoixantaria of Iviron 1120 are not exemplars of the kalophonic idiom.
Indeed, with respect to their melodic shape and virtuosity, they reside somewhere in between
the expansive kalophonic stichera and kratemata found in Kalophonic Sticheraria like
Chrysaphes’ autograph Iviron 975, and the simpler styles of the classical Sticherarion and
those non-kalophonic genres that were anthologised alongside the kalophonic works in late
Byzantine Akolouthiai, such as the (non-kalophonic) first kathisma of the Psalter, the
polyeleoi," and the simple chants of the amomos (Psalm 118). Kenneth Levy, in his important
study of the Cherubic Hymn for Holy Thursday, described the difference between the older
styles of Cathedral Rite collections and the new kalophonic styles: ‘where the Asmatic and
Psaltic styles embody rigorous applications of the centonate procedure, the kalophonic style
tends towards freer melodic effusions. With a predilection for sequences and repeated notes, it
is more improvisatory in character, but within its own set of melodic conventions.”'® This
tendency towards ‘freer melodic effusions’ is present in the tropes of the Anoixantaria, many
of which feature large melodic leaps (a fifth to an octave), a wide vocal ambitus (stretching as
much as a 12" in some cases), and ‘effusive’ melismatic writing employing sequencing and
generally virtuosic vocal writing. Moreover, composers of Anoixantaria introduce modal
heterogeneity through the use of phthorai, a classic ‘kalophonic’ attribute, while text troping —
which reaches its apogee in the kalophonic sub-genre of the anagrammatismoi and
anapodismoi — is one of the key methods of elaboration in the Anoixantaria refrains, along

with even the incursion of teretismatic passages. Taking a broader view of the kalophonic

"% This is discussed by Lingas with respect to Cathedral Rite Matins of Hagia Sophia in ‘First Antiphon’,
passim).

'3 There are, of course, dozens of kalophonic settings of the Polyeleos. A voluminous survey of this genre is
given in Achilleas Chaldaiakes, O IToAvéleog oty Bolovriviy kou Metaffvlavaiviy Medomorio (Athens: IBM, 2003).
1 Levy, ‘Hymn for Thursday’, 155. Levy defines centonate melodic texture as the recurrence of non-syllabic, yet
brief melodic cells, ‘independent units that reappear in various combinations’ (‘Hymn for Thursday’, 135).

234



idiom, therefore, we can certainly assert that the genre of the Anoixantaria is kalophonic, at

least with respect to many of its elements.

This third section of Chapter 5 deals with the music of the Anoixantaria settings.'® The
musical analysis begins with a comparison of the melodic phrases of the Invitatorium to the
opening verses of Psalm 103. Next, [ provide an analysis of the treatment of text in the psalm
verse, looking at both the opening psalm-tone recitation as well as the verse’s cadential
patterns. It is in the latter case where Chrysaphes’ departs from any of his predecessors,
preferring textual intelligibility over stock-cadential formulas. This leads to an investigation of
the phenomenon of ‘migrating melodies’ — tropes which are stable throughout the repertory but
attached to different psalm verses in different MSS — first noticed by Velimirovi¢ and
Williams, but to which I add several observations with respect to Iviron 1120. Finally, I look at
the settings by Chrysaphes, highlighting the various kalophonic devices he utilises to create
melodies that are balanced, yet virtuosic. The chapter closes with an analysis of two of
Chrysaphes’ most evocative settings, verses 31a and 20a, the latter a composition that migrates
through all eight modes. This analysis cross-references Chrysaphes’ treatise on the phthorai in
an attempt towards providing a transcription of this melody. First, however, I provide an
overview of the arrangement of the Anoixantaria in Iviron 1120, which tells us not only about
Chrysaphes’ musical tastes but also about relative chronology of the composers included. I
take the opportunity here to provide a brief, updated prosopography of the composers whose

settings of Anoixantaria Chrysaphes includes in his autograph.
The Anoixantaria in Iviron 1120 and Chronology

Another look at the beginning of Great Vespers in Iviron 1120 reminds us that, for Chrysaphes,
Ioannes Koukouzeles was the preeminent figure responsible for the music of the Akolouthiai
manuscript.'®® The title prior to the Anoixantaria on f. 30r — AkohovBion cvvetedeioon Topd
Kvpod Todvvov Maiotmpog tob Kovkov(éln — reflects Chrysaphes’ acknowledgment of
Koukouzeles’ preeminent role as editor of this musical codex.'®® While only 5 of the 48

Anoixantaria settings which follow were composed by Koukouzeles, this sweeping attribution

! Tt is, unfortunately, out of the scope of this present study to discuss Chourmouzios the Archivist’s
transcriptions of the Anoixantaria settings by Koukouzeles, Kladas, Chrysaphes, et al., into the New Method of
notation, during the first quarter of the nineteenth century. These transcriptions can be found in MS EBE-MPT
703, pp. 19-165 (1818).

12 The beginning of vespers actually begins several folios before: the unusual placement of the Invitatorium
between the Papadike (collection of didactic diagrams and intonation formulas) and Chrysaphes’ Treatise is
discussed above in my summary of MS Iviron 1120 (cf. Ch. 3, pp. 143-45).

15 The literal meaning of cuveteeica given by the LSJ is “to put/add together’, and thus in this context it is best
translated as ‘arranged’ or ‘edited” Chrysaphes is explicit when discussing the art of writing chants, or composing,
for which he almost exclusively uses an alternative verb: momow. See also Velimirovi¢, ‘Prooemiac’, 320.
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should be viewed as the continuation of a tradition observed in the vast majority of fourteenth
century Akolouthiai manuscripts, whose scribes single out Koukouzeles as editor primarily (or
entirely) responsible for the arrangement of music in this new musical collection. Figure 5.13
shows the headings of Iviron 1120 (‘1458”) and EBE 2458 (‘1336’) side by side. They differ
only slightly in that Chrysaphes’ simply states ‘The order of services edited by Lord loannes
Koukouzeles the Maistor’, whereas Koukouzeles’ Akolouthia, EBE 2458, reads: ‘The order of
services edited by Lord loannes Koukouzeles the Maistor, from the beginning of Great Vespers

through the completion of the Divine Liturgy.”'®*

FIGURE 5.13: THE BEGINNING OF VESPERS IN IVIRON 1120 (F. 3
. S T AR T T Y

OR) & EBE 2458 (F. 11R)

(DGR
A

Despite being separated by a century, the scribes of these two sources are identical in their

acknowledgment of the Koukouzelean provenance of this musical collection, a position
reflecting his reputation as the forefather of the kalophonic movement. Chrysaphes’ role as a
conservator of Byzantine heritage is on display here, when one considers the fact that
Koukouzeles’ name no longer appears at the heading for the music of Vespers in most fifteenth
century sources,'® in contrast to akolouthiai of the fourteenth century, which almost
exclusively attribute the editing of the materials which follow to Koukouzeles. Velimirovi¢
concludes that this ‘is not that Koukouzeles’ reputation had diminished... but that the setting
of the prooemiac psalm was no longer treated as the work of an individual, because many more
composers had become involved in writing the music for individual verses.”'®® Chrysaphes,
operating as a scribe intent on preserving Byzantium’s heritage as an émigré in the aftermath
of Constantinople’s conquest, compensates for this possible dilution of Koukouzeles’
reputation, by placing his name at the front of the manuscript and also citing him in his treatise

as the most important model to follow.

1% This exact heading is found in other fourteenth century MSS, e.g., Vatopaidi 1495, ca. 1360-1385 (Williams,
Koukouzeles, 820).

165 Velimirovié, ‘Prooemiac’, 321. For example, see MS EBE 2401, f. 46v, which does not mention Koukouzeles
at the beginning of Great Vespers.

166 Velimirovi¢, ‘Prooemiac’, 321.
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In the older Akolouthiai, such as Sinai 1257 and EBE 2458, two different strata of
Anoixantaria settings are encountered: 1) an archaic layer of ‘quasi-traditional’ chants for
verses 28b and 24b, and 2) a contemporary layer in the ‘newly-composed’ Koukouzelean
chants for verses 29b, 31a, and 35a. EBE 2458 is the first manuscript to contain all five
Anoixantaria verses by Koukouzeles which are then transmitted throughout the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries with a remarkable degree of stability. Iviron 1120, a product of the mid-
fifteenth century, is naturally different in this respect. Chrysaphes preserves the oldest settings
for verses 28b, 29a, and 24b, includes the settings of the ‘new composers’ who are now
referred to as ‘various old composers’ (dtapopwv monT@Vv Todoidv), and to these he adds a
newer layer of compositions, mostly by him. Thus, Iviron 1120 contains three basic layers of
Anoixantaria chants, the older anonymous settings, those composed by ‘various old
composers’, and contemporary compositions, adding up to a total of 48 unique settings. This is
only surpassed by the number included in the unusual Akolouthia, EBE 2401, which contains

54 Anoixantaria settings.'®’

Throughout his theoretical treatise, Chrysaphes asserts his authority through a construction of
the past which he presents as fully in agreement with respect to compositional style and
technique. Whether this agreement was real or imagined, Chrysaphes certainly possessed a
very clear conception of which past composers adhered to traditional models and thus qualified
as ‘good’. Perhaps expectedly, these composers are presented in his treatise in chronological
order, since inherent to a discussion of adherence to tradition is the notion of transmission of
knowledge (‘the science’) from one generation to the next. Chrysaphes’ chronological lineage
of composers, which has been extensively cited by historians of Byzantine chant from the
nineteenth century until today, is as follows:

The first composer of oikoi was Aneotes and the second was Glykys who imitated

Aneotes; next, the third was named Ethikos who followed as teacher the aforementioned

two writers, and after all of these loannes Koukouzeles who, even though he was truly
great, was a teacher and did not depart from the science of his predecessors... Ioannes the

17 EBE 2401 contains Anoixantaria in two separate sections (cf. supra, fn. 74). In the first, from f. 47v-58v, there
are 42 settings. The second section, from f. 268v-278v, includes the entire set of 13 Chrysaphes’ Anoixantaria
settings. It is unclear why the settings were separated by the scribes, but it is possible that Chrysaphes’ settings
were composed, and thus transmitted as a complete set, apart from the older settings. This is actually similar to the
situation at the end of MS EBE 2406, which contains a set of Cherubic Hymns (primarily by Chrysaphes but also
including settings by a few other fifteenth century composers) found at the end of the codex, separated from the
rest of the Cherubic Hymns. This does not seem to have been noticed by either Conomos in Trisagia and
Cheroubika or Velimirovi¢ in ‘Athens 2406°.
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lampadarios (Kladas)... came after these men and who was in no way inferior to his
predecessors. .. and I, too (Chrysaphes), compose according to these old masters.'*®

What is relevant for our purposes here is that the chronological lineage preserved in
Chrysaphes’ treatise is reflected in Chrysaphes’ ordering of Anoixantaria settings in Iviron
1120. In Chrysaphes’ autograph the Anoixantaria verses are grouped together (i.e., all settings
of v. 28b, followed by all settings of v. 29a, v. 29b, and so on). Under this hierarchy, the old,
anonymous melodies are always included first, if they exist, which they do for v. 28b, 29a, and
24b, followed by Chrysaphes’ unprecedented alternatives. For all other verses, if there is a
setting by Koukouzeles, it is included first (Aneotes and FEthikos did not compose any
Anoixantaria as the elaboration of this genre seems to have started with Koukouzeles). The
second most represented composer in Iviron 1120 after Chrysaphes is loannes Kladas, the most
important musical figure in between Koukouzeles and Chrysaphes, and as a reflection of this
chronology, his compositions always appear after Koukouzeles’ and before Chrysaphes’ in
Iviron 1120. The order observed with respect to these three musical giants is, consistently,
Koukouzeles - Kladas - Chrysaphes. Although the imperial musician and later
contemporary of Koukouzeles, Xenos Korones, is not mentioned in the lineage above, he is
mentioned in Chrysaphes’ treatise as a member of the pantheon of musical predecessors,'® and
it is interesting to note that his chronological place is also preserved in the ordering of
Anoixantaria verses. For example, in the only verse for which Chrysaphes includes settings by
all four aforementioned composers (v. 33a, ’Acw t® Kvpio év i) {ofj pov, f. 33v-35r), the
order Koukouzeles = Korones = Kladas = Chrysaphes is maintained. In several other
settings not set by Koukouzeles, the generational order of Korones = Kladas = Chrysaphes is
preserved (cf. Fig. 5.11). Thus, in the arrangement of eponymous settings of the Anoixantaria
in [viron 1120, Chrysaphes, in addition to giving us an idea of the composers and compositions
he preferred, gives us clues into chronology pertaining to key Byzantine ecclesiastical

musicians.

'8 Conomos, Treatise, 44-45. A portion of this chronology is also corroborated in an autograph of Gregory
Mpounes Alyates, MS Sinai 1262 from the year 1437, which, like Chrysaphes, places Michael Ananeotes,
Ioannes Glykyes, and loannes Glykys in ascending chronological order (Lykourgos Aggelopoulos, ‘Iwdvvng
Kovkovging o Bulavivog Moioctep’, in Kdxloc Elnvikic Movoixrig, Bvlavtivoi Melovpyoi, Meyépov
Movaoikng AGnvav (Athens, 1994-5), 64).

1 Chrysaphes references Korones’ ‘methods’ (i.e., pedagogical chants) for kratemata and for stichera (Iviron
1120, f. 13v).
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Composers of Anoixantaria Verses Represented in Iviron 1120

FIGURE 5.14: TABLE OF VERSES AND COMPOSERS IN VARIOUS AKOLOUTHIAI""®

Amb Cod | Amb Cod ‘Wein Phil Sinai EBE 2401 Ivi
EBE 2458 | £8E 2444 | A0 €00 | AMD €00 | pap gqq |WEIN PN o 55qg | ppE2asg | N7 | EBE2401 £8E 2406 | EBE2837 | 0"
L36 Qi1 gr 154 1293 . 47v-58v (f. 268v-27Bv 1120
1336 14thc. 124160 1360-85 15thc. 15thc. 14th-15thc. [ 14th-15thc. 15thc. mid-15thc. [ mid-15thc. 1453 1457 1458
rad 2z 2z Zz rard 2z Zz Ch 2z Zz,Ch
28b | AvolEoviog cou
29a | Bnoopélavtog 2z Iz Zz Iz Cch 2z Zz Zz,Ch
Kz Kz Kz Gp Gp Gp Gp, KI, Kz Gp, KI Ch Gp Gp Kzl, Gp,
29h Purovelelg Kl KI, Ch
25¢ | Kaisig wov xoiv
Gp Gp Gp Gp Kz3 Kz3 Kz3, Kz2 Kz3, Kz2, KI| Kz3, KI Ch Kz3, KI Kz3 Kz3, KI, Ch,
30a | ESamoorekels Ag
30b | Kaidvokowisic *k2
K22, XK1, K22 K22 K22 Kz5 K25 Kz5 Kz5, KI K25, KI ch K25, KI, | K25, Kzl |Kz5, KI, Ch
3la| fmwi Soka Xk2 K22, Nk2
31b | EbppovBeiosal xk6 ¥k4 Km
Xk3 Gkl Gkl Gk1 Gk1, Kz1, | Gk, Kz1, | Gkl KI Gk, KI GK1, KI | Gk, Kz1, ch Gk1, K21, K21 Gk, K21,
32a| 0=mpAimwv K Ki K1 K (v)2r, KI,
o - Xkd Nkd k3
Kz3 Kz3 K23 Kz3 Kz2, Ag Kz2  |Kzd, Ag, Kz2| Kz, Ag, KI, [Kz2, Ag, K1, [Kz2, Ag, KI, cth K24, Ag, K1 | K22, Ag, KI | Kz, ¥k, KI,
33a | Aow up Kupiw Gk2 Gk2 Mk Ch, Mk
EETY WAy Xk3 Xk3 Gk2 Mk Xk3
Xk2 Gk2 ®k2 Kz4, Gk2, Kz4, KI xk4, Kl ¥k4, KI ¥k4, KI Kz4, Gk2, Ch Gk2, KI Kzd, ¥k4, | ¥k, KI, Ch,
24a ‘HEuvBsin Kl Kl, Kz Kl Gk
N Xk k25 WKS Gk2 Mk
Kzd Kzd Kzd Kz ¥k5, Xk4, Xkd xk3 Xk5 ¥k5 Xk3, ¥kd, Ch ®k5, Xk4, ®k3, KI | Xk, KI, Ch,
353 ‘Exhoinosv Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl ¥k3, KI, KI, Kl, KI, Dk, Am
35b|  Kaivouo k6 k5 k6 XkE, Mg Mh KI Mh
Kz5 XET XKT Kz5 Xk2, KI K5, KI Xk2, KI k2, KI ¥k, Kl [xk2, KI, Sg, ch KI, 52 K Xk, K1, Ch
35¢ EdAdveL If, Gm
15b T ijlog xk8 My #k8 Ag ¥k6, My, Jo Kp
Nk nkT XKE, KI NKE, KI | XKE, Xk2, k1| kS, KI YKE, KI Xk8, KI ch Xk, K1, Sg | ¥KB, Xk2, | Xk, KI, Ch,
am K1, Nk1, Ka, Ik
20a | “EBou okdrog Ka, Ik
Nkl Nk1, X11, Ch ¥k3, ¥k10, Gk2 Ch, Nk
24a | Tig &peyativin Gv, Jo Gv, Ni
28h | Ndvea &v oodia Iz 2z Zz Iz Iz Iz Iz Zz Zz Iz Ch Zz Zz Zz,Ch
Zz Traditional {not composed) Sg Georgios Sgouropoulos
Yy Traditional (composed?) Am Ampelokipiotis lereus
Ch Manuel Chrysaphes Ka Kasian (Domestikos)
Kz loannes Koukouzeles Ni Nikola
Xk Xenos Korones Gv Gavala
Mk Manuel Korones lo loasaf
Ag Agathon Korones 1k Joakeim
Kl loannes Kladas Kp Kampares
Gk George Kontopetris Gm Gerasim
Nk Nikon the Monk I losif
My Mihail Mystakonos Rd Redestinos
Gp George Panaretos Mh George Moschianos
Km Kamarianos

The following section presents a brief biographical summary of the fourteen composers
included by Chrysaphes in the collection of Anoixantaria in Iviron 1120. This variety
surpasses that found in the collections of all earlier Akolouthiai. The composers represented
include the most well known musicians of Palaiologan Byzantium, including fourteenth
century figures such as loannes Koukouzeles and Xenos Korones, as well as those operating in
the fifteenth century, such as loannes Kladas and, of course, Manuel Chrysaphes. Various
settings of lesser known composers, encountered relatively infrequently in the MSS, are also
included. The composers below are presented based on their order of appearance in Iviron

1120. Figure 5.14 (above) provides a list of settings of Anoixantaria in key manuscripts

170 Based on Velimirovi¢, ‘Prooemiac’, 322-23, slightly modified.
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analysed by Velimirovié. To his list I add the settings of Chrysaphes in EBE 2401'”" and Iviron
1120, which he did not include in his analysis.

Toannes Koukouzeles Papadopoulos,'”> who has been referred to as ‘the second source of
Greek music,”'” ‘01000KaAOG  TAV Swaokdrwv’,' ™t ¢ paiotop’, ‘dvteog poiotmp’  or
Chrysaphes’ favourite, ‘0 yaputdvopoc’,'’” was perhaps the most influential musical
personality of the fourteenth century. Today, he is commemorated as a saint in the Orthodox
Church on 1 October along with two fellow ecclesiastical musicians, Ss Romanos and Gregory
the domestikos.'”® Born around 1280'”7 in Dyrrachium (present day Durrés, Albania), in all
likelihood to a Slavic mother and Greek father, he trained early in life at the imperial school in
Constantinople where his talents eventually propelled him into the employment of the imperial
court under the Emperor Andronikos II Palacologos (1282-1328)."7* At some point between
1309 and 1328,'” he became a monk at the Great Lavra monastery on Mt Athos, where he
likely overlapped with St Gregory Palamas. According to his Vita, his life as a monk followed
the coenobitic style of fourteenth century monasticism, in which weekdays were spent in silent
contemplation away from the monastery’s main katholikon,"®® while weekends saw the
unification of individual monks in the corporate participation of all-night vigils and the Divine
Liturgy. A rubric in MS Athens 884'®" is taken by some scholars to indicate that Koukouzeles
had died by the manuscript’s date of 1341, although others have argued that there is evidence
to suggest he lived until the mid to late fourteenth century.'® Whatever age he lived to, his
chronological placement in the fourteenth century is corroborated by the lineage of teachers in
Chrysaphes’ treatise, where he is located between loannes Glykys and before loannes Kladas.
That Glykys was his predecessor and teacher is confirmed by the miniature and rubric on a
now lost folio from Koutloumousiou 457 (f. 1r) that shows him seated with Xenos Korones, at
the feet of loannes Glykys, who holds a staff as he teaches the art of cheironomia to his two
students.'™ Chrysaphes’ ordering of the Anoixantaria in Iviron 1120 preserves this same

71 1t seems that Velimirovi¢ missed these additional settings due to their unusual placement in the MS.

72 Early references to his surname,’Papadopoulos’, appear in two of Chrysaphes’ fifteenth century autographs,
Iviron 975 (f. 303v) and Iviron 1120 (f. 198v: Kbp Todvvov paictopog Hamadomodrov tod Kovkovléln).

173 Williams, Koukouzeles, viii.

174 MS Iviron 1205 (seventeenth century), f. 273r: “Iodvvov 100 Kovkovléhn kai Homadomoviov Siddokarog tédv
d1daoKkarov kai pafotopoc Tdv poictépov’ (Stathis, Or Avaypauuatiouoi, 127, tn. 2).

15 See, for example, in Chrysaphes’ treatise, Iviron 1120, f. 151 “O yép yaprrdvopog paictop, 6 Kovkovléng...”
(‘For the grace-filled maistor, Koukouzeles...”). Conomos notes that yaptt@vopog is an early Greek epithet for the
name loannes (Treatise, 43).

176 Conomos, Communion Cycle, 79.

177 Simon Karas arrives at a much early date for Koukouzeles (2" half of twelfth century), which is not accepted
by most scholars. See Simon Karas, Iwavvys Maiotwp o Kovkovléing koi n eroyn tov (Athens: X0ALoyog mpog
d1dooty g eBviKN Lovaikng, 1992), 65.

178 New Grove, Vol. 13: 841 ‘loannes Koukouzeles’.

172 MS Tviron 984 (mid-15" c.), f. 48v: TToinpo Tod dytwtdrov paiotopog, 6 it Tod Oeiov Koi dyysAkod oyinoTog
vmovopacdiic (sic) Toavvikiog povoyog, Nxog mh. &', Qc oxedn kepopéng (Stathis, Ta Xepbypaga 111, 812)

807 ingas, ‘Hesychasm’, 156.

'8! The scribe of MS EBE 884, ‘Athanasios’, suggests that Koukouzeles was no longer alive in 1341, the year of
the manuscript’s production, in a note on f. 390v: ‘€& avtiypdpov navv dopbwpévov / Gvimg kaxeivov Tod Talot
Kovkovléhn’ (Stathis, O Avaypouuotionoi, 127, fn. 4). Conomos notes that the earliest surviving version of
Koukouzeles’ Vita is in MS Vlatadon 46 (‘1591°), which seems to have escaped the notice of Williams
(Conomos, Communion Cycle, 79).

82 Williams references two non-musical references to Koukouzeles in the sources that place him in an encounter
with the Patriarch Philotheos, likely during the latter’s years of exile (1355 — 1363) in between stints as Patriarch
from 1353-54 and again from 1364-76 (Koukouzeles, 312-14).

83 According to Stathes, this miniature was likely stolen from Uspensky, under whom it was published in St.
Petrov-Hr. Kodov, Old Bulgarian Musical Documents, Sophia, 1973 (p. 42). Stathis dates this to the second half
of fourteenth century (Stathis, Or Avaypopuationor, 126). The rubric that accompanies this miniature is purported
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lineage: if Koukouzeles has set a particular verse, his setting is presented first in the
manuscript.'® Koukouzeles precedes Korones and Kladas, and in turn, Korones always
precedes Kladas, who always precedes Chrysaphes. This chronological assembly of the
Anoixantaria in 1120 is demonstrated, for example, on fols. 33v — 34v, where four settings of
verse 33a (‘I will sing unto the Lord’) are presented in the aforementioned chronological order:
Koukouzeles, Korones, Kladas, and Chrysaphes.185

The earliest musical witnesses to Koukouzeles are two Heirmologia, MS St. Petersburg 121
(1302) and MS Sinai 1256 (1309),'™ which, on the basis of their colophons (which both refer
to Koukouzeles), their cadential patterns and melodic content, and based on the subsequent
stability of the transmission of the Heirmologion according to the forms following these two
manuscripts, led Oliver Strunk to the conclusion that Koukouzeles was responsible for editing
and arranging the repertory of the Heirmologion.'® Later, Raasted’s analysis of MS Sinai gr.
1256 along with three other important fourteenth century Sticheraria, led him to a similar
conclusion concerning Koukouzeles’ relationship to the repertory of the classical
Sticherarion."® Koukouzeles’ most important manuscript, the aforementioned MS EBE 2458
written in the year 1336, was an exemplar for those which followed, including Chrysaphes’
Iviron 1120. Chrysaphes gives Koukouzeles credit for the editing of his Akolouthia (Iviron
1120, fol. 30r), highlighting the persistence of his influence over a century after his activity.
EBE 2458 contains a number of Koukouzeles’ kalophonic chants from almost every repertory
of Vespers and Orthros, along with his famous didactic chant, ‘Ison, Oligon, Oxeia’,"® and
some widely transmitted diagrams attributed to him, such as the trochos (wheel). His
compositional output is prolific, consisting of hundreds of compositions in all genres (over 100
of his compositions are included in Chrysaphes’ Iviron 1120), though his output for the Divine
Liturgy is more limited in contrast to the likes of Kladas and Chrysaphes. He is known to have
embellished the works of several of his predecessors, including those of Nikolaos Klobas,
Theodore Manugras, loannes Glykys, Nikolaos Kampanes, Symeon of Pseritzes, David
Karbunariotes, and some old stichera (labelled ‘Palaion’ in the MSS).19O Koukouzeles’ works
were faithfully copied through the post-Byzantine period into the period of the notational
reform. His kalophonic stichera are well represented in the exegetical autographs of

to have read, ‘Apyn ovv Oed ayi® 100 peydAov Eomepivod, anod xopod, mepiéyet 6& dAAGypaTa Takotd e Kai véa,
Spdpwv momT@v, Tod 1€ Bavpactod TpwToYdrtov ToL I'Avkd Kol TV dddywv AvTod Kol EOITNTOV KLPOD
Zévov kal mpotoyditov tod Kopdvn kol tod IManadomovlov kvupod Tedvvov kai paictopoc tod Kovkovléin,
oLV a0TOIC KOl ETEP@V’.

'8 The exception to this is v. 32a, 'O émprénov &ni v yijv, for which Georgios Kontopetris’ verse is included
first. This follows the ordering of several older manuscripts, including EBE 899, Vienna Phil. gr. 194, EBE 2401,
and EBE 2406 (see Velimirovi¢, ‘Prooemiac’, 330-31). This suggests that Kontopetris was a member of the
generation of composers prior to Koukouzeles.

' Two additional settings of this verse, one unidentified and one by the mid-14" century composer, Manuel
Korones, are included after the Chrysaphes setting. Chrysaphes appears to adhere to a chronological arrangement
of verses for the major composers but less so for the minor ones.

186 MS Sinai gr. 1256 (1309) was copied by the calligrapher Irene, the daughter of Theodore Hagiopetrites, from
an autograph of Koukouzeles: ‘téhoc, téhoc, 06&a Oed. aunv. Xeilp Todvvov IToradomoviov 100 Kovkovléin.
20V Oe® EmnpmdOn 10 Topov gipporoytov dud xepog Eipnvng apoaptoiilg Buyatpog O@coddpov tod Aylonetpiton
Kol Kodypagov’ (Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 198-99).

137 Strunk, Essays, 199-201.

188 Jorgen Raasted’s two similar works on the subject (Sticherarion and Sinai gr. 1230, cited above in Chapter 1)
follow on the earlier work of Strunk to conclude that the Sticherarion Sinai gr. 1230 was eventually revised by
Koukouzeles sometime in the beginning of the 14™ century, based on a collation of musical formulas from various
manuscripts including Dionysiou 564, Vatopaidi 1493, and Ambrosianus A 139 sup. These manuscripts,
according to Strunk and later, Raasted, contained cadential figures and other elements that resembled the same
‘Koukouzelian’ features observed in his revisions of the Heirmologion.

'8 About which, see Gabor Dévai, ‘The Musical Study of Koukouzeles in a 14th Century Manuscript’, Acta
antiqua Academiae scientiarum Hungaricae V1 (1958): 213-35.

0 Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 199.
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Chourmouzios Chartofylakos.'”! Interestingly, the compositions ascribed to Koukouzeles in
the earliest MSS are from the repertory of the prooemiakos (Psalm 103) and represent the
earliest witnesses of Psalm 103 in a musical manuscript. All five of Koukouzeles’ original
melodies for the Anoixantaria are transmitted in his Akolouthia EBE 2458 (it should be noted
that it has not yet been proven that Koukouzeles was the actual scribe of this MS).""?

Manuel Chrysaphes includes thirteen newly composed settings of Anoixantaria in Iviron
1120, the most prolific output for any composer of the fourteenth or fifteenth centuries within
this genre.193 This includes his new melodies for the ‘traditional’ verses (28b, 29a, and 24b),
settings that highlight the theme — which is present throughout Chrysaphes’ oeuvre — of a
composer who appeared to vigilantly defend the tradition of the ‘old masters’, through
copying, imitation, and theoretical writings, while simultaneously taking liberties to move the
tradition forward in ways that had not been broached by those that came before him. It is
interesting to note MS EBE 2401, which contains all of Chrysaphes’ original settings,'*
transmits the same verse-trope pairings found in Iviron 1120. While more exhaustive study of
post-Byzantine manuscripts is needed to confirm this point, this at least suggests that by the
time of the production of EBE 2401 (mid-15" c.), Chrysaphes’ settings had crystallised as
compositional units to an even greater degree than those of Koukouzeles, for which we can
observe variability in the migration of melodies among psalm verses and in the verse-trope
pairings (i.e., Velimirovi¢’s ‘migrating melodies’, about which, see below) — not to speak of
the migration across services and rites as noted above. His unprecedented output for the music
of the prooemiac psalm is matched or surpassed in several other genres, for which he
composed dozens of settings (e.g., Makdprog avip, polyeleoi, kalophonic stichera, kratemata,
etc.) or entire cycles, i.e., one composition for each mode (e.g., alleluiaria, Cherubic Hymns,
and koinonika). Chrysaphes includes over 200 of his own compositions in Iviron 1120 and his
works are anthologised throughout the post-Byzantine manuscript tradition (and without
parallel in Crete).

George Panaretos was an early fourteenth century Byzantine composer whose works survive
in MSS EBE 2458 (1336), Konstamonitou 86 (early 15™ ¢.), and Iviron 1120. He has been
confused with Manuel Panaretos the priest, to whom no relationship has yet been
established.'” He is also the author of two well-transmitted koinonika, an Aiveite in plagal
first mode and an ordinary for Saturday Liturgy, Makdpiot obg £€ehéEw also in the plagal first
mode," as well as anaphoral responses for the Liturgy of St Basil (Aytog, @ytog, &ytoc)””’ and
the post-Communion response Evioynom tov Koplov év mavti koip®d — AAAnAovia, in the
plagal first mode (included by Chrysaphes in Iviron 1120, f. 579v). His one setting of the
Anoixantaria included by Chrysaphes (on f. 31r, attached to verse 29b) forms part of the core

91 Stathis, Or Avaypopporiopoi, 163-256.

192 Refer to the classifications of Williams and Velimirovi¢.

193 At the time of Williams® study, it was believed that ‘the ten chants of Lampadarios (i.e., Kladas), the five of
Koukouzeles, and the eleven of Koronis comprise[d] the three largest individual repertories for the Prooemiac
Psalm’ (Koukouzeles, 175).

19 Chrysaphes’ settings are also transmitted in EBE 2401, where they appear as a complete set, from f. 268v-270v
separate from the rest of the Anoixantaria (cf. supra, fn. 74, 167).

' In his prosopographical entry for George Panaretos, Conomos (Communion Cycle, 81) mentions a ‘singular
reference, otherwise unknown’ to Manuel Panaretos (on f. 200v of MS Ambrosiana Q. 11). In Iviron 1120, the
distinction between the two is clear: Chrysaphes typically refers to Manuel Panaretos as k0p Mavouni iepéwg
(Lord Manuel, priest), as in f. 465r prior to his setting of the amomos verse “Qc yhvkéa 16 Adpvyyi pov
T AOY1d oov’, or as MavounA tod ITavapétov as in f. 471r in his setting of TTg pwvilg pov dxovcsov, Kopie also
from the amomos. George Panaretos, on the other hand, is referred to as k0p T'empyiov tod [avapétov.

19 Transmitted in MSS Xeropotamou 307 and Docheiariou 337 (Stathis, Ta Xeipdypaga I, 114-15, 403-4).

"7 MS lviron 1120, f. 524v.
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repertory of settings that are consistently transmitted in Akolouthia manuscripts from the
fourteenth (e.g., EBE 899) until the nineteenth century.'”®

Toannes Kladas the lampadarios, the ‘most-sweet-of-all’,'”” preceded Chrysaphes as imperial
court musician, holding the position of lampadarios of the royal clergy, as indicated in MS
2406 (“1453’) where he is referred to as Todvvov tod Kladd kai Aapmadoapiov tod doyodg
Baothkod kMjpov. He is listed among the ‘new composers’ in MS EBE 2622°%° and referred to
almost exclusively in the musical sources by his imperial title, lampadarios (as Towdvvov T0D
Lapmadapiov, or simply, Tod Aapmadapiov),”’! or later, as ‘the old’ lampadarios. He probably
lived from the middle of the fourteenth century until the first quarter of the fifteenth. The
earliest source that preserves the compositions of Kladas is MS Vatopaidi 1495 (c. 1360-
1385).22 A rubric in the Cypriot MS Machairas A4, fol. 175v, states that certain Lamentations
for the Theotokos were set by Kladas at the request of the Patriarch Matthew I (1396-1410),%
strongly suggesting that they were contemporaries, and furthermore, Kladas is known to have
set to music the texts of the Constantinopolitan composer and singer loannes Laskares, who
also lived in the second half of the fourteenth and beginning of the fifteenth centuries.”** He
had certainly died by the 1450s: he is referred to as tob paxopitov (‘blessed’) Aapmadapiov
Kvpod Twdvvov in Iviron 1120 (f. 437r), a common Byzantine appellation applied to deceased
members of the church, and a similar reference is found in EBE 2406, written 5 years earlier in
1453.2% This corresponds to the fact that by that time, and perhaps as early as 1440, the
imperial post of lampadarios was occupied by Chrysaphes, as we have shown above. It is not
entirely clear exactly how many individuals occupied the position of lampadarios between the
time of Kladas and Chrysaphes, but there was certainly one: Manuel Gazes, a
Constantinopolitan musician, referred to as lampadarios in the sources, who would later
immigrate to Crete.*®® It is therefore improbable that Kladas was actually a teacher of
Chrysaphes, whose activity stretches at least to 1469, although the possibility that they
overlapped for at least a few years cannot yet be ruled out.

No autographed codices of Kladas survive, but he has left hundreds of compositions across
virtually every ecclesiastical musical genre, showing a particular, personal affection for the
Theotokos, as can be judged by the number of compositions he wrote in honour of her.””” Over
one hundred compositions of his are included in Iviron 1120, which is further validation of
Chrysaphes’ admiration for him. Relative to the scant biographical information that has been
left concerning his later contemporary, Chrysaphes, sufficient information is known about
Kladas’ personal life. For example, it is known that he had a wife, Laskarina, and that he had
two sons, the first who became a monk at the Evergetinos Monastery in Constantinople, and
the second who was a domestikos of the royal clergy in Hagia Sophia, suggesting that he was a

1 Transmitted in MSS Xeropotamou 307 (1767 & 1770) and Xeropotamou 305 (early nineteenth century). See
Stathis, Ta Xeipoypago. I, 95, 108. His setting is also transcribed into the New Method notation and included in
several printed volumes from the nineteenth century.

99 Apyi obv @ed tod IIpdTov fxov, moinpo 0D Tavvuylvkutdrtov kdp Todvvor Kiadd kai Aapmadaplov,
"‘Avobev ol mpoefjtar (Stathis, Ta Xeipdypaga II1, 814, f. 132r).

200 Conomos, Communion Cycle, 77-78. See also Dimitri E. Conomos, ‘Music for the Evening Office on Whit
Sunday’, in Actes du XV° Congrés International des Etudes Byzantines, 1, Athens, 1979, 453-69, fn. 21.

2! Demetriou, Spétbyzantinische, 213-14.

202 Wwilliams, Koukouzeles, 207.

29 Demetriou, Spétbyzantinische, 214.

2% EBE 2406, f. 432v (Touliatos-Miles, National Library, 353).

295 Demetriou, Spétbyzantinische, 214.

296 At this point, it is not known why he left Constantinople given his important imperial position, but it is not
impossible that he was likeminded with many intellectuals who fled Constantinople in the fifteenth century for the
more sure harbors of Crete or even Italy.

27 Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 215.

243



talented singer as well.””® A unique reference in EBE 2406 mentions another child of Kladas,

his daughter, who is presented as a musician, if not also a composer of Byzantine ecclesiastical
. 209

music.

Iviron 1120 includes nine of Kladas’ settings of the prooemiakos, which is consistent with the
number included in complementary fifteenth century manuscripts, EBE 2401 and Sinai
1293,"° and one shy of the total number of settings according to Williams.*'' While
Koukouzeles and Korones certainly composed in the more elaborate kalophonic style before
the time of Kladas, Kladas seems to have taken it to a new level, at least with respect to
melodic elaboration and vocal virtuosity. As the analysis below will show, Kladas extends
vocal lines through use of sequencing (‘melodic clichés’ to Williams*'?), extends vocal
tessitura, and even expands the modal palette of the Anoixantaria by more frequently utilizing
the nenano phthora, and by writing a setting that cycles through all eight modes. This
behaviour — as well as composition of completely new material, such as onomatopoeically
named kratemata,”” and asmatic heirmoi highlights Kladas as an innovator. Chrysaphes
follows directly in the footsteps of Kladas, not simply composing time-honoured traditional
chants such as Anoixantaria and QOikoi of the Akathist Hymn, but also imitating his
predecessor in composing oktoechal settings of Anoixantaria verses as well as his own sets of
Asmatic — or as Chrysaphes calls them in Iviron 975 — kalophonic heirmoi.*** It should come as
no surprise then that Chrysaphes takes great pains to present loannes Kladas the lampadarios
as adhering to the exact science of his predecessors, especially Koukouzeles, the founder of the
kalophonic movement that Chrysaphes was endeavouring to document and preserve.

George Kontopetris was a younger contemporary of the four most famous thirteenth and
fourteenth century composers, Nikiphoros Ethikos, loannes Glykys, Xenos Korones, and
Toannes Koukouzeles, having Koukouzeles’ as teacher, according to Gregorios Stathis,”"> and
holding the position of domestikos.*'® His setting from Psalm 103, included on f. 32v of
Chrysaphes’ Iviron 1120 (attached to verse 32a), appears in most of the MSS surveyed by
Velimirovi¢ and in three of the four from the fourteenth century (EBE 2444, Ambrosianus
Cod. L36, and Ambrosianus Cod. Q11). Based on this, his activity in the early- to mid-14" is
probable and thus he must have counted as one the ‘old composers’ in Chrysaphes’ opening
rubric to the music of Vespers in Iviron 1120. Other works of Kontopetris survive in
Koutloumousi 457, Athens 2062, Vienna theol. gr. 185, and Chrysaphes’ Iviron 975.*'" He
composed the text and music for hymns in 15-syllable verse’'® and was an embellisher of

2% Demetriou, Spétbyzantinische, 215 (citing Trapp, Probleme, 185).

299 yelimirovi¢, ‘EBE 2406, 12. See also Achilleas Chaldacakes, ‘The Woman Figure in Byzantine Melopoeia’,
in ed. Nina-Maria Wanek, Psaltike. Neue Studien zur Byzantinischen Musik: Festschrift fiir Gerda Wolfram
(Wien: Praesens, 2011).

219 MS Sinai 1293 is probably from the early 15™ century. Previously, it was incorrectly dated by Beneschevich as
well as the LOC catalogue of Sinai MSS (Williams, Koukouzeles, 79).

2 williams, Koukouzeles, 199.

22 williams, Koukouzeles, 197.

23 E g, Iviron 993, f. 279r-v: Ztiyor momBévieg €ic 10 kpdtnuo 10 Asydpevov Bioda, mopd kdp Tmdvvov
Aapmadapiov d1'optopod Koi (nthoemg Tod dytmtdtov ToTpLdpyov kupiov Matbaiov.

214 Although it is Chrysaphes who first uses the term ‘kalophonic heirmoi’ (MS Iviron 975 f. 87v, Tfj ayia kol
peydin Kvploki] tod Idoya: gippoi karopwvikol yordopevol Dotepov gig v KoTofociov: @on o’, moinua Kop
Todvvov Aapmadapiov tod Krodd, Avactdoeng Nuépa), it is Kladas who first composes the heirmoi of the
canons in this elaborate, kalophonic style. This genre and the appearance of the term ‘kalophonic heirmoi’ in
Chrysaphes’ autographs is discussed in Chapter 1.

215 Stathis, O1 Avaypoppomiopoi, 127.

216 Stathis, Aexamevracliofog, 104.

2T E g, Iviron 975, f. 120r: tod Kovronetpi, [fixoc] Papdg Emxhopétm tpopoc.

218 Stathis, Aexamevracliofog, 104-5.
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hymns from the Sticherarion,”” affirming his role as one of the key figures involved in the
kalophonic movement’s formative period.

Xenos Korones was a fourteenth century ecclesiastical musician who hailed from what seems
to have been a very musical family. His brother, the monk Agathon, and his son, Manuel, were
both musicians active in and around Constantinople in the fourteenth century and both of their
works are included by Chrysaphes in Iviron 1120. Other composers bearing the name Korones
include Theodoros, Nicandros (perhaps Xenos’ brother), and Laskares.”” Xenos was probably
a younger contemporary of Koukouzeles, as he is depicted along with Koukouzeles learning
from Toannes Glykys in the aforementioned miniature from Koutloumousiou 457.2*' Fol. 602r
of Iviron 1120 contains a theotokion composed by Korones, ‘X¢ peyodlovopev — Tnv domhov
Kol dypavtov’, with words written by Isidoros I, Patriarch of Constantinople (1347-49), an
inscription found in at least two other important fifteenth century sources, EBE 2604 and
Dionysiou 570.7** Other sources suggest that he was a senior contemporary of Nikolaos Klobas
and a contemporary of the poet Melissenus.”>® Thus, he can be safely placed in the middle of
the fourteenth century.

Xenos Korones is referred to as lampadarios in the Koukouzelean Akolouthia EBE 2458
(°1336°),”* while he is called protopsaltes by Chrysaphes throughout Iviron 1120 (see Fig.
5.15 below for one example written in Chrysaphes’ hand). In the late fifteenth century MS
EBE 885, he is referred to as ‘mpotoydiing 1o Paciiikod kinipov’ (‘protopsaltes of the royal
clergy’), an attestation that enables us to discount later sources which erroneously associate
him with the cathedral Hagia Sophia (e.g., the eighteenth century MS Meteora 329** or the
early nineteenth century MS Xeropotamou 317).”*° He was thus most likely appointed
protopsaltes at some point after 1336, before which he was lampadarios in the royal clergy
(although this would not have excluded his singing at Hagia Sophia from time to time as a
member of the imperial retinue). As is the case with Manuel Chrysaphes, it seems to have been
later historiography and manuscript ascription that began to confuse the musical roles of the
royal palace with those of the cathedral, Hagia Sophia.

219 MS Sinai gr. 1251 (fifteenth century): Tfj Kvplaxij tiic éyiog Ievinrootic, Ioinua tod Adiaconvod,
‘ExaAdonicdn o6& mapd wdpov Tewpyiov 100 Koviométpn, IAdooor moteé ovveyéoOnoav (Demetriou,
Spdtbyzantinische, 207).

220 “Theodore’ is found in MS Ambrosianus L 36 sup. (end-fourteenth century), Nicandros in EBE 2599 (‘1352”),
f. 237v (Nwévdpov povayod aderpod tod Kopawvn, Ada Iatpi), and ‘Laskares’ in MS Panteleimonos 1008
(late-seventeenth century). See Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 202.

22! See the entry for Ioannes Koukouzeles above (pp. 228-229).

222 At least two important fifteenth century MSS testify to Korones® relationship with Patriarch Isidoros: EBE
2604 from the year 1463 (f. 263r): @cotokiov moinua 100 Kopmvn, 10 ypdppata kupiov Teddpov maTpiipyov
Kovotavtivoundremg (Chatzegiakoumes, Tovpkoxporziag, 319-320) and MS Dyonisiou 570 (end-fifteenth
century), f. 151r: Todto €oTi T0 AgyOpEVOV TOAVGVLLOV, TO HEV HENOG ToV Bavpactod Kopmvn, ta 8¢ ypdppata
Towopov tov IMoatpidpyov, mh. o, Xe peyoaAdvouev (Stathis, Ta Xepdypapa II, 709). See also Stathis,
Aexamevracdriofog, 225.

22 Tviron 1120, f. 481r: Ttiyol KATOVUKTIKOL VEKPOGLUOL, momBévteg Tapd Kupod Meioonvod Tod Prrocopov,
Kol pehMoBévies mapa tod Kopdvn, wk. B, TTAn00g avOponmwv drnaca (Stathis, Or Avaypauuortiouoi, 108).

24 Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 202.

22 Demetriou, Sptbyzantinische, 202.

226 Stathis, Ta Xeipdypaga I, 138.
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FIGURE 5.15: IVIRON 1120, F. 588R XENOS KORONES THE PROTOPSALTES’

Xenos Korones was a prolific composer who composed hymns from every genre and for every
divine office. As Chrysaphes informs us in his treatise, he also composed two pedagogical
methods, one on the kratemata and one on the stichera,””’ which experienced widespread
diffusion in MSS from the fourteenth to the nineteenth centuries.”*® The prestige of his method
on the kratemata is further highlighted by the fact that his successor in Constantinople, loannes
Kladas, wrote verses in honour of this Korones work, preserved in MS Lavra I 184 (eighteenth
century).””’ Xenos also wrote a method on metrophonia and parallage® and a treatise on the
psaltic art although it is not clear whether this was a compilation of prior theories from the
Papadike, or a unique treatise.”>' He was the first composer to write a Cherubic Hymn in a
mode other than fourth, plagal fourth, second or plagal second (all ‘G-based’ modes), a plagal
first ordinary Cherubic Hymn recorded in Iviron 1120 on f. 510v. His prestige was maintained
well into the nineteenth century, many of his compositions being transcribed by those
immediately preceding the reform (e.g., Petros Byzantius)>** and by the Three Teachers, into
the New Method notation. His Dynamis from the Trisagion in second mode is still a standard
of the contemporary liturgical repertoire (in its exegetical realisation by Chourmouzios), and
many of his mathemata were transcribed and anthologized in Vol. 3 of the Movaoixy Iavoéxty
(Constantinople, 1851). In Iviron 1120, which includes over 120 compositions attributed to
Xenos Korones, Chrysaphes includes five of his settings from the Anoixantaria, out of a total
of eleven as identified by Velimirovié.”

Manuel Korones and Protopsaltes, the son of the famous Xenos Korones,234 also held the
position of Protopsaltes.”® This late-fourteenth century Byzantine composer has works

227 Chrysaphes’ testimony in this respect is also important as it corroborates the chronological order already
suggested above. The treatise states: ‘¢nel &l nep 6 0100106 V1’ Gpadiog lowg £pel 10 6pboOV glye 1ed’ €avtod,

ovdepia v Gv xpsux 008’ avdykn ToD oV pév Mukdv Tadvvny meromkévar g pebodovg v Katd rnv WOATIKTV
Béosmv, TOV 8¢ patotopo Todvvy pet’ odtdv T £tépav péBodov Kol To onuddia \y(ka gitoL pet’ ovTov T
tov Kopovnv tag £tépag 600 pebddovg tdv kpotnudtmv kal Ty Etépav tdv otympdv’ (Iviron 1120, f. 13v; see
Conomos, Treatise, 40). 1 emphasise the phrases ‘after him’ in order to highlight the chronological order of
Glykys, followed by Koukouzeles, followed by Korones, which Chrysaphes preserves.

28 Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 204.

22 Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 205.

20 Xenos Korones® method of metrophonia in the first, plagal first, and fourth modes is found on f. 72v of
Plousiadenos’ autography, Dionysiou 570 (f. 72v), see Stathis, Ta Xeipoypagpa I, 398.

B! Demetriou, Spdtbyzantinische, 204.

32 Demetriou, Spétbyzantinische, 204-5.

23 Velimirovié, ‘Prooemiac’, 330-31. Williams identifies only ten (Koukouzeles, 181).

24 The relationship is given in the fifteenth century MS EBE 899 (Conomos, Communion Cycle, 79), among
several other later sources, e.g., Docheiariou 315, f. 138v (Stathis, Ta Xeipoypogpa I, 354).
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surviving in various important MSS including Athens 899 (fifteenth century),”® Iviron 1120
(1458) and MS Docheiariou 315 (late sixteenth century).””’ His modest output includes a
Sunday Koinonikon Aiveite in the plagal first mode as well as two settings of Anoixantaria
verses, included in Chrysaphes’ autograph Iviron 1120 on folios 35r (attached to v. 33a) and f.
36v (attached to v. 34b). His settings stand out in particular for the text included with their
troped triadic refrains, each expressing a remarkably topical commentary on the fourteenth
century Hesychasm debate, his tropes referencing the Feast of the Transfiguration and thus the
theology of Gregory Palamas.

Manuel Hiereos Ampelokipiotou was a mid-fourteenth century composer and priest, as his
name suggests (iepevg), whose works survive in EBE 2622 (‘1341-1360°)*" and later MSS
such as Docheariou 315 (1764).>*° Chrysaphes includes one verse from Psalm 103 composed
by him, on folio 37v (attached to v. 35a) with the refrain, ‘Aéye, 56&a col 6 &v Tpuadt
VUVOUHEVOS KOl TPpooKLVOLpEVOS Bedg Mudv d06&a col’. This verse, although the only
attributed to Ampelokipiotou, forms part of the core of well-transmitted Anoixantaria settings
in fourteenth century Akolouthiai, and is included by Chrysaphes copied in several Byzantine
anthologies all the way through the nineteenth century.** Only two of his compositions (the
ordinary communion hymns Aiveite tov Kvprov in the first mode and IMTotplov cotnpiov in
the fourth) aside from the Anoixantaria setting are included by Chrysaphes in Iviron 1120, and
he is rarely encountered in the manuscript tradition otherwise.

George Moschianos was an early-fourteenth century Byzantine composer and domestikos
whose works survive in MSS Athens 2622 and 2406. His Anoixantaria setting (attached to v.
34b) is the only to be included in Iviron 1120. In the same codex, Chrysaphes includes three of
his koinonika, the ordinary Aiveite 1ov Kopiov in the second mode, the Presanctified Liturgy
ordinary, I'edcacbe kai idete in the plagal first mode, and Emepdvn 1 ydpig tod Oeod in the
plagal second mode for the feast of Theophany.

TIoannes Kampanes is the composer of the setting on f. 39r of Iviron 1120 (the only setting
attached to v. 19b, O #jliog &yvw v dvorv adrod, in Iviron 1120), according to Stathis,”*! but I
personally cannot tell from the digital image of fol. 39r whether this is indeed loannes
Kampanes. The ascription to an ‘loannes’ is clear, but below the first name is a yo or xa. I have
no reason to doubt Stathis’ assertion, since for one, he viewed the manuscript in situ, and
moreover, the only other loannes — Kladas — is almost always written as ‘loannes the
lampadarios’ by in Iviron 1120. It is interesting though that, while a few compositions of
Nikolaos Kampanes (no relation known) are scattered throughout Iviron 1120, the only
attribution to loannes Kampanes (if correct) is from this setting of the Anoixantaria. The
refrain’s text is ‘Ad6&a cot, [Tdtep Gyte, xai Yid kol [Tvevpatt, o€ duvel mdoo 1 ktioig, Tpiag
ayia, 60&a 6ot, 66&0 col 6 Bedg.’

Domestikou tou Kassianou is included amongst the ‘new composers’ in the mid-fourteenth
century manuscript EBE 2622 (fol. 403v — 419v),”* but is entirely absent from EBE 2458,
suggesting that he flourished no earlier than the middle of the fourteenth century.243 By the

25 MS Iviron 1120, f. 36v (1458); MS Docheiariou 337 f. 202r (1764), Aiveite mA. o, where he is called
"EppovouiAd Ipotoyditov viod tod Kopaovn (Stathis, Ta Xeipdypopa I, 403).

26 Conomos, Communion Cycle, 73.

27 Stathes, Ta Xeipoypaga I, 348.

238 Conomos, Communion Cycle, 74.

29 Stathis, Ta XeipSypaga I, 402.

M0 o | Stathes, Ta Xeypdypaga I, 95, 107, 143, 660.

241 Stathis, Or Avaypauuatiopor, 100.

242 Conomos, Communion Cycle, 75.

243 Conomos, Communion Cycle, 77.
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time of Chrysaphes, he seems to be one of the ‘old’ composers. He is sparsely encountered in
Iviron 1120 and overall in the manuscript tradition.

Ioakeim Monachos was a fifteenth century composer and monk of the Serbian Harsianites
monastery in Constantinople who would later emigrate to Serbia, where he served as
domestikos,”* his Greek chants functioning as models for later Slavic composers’ adaptations
of hymns into Slavonic.”* His works survive in MSS Athens 2406 (‘1453’) and Vatopaidi
1528 (15th c.) and, aside from his Anoixantaria verse, two of his settings for the first kathisma
are included in Iviron 1120. We can be sure that he was one of the ‘new’ fifteenth century
composers included by Chrysaphes in his assortment of Anoixantaria based on the relative
position of his setting of verse 20a (for which he only sets the second part of the psalm verse,
‘Kai €yéveto vo&’), which is preceded by alternate settings, in the following order: Korones,
Kladas, Chrysaphes, Domestikou Kassianou. The chronology of this lineage is firmly
established and thus we should assume that Kassianou came after Korones and Kladas and was
contemporary with Chrysaphes. loakeim includes a rather standard but extensive triadic
refrain, ‘A6&o ol 0 Oedg, 66&a 601, Tavtokpdatop, Pactied dyle, Aéye, d0&a ool dedobaouéve
Kopte, [Tapdidnte dyadé, Tpiag ayia, 66&a cot 6 Oedc’.

Nikon Monachos was a composer and monk who mostly likely lived during the fifteenth
century. He is sparsely encountered in the MSS. Among his few compositions transmitted
include a verse from the Anoixantaria (in Iviron 1120 it is attached to the second part of v. 24a:
‘700 Epya oov, Kopie’; it is encountered in later MSS,**® and a polyeleos verse (Oikog
Aopev).**’ His troped refrain in Iviron 1120 is rather unique, “Avopye Ildtep, Yié cuvavapye,
kal [Tvedua 16 Bglov kol cuvBpovov, 6€ Tpookvvoduey kol do&dlopev, pio BedTnTL fodVTEC
d0&a 6ot 6 Bedc’.

Agathonos was a monk and brother of Xenos Korones whose works are found in MS EBE
899, EBE 2458, Iviron 1120, and sixteenth century anthologies such as Panteleimonos 1017
and Patmos 819.* He is the possible author of two non-musical manuscripts dated 1337 and
1345.**° His works include various eklogai (‘selections’ of psalm verses) for Vigil services
(included in Iviron 1120) and an Anoixantaria setting attached to v. 33b, which is well
transmitted in later sources. He is also the author of a Cherubic Hymn in the plagal second
mode found on f. 505r of Iviron 1120.*°

The Invitatorium and Opening Verses of Psalm 103

We begin our musical analysis by returning to the Invitatorium to show how it is musically

unified to the first verses of Psalm 103, sharing melodic ideas and structure both with respect

24 Milos Velimirovi¢, “loakeip poveydg tod Xapotavitov kai dopsotucog Zeppiag’, Receuil des travaux de I’
institute d’ études byzantines, 8/ii, Mélanges G. Ostrogorsky (Belgrade, 1964), 451-59.

2% Dimitri Conomos has identified a Greek original which corresponds to a Sunday Koinonikon in Slavonic from
the sixteenth century in MS Jasi 1. 26, fols. 95v-96v (‘The Monastery of Putna and the Musical Tradition of
Moldavia in the Sixteenth Century’ (DOP, 36, 1982: 15-28)).

6 See for example the fifteenth century MS Konstamonitou 86, the eighteenth century MS Docheiariou 337, the
nineteenth century MS Xeropotamou 305, where the verse is confused with that of a certain monk Arkadios
(Stathes, Ta Xeipoypagpo. I, 658, 399, 95, respectively).

T MS Xeropotamou 273 (second half of sixteenth c.), f. 44v, as well as Konstamonitou 86, f. 175r (Stathis, To
Xeipoypago. I, 33, 663).

* An ascription of a Cherubic Hymn composed by Agathon on f. 74 of MS Patmos 819 reads: ‘kdp Ayd0mvog
povayod aderpod tod Kopmvn’ (Giannopoulos, H Avyarn, 490).

29 MS Vat. Reg. 22 from 1337 and Iviron 374 from 1345 (Conomos, Communion Cycle, 78).

2% Transmitted in later sources, e.g., MS Panteleimonos 1017, fol. 4v (Stathis, Ta Xeipdypapa II, 446).
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to its opening, unfolding, and cadence. This confirms the idea that these two parts were to be
conceived of as one cohesive unit and thus performed in succession without a break. This
relationship was first observed by Williams, who concluded that ‘the chant which serves the
three Aedte exclamations appears also as the melodic scaffolding which supported the chanted
performance for the greater portion of the prooemiac psalm and linked the /nvitatorium with

the psalmody that followed.*"

The Invitatorium: Transcription Issues

Figure 5.16 is a transcription of the three Aedze exclamations from the [nvitatorium. Slight
melodic differences notwithstanding, this is unequivocally the same melody as found in
virtually all fourteenth and fifteenth century Akolouthiai.”>* The first point that must be made
concerning the Invitatorium is related to the transcription issues, which are ‘explained’ by the
rather unusual instructions found at the beginning of EBE 2401 and other Akolouthiai (Greek
text given above on pp. 176-177):

[We begin this service therefore quiet and slowly, with all reverence, attention, and piety,
as instructed by the Jerusalemite (order). This is called double-choir. The first domestikos
of the right choir with his people (i.e., singers) begins the ‘Come let us worship’, saying
this three times, first low, second higher, and the third time middle-voiced, in the
plagal fourth mode. >

Williams spends a significant amount of time discussing the problematic terms ‘low” (yopuAd),
‘higher’ (OynAdtepa), and ‘middle-voiced’ (péon ¢wvrv) and the more problematic
transcriptions that follow (based on the intervals prescribed and the martyriai which follow).>*
For our purposes, the following explanation suffices to summarise the issues at hand. The

opening line of the Invitatorium is preceded by a modal signature indicating plagal fourth

mode, followed by an oxeia:~ ™ ) . This signals a mode with a base on g and a
diatonic tetrachord with the following intervallic arrangement: tone-tone-semitone-tone (g-a-b-
c’-d"). The oxeia, a melodic neume indicating an ascent of one, tells the singer to start on the
second scale degree of plagal fourth mode, i.e., the note ‘a’. A transcription using this as a

starting point yields satisfactory results until the melodic bridge which connects verse 1 of the

B williams, Koukouzeles, 120.

22 The Invitatorium is on fol. 10v of Iviron 1120, which I have seen on the microfilm reader in the Bodleian
library. However, as I do not have access to a digital copy, I am using my most reliable copy (from EBE 2401) for
the transcription of the Invitatorium.

3 The beginning of MS Sinai 1529 is: ‘Apyf ovv Osd Gyim, 10D peydlov éomepvod. Apyetal S¢ 1 ToldTn
axoAovOn (sic?), apyd kol ooy, 010 T0 SAGGHATO TOUATO SLPOPOV TOMTAV TAADY TE Kol VEDV’
(Lingas, personal notes, May 2013).

24 Williams, Koukouzeles, 111-15.
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Invitatorium to verse 2, seen here, t.> - s%wv-=wv and transcribed thus:

e o
e e 2
] 1

© Agv— e The beginning of verse 2 (at ‘Aedte’) begins on the pitch ‘b’,
whereas verse 1 began on ‘a’. The melodic shape of verse 2 is nearly identical to verse 1, but if
sung as written, it will sound drastically different on account of the different starting pitches
and the resultant intervallic relationships. Thus, the singer is obliged to make a decision here:
either follow the transcription as written and continue to use the intervals of plagal fourth mode
from ‘g’, or effect a transposition (i.e., a ‘key change’), and treat the new starting pitch of verse
2, ‘b’, as a virtual ‘a’ in plagal fourth mode from virtual ‘g’ (actually ‘a’). The latter choice
would result in virtually the same melody in verse 2 as just sung in verse 1. The same
phenomenon occurs in the transition from verse 2 to verse 3, demanding the same performance

choice.

It is tempting to assume that transposing right in the middle of a chant was both difficult and
also undesirable and thus the common practice was for singers to sing the verses as written,
thus yielding melodies with the same shape and rhythmic patterns but an overall different
result based on the new intervallic relationships. Williams doubted that singers would have
been able to ‘transpose’ each subsequent verse of the Invitatorium up one pitch,” and thus, he
concludes that ‘until more substantial evidence... appears... the terms “low”, “high”, and “half-
voice” must be read as prescriptions for the level of volume in the singers’ performance of the

Invitatorium and not as a rising pitch level of its melodic line.”*

One problem with this assumption is that the last verse of the Invitatorium is followed by the
same modal signature that precedes the entire chant,”’ indicating to the singer that the last
verse should end in the plagal fourth mode, on its natural base of ‘g’, and that the material
which follows (Psalm 103, verse 1) is to begin in plagal fourth mode with this pitch as its
reference point.258 A literal realisation of verses 1-3 without any intervallic adjustments would
lead to a final pitch of ‘b’ at the end of the /nvitatorium, creating a contradiction with the pitch
given for the beginning of Psalm 103. Either a transposition was executed to keep the melody

in the plagal fourth mode, yielding a melodically and intervallically identical cadence at the

235 A solution that I, however, accept, as seen in the transcription below in Fig. 5.16.

236 Williams, Koukouzeles, 115.

27 1n this case, without the oxeia sign.

% On the “forward-’" and ‘backward-looking’ potential of medial signatures in Medieval Byzantine chant, see
Raasted, Intonation Formulas, 72-73.
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end of each verse, as we propose below, or the notation was followed literally, with no
adjustment, resulting in similar melodies with different intervals, and requiring, before Psalm
103, a re-adjustment — perhaps a new intonation chanted by the domestikos. We cannot rule out
the possibility of an intonation and resetting of plagal fourth mode before Ps. 103.1, but the
manuscripts suggest that the /nvitatorium transitioned straight into the first verse of Psalm 103
(refer to Fig. 5.1 above), which makes the idea of a pause followed by an intonation, less

likely.

FIGURE 5.16: THE INVITATORIUM (MS EBE 2401, F. 47R)
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Figure 5.16 above shows the proposed solution (also suggested by Arvanitis and Lingas). It
assumes intervallic identity among the three verses of the /nvitatorium which thus requires a
transposition after each melodic bridge. The solution above places the first verse in a diatonic
key starting on eb so that the Invitatorium can end with g as its base, leading directly into
Psalm 103, in plagal fourth mode, after which no further transpositions are required. This, |
believe, is the best solution, but is not without some degree of awkwardness. For example, the
A% which appears in line 3 is a ‘major’ third in the new key of F major for verse 2 of the
Invitatorium, but in reference to the base pitch of the first verse — which would not have yet

dissipated from aural memory — it is a rather undesirable tritone. Nevertheless, I believe this is
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the most probable transcription solution, especially on account of the shared cadence patterns,

to which we will turn, shortly.

The Invitatorium: Opening, Melodic Line and Cadences

The transcription above reveals three important characteristics of the melodic line. The first

concerns its opening, which employs the neume combination of oxeia-apostrophos underneath

_—
-
i

ison, supported by klasma and diple, followed by ison and diple: | &~ =<, In EBE 2401,
this neume combination is identical for the beginning of all /nvitatorium verses (EBE 2458 and
Sinai 1257 are virtually identical but utilise the vareia in place of the oxeia for accentuation
purposes; in both cases the intervallic energy of these two signs has been negated by virtue of
being subordinated to an ison, and thus the resulting transcriptions are the same). Second, the
transcription highlights the melody’s emphasis on the second scale degree of the mode, a tone
above the base of plagal fourth mode, At (‘g’, or “virtual-g’ in the first two verses). The melody
stubbornly persists around the second scale degree in each verse (underlined by red) before
finally cadencing on the ‘virtual g’, the base of plagal fourth mode, indicated by the blue arrow
at the end of each verse. The entire melody of the Invitatorium is simply an elaboration of the
dyad g-a-g. Third, and perhaps most strikingly, the cadential figure, highlighted in yellow, is

identical for all three verses.

These three attributes are also observed in the opening verses of Psalm 103, as shown in the
transcriptions in Figure 5.17. The opening motif uses the same exact neume group as used in
o=
the Invitatorium’s opening statement. Verse la, A® ™ *' is identical neumatically and
melodically to the opening of each Invitatorium verse, except for the first syllable of the word
EvLdyet, which necessitates a pickup that is not shown above (the last two syllables of EvAOyet
match the accentuation pattern of the first word of the Invitatorium, Aedte, i.e., strong-weak).
Second, the persistence around the second scale degree of plagal fourth mode (‘a’) observed
above, is also a characteristic feature of the melodic movement of the opening psalm verses of
the prooemiakos, as shown below (underlined in red). Even those verses which hover around
the pitch b seem to be perpetually drawn down to ‘a’ (e.g., Fig. 5.17, line 10). Finally, the
cadential figure which consistently closes each of the three verses of the Invitatorium also
closes each half-verse of the psalm verses below (highlighted in yellow, below). The cadential
figure employs the same neumatic structure in virtually every case: elaphron followed by three

oliga (transcribed as four quavers due to the gorgon), and a vareia preceding an oligon-

252



-, %ﬂw— \_-'.-):.h 2

klasma-hyporrhoe figure: P& & % co eco w » » prwve - Almost the same exact

series of neumes is seen in the same spot in MS EBE 2458 (f 11V) written a century prior to
"_ Tl ¥ "' : Ty ik e
TR f?_

the final movement of the cadential figure is a quick stepwise ascent to the b, the mesos of

MSS EBE 2401 and Iviron 1120: : ‘M. In every case
plagal fourth mode, either introducing a new half verse or bridging the verse to the refrain, as
in Psalm 103:1b. The cadence for the Aebte (Invitatorium) verses differ only slightly, ending
with an apoderma, a neume doubling the time value of the final note, b, and creating a solemn
point of rest, before the subsequent exclamation (the psalm verses end with diple, which is also
a neume of lengthening). Some other variations are observed between Psalm 103 and
Invitatorium. For example, the four-note quaver ‘tail’ at the end of v. la is an elaboration on

the standard cadence, of which its simplest form is observed in v. 2b.

One final observation concerns the refrains. As we noted above, singing psalms all the way
through with refrains was an archaic practice hearkening back to Stoudite times. It is possible
that the refrains for verses 1-28a had dropped out by the fifteenth century. In EBE 2401,
however, three are preserved. These three follow the same, simple melodic pattern, but vary in
terms of starting and ending pitch, generally serving to accommodate the melody of the psalm
verses to which they were attached. It is interesting to note that these refrains in EBE 2401
come after full verses (i.e., 2 Palestinian half-verses), as in the Constantinopolitan Psalter, thus
reflecting the practice of the Cathedral Rite in Constantinople, where antiphons were supplied
with refrains following the same versification of the Psalter. The Anoixantaria tradition, on the
other hand (starting at verse 28b), had refrains after each half verse (i.e., the Palestinian
division of the Psalter). At all events, the observations above highlight the unity between
Invitatorium and the first 28 verses of Psalm 103, both of which were sung in a style that,
while not syllabic, was nevertheless simple with respect to its melodic range and the

predictable melodic direction and cadential patterns it followed.
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FIGURE 5.17: PSALM 103, OPENING VERSES (MS EBE 2401, F. 47Rr-V)
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The Anoixantaria: Melodic Treatment of the Psalm Verse

Psalm Tone Recitation

The first stylistic observation I would like to point out concerning the Anoixantaria is the
stability in composers’ handling of the first half of the psalm verse, a stability that is seen from
the earliest fourteenth century copies all the way through Chrysaphes’ autograph written in
1458. The majority of settings of the first part of the psalm verse throughout the Akolouthiai of
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the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries feature psalm-tone recitation that follows the
accentuation of the text very closely, with an ambitus of only one tone. This technique can be
observed in the setting of v. 29b by George Panaretos, from Iviron 1120, shown in Figure
5.18a below. The recitation begins on the tonic of plagal fourth mode, g, and features repetition
of unaccented pitches on ‘g’ indicated by the neume ‘ison’. The accented syllables of the psalm
text, avtavekgig 10 wvedpo avtdv (bold & underline), are followed in the music by a neume
that indicates a rising second, the pefaste. The didactic treatises tell us that the petaste had an
extra qualitative component to it, that is, the addition of a ‘tossing’ or ‘flying’ of the voice
along with the intervallic ascent. In other words, it was a little bit more accented than a regular
rising second (which was more typically written as a horizontal line, a neume called an oligon).
The schematic shown in Figure 5.18c highlights the application of this technique quite clearly
across a number of verses.”” Following this model, if the first syllable of the psalm phrase is
accented, as in the third line of Figure 5.18c, the starting pitch of the verse will be a, one tone

above the tonic of plagal fourth mode.

FIGURE 5.18: PSALM TONE RECITATION IN THE ANOIXANTARIA
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One of a few notable exceptions to this practice is Koukouzeles’ setting of v. 29b, in which the
first half of the psalm verse does not feature psalm tone recitation at all, but rather immediately
embarks on an interesting melodic path, rising to the ¢’ above the mode’s tonic, g, and
cadencing on a momentarily before continuing to the end of the psalm verse (see above, Fig.

5.18b). Interestingly, the verses which do not follow the model of simple, psalm tone recitation

2% psalm tone recitation in the Anoixantaria is also described in Velimirovi¢, ‘Prooemiac’, 326-27.
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are v. 28b, v. 29a, v. 29b, and v. 24a, those for which ‘archaic’, anonymous settings survive.
This observation seems consistent with the general shift in textual and melodic interest from
psalm verse to refrain, a trend that is observed starting from the fourteenth century. It is likely
the case that, as the troped refrains became the musical focal point, no effort whatsoever was
expended on creating interesting melodies for the psalm verses, and thus psalm tone recitation
was deemed a suitable way to ‘get through’ the text until arriving at the climactic refrain. Once
the troped refrains became the focal point of composers’ creative energies, the psalm tone
recitation of the first half of the psalm verse remained very conservative and consistent
throughout the Late Byzantine period. Figure 5.18c above shows additional examples of
psalm-tone recitation treatment of the psalm verse by fourteenth and fifteenth century
composers as written in Iviron 1120.

FIGURE 5.19A: MELISMA AND ACCENTUATION OF PSALM VERSE (BYZANTINE NOTATION)

Verse 34a, HouvOein adtd 1 S1aAdoyn
pov, MS Iviron 1120, f. 35r-36r

Xenos Korones

Kontopetris Kladas

Chrysaphes

Formulaic Cadences

A second stylistic observation concerns the treatment of the latter part of the psalm verses. In
contrast to the majority of the first half of the verses, which are syllabic and which directly
adhere to text accentuation, the second half almost always receives a melismatic treatment.
Within this melismatic cadence, it seems that there was a preference for a melisma on the
fourth syllable from the end, regardless of the syllabic pattern of accentuation. The first
example shown in Figure 5.19a illustrates this quite clearly. The accented syllable at the end of
v. 34a is the penultimate (highlighted) ‘HovvOein avtd 1 Stohoyn pov, yet it is the fourth from
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the end (S1@hoyn)) that is elaborated in the first three examples in Figure 5.19a (the melisma
over this syllable is underlined in red, whereas the accented syllable is underlined in yellow).
Writing an extensive melisma on the fourth to last syllable seems to have been a standard
convention followed by fourteenth and fifteenth century composers in virtually all cases in the

Anoixantaria.

The exception to this rule is the setting of Chrysaphes, who breaks this trend in almost all his
settings, preferring to provide the accentuated syllable of the psalm verse with its most
melismatic treatment. In Figure 5.19a (v. 34a), while he still retains some melismatic
movement over the fourth syllable from the end, Chrysaphes uniquely writes treats the
accented syllable of dwhoyn with a melisma, showing deference to text stress and, more
generally, to intelligibility of the music. Figure 5.19b aligns the syllables of the words from v.
29a in order to provide an alternate illustration of the same phenomenon. Here, Koukouzeles
and Kladas provide the standard melismatic elaboration on the fourth syllable from the end
(Avtavelelg 10 Tvedpa antov kol ékAeiyovot) even though it is unaccented, while Chrysaphes

chooses to extend the melody on the accented syllable of verse 29a (éxAgiyovot).

FIGURE 5.198: MELISMA AND ACCENTUATION OF PSALM VERSE (BASED ON IVIRON 1120)
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Verse 29b: Avtaveleic to nveuua autwy Kat eKAsifouot

(Thou wilt take their spirit and they shall cease to be)
It should be stressed that this is a tendency and not a rule. For example, in v. 33a, ’Acw
@ Kupio v 11 {ofj pov, Chrysaphes follows the ‘standard’ practice and provides an extensive
melisma on the fourth to last syllable, 7f}, which is certainly less important from an
accentuation standpoint than the last (accented) syllable of the word (w1}, which he treats with
only one note (although he underlines the descending neume apostrophes with petaste in order
to remind the singer of the text accent). Nevertheless, in most settings, Chrysaphes
demonstrates that for him accentuation of the text plays a bigger role and merits consideration

in the melodic line he composes, whereas with Koukouzeles, Kladas, and Korones, melismatic,

257



cadences very frequently occur on the fourth syllable from the end, regardless of text accent,
reflecting an older system in which stock musical patterns trump textual concerns. Much more
work needs to be done analysing cadences and musical phrases in general across repertories to
be able to come to definitive conclusions, but on the basis of these preliminary observations, it
seems that Chrysaphes was the first, or one of the first, composers in the late Byzantine period
who accorded a degree of primacy to textual accentuation and thus, perhaps, also to textual

intelligibility.
Migrating Melodies

My analysis of the contents of Iviron 1120 supports Velimirovi¢’s assertion that ‘identical
doxology (refrain) texts always had the same melodies, regardless of manuscript... and the
doxologies used by one composer always remained attributed to the same composer, although
the psalm text may have changed and the melody become associated with a different half-verse
as compared to the earlier version.””®® A great deal of editing by scribes and later composers
resulted in a mingling of refrains with psalm verses they were not originally attached to, while
melodic motifs from certain psalm verses were applied freely to others. Based on identifying
these concordances, Velimirovi¢ was able to reduce over 200 settings in the manuscripts he
surveyed to some 50 actual compositions. Nevertheless, the phenomenon Velimirovic¢
attributes to the works of Kladas — that there was ‘no meddling” by scribes with his
compositions given his established reputation — seems all the more true for the works of
Chrysaphes.”*' Chrysaphes’ 13 unique settings in Iviron 1120 are faithfully transmitted in EBE
2401, with psalm verse and refrain matching 100%. However, this is not the case for melodies
that were composed in the fourteenth century and transmitted in Akolouthiai through the
fifteenth century and later. As Williams shows through his exhaustive compilation of
concordances of melodies and texts across a number of Late Byzantine sources, ‘by the mid-
fifteenth century, each of Koukouzeles’ five melodies for Psalm 103, first transmitted in EBE
2458, had carried many more lines of text than the line in the oldest Akolouthiai. What appears
to be many new Koukouzeles chant melodies in later sources is only the application and
adaptation of his five melodies in EBE 2458 to different Psalm texts in other manuscripts.’>*
As a result of this flexibility, the key to identifying migrating melodies lies in the text and

melody of the troped refrain, although concordances can also be found in the melodies of the

260 yelimirovi¢, ‘Prooemiac’, 325.
21 Velimirovié, ‘Prooemiac’, 326.
262 williams, Koukouzeles, 168.
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psalm verses. In his role as scribe and music editor, Chrysaphes participated in this tendency to

adapt existing melodies to different psalm texts.

The following comparison of the second Koukouzeles melody set to two different psalm
verses, first in an early source, EBE 2458, and later, in Iviron 1120, highlights this
phenomenon of migrating melodies as well as shedding light on Manuel Chrysaphes’ activity
as an editorial scribe. Figure 5.19b is a transcription of Koukouzeles’ second melody,**® which
is set to verse 31a, "Hto 1 66&a Kvpiov €ig tovg aidvog, in two of the earliest manuscripts,
EBE 2458 (f. 12r) and Sinai 1257 (f. 169v).?** In Iviron 1120, Chrysaphes takes ‘Koukouzeles
#2° and applies it to verse 32a, O émPrénov &ni v YRV koi Tow@dv avtv Tpépety, while he
uses the ‘fifth’ Koukouzeles melody for v. 31a! An analysis of this melody across these
sources must first take into account the differences in length and accentuation between the
respective psalm verses, differences that would have presented an editor with a problem of

melody adaptation.

Verse 3la (Koukouzeles #2 in EBE 2458) is 14 syllables and follows the pattern
1001001000010,%> whereas verse 32a (Koukouzeles #2 in Iviron 1120) is 16 syllables and
follows the pattern 0001000010010010, as shown in Figure 5.20a below. On the basis of this
alone, it would be rather difficult for the melodies to be identical, especially given the more or

less syllabic nature of the opening melodic motifs.

FIGURE 5.20A: ACCENTUATION PATTERN DIFFERENCES IN VERSES OF Ps 103
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The opening of the psalm verse in EBE 2458 (highlighted in blue in Figure 5.20b, below) is a
quasi-psalm tone recitation, uniquely from the mesos (3rd scale degree) of plagal fourth mode,
‘b>.2%® The opening motif features accented syllables that rise to ¢’ while unaccented syllables
lilt between a-b quaver dyads and b. The psalm verse then launches into a melisma at the word
tovg (the fourth syllable from the end of the psalm verse), cadencing first on f#, the mesos of

the plagal fourth mode in the trochos systembefore coming to rest on the 2™ scale degree of

263 The identification of this melody as ‘second’ is based on Williams® and Velimirovi¢’s numbering.

264 The melody from Sinai 1257, which slightly differs from that in EBE 2458, is not shown in my transcription.
25 An unaccented syllable is indicated by 0, an accented by 1, and a partially accented by X.

266 Of all the settings included by Chrysaphes in Iviron 1120, only verse 29a begins on B (both the traditional and
Chrysaphes’). Above, we have discussed the fact that the earlier anonymous melodies and some of Koukouzeles’
were unique in that the opening psalm did not follow psalm tone recitation conventions strictly, possibly because,
before the tropes expanded, the psalm text was the focus and thus demanded a more interesting melody.
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plagal fourth mode, ‘a’, a pitch that has a special importance throughout the opening complex
of Great Vespers, as we have seen above.”*’” This opening is then followed by the refrain, Aé&o

oot dyte, 66&a oot Kopie..., of which just the first part is included in the transcription below.

FIGURE 5.20B: ‘MIGRATING MELODIES’ IN IVIRON 1120
Koukouzeles' Second Melody
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Chrysaphes, in Iviron 1120 (highlighted in red), opens verse 32a with standard psalm tone
recitation that bears very little resemblance to the opening of verse 3la in EBE 2458.
Obviously, the concordance we are describing is not based on the opening of the psalm verse
(Fig. 5.20b lines 1-2). After Chrysaphes makes his way through the majority of the hemi-stich
by means of the flexible psalm tone recitation formula, he then appropriates Koukouzeles’
‘second melody’, treating the word avtiv with an elaborate melisma that is virtually identical
to the melisma above tov¢ in EBE 2458: what we have in lines 3-4 of Fig. 5.20b is the same
melody applied to a different text. In Iviron 1120, the two cadence points are identical (f# and
a) after which the troped refrain (zhe refrain of Koukouzeles #2) commences. Chrysaphes even
accomplishes his goal of elaborating on the accented syllable of the psalm verse (ovzv), in
contrast to the melisma on the pro-antepenultimate syllable in EBE 2458, without doing
violence to the original melody. From the opening recitation, he seamlessly moves into the
characteristic phrase of Koukouzeles’ second melody, and from there transitions into the

Trinitarian refrain, thus rendering the concordance unmistakeable (notwithstanding slight

7 Trochos (lit: “wheel’) is the name given to describe the tetra- or penta-chordal system of tuning (in contrast to
the system of the octave). In this case, d becomes the base of plagal fourth mode transposed down a fourth from
its usual tonic.
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differences in the manuscripts, rendered in my transcription as filled in thirds vs. thirds,

semiquavers vs. quavers, etc.).

The refrains in both versions of ‘Koukouzeles #2’ bear the same exact text: A6Eo oot Gyle 66Ea
oot Kvupie, d6&a oot Pacthed odpdvie, 66&n ool 66&n oot 6 @egdg, and, as shown in the
transcription of the first half of the refrain above, the melodies are likewise the same (see
Appendix for full transcription of this melody in Iviron 1120). A minor deviation between the
two settings is the simplification of the melody by Chrysaphes at the word Kvopie. Where the
earlier source has a decorative flourish of neumes that descend to d (third ‘blue’ system in Fig.
5.20b), Chrysaphes writes a shorter figure (transcribed above as 4 beats vs. 6 beats in EBE
2458) outlining essentially the same melody, but more concisely (f#-g-e-f#-d). Interestingly, in
Iviron 1120, there is an alternate line written in a red ink that is similar in colour to the original
red ink of the manuscript (as opposed to a brighter, red ink in Iviron 1120 that is obviously
from a later hand), which corresponds exactly to the line on the word KbOpie from Sinai 1257
and almost exactly to that in EBE 2458 (transcribed in the ossia line of the third system,
highlighted in red).*®® This alternate line written above the main neumes was Chrysaphes’ or
another scribe’s attempt to present the singer with an alternate way of singing essentially the

same melody, in a slightly more elaborate fashion.>*

This example sheds some light on the phenomenon of migrating melodies but also on the
editorial processes of scribes like Chrysaphes.””® It is clear that scribes, even those evidently
much less learned than Chrysaphes, did not simply slavishly copy from originals in the
authoring of new manuscripts. That they operated creatively within a common framework —
employing standard techniques for handling opening phrases, accentuation, and cadential
figures particular to each mode — is exemplified in the chants of the Anoixantaria, where a
single melody can be found adapted to a number of different psalm verses. We may never be
able to determine with certainty whether this fluidity of melodies and psalm verses was
motivated by the activity and preferences of the scribes, but it seems likely that notable

performers and performances would have also played a significant role in influencing what

28 Further on in the refrain, Chrysaphes shows a propensity to present ‘Koukouzeles #2” in a less embellished
fashion, as can be seen by the descending thirds on the final exclamation of the word 66&a. The scribe of Sinai
1257 writes a quick, descending scalar figure from B-E, whereas Chrysaphes (and the scribe of EBE 2458) writes
descending thirds (which, in performance, could have been easily filled in). Incidentally, these marginal lines are
very frequent in medieval Byzantine MSS and simply represented alternate — often more elaborate — realisations
of a given melody. They were more often than not added by later hands. They have often been confused by
(especially Western) scholars as representing ‘double melodies’ (i.e., polyphony).

29 This is not the first case in which a version of a composition in Iviron 1120 is written less analytically than its
counterparts in other (earlier or later) sources. This may speak to Chrysaphes’ manner of writing music and his
conception of the relationship of notation to performance, a study that must be undertaken elsewhere.

2 Williams is likewise unable to provide a conclusion to this vexing question (Koukouzeles, 169).
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was eventually documented for excavation and interpretation centuries later. It is possible that,
to Chrysaphes and musicians of the fifteenth century, the marriage of existing melodies to
multiple psalm verses was the norm — a way of preserving favourite tunes — much in the way,
in earlier periods, new texts — prosomoia — were adapted to originals — idiomela — the former
composed with the same textual structure (syllabic count and stress) as their models, enabling
the new text to fit the model melody seamlessly. And indeed, there is evidence of sophisticated
experiments with contrafacta in Iviron 1120. On folio 393r, for example, Chrysaphes adapts
the melody of one of his most well-known and well-transmitted compositions, the imperially
commissioned 'Eym orfuepov yeyévvnkd oe, to a new text, the Ildoa mvor of the Matinal

Gospel.”"

Thus, we should view the adaptation of popular melodies to new texts as a common
phenomenon — one at which Chrysaphes’ excelled — and, more generally, we ought to read the
contents of Iviron 1120 as the product of a series of informed editorial choices by of the most

important musicians of the fifteenth century.
Chrysaphes’ Alternate Settings of the ‘Archaic’ Verses

The next musical aspect of Chrysaphes’ Anoixantaria that we shall analyse is his treatment of
the ‘archaic’ verses, for which, as we have stated earlier, he was the first composer to provide
alternate settings.”’? This analysis shall highlight Chrysaphes’ conservative mentality with
respect to actual re-composition of traditional pieces but also his forward-thinking mindset
with respect to variety in composition and musical choices. Figure 5.21a shows the traditional
settings for verses 28b and 29a, found universally in Akolouthiai of the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries.”” In both verses, the vocal ambitus is a narrow sixth, from the ‘e’ below the tonic of
plagal fourth mode ‘g’) to the ¢’ above. The text to melody relationship is not quite syllabic,
but certainly not melismatic, except for a flourish on the fourth to last syllable of the psalm
text, “xpn’ of ypnotodtTog in verse 28b, and ‘pa’ of tapaybrcovrar in verse 29a. Verse 29a
differs in that it begins on b, the mesos of plagal fourth mode, on which the opening of the
psalm verse hinges, until it reaches its first resting point on ‘a’, as does the verse 28b, before
the cadence on ‘g’ prior to the refrain. The refrains (underlined in red), which are identical

except for the extra flourish in ‘®¢’ of @edc for verse 29, are simple in range and almost

2! Tviron 1120, f. 393r: ITéoa mvorj, plagal fourth mode, Manuel Chrysaphes the lampadarios, &tepov mpog oV
Eya onuspov yeyévvnia ce. This is an impressive case of the application of an existing melody to a new text
simply on account of the fact that the original is a melismatic, kalophonic composition. This is discussed above in
Chapter 2 in the context of Chrysaphes’ and Constantine XI Palaiologos’ coronation in 1448.

212 Verse 24a, one of the traditional verses that Chrysaphes also set, is not analysed in the present study.

2 The first note of the transcription in Fig. 5.20a should be thought of as a ‘pick-up’ even though the
transcription is notated without barlines. The first strong beat in the phrase is without a doubt (on the basis of, at
the very least, neume groupings) the dotted crotchet above ‘vot’ of Avoi&ovtog.
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syllabic, reflecting in many ways the refrains of the first verses of Psalm 103 found in EBE

2401 (given in Fig. 5.17 above).

FIGURE 5.21A: TRADITIONAL (‘ARCHAIC’) SETTINGS OF V. 28B AND 29A

Traditional, v. 28b from Iviron 1120, f. 30r

3] = = 1 = —

A vou av  TO OC COV_—_ TN nwoYE— po T GO VU TV T WA
f) u x | — I - - e ; S |
I 1 1 Il Il Il il I I
__) ] 1 = 1 1 |
ath) GO, oV Til A= M VI AP
—Q—B—gﬁc—ﬁ—r—w.—r—!—ﬁ i t o r—
‘g . 1 1 1 1 1 1 d :‘l AI ‘= :I' L 1 }_ L 1 ': ':
—— S—— = = = 1
D]
60— ™m— T 0g 6o EZa oot o B®s__ og

Traditional. v. 29a from Iviron 1120, f. 30v
e =

0 po % GOvV_ o
.Q ﬂ 1 L 1 I — 1 1 1 ]
6 L] 1 1 1 I I 1 1
= 1
L ]
[
6o o ool o @z og

Figure 5.21b is a transcription of Chrysaphes’ recasting of the two archaic verses. We alluded
above to the fact that these two settings are more elaborate than the traditional settings: the
vocal ambitus is now an octave (vs. a sixth), more classic ‘kalophonic’ sequences are evident
(e.g., Fig. 5.20b, the descending 7™ motive that begins from c’ at the end of line 2 with a
sequence of descending quavers), and the proportion of psalm verse to refrain has changed.
The table below shows the shift of weight from psalm verse to refrain observed in Chrysaphes
settings vs. the traditional ones. Interestingly, the overall length of the settings does not
increase much at all in Chrysaphes’ settings: it is simply a matter of the emphasis being placed
on the refrain vs. the psalm verse. Finally, Chrysaphes setting also differs in that it features
melisma where there is text stress, i.e., the accented syllables of ypnorétntoc and

tapoyBncovtol receive elaborate melismatic treatment.
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FIGURE 5.21B: CHRYSAPHES’ ALTERNATE SETTINGS OF THE ‘ARCHAIC’ VERSES
Chrysaphes, v. 28a from Iviron 1120, f. 30v
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What is perhaps more interesting is that Chrysaphes’ settings are his most conservative, by far,

with respect to vocal range, modal variety, sequencing, and overall length. Moreover, they

resemble the traditional settings with respect to the opening rhythmic figures of each verse

(Fig. 5.21a & b, line 1), the starting pitch of verse 29a (Fig. 5.21a, line 4, Fig. 5.21b, line 5),

and the overall melodic direction of each verse. Clearly, Chrysaphes respected the sanctity of

these traditional verses and wished to set them somewhat conservatively, maintaining the

character and overall ethos of the archaic settings which were apparently widely known and

sung. At the same time, the very fact that Chrysaphes sets these verses to new music is a

commentary on his self-consciously perceived authority within the tradition, which he felt

empowered to assert according to his aesthetic predilections.
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FIGURE 5.22: PROPORTION OF PSALM VERSE AND REFRAIN, Ps 103.288 & 29A%"

Verse 28b Verse | Refrain | Verse 29a Verse Refrain
Traditional 52 8 Traditional 34 9
Chrysaphes 38 18 Chrysaphes 30 16

Chrysaphes’ Use of Kalophonic Devices in the Anoixantaria

Chrysaphes’ Setting of Ac® T® Kvpio év tij {oij pov (v. 31a)
A detailed analysis of aspects of especially two of Chrysaphes’ more elaborate settings of the
Anoixantaria, specifically focusing on his use of various kalophonic devices, sheds light into
his behaviour as composer. The first setting that will be analysed is found on f. 34v of Iviron
1120, the full text of which is as follows (psalm verse based on v. 33a):

Acw @ Kvpio év 1 {of] pov. Aéye:

d0&a oot, tprovndotote Ogotng, [dtep, Yié, ko [Tvedpa,

o€ mpookvvoDeV kal do&alopev
d0&n ool 0 Oeog

I will sing to the Lord throughout my life. Say:

Glory to Thee, thrice-hypostatic Godhead, Father, Son and Spirit
We worship you and glorify you

Glory to Thee, O God

Verse 33a is one of the shortest hemi-stichs of Psalm 103. Thus, the opening psalm-tone
recitation is very short, consisting of just 7 notes (Fig. 5.25, line 1) before ascending a fifth and
beginning a florid melisma for the next two lines that completes the psalm verse. This
technique — an ascending fifth functioning as a ‘signal’ for the beginning of an elaborate,
cadential melisma — is a convention that preceded Chrysaphes. For example, this technique is
employed frequently by Kladas, as in the opening of his setting of verse 31a, “Htw 1 36&a
Kvpiov €ig 100¢ ai®dvag, from Iviron 1120, f. 32v, shown here (the elaborate melisma is

underlined red):

2" Figure 5.21 units are represented in ‘beats’ where 1 beat = a crotchet (based on my transcriptions).
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FIGURE 5.23: KLADAS’ DEPLOYMENT OF ‘ASCENDING 5" BEFORE MELISMATIC CADENCE’ FIGURE

Ps. 103:31a, Kladas (Iviron 1120, f. 32v)
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Turning to Chrysaphes’ setting (Fig. 5.25 below), the neume group above the word tovg that
initiates this melismatic figure features the neume hypsele which, when coupled with the
horizontal oligon, indicated an ascent of a fifth). Aside from the obviously elaborate nature of
this melisma, it is also interesting to note that this is one of the few instances in which
Chrysaphes does not attempt to provide a melisma over the accented word, but instead, follows
the more archaic tradition of elaborating on the fourth-to-last syllable from the end, Tfj rather

than fj of the phrase év 1] {of] pov.

After a brief flourish around the tonic on the final word of the psalm verse, po0, Chrysaphes
uses a bridge on the word Aéye (‘say’) to begin the refrain which starts a fifth higher than the
tonic of plagal fourth mode. Two aspects of this bridge (bracketed in red in line two of Fig.
5.25, below) are notable. First, the bridge outlines a smooth melodic pathway of ascending
seconds to the upper tetrachord, and in doing so provides the singers with the starting pitch of
the refrain, d’. Second, the bridge is written in red ink in Iviron 1120, a common convention
for ‘Aéye’ and other similar interjections in the kalophonic idiom. Byzantine scribes of the
kalophonic period commonly wrote in red ink words such as Aéye and wéAtv, or long intonation
formulas, in order to set them apart for solo performance. In this case, Chrysaphes connects the
psalm verse, which ends on f# below the tonic, to the refrain, by means of the following figure,

which ascends rapidly from gto d”:

FIGURE 5.24: ‘LEGE’ BRIDGE IN CHRYSAPHES’ SETTING OF Ps 103:31A
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Sung in this manner by one singer, this motif must have achieved a dramatic effect,
functioning as a sort of clarion call for both singers and listeners to pay attention to the

extensive troping that was to follow.

While the transcription of v. 31a below speaks for itself, I will call out three aspects of the
troped refrain in particular: the virtuosic vocal writing, the use of sequences, and the use of
phthorai. Chrysaphes’ refrain is a virtuosic piece of vocal writing by any standard. While most
of Chrysaphes’ settings feature his characteristic descent to d below the tonic g in plagal fourth
mode followed by (often) an ascent of a seventh to ¢’ to begin the next phrase, this particular
composition barely travels below the tonic of the mode. Its upper limit, on the other hand, is
veritably stratospheric. The first, broad statement of the refrain, 86&a Got Tpicvndctate OedTNC,
is centred on the d” a fifth above the tonic: it opens with a stock, four-note phrase that rises to

an f’ (see end of line 2), and then, after falling all the way down to the tonic, it arches back up

an octave, to high g', before cadencing on d’ (beginning of line 4). It is at this point that
Chrysaphes departs from earlier settings by writing an extremely demanding, extended series

of phrases that range from d’-bb’, more than an 11" above the tonic of the mode. The trope

concludes with a series of phrases that, in a very short span of time (12 beats in my
transcription), sequence down to the tonic of the mode (end of line 6) only to jump up an

octave for the beginning the final cadential flourish, another rapidly descending octave.

Second, Chrysaphes, like many composers of the kalophonic period, utilised sequences as a
means of melodic expansion, and it is worth illustrating his sophisticated manner of employing
these devices. The use of sequences is judged rather harshly by Williams in his conclusions on
the ‘style’ and ‘trademarks’ of Kladas, Korones, and Koukouzeles, the three most represented
composers in his 1968 study. He concludes that the compositions of Kladas are ‘pedestrian’,
and, speaking more specifically of Kladas’ settings of the Makdpiog dvnp (Ps. 1-3), concludes
that:

When [Kladas] inserts these cells among chains of formulaic sequences, the line assumes
the appearance of a mosaic... His vocal line relies heavily upon successions of a stock
double-note figure... which, upon closer inspection... shows that the chains of two-note
formulas function as ‘vocal mortar’ for a limited number of melodic cells on various tonal
levels... His artless approach is manifested in vocal lines which are both diffuse and
monotonous.?”

Of course, Williams did not analyse any settings of Manuel Chrysaphes, but what follows

below should nevertheless contribute to a rehabilitation of the reputation of sequences as

25 Williams, Koukouzeles, 245-46.
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sophisticated, versus monotonous, methods of melodic expansion. A full study of the
comparison of Kladas’ method of sequencing vs. that of Chrysaphes cannot be undertaken
here, but the following excerpts from his setting of v. 33a suffice to highlight the point that his

use of sequences is deft, restrained, balanced, and indeed, artful 2’

FIGURE 5.25: CHRYSAPHES’ SETTING OF Ps 103.33A AND TRIADIC TROPE

Psalm Verse
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276 1 thank my supervisor, Dr Lingas, for pointing out the fact that one of the problems for Williams seems to be
that he assumed an equalist rendering of the neumes, a la Solesmes, in which case the two-note descending
ornaments beloved of Kladas (illustrated plainly in Fig. 5.26) would be really tedious, especially, I should add, if
performed as structural notes vs. as ornaments!
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We can point to one more setting by Chrysaphes to emphasise the point that his sequences
were sophisticated compositional devices rather than artless, monotonous drivel. On f. 32v of
Iviron 1120 we find Chrysaphes’ setting of verse 31a, the full text of which is:

“Hrto 1 86&a Kvpiov &ig To¢ aidivag

A6&o oot TTatep, Yié, kal [Tvedua 1o dyov,

A6 oot Tpuag ayia,
AbEa 601 6 Oedg

Let the glory of the Lord be unto the ages
Glory to Thee, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit
Glory to Thee, Holy Trinity

Glory to Thee, O God

We immediately proceed to the troped refrain in order to point one of the most remarkable
assemblies of sequenced melodic motifs found in this entire repertory. First, Chrysaphes’ use
of a series of cascading two-note motifs, those utilised so often by Kladas, merit our attention.

In this context, the two-note sequences most frequently appear as an ison followed by an

apostrophos, = , or as a petaste followed by apostrophos: "7 This motif appears 12 times

(V) in less than two lines of folio 32v and its sophisticated deployment is shown in the
transcription. It is important to point out that Chrysaphes avoids monotonous symmetry: each
time he utilises a series of these two-note motifs, they are buttressed by completely different,

varied melodic ideas on both sides, as in the treatment of the phrase d6&a oot in line two,

which is preceded by an ascending neume group: ™ and followed by a descending motif

-

(which will appear later in the setting), —=" , which, instead of descending directly to the

D below the tonic G, is delayed by Chrysaphes’ characteristic four note phrase that precedes

such a cadence: S > . The full elaboration by means of the two note sequence begins at

the end of the second system, shown in Figure 5.26 below.

The most impressive series of sequence occurs further along in the trope. The two melodic

motifs that are sequenced are, first, one that is very closely related to the group just detailed

-
—_—r
S

above in v. 3la, , a phrase that is spun out three times in quick succession:

& gk
[ 4T

¥ As the image to the left shows, the sequential nature of this figure is

o
evident simply on the basis of its graphical representation in the manuscript. Second,

Chrysaphes sequences another exceedingly unique melodic motif to descend an octave over the
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words 06&a oot Tpog ayia, a motif that consists of ascents of a second or third immediately
followed by descents of a fourth. This sequence of intervals is atypical: rarely in medieval
Byzantine chant would a non-stepwise ascent or descent be followed by another non-stepwise
movement in the opposite direction.”’’ In this case, Chrysaphes is obligated to violate this
‘rule’ once in order to descend smoothly to the low d (probably in order to avoid a direct fourth
between b and f#, an unusual interval rarely seen in plagal fourth mode). Of course, the effect
of the non-stepwise motion could have also been minimised by the filling in of intervals
(partially employed in the transcription given in Fig. 5.26), but nevertheless the neumes

indicate a unique progression not observed in the works of Koukouzeles, Korones, or Kladas:

Ou /;-'.:k.—_"“l 1

transcribed as: Ao Zuootiptog o y_— @

The entire setting closes with a return of the two-note descending motif observed earlier,
accompanied by the ‘descending cascade motif® from v. 31a, which appears twice before the
final cadence. Finally, it is interesting to note another rather unique (‘Chrysaphean’) aspect of

this setting: two ascending octaves after cadences on low d (Fig. 5.26, end of lines 2 & 3).

FIGURE 5.26: USE OF MELODIC SEQUENCES: CHRYSAPHES’ SETTING OF V. 31A FROM IVIRON 1120
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27 0n f. 139v of Iviron 1120, in the middle of Chrysaphes’ setting of Psalm 2:7-8 (commissioned by Constantine
XI Palaiologos), Chrysaphes’ deploys a very similar non-scalar descending sequence. Further along in the
composition, he includes a phrase with the following intervals in succession: descending fourth, ascending fourth,
descending fourth, ascending fifth. Such figurations are encountered in the kratema genre, but rarely outside.
Broadly speaking, this seems to be an identifying characteristic of Chrysaphes.
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Chrysaphes on the Phthorai

The modulations employed by Chrysaphes, alluded to above, are yet another kalophonic device
at the composer’s disposal which serve to add flavour to this trope and affirm its
characterisation as ‘kalophonic’ even though from a non-kalophonic repertory. Prior to delving
into an analysis of this particular setting, it is necessary to provide a brief background into the
general function of the phthorai based on Chrysaphes’ treatise. While Chrysaphes’ treatise
does not tell us everything we would like to know concerning performance practice, musical
writing, and singing technique in the fifteenth century, its section on the phthorai — the
modulatory signs of Byzantine chant notation, all originally derived from the Greek letter ¢ —
is the most extensive. At over 300 lines in Iviron 1120, it comprises well over half of the
treatise. It is rich with vital information concerning compositional techniques for modal
changes, leading Raasted to conclude that Chrysaphes’ Treatise is ‘the best starting-point for

understanding modulation in Byzantine ecclesiastical music.”>”®

In his introduction to this section on the phthorai, Chrysaphes describes the two types of
modulation that occurred regularly in Byzantine chant. The first, apo parallagon, or ‘by step’,
was evidently a type of modulation in which the value of the intervallic relationships in a given
melody were not altered, but the migration of a melody from one dominant tone to another (or
the use of melodic phrases characteristic of one particular mode or another) may have affected
a change in sound or character. According to Chrysaphes, a modulation by step (dmo

napoiriay®v) does not require the use of a phthora. Specifically:

If, to start off, you sing in the first mode, and then you change to the second mode, or to the
third mode, or to the fourth mode and so on, I do not say that this is a phthora, since it is
brought about by complete (pwvag tehsiog) tones.”” For if you ascend one tone from the
first (mode), you find the second (mode), always. And if you ascend two tones, you will
find the third (mode); if three, fourth (mode), and so on, and this is by parallage, thus, how
therefore is it the truth to call this (type of modulation) phthora??*

The second type of modulation, called a phthora, which literally means ‘corruption’ or
‘destruction’ of the melody (from the verb @B¢ipw: to destroy, corrupt, or ruin), is described by
Chrysaphes thus:

A phthora is the unexpected destruction of the melody of the mode being chanted and the

creation of another melody together with a brief, partial modulation (évaAlaynv) from the
mode being chanted to another; then, with the cancellation (Avopévng) of the phthora, the

278 Raasted, Intonation Formulas, 44. This point was also cited above in Chapter 4.

" Chrysaphes use of the term gavag tekeiog (lit: ‘perfect voices’, or ‘complete tones’, ‘whole tones’) is not to be
understood here as a distinction between whole steps and half steps.

20 Conomos, Treatise, 48-51.
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previous mode is sung in the form that it had beforehand... thus, whenever the artist
wishes to transpose the melody by means of a phthora, then he places the phthora in the
appropriate position as a sign to indicate the transposition of the mode and the melody...
from that point, as the melody is being gradually transformed... the phthora creates its own
melody until it finds its rest (dvamavow), that is, resolution (katdAn&w)... after this, by
cancelling the phthora in the manner we described previously, the melody of the mode that
was being used before returns once more to its form and nature (v idéav kol @OoV
o010d).*!

The rest of the treatise proceeds to describe the six phthores, corresponding to each mode.***

The first phthoric modulation enacted by Chrysaphes in his setting of v. 33a (refer back to Fig.
5.25 above) appears at the beginning of line 4 in the transcription, at the exclamation beginning
with the word Ildtep (‘Father’). The phthora employed is the nenano phthora, which
Chrysaphes calls 1 yAvkvtdt @Bopd (‘the sweetest phthora’). It is placed on the pitch g, an
octave above the tonic. The nenano phthora is written in red, shown in the middle of the
3 1,

following image, a circle flanked by two 45° lines that ascend from left to right: “"@T‘P
Scholarly consensus holds that the placement of the nenano phthora resulted in a chromatic
tetrachord, usually descending from the note on which the phthora was placed.”™ As
Chrysaphes himself writes, ‘when it is placed in the melody of another mode, it makes its own
unique melody, something that the other phthorai are not able to do.””** In this case, the
resulting tetrachord would be: g'-f#-eb’-d",”® indeed constituting a ‘unique melody’, one that
features the distinct augmented second interval. The nenano phthora persists in ‘binding’
(deopovot is Chrysaphes’ term) the melody for two and a half lines of the transcription, a
chromatic tour-de-force that includes several deft melodic twists and turns, not the least of
which is the momentary cadence on eb” (end of line 4). Chrysaphes’ skill in vocal writing lies
in part in his ability to suspend the tension, extending the melodic line indefinitely, without

falling into repetition or clichés, before achieving rest at some or another cadence point.

B Conomos, Treatise, 50-51.

282 Chrysaphes informs his readers that the first mode phthora accomplishes modulation for the plagal first and
grave (plagal third) modes and thus another sign is not needed, hence, there are six phthorai for eight modes.

28 This is validated by the viewpoint of the fifteenth century treatise by loannes Plousiadenos, in which the
author, in attempting to describe the ‘force’ and ‘energy’ of the plagal modes, says, ‘...kai 6 pév TAdylog T0d
devtépov Tpipmvov Exel TOv TpdToV, &¢ PBoplldpevog, anotelel TOv vevavd...” (‘...and the triphonos of plagal
second mode is first mode, which, when phthoricized, becomes nenano). This treatise, from Dionysiou 570 (f.
119-123), is published in Alygizakes, H Oxranyio, 235-39. See also the opinion of Tillyard, Handbook 35,
agreeing with this line of thinking, and a more updated version (focused on second mode), Eustathios Makris,
‘The Chromatic Scales of the Deuteros Modes in Theory and Practice’, Plainsong and Medieval Music 14, no. 1
(2005): 2, and for his interpretation of the treatise by Gabriel Hieromonachos concerning nenano, 3-4.

284 Conomos, Treatise, 64-65.

8 The precise measurement of these specific intervals cannot be undertaken in this study.
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The resolution (AOom is Chrysaphes’ term) of the nenano phthora finally occurs in the middle
of the final d6&a exclamation, on f’ above the tonic g. Chrysaphes uses the diatonic third mode

2

phthora — utilised conventionally to modulate out of nenano™° — to effect the resolution, thus:

=

b L % The phthora of the third mode, written in red ink as a circle with two vertical lines
at its top and bottom, is a fleeting diatonic resolution. At the end of line 6 of the transcription
(Fig. 5.25), the fourth ‘descending cascade motif’ is bound by the nenano phthora, creating a
chromatic tetrachord, but this time starting on ¢’ above the tonic g. The whole complex finally
returns to the plagal fourth mode by means of the fourth mode phthora, which according to

Chrysaphes, ‘cannot be used without first modulating by means of the nenano...”**’ This is

precisely the sequence followed here by Chrysaphes, and the modulation to fourth mode,

which is really a resolution of the nenano, is enacted thus: !l This phthora

‘resolves’ all the intervals and enables the melody to descend to its final cadential point, g,

following the conventional (diatonic) intervals of the plagal fourth tetrachord.**®

Chrysaphes’ Setting of 'E@ov ok6T0g Kai £yéveTo vOg (v. 20a)

An analysis of Chrysaphes’ setting of verse 20a, included in Iviron 1120, folios 40r-40v,
especially in light of the same author’s theoretical treatise, will reveal further insights into his
application of phthorai. In Iviron 1120, Chrysaphes includes five different settings of this
verse, the oldest being that of Xenos Korones. Chrysaphes’ composition is remarkable in that
it modulates through all eight modes in the short span of the verse and its troped, Trinitarian
refrain. As is the case with many ‘innovations’ popularised by Chrysaphes, it was loannes
Kladas, Chrysaphes predecessor by a generation or more, who first writes an oktaechal version
of his own on the same verse, which must have inspired Chrysaphes to do the same.”® For the

purposes of this analysis, we will analyse only Chrysaphes’ setting.

6 Conomos, Treatise, 56-57.
87 Conomos, Treatise, 58-59.
288 The octave ascent, descent of a fourth and descent of a third that precedes the final ascending-descending
flourish, is a rare case of successive intervals of more than a second, in this case, outlining what we read in staff
notation at least as an inverted major triad!
% Evidently, Chrysaphes also wrote another eight-mode composition, a doxastikon for the feast of St Spyridon
(12-December), preserved in the late fifteenth century MS Sinai 1249, starting on fol. 202r. The text in this
manuscript is not the same as the same popular eight-mode doxastikon sometimes sung for the same feast in
contemporary Orthodox worship and modelled after ®eapyiov vedpatt (‘By divine command’) from the feast of
Dormition (15-August).
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Chrysaphes begins verse 20a in the same, traditional fashion that characterises the beginning of
nearly all the verses of Anoixantaria, with the first five syllables executed as psalm-tone

recitation at the tonic of the mode (G) with stepwise motion for word accents, thus:

FIGURE 5.27: PSALM-TONE RECITATION IN CHRYSAPHES’ OKTAECHAL SETTING (Ps 103:20A)
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The first extensive melisma for Chrysaphes occurs on the accentuated syllable of the verb
gyévero (‘becomes’). The accented syllable is in fact the fourth syllable from the end of the
psalm verse (éyéveto v0&), and thus, it receives a very long melisma (perhaps even longer as a

result of the confluence of two melisma-influencing factors).

Plagal fourth to first mode

Most importantly for our discussion is the appearance of the first of Chrysaphes’ phthorai on

the first note of the same syllable, the phthora of the first mode, “* , creating a modulation
from plagal fourth to first mode (a diatonic mode with a theoretical base on ‘a’, and a

tetrachordal structure of a-bi-c’-d"). Chrysaphes explains this phthora in the following manner:

The first mode phthora prepares the way and resolves (cadences) into the nature of the
grave mode as well as into that of the first plagal, which is exactly the same procedure that
the experts before us followed... for if someone were to place a phthora of the first mode
and resolve it into the nature of another mode of his own choosing, but neither the grave
nor the first plagal, as we have just said, this is not artistic, but most inartistic and outside
of the truth... even if one finds the phthorai of these modes in some old books, the great
teachers before us however did not use them and neither shall we use them...?°

As usual, Chrysaphes presents himself as an authority, citing several specific kalophonic pieces
to bolster his claims concerning proper compositional techniques. Those who did not follow
these rules — and we presume there were teachers and singers who had a more liberal, or
perhaps less studied, approach to composition — he derides as ‘inartistic’ (&teyvov) and
‘outside of the truth’ (m tfic (’xknesiocg).zgl Thus, in the setting at hand, the addition of the first
mode phthora on ‘a’ indicates a modal shift from a tonic g to a tonic of d below g, though

never cadencing on d, but rather, on ‘a’:

20 Conomos, Treatise, 52-53.

11 suspect Andreas Stellon of Cyprus was one of these ‘bad’ composers, according to Chrysaphes, based on his

unconventional use of the nenano phthora in his polyeleos. For example, in Iviron 975, f. 86r, Chrysaphes writes:

‘TlomBev mopd kKop Avopéov tod ZTeAod kol dopeotikov tdv atpdv: &ypaen mapd tod MavovndA Xpvcdpov

cagpéotara’ (‘composed by Andreas Stellon, domestikos of Patras, written by Manuel Chrysaphes more clearly’).
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FIGURE 5.28: TRANSITION FROM PLAGAL FOURTH TO FIRST MODE
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The key aspects that have changed with respect to ficta®* are the introduction of an f natural

and bb, in essence the result of a transmutation of the first mode down a fifth to the tonic of its

plagal (d). As Chrysaphes instructed his readers in the excerpt from his treatise cited above,*”*
a phthora can reposition the base of any mode on any scale degree, since the phthora changes
the intervallic structure around the scale degree it falls (this is what Chrysaphes’ means by
‘creating a new melody’, i.e., creating new intervals, in contrast to modulation by parallage,
which does not change any intervals). Moreover, the modal signature Chrysaphes uses at the
end of this phrase, that of first mode tetraphonos, or, ‘four notes above the base of first mode’
(circled in blue above), tells us that we are an interval of a fifth above the base of first mode,
which is the case if d below g is taken as the new transposed base of first mode. It is a precise

indication that the scale of the preceding phase is d-e-fi-g-a. This modal signature is also used

when cadencing a fifth above the natural tonic of plagal first mode (d). This latter reading is
consistent with the passage from Chrysaphes’ Treatise, cited above, that instructs the composer
to use the first mode phthora to cadence in either grave mode or plagal first mode.
Furthermore, the melodic phrase in question is a common phrase in either of those two
aforementioned modes. To summarise, this modal signature is used in the current mode (plagal
fourth) in order to ensure a bb/ff relationship, a requirement in order to move into first mode

with a transposed tonic of d below ‘a’.***

2 The phrase musica ficta (lit: ‘false’ or ‘fabricated music’), used earliest by music theorists in the medieval
West to denote a deviation from the natural hexachord (ut-re-mi-fa-sol-la, as described by Guido of Arezzo) with
respect to the placement of the semitone (naturally occurring between mi-fa), eventually came to encompass the
broader practice of applying accidentals to especially polyphonic music of the late twelfth to the sixteenth
centuries (Margaret Bent and Alexander Silbiger, ‘Musica Ficta [Musica Falsa],” in Oxford Music Online (Oxford
University Press, 2007-2013), accessed on 24-September 2013). My use of the term ficta is intentionally broad
and meant to indicate changes in intervallic relationships between notes from their ‘natural’ position in a given
mode on the basis of alterations demanded by the phthorai and or modal signatures. That musica ficta was
necessary in plainchant is suggested by several medieval theorists, although ‘other theorists give strong hints that
more ficta was needed for polyphony,’ as a result of the vertical relationships created through the introduction of
one or more contrapuntal lines (Margaret Bent, ‘Musica Recta and Musica Ficta,” Musica Disciplina 26 (1972):
77-78).

3 Cf. supra, p. 271-72.

294 Although Iannis Arvanitis has made the case for an F§ in plagal fourth mode of the classical Sticherarion, he

believes (as do I) that the plagal fourth mode of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, especially in the genre of
the Anoixantaria, almost exclusively demands an f# for the f below the tonic g.
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First mode to second mode

Chrysaphes’ foray into first mode is brief. The second modulation of Chrysaphes’ oktaechal

setting occurs above the intercalated letter x, which serves to re-articulate the extended vowel

g
that carries the melisma on the word &yéveto. This is the second mode phthora, %%+, which
immediately ‘changes the melody’ (i.e., intervals) of first mode by means of raising the ‘b’

back to its ‘natural’ position as bf. This modulation leads us from first mode tetraphonos to the

second mode, a transition corroborated in Chrysaphes’ description of one of the functions of
the second mode phthora:
If this phthora is used in order to bind, it functions as follows: the first mode, frequently
tetraphonos, becomes the second by the melody — this is effected by the strength of the
phthora of the second mode. If a phthora were not placed in the first mode, the melody

would enter its mesos, the Barys. So for this reason either the phthora or the mode is used,

and instead of the Barys, it binds the melody and becomes the mesos of the second mode,
- > a»

thus: ‘~as s C 2%

Chrysaphes is explaining the ficta requirements governing the process of exiting first mode

tetraphonos, which has a bb, and entering second mode, which evidently had a b8.**® A phthora

is needed in this context, according to Chrysaphes, in order to avoid entering the Barys (grave)
mode. Indeed, if one sings the transcription below from the appearance of the second mode

phthora but maintains a bb, the resulting melody would follow the intervals of grave mode,

though, in this case, transposed up a fourth from its (theoretically) natural tonic, f. In order to
avoid this mistake, the second mode phthora is employed, signalling to the singer a return to a
tuning system consistent with diatonic plagal fourth mode.””” The resulting mode is mesos
deuteros, a branch of second mode which cadences on b but has frequent peregrinations down
to g, a third below the natural tonic of second mode (hence, the appellation ‘mesos’). Finally,

the shared tuning of second and plagal fourth modes — in this genre, at least — seems to be one

25 Conomos, Treatise, 54-55.

2% We know that in the medieval system, this intonation formula of second mode, ‘veavec’ (the image of which
above) is taken directly from Chrysaphes’ treatise, corresponds to approximately a major third outlined by the
notes, b-a-g. For the medieval diatonic nature of second mode in the heirmoi of the medieval Heirmologion, and
also, especially pertinent to the discussion above, the appearance of the martyriai of mesos deuteros in plagal
fourth mode stichera and their transcription into the New Method with diatonic intervals as evidence towards the
diatonic nature of second mode in these contexts, see Arvanitis, O Pvfuog I, 131-33.

7 Further evidence of the shared (diatonic) scales of second mode and plagal fourth mode in the medieval system
is the apechema (intonation) formula found in some sources before the final verse (24a) of the Anoixantaria. In
Sinai 1257 (f. 168v), for example, the final verse (v. 24a) is preceded by the instruction: yoaAlopevol 6¢ ot 60
¥Opoi yeyovoTEPA POV, YOV devTepov Ecm- kai yivetar mh. 8° (and the two choirs chant this in a greater voice, in
second mode eso, which becomes plagal fourth mode).
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of the reasons Chrysaphes’ stays in deuteros for an extended period of time before modulating

elsewhere.

Second mode to third mode

Chrysaphes’ transition to third mode is the first type of modulation, apo parallage, and thus no
phthora is required. The beginning of line 4 in the transcription shows a cadence to g, the
mesos of second mode, at the end of the word dyévvnre (‘beginningless’). This provides a

natural springboard for a transition into the third mode, by means of the third mode intonation
N
formula, the nana, shown here: - < +.. This simple intonation formula®”® consists of three

neumes above the consonants that spell out ‘nana’, an oligon + kentema which indicate an
ascent of a fourth, followed by an ison, indicating a repetition. In other words, this intonation
formula (which singers had the option to sing) instructed the singer to ascend a fourth and
begin the next phrase, in this case, on ¢’, which conveniently, is the natural tonic of third mode
in the medieval system. Thus, no intervallic changes are required and so no phthora is
warranted. Chrysaphes details this transition in his explanation of the nana phthora:

If there is a phthora of the second mode, you must move into the related mesos and after
this dissolve it with the phthora either of the nana or of the fourth mode.*”

This account is interesting for two reasons. First, Chrysaphes recommends that, if you are in
second mode, the cadence preceding your change into third mode should be on the mesos of
second mode (g). This is precisely the case in this setting of verse 20a. However, Chrysaphes
also says that in order to ‘dissolve’ (Avovot) the second mode, one ought to use a phthora
(either of the third mode, or of the fourth mode). In this case, there is no phthora, but simply
the intonation formula of nana indicating the change. This does not represent an inconsistency,
since the function of the intonation formula is the same as that of the phthora (in this context),
but further examples of such transitions are required in order to gain a deeper understanding of
Chrysaphes’ meaning behind this statement in his treatise. In any case, the third mode section
of this setting (stretching from the beginning of line 4 to line 5 in the transcription), outlines a
standard third mode melodic progression which starts on c’, ascends a fourth above and

descends a fourth below, ending on tonic ¢’:

% For more elaborate third mode intonation formulas, see Raasted, Intonation Formulas passim.
2 Conomos, Treatise, 56-57.
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FIGURE 5.29: TRANSITION FROM SECOND TO THIRD MODE
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Third mode to fourth mode

Chrysaphes’ transition from third to fourth mode is, like the one before it, a modulation by
parallage, that is, without the use of a phthora.300 No change in intervals is required to enact a
stepwise transition from third mode based on ¢ to fourth mode based on d’, but the resulting
melodic phrases are, of course, different, focused around their respective tonics. Perhaps the
most interesting aspect of this transition in Iviron 1120 is Chrysaphes use of the agia modal
signature, <5 2% Raasted’s 1966 study on intonation formulas and modal signatures
revealed the fact that these modal signatures were not ‘silent signs of control’ (which, by the
eighteenth century seems to have become their exclusive function), but rather, that they served

as shorthand for longer intonation formulas, which were sometimes, but not always, sung in a

simple or elaborate form.>® Chrysaphes’ notation suggests that this agia modal signature may
T
have been sung, or at least, he explicitly gives singers the option to do so: =re-= %" . Above
the syllable ‘60’ (from 06&a), Chrysaphes writes an oligon (horizontal line) over a diple (a
neume of lengthening), which tells the singer to ascend a second from the prior cadence on ¢’
to d’. However, above this neume, written in a lighter red ink, Chrysaphes writes an ison,
above a diple, obviously an ossia for the main line. The ison indicates a repetition: since we
know the 66&n phrase of fourth mode to have begun on d’, we must have ended the prior
phrase on d” in this alternate scenario. Since the prior phrase is known to have ended on c’, the

only plausible alternative is that this modal signature was sung, probably outlining a stepwise

descent and ascent of a fifth, from d’-g-d’, possibly resembling the standard intonation figure

—
I BV a2

7
for agia, given here from MS Sinai 1218, f. 271r (d. 1177 AD): A aarn o« oa

3% In EBE 2401, this transition is indicated by both agia modal signature and a fourth mode phthora.

3 4gia is the verbal mnemonic associated with the medieval intonation formula of the fourth mode (persisting as
the intonation formula for the melismatic, i.e., papadaic, branch of fourth mode in the modern repertory).

392 The conclusions of his research are presented in Infonation Formulas, 162-64.
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Chrysaphes’ transition to fourth mode is possibly enacted by a sung intonation formula, after

which the melody hovers around the tetrachord d’-g” before descending and cadencing on ‘a’.

Fourth mode to plagal first mode

Our explanation of Chrysaphes’ transition from fourth to plagal first mode is brief. This is a
modulation apo parallage, as the last two. In his treatise, Chrysaphes emphasises that the first
mode phthora is sufficient to accomplish modulation into the plagal first and grave modes,
thus, the phthorai of these modes were redundant and thus obsolete.’”® The transition from
fourth to plagal first mode is effected on the basis of a turn of the melodic phrase from one
centred on d” and g, to one with a tendency towards ‘a’, d’, and e’. At the first occurrence of
the word 10 of ‘10 dywov’, a melodic idea that begins on g, briefly pauses on c¢’, and cadences
on ‘a’, is developed:

FIGURE 5.30: TRANSITION FROM FOURTH TO PLAGAL FIRST MODE
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The modal signature above is both ‘backward’ and ‘forward’ looking,*** meaning that it is
indicative of the mode for both the preceding phrase and the phrase which immediately
follows. The phrases in question here are in plagal first mode with a tonic ‘a’, a fifth above the

mode’s ‘natural’ tonic (d).

Plagal first to plagal second mode

Chrysaphes transitions to plagal second mode with a phthora, in contrast to the ‘stepwise’
modulations of the prior four transitions, which did not alter any intervals. To modulate into
plagal second mode, Chrysaphes uses his beloved nenano phthora placed with the neume
group above the syllable ovp of the word cupunpockvvovpevov (‘worshipped together with’), a
modulation that creates an augmented second interval between c’ and b, which are now sharped
and flatted, respectively. As Chrysaphes notes in his treatise, people might object to the
existence of the plagal second phthora, since it accomplishes the same as does the nenano. He
answers these objections by quoting a number of compositions in which the application of the

second mode phthora is different than that of the nenano phthora:

33 Chrysaphes notes that, while these phthorai may be found in ‘certain old books’ (§v tiot makonoic Ppriotg),
they are not used by the great teachers of his period, i.e., any of the figures he has named in his treatise as his
predecessors, i.e., Aneotes, Glykys, Koukouzeles, etc. See Conomos, Treatise, 52-53.

% Forward and backward looking modal (medial) signatures are discussed in Raasted, Intonation Formulas, 13-
74 and passim, and in the context of certain kalophonic stichera, in Adsuara, ‘Kalophonic Stichera’, 210-12. See
also Troelsgard, ‘Prokeimena’, passim.
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The phthora of the second plagal mode, on the other hand, is not like this, but it too creates
a brief alteration as do the phthorai of the other modes and it is resolved immediately in
haste and without another phthora.*”®

On the other hand, the nenano phthora exacts its influence over long stretches, even possessing
its own melodies, like a unique mode. In this case, the nenano phthora (not the plagal second
phthora) is used to move into plagal second mode. Chrysaphes’ commentary, however, opens
interesting lines of inquiry as to the possible chromatic nature of plagal second mode in the
fifteenth century, a study which, due to constraints of the present study, must be undertaken
elsewhere. The final point that can be made concerning Chrysaphes’ move to plagal second
mode concerns an exact concordance with two musical phrases from v. 31a, the latter which
we analysed previously. The phrase in this section of v. 20a occurs a fifth lower than the two
encountered in v. 31a, but they are identical both with respect to neumes employed as well as
intervals. This musical phrase should also be thought of as a Chrysaphes’ ‘signature’ cadential

thesis in the nenano mode. See Figure 5.31 below:

FIGURE 5.31: A SIGNATURE NENANO CADENCE OF CHRYSAPHES

.
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Plagal second to grave mode (barys)

The modulation to grave mode is accomplished by means of a third mode phthora, placed on
the ¢’, a third above the plagal second cadence on ‘a’ in the prior phrase. The third mode
phthora creates a nana (a perfect fourth above the tonic of plagal fourth mode) as Chrysaphes
states clearly in his thesis (cited above). Thus, it calls for a cf. This modulation, which is
T

accompanied by the hemiphthoron,*® seen here to the right of the third mode phthora, = 2,

is quickly refined by means of a first mode phthora placed on the ‘a’ of the very next musical
e

.-
phrase (accompanied by another hemiphthoron): A' ‘1. The first mode phthora serves to

flatten the b and create a proper cadence on f§ (without the negative melodic influence of a

305 Conomos, Treatise, 62-63.
3% On the hemiphthorai in Palacobyzantine notation, see Gerda Wolfram, ‘Die Phthorai der Paliobyzantinischen
Notationen’, Palaeobyzantine Notations (1995): 119-29.
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tritone) the tonic of grave mode. The correctness of this interpretation seems to be confirmed
by the barys (grave) mode signature which Chrysaphes writes at the end of this phrase,**’ and
by Chrysaphes’ reminder that ‘if one places the phthora of the first mode in a lesson chanted in
any mode whatsoever, know that it is a preparation for the Barys mode for either a brief or
long period, because the phthora of the aforementioned mode only resolves into the Barys.’3 08
However, this transcription results in the need for an adjustment in the following section that is

not explicitly indicated in the manuscript, and thus, a bf / f# relationship in the grave mode

section cannot be ruled out. The full sequence is given in Fig. 5.32 below.

FIGURE 5.32: TRANSITION FROM PLAGAL SECOND MODE TO NENANO
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Grave mode to plagal fourth mode
The transition to plagal fourth mode requires an adjustment of the bb to its natural position as
the third scale degree of plagal fourth mode, i.e., to bi. This transition is effected by parallage,

and not by means of a phthora. Whereas the phrase tpug ayio o- seems to mark a return to
plagal first mode on the basis of its structure (and indeed, grave and plagal first modes are
closely related), we have returned to the plagal of fourth mode without any shadow of doubt by
the final 30&a ot 6 Bed¢ (and probably the phrase immediately prior which is a melodic cell
that belongs to the plagal fourth mode). It is interesting to note that it is right at this point
where, in another source, MS EBE 2401, there is a modal signature for plagal fourth mode
(circled in blue, below), a superfluous marking to Chrysaphes, but for us, an indication that the

scribe wanted the singer to be mindful here of the return to plagal fourth mode:**

%7 At some point from the 15" to the 18" century, in certain repertories of grave mode, this f# was raised, giving
contemporary diatonic grave mode its characteristic ‘locrian’ flavor. For a discussion on the development of grave
mode, see loannes Arvanitis, ‘To [TapeAB6v kot to TTapdv tov Bapéog Atatovikov Hyov’, Paper presented at the
Third International Conference of Musicology and Psaltike: Ocwpia xou Ipacén e Yolurne Téyvng: Oktanyio.
held in 2006 in Athens (Athens: Gr. Th. Stathis, 2010).

308 Conomos, Treatise, 50-51.

3% One may also note that the scribe of this portion of EBE 2401 has added nenano phthora to color the final
descent from d’, resolving it with a fourth mode phthora. This is correct according to Chrysaphes’ modulation
principles, but such a modulation is not indicated in Chrysaphes’ autograph.
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FIGURE 5.33: MS EBE 2401, r. 270R: PLAGAL FOURTH MODE SIGNATURE
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The final exclamation of 36&a ot 6 @cog outlines the dominant tones of plagal fourth mode g’,
d’, ¢’ (the triphonia of plagal fourth mode, or nana), and g. Thus, the return to, and final

cadence in, plagal fourth mode to end this eight-mode setting, is unmistakeable.

FIGURE 5.34: PATH OF MODULATION IN CHRYSAPHES’ EIGHT-MODE VERSE
Manuel Chrysaphes’ Eight-mode verse "Efou okotoc kai £ygvero vof (Ps 103, v. 20a); MS Iviron 1120 (f. 40r):
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Notes to Figure 5.25:

1. Y-axis represents pitch (range: D - G’, i.e.,, one octave and a fourth). X-axis represents the melodic
progression and labels are modes).

2. T =tone, S = semitone, A = augmented second, D = diminished tone (i.e., equivalent to 2/3 of a semi-tone).
Intervals are relative to one another and by no means meant to imply equivalencies to modern (even-
tempered) ‘half-steps’ and ‘whole-steps’. Support for chromatic (vs. diatonic) tuning of second and plagal
second modes during the medieval period has been given by George Amargianakis, ‘The Interpretation of the
Old Sticherarion’, in Byzantine Chant: Tradition and Reform, Acts of a Meeting held at the Danish Institute
at Athens in 1993 (Danish Institute, Athens, 1997), 24-25, and Makris, ‘Deuteros’, passim. Figure above
assumes a diatonic second mode.

3. Tetra/pentachordal structures represented to show tonic of each given mode. Shading indicates actual melodic
progression within a given mode.

4. eeeee represents pivot tone on which a given modulation hinges. In some transitions this tone is more
important than in others.
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Figure 5.34 above summarises the modal progression of Chrysaphes’ oktaechal setting, while
Figure 5.35 provides a transcription into staff notation, with references to the modal signatures

and phthorai encountered in Iviron 1120:

FIGURE 5.35: CHRYSAPHES’ OKTAECHAL SETTING OF VERSE 20A
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Musical Analysis: Conclusions

The Anoixantaria provide an excellent case study for delving into Chrysaphes’ activity as
composer. It is in a genre like the Anoixantaria, one that features both archaic and modern
elements — from psalm-tone recitation with stock cadence figures to kalophonic expansion
featuring virtuosic vocal writing — where the cooperation and interaction of Chrysaphes’
conservative and innovative faces come into relief. His bold re-composition of the traditional
verses 28b, 29a, and 24b, and his unprecedented focus on text-accentuation in the cadential
figures of the psalm verses reveal Chrysaphes as a self-consciously authoritative figure who
had no qualms introducing new elements into a genre that had a long and venerable tradition
dating back to Koukouzeles. At the same time, the restrained nature of his re-castings of the
‘traditional” verses and his reliance on the stock plagal fourth mode cadence in some of his
settings suggest that he was as obsessed with adhering to traditional models as the super-

rhetorical voice that comes through in his theoretical treatise.

I have highlighted several aspects of the Anoixantaria tropes above, especially focusing on
Chrysaphes’ settings, to demonstrate the veritably kalophonic nature of this genre. The
kalophonic elements of the troped refrains were present in the settings of various fourteenth
century masters — perhaps not Koukouzeles, but certainly in settings of Korones and Kladas,
two of the most important musicians that preceded Chrysaphes in the imperial court. In his
treatment of the refrains, Chrysaphes follows directly in the footsteps of the settings of these
two masters, picking up a number of specific devices from Kladas (i.e., ascending fifth before
an extensive cadential melisma, use of two-note descending figures in sequence, setting of a
verse in all eight modes). His compositional techniques — from his sophisticated use of
sequences for expansion to his deployment of phthorai for modulation, create a unique whole
consisting of beautifully crafted vocal lines that are elaborate without devolving into repetition

and clichés.*'°

One of the many motifs that can be justifiably called a trademark of Chrysaphes — perhaps one
of his most distinguishing melodic lines in the plagal fourth mode — has not yet been
highlighted, but is shown below in Figure 5.36. This is a descending melodic cascade to the d
below the tonic g which is followed, after a point of rest, by an ascent of a 7™ to the ¢ above g
before continuing its melismatic path back towards a cadence on g. This general motific idea is
actually not invented by Chrysaphes: it is employed by loannes Kladas in the short nenanismo

(a short ‘kratema’ utilizing the syllables a-na-nes) between the psalm verse and refrain of verse

319 As a singer, I can also testify to the fact that these are challenging but exceedingly ‘singable’ vocal lines.
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29b (Avtavehsic o nvedpa).’!! Like other elements that seem to be first introduced by Kladas,
Chrysaphes borrows it, molds it, and deploys it frequently, with the result that it becomes a
Chrysaphes ‘trademark’ by virtue of its deft application and its preponderance within his larger
pallete of musical turns, cadences, and extended phrases. Note below (Fig. 5.36) how
Chrysaphes does not deploy this musical idea in precisely the same exact way each time, but
varies it based on sensitivity to the musical text, or simply for the sake of musical variety. As
the examples below highlight, Chrysaphes’ varied use of this sequence of phrases demonstrates
that it is not a single melodic cell that distinguishes Chrysaphes’ voice here, but rather, it is the
totality of his melodic composition, his treatment of text, and his variation on a given structural

phrase (or phrases), whether it be simplification or elaboration.

FIGURE 5.36: CHRYSAPHES’ ‘VOICE’: A CHARACTERISTIC MELODIC THESIS IN PL. 4™ MODE
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A full analysis of Chrysaphes’ compositional trademarks — musical phrases or modulation
techniques that are his (either uniquely, or preponderantly) — and the consequent evaluation of
the totality of his ‘voice’ across genres (which would have broad implications for the often
thorny issues of attribution that have preoccupied scholars of composers from Hildegard to

Josquin) would certainly constitute a separate study — perhaps several, one for each mode, or

31T MS Iviron 1120, f. 31r. For the transcription of this verse and refrain by Kladas, cf. infra, Appendix 1.
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chant genre. In short, we can only arrive at secure, broad conclusions when we have amassed
more data. Such efforts would require detailed tabulation of melodic formulas by composer
across multiple genres, modes, and sources (and of course, these would require
contextualisation, since melodic cells or phrases do not alone make the composer, and there is

also the question of how the singers were interpreting the scores at a given time!).

What I propose here is a starting point for such an investigation. Even a preliminary analysis of
his settings of the Anoixantaria, focusing especially on two of his most interesting settings,
reveals much about Chrysaphes’ voice and style. His treatment of text, melisma and
accentuation, especially his unprecedented focus on text-stress, his virtuosic (sometimes
stratospheric) vocal writing, his sophisticated troping by means of unique and varied
sequences, and his skillful use of phthorai to move from one mode to another and add melodic
interest to a given setting, all represent the attributes of a master composer. Moreover, they
lead the interpreter of his settings to an understanding of the characteristics of his voice as
composer. His style demonstrates an immediate connection to the tradition of composition of
his predecessors but also reveals a forward thinking, innovative mind. Far from an imposition
of modern musicology, the notion of ‘compositional voice’ was very real to musicians of
Chrysaphes’ cadre. As he relates in his treatise, Chrysaphes himself considers it vital to
possess the ability to recognize the composer of a melody aurally, and without reference to a

score, and to be able to discern the quality of the composition.
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Conclusions: Manuel Chrysaphes and the Figure of Composer in 6
Late Byzantium

The prior chapter focused on the music for the opening of Great Vespers in the neo-Sabaitic
Rite, the dominant liturgical rite of Palaiologan Byzantium, which Chrysaphes inherited, even
as the Cathedral Rite of the Great Church was celebrated on selected occasions in a few
remaining urban cathedrals throughout the ailing empire.' I have shown that the liturgical and
musical complex of the Invitatorium, Psalm 103:1, ‘Bless the Lord, O my soul’, and Ps
103:28b — “When Thou openest Thy hand,” had archaic precedents, and even, by Chrysaphes’
time, a long tradition of melodic and textual expansion dating back to Koukouzeles. The
expansion of this genre, the Anoixantaria, continued in the fifteenth century, first under
Ioannes Kladas the lampadarios, continuing with Manuel Chrysaphes, who was responsible for
documenting nearly fifty settings — more than ever seen before — an effort consistent with his
behaviour elsewhere as scribe intent on conserving the musical heritage of Byzantium in the
wake of her decline. But more than just an active copyist, Chrysaphes was a creative composer,
and an analysis of his settings — indeed, just a small share of his total output — nevertheless
provides us with critical insights into his technique of composing and his emergent voice. Of
course, future research must build on these conclusions in order to further refine the
components of his style and those of his contemporaries and predecessors. This will require an
expansion into other genres and modal areas and a comparison across chronological periods.
But a baseline from which to launch such studies on composition and composers of late

Byzantium has now been established.

sk sfe sk sfe sfe s st sfeoske ste seoskeske sesk

In this study, I have attempted to analyse the behaviour and mindset of one of the most
important musicians of Palaiologan Byzantium, one who shared much in common with the
musical and intellectual traditions of his Empire’s past but who spent his last years living a
new reality away from Constantinople. My study has embraced every aspect of Chrysaphes’
activity; his ceremonial pursuits in the imperial court; his travels and impact in areas on
Byzantium’s periphery; and his influence on important figures such as Ioannes Plousiadenos
and a whole slew of musicians who followed him in Crete. More directly, I have analysed his
activity as scribe through a close reading of his two most important autographs; as theorist by

means of an assessment of his treatise and its reception in the post-Byzantine period; and as

! As noted above, in Symeon of Thessalonica’s cathedral of Hagia Sophia, the ‘asmatic offices’ (i.e., Cathedral
Rite of Constantinople) were practised regularly.
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composer, by means of a fastidious assessment of his contribution to one genre in particular,
which represents, at the very best, just a sample of his compositional output. Nevertheless, this
body of work in combination with Chrysaphes’ emphasis on lineage and authority in the act of
composition as stated in his treatise sketches a picture of an individual who valued the act of
composition and regarded it one of the most central attributes of a leading musician. Skills
such as singing were important, but Chrysaphes’ seems to have taken these as a given, paying
them much less attention in his treatise than the art of composition. In the figure of
Chrysaphes, we see the embodiment of the dddokalog téAetog: the perfect teacher who
possessed skills in all areas, as singer, music critic, composer, and theorist. In Chrysaphes, we

see the final stage of the fusion of the musicus and the cantor.

I have also demonstrated above that compositions of Late Byzantium did possess traits that one
could characterise as ‘style’, and that the notion of the ‘composition’, the mwoinua, as a created
work, by an attributed author, that was identifiable, circumscribable, and reproducible, was not
foreign to musicians of fourteenth and fifteenth century Byzantium. As he relates in his
treatise, Chrysaphes himself considers it vital for musicians to possess the ability to recognise
the composer of a melody — aurally, and without reference to a score — and to be able to discern
the quality of the composition. That specific techniques with respect to text setting or melodic
elaboration and cadences can be identified with individual composers lends credibility to this

otherwise lofty statement.

However, we are probably left with more questions as a result of this inquiry than we have
answered. While we have pointed to some attributes of Chrysaphes’ individual compositional
techniques, we have not yet fully defined the boundaries between his style and that of others,
such as Kladas and Korones. We have only touched on a definition of the ‘composition’ as
conceived by Byzantine ecclesiastical musicians and its relation to other definitions of
composition and work, whether comparing synchronically (e.g., fifteenth century music of the
Renaissance West) or diachronically (e.g., modern conceptions of the ‘art work’). And finally,
the broader trends at play here, with respect to Christian acts of authorship merit further
investigation. For example, given that Chrysaphes praised his predecessors as models to be
imitated, why should he recompose various works of these same masters? Was he exalting
himself above the tradition, or even above the subject of his music’s praise? Derek Krueger
describes the inherent tension present ‘in Christian acts of authorship,” arising from the
patristic teaching that ‘all virtuous acts ought to be attributed to the work of God.” Yet, for

Chrysaphes and his predecessors, such as John Koukouzeles and Xenos Korones, self-assertion

288



does not appear to have intruded upon piety, but perhaps even enhanced it, judging from their
lifelong occupation with ecclesiastical music and in the case of Koukouzeles, solitude and

prayer.

This study has made the case for the figure of composer in late Byzantium, an individual who
was first and foremost an author of new material, but one who participated in the entire
spectrum of musical activity, from performing music in the context of liturgy or ceremonial, to
writing music, to theorising, teaching, and even judging the works of other composers. We are
left with the impression that this composer, that is, Manuel Chrysaphes, imagined himself as a
member of a long, authoritative, and even sacred lineage of musical personalities. In spite of
his reverence for the past, my analysis has shown how, in so many ways, Manuel Chrysaphes
demonstrates no hesitation when it comes to moving the tradition forward. This maistor of
Palaiologan Byzantium was without question feverishly documenting his received tradition of
Byzantine psalmody, lest it be lost forever like his former imperial city, but he was
simultaneously enriching the repertory, elaborating on as yet untouched genres, and in doing
so0, innovating, without any pangs of conscience that he was departing from the tradition he so

greatly revered.
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