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PHILIPPOS MONOTROPOS’ DIOPTRA AND ITS SOCIAL MILIEU:
NIKETAS STETHATOS, NIKOLAOS III GRAMMATIKOS
AND THE PERSECUTION OF BOGOMILISM

EIRINI AFENTOULIDOU-LEITGEB

I. Introductory remarks

The Dioptra' consists of over 7000 political verses and several prose-insertions
divided into five books (Adyot): the Klauthmoi, a poem of contrition; and four
books of dialogue between the Soul (yvyr}) and the Body (06p§), who are person-
ified as Mistress and Maid respectively. The dialogue part is a didactic poem, in
which the Mistress poses her Maid questions on various theological and anthro-
pological issues. The five books are accompanied by prefaces written by Philippos
and his circle, an epilogue in verse written by the author, and annexes. The Dioptra

This article was written in the framework of the project “Dioptra. Edition der griechischen
Version/ Dioptra. Edition of the Greek Version”, which is financed by the Austrian Science
Fund (ASF) (Einzelprojekte P21811). I wish to express my thanks to the supervisor of this
project, Prof. Dr. W. Horandner, as well as Prof. Dr. ]. Koder for their valuable suggestions.
I also thank Dr. Oren Margolis for polishing the English text.

' Anon-critical edition was provided by SPYRIDON LavRIOTES (O Afwg 1.1). Athens 1920.
This edition was republished by J. FuCHSBAUER in G. M. PROCHOROV - A. B. BIiL'pDjUG
- H. Mikvras, “IOuontpa” ®@uanna MoHOTpoma. AHTPOIIONIOrNYecKas eHIVK/IOTe Vst
mpaBocIaBHOro cpegHeBekoBbs (Dioptra Filippa Monotropa. Antropologiceskaja en-
ciklopedija pravoslavnogo srednevekov’ja). Moskow 2008. The Klauthmoi were edited by
E. Auvray, Les Pleurs de Philippe, poéme en vers politiques de Philippe le Solitaire. Paris
1875. A modern critical edition is being prepared in the framework of the above mentioned
project. For further bibliography s. L. HoFeMANN, Wie sieht wohl die Holle aus? Be-
merkungen zum Charakter byzantinischer Dialog- und Zitationstechnik am Beispiel der
Dioptra des Philippos Monotropos, in: W. HORANDNER - J. KODER — M. A. STASSINO-
pouLou (ed.), Wiener Byzantinistik und Neograzistik. Beitrage zum Symposion ,,Vierzig
Jahre Institut fiir Byzantinistik und Neogrézistik der Universitdt Wien im Gedenken an
Herbert Hunger“ (Wien, 4.-7. Dezember 2002) (Byzantina et Neograeca Vindobonensia
24). Wien 2004, 203-219 and E1. AFENTOULIDOU-LEITGEB, Eine Dioptra-Adaptierung
aus dem Kreis Michaels Kantakuzenos, in: A. RHOBY - E. SCHIFFER (ed.), Imitatio —
Aemulatio - Variatio. Akten des internationalen wissenschaftlichen Symposions zur
byzantinischen Sprache und Literatur (Wien, 22.-25. Oktober 2008) (Veriffentlichungen
zur Byzanzforschung XXI). Wien 2010, 45-56.
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was written in 1095 and revised two years later (redactions Y and X resp.).” It is
written in a low-register Byzantine Koine, which, though simple, does not lack
literary ambitions.’ The manuscript tradition and the translations or paraphrases
testify to the enormous popularity of the text. The Dioptra is preserved as a whole
or in fragments in 80 manuscripts, the earliest of which date from the end of the
12/ beginning of the 13" century.* During the first half of the 14" century some
of the annexes in prose were translated into Slavonic in a hesychast milieu; an-
other Slavonic translation of the whole poem in prose was made independently
before the middle of the same century. This translation is transmitted in ca. 200
manuscripts.’ Also from the 14" century dates the first Greek paraphrase of the
Dioptra, made by Theodoros Phialites® in political verses and in a more classicizing
language register. From the circle of Michael Kantakuzenos, possibly by Ioannes
Malaxos, originates a vernacular rendering in political disticha.” In the year 1639
another adaptation of the Dioptra, also in political disticha, was made by Georgios
Rhetor.® Two further vernacular texts used extensive passages from the Dioptra:

The first to notice that the Dioptra-manuscripts are divided in two “families”, X and Y,
was E. AuvraAy in his edition of the Klauthmoi (cited n. 1). AUVRAY considered X to be
closer to the original. On the other hand, V. GRUMEL (Remarques sur la Dioptra de Phi-
lippe le Solitaire. BZ 44 [1951] 198-211) noticed that in some manuscripts the Klauthmoi
are the first and in other manuscripts the fifth book; moreover, he noticed that some
manuscripts transmit the year 1095 and other manuscripts the year 1097. GRUMEL came
to the conclusion that the Klauthmoi and the “Dialexis” were originally two separate
works, written 1095 and 1097 respectively. A closer study of all known manuscripts makes
clear that manuscripts transmitting the year 1095 have the Klauthmoi as the first book
and are to be classified to the “family” - rather redaction - Y, whereas all manuscripts
transmitting the year 1097 bear the Klauthmoi as the fifth book and belong to the re-
daction X. The originality of the redaction Y is supported by textual criticism. A descript-
ion and classification of the Dioptra-manuscripts exceeds the scope of the present article,
but will form part of my forthcoming edition of the Dioptra.

> Ei. AFENTOULIDOU-LEITGEB, Language and style of the Dioptra. BSI 70 (2012) 113-130.
*  Vindobonensis theologicus gr. 193 (ca. a. 1200), Sinaiticus gr. 490/ Petropolitanus RNB
(olim GPB) gr. 88 (12"-13" ¢.), Parisinus gr. 2874 (end of 12% ¢.).

Cf. H. MikLas, Die Dioptra des Philippos Monotropos im Slavischen. Allgemeine Unter-
suchung und Text des ersten Buches (unpublished PhD thesis). Graz 1975, XIX-XXXI;
for an outline of the current state of research with further bibliography see J. FUCHSBAUER,
Die Ubertragung der Dioptra ins Slavische. Ein Beispiel mittelkirchenslavischer Uber-
setzungstechnik (dargestellt anhand des vierten Buches des Werkes) (PhD thesis). Wien
2010, 261-271 and 295-305 (http://othes.univie.ac.at/9921/). A critical edition of the
Slavonic Dioptra is being prepared by J. Fuchsbauer in course of the ASF-project “Die
slavische Dioptra-Ubersetzung” (P21250; supervisor: H. Miklas).

¢ PLP29715.

7 Ei. AFENTOULIDOU-LEITGEB, Dioptra-Adaptierung (cited n. 1).

W. HORANDNER, Notizen zu Philippos Monotropos. Byzantina 13 (1985) 817-831, here
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an anonymous partial paraphrase of the New Testament (15" ¢.)® and the dialogue
between the Poet and Verity by Leonardos Dellaportas (17 c.).'® The Dioptra
was also translated into Latin by J. Pontanus in 1604, and into Romanian."*

I1. Philippos Monotropos

Philippos belongs to the Byzantine authors who are known only from the sparse
textual and paratextual evidence provided in their own work. He was a monk,
as is stated in numerous instances and in various ways — povétpomnog, which has
become his standard epithet in modern bibliography, not being one of them.?
He wrote his only hitherto known work, the Dioptra, at an advanced age: ti @w¢
apxag Exwv tod (v pabipwe Protedelss/ O Beplopog mapéotnke: Aevkr 0TV 1
xwpar/ ai tpixeg pov T TéAog o€ SidaokéTwoav dpTl,/ GTt Aevkal yeyévnvtat Tpog
Spémavov Bavdtov/ [...] 8" fjv aitiav Toig kakoig ¢mi yripovg éupévelg'® The
composition of the Dioptra was a response to a request by his spiritual father, the
otherwise unknown Kallinikos Charsenites,'* who at the time of the composition
lived in the mountains t@v Zpolévwv.'® Philippos apparently did not live there:

819-821.

G. MAVROMATIS, Eppetpn napdgpaon tng Kawvig Atadrkng tov §ékatov méumntov alwva,

in: Prosa y verso en griego medieval. Rapports of the international congress “Neograeca

Medii Aevi III” Vitoria 1994. Amsterdam 1996, 243-258.

1 M. I MANOUSAKAS, Aeovdpdov Ntrehhanopta Iotpata (1403/1411). "Exdoon kprrikn,
eloaywyn, oxoAta kai ebpetrpta. Athens 1995, 205-328 (Text) and 62-65 (Citations from
the Dioptra).

' J. PonTANUS, Philippi Solitarii Dioptra, Ingolstadt 1604 (PG 127, 701-878). The date
of the Romanian translation is unknown; the only hitherto known manuscript, Codex
Petropol. BAN, sobr. Syrku 60/13.5.20, was written in the 19" c.

2 The epithet appears in the preface titled ITpoypappa gig Ty mapodoav BiProv v Aeyo-

pévnv Adémtpay in the codex Athonensis, Tepa Movi) BatoneSiov 165, which is very

close to the model of the archaic paraphrase by Theodoros Phialites; Phialites used the

term povdtpomog often. This paraphrase was the model for the Latin translation by J.

PoNTaNUS (cited n. 11), who translated povétpomnog as solitarius. As the translation was

included in the PG, it was for a long time the only version of the Dioptra easily accessible

to scholars. Thus, the author of the Dioptra is known in modern scholarship as Philippos

Monotropos / Solitarius.

The Roman numerals refer to the books of the Dioptra, the Arabic to the verse. I use the

book counting of the first redaction of the Dioptra, in which the Klauthmoi appear as the

first book. I 1172-1175 and 1091.

!4 Kallinikos is mentioned in Philippos’ Letter to Kallinikos (ed. SPYRIDON LAVRIOTES, cited

n. 1, p. 12), which functions as a preface to the Dioptra, and in the Epilogue, v. 8-9.

Epilogue, v. 9. The region or thema Zpolévwv is the south-western part of the Rhodope

Mountains. See P. SousTAL, Thrakien (Thrake, Rhodopé und Haimimontos) (TIB, 6).

Wien 1991, 451.
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TaG Yuxag ovd’ év dxaptaiw Stalevyvopey, kdv td owpata.'® The also otherwise
unknown Konstantinos Vestes Granatos composed an epigram that accompanied
the Dioptra and he therefore must have known Philippos personally.'” The title
Béotng indicates that Konstantinos was a lower dignitary. The attribution of the
preface titled IIpoypappa gig v mapodoav BiPAov tiv Aeyopévny Admtpay to
Michael Psellos, introduced in one manuscript family and perpetuated in both
hitherto extant editions of the Dioptra, is apparently wrong.'® Though not an
outstanding scholar, Philippos had a remarkable education: he had a wide, if not
profound, theological knowledge and a fascination with physiology, grammar,
arithmetic and astronomy, at least at an elementary level."

Nothing is said explicitly on Philippos’ geographical and social milieu. How-
ever, a closer study of the Dioptra and contemporary texts allows some con-
clusions.

1. Excursus on Bogomilism

The Dioptra’s focus is not on dogmatic, but rather on moral and anthropological
questions. However, there is an excursus on a dualist faith, whose followers
Philippos apostrophizes in a polemic tone unusual for the Dioptra.*® This must
be Bogomilism,*" a heresy which had appeared in Macedonia in the first half of
the 10™ century and reached Constantinople at about the middle of the 11* cen-

16 “We do not separate our souls, not even for a moment, even if we separate our bodies’,

Kallinikos’ Letter to Philippos (ed. SPYRIDON LAVRIOTES, cited n. 1, p. 11).

The epigram consists of 21 dodecasyllables, which mostly follow some basic Byzantine

prosodic rules. It is transmitted as an epilogue in the Y redaction (inc.: O tv8” dvayvovg

ebnpocékTwg TNV PiPAov) and as a preface in the X redaction (inc.: ‘O trjve BéAwv ava-
yv@vae thv BipAov).

'8 The manuscripts are Parisinus gr. 2874 (12" c., end), Oxoniensis Bodleianus Clark. 1
(13" c., end) and Athonensis, Tepad Movi) Meyiotng Aavpag Q 17 (14" c.; served as basis
for the edition of SPYRIDON LAVRIOTES); these codices are very close to the codex that
Theodoros Phialites used for his paraphrase, which in turn served as basis for the Latin
translation adopted in the PG (cited n. 11). The IIpdypaupa to the Dioptra borrows sev-
eral passages from the preface to the Chronicle of Georgios Monachos, a fact which alone
would suffice to question the attribution to Michael Psellos. See A. KaArRPozILOs, When
Did Michael Psellus Die? The Evidence of the Dioptra. BZ 96 (2003) 671-677.

¥ See Ei. AFENTOULIDOU-LEITGEB, The Dioptra of Phillipos Monotropos: Didactic Verses or
Poetry?, in: E. BERNARD — K. DEMOEN (ed.), Poetry and its Contexts in Eleventh-century
Byzantium. Farnham - Burlington 2012, 181-191.

2 Book V 974-1048.

2l On the Bogomils see D. OBOLENSKY, The Bogomils: A Study in Balkan Neo-Manichaeism.
Cambridge 1948 (Middlesex 1972); also D. ANGELOV, Bogomilstvoto v Balgarija. Sofia
1969 (ital. translation, V. Spasova: Il Bogomilismo. Uneresia medievale Bulgara. Roma
1979).
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tury. Unlike the Paulicians,*? the Bogomils were not militarily active, but, as they
had penetrated many parts of the Byzantine society, they were seen as a danger
for church and state. The emperor Alexios I Komnenos took a personal interest
in combating Bogomilism in Constantinople, either by theological debates or
through violent measures. A central character in these events was Basil, the head
of the Bogomils in Constantinople. Basil was arrested after one of his disciples
betrayed him under torture. Alexios feigned interest in Basil’s faith and managed
to extract from him an exposition of the Bogomil doctrines, which a secretary
secretly wrote down. After failing to convert him, Alexios I, the Patriarch Nikolaos
I1I (1084-1111)* and the Synod decided that he should be publicly burned. Other
Bogomils either converted or were put to jail. Moreover, Alexios commissioned
Euthymios Zigabenos (or Zygadenos) to write an exposition and refutation of
all known heresies. The text bears the title [Tavomhia Soypatiki.** Of the heresies
refuted by Zigabenos, Anna Komnene mentions explicitly Bogomilism; according
to her, he describes the heresy just as Basil had exposed it.** This means in all
likelihood that Zigabenos had the minutes of Basil’s exposition at his disposal.
Alexios’ engagement against Bogomilism must have begun at around the time
of the composition of the Dioptra or earlier, and continued for many years; the
exact dates are unknown.?®

2 See Ch. AsTruUC et al,, Les sources grecques pour l'histoire des Pauliciens d’Asie Mineure.

Texte critique et traduction. TM 4 (1970) 1-226 and P. LEMERLE, Lhistoire des Pauliciens
d’Asie Mineure dapres les sources grecques. TM 5 (1973) 1-144. See also N. G. GARSOIAN,
The Paulician Heresy. A Study of the Origin and Development of Paulicianism in Armenia
and the Eastern Provinces of the Byzantine Empire. The Hague — Paris 1967.

# On Nikolaos IIT Grammatikos see J. DARROUZES, Léloge de Nicolas III par Nicolas Mou-
zalon. REB 46 (1988) 5-53. Also see below (2. The Poem on Fast Days by Nikolaos 111
Grammatikos and the Dioptra).

*  Panoplia Dogmatike, PG 130, 9-1362. See also A. N. PAPABASILEIOU, EvOVp106 - Twdvvng
Zvyadnvdg. Biog - Xvyypagai. Nicosia 21979, 59-130.

2 D.R.REINSCH - A. KamByLis (ed.), Annae Comnenae Alexias (CFHB, XL/1). Berlin -
New York 2001, XV 8-10 (p. 485.35-493.90). On Zigabenos' dependency on Basil's account
see Alexias XV 9 (p. 489.56-63): To0TOV (sc. povaxov tvd Zuyadnvov) 6 adtokpatwp
petanepyapevog enétatev andoag tag aipéoelg ekBéabat [...] kai avtdv 67 T@v Boyo-
pidwv v alpeowy, kabag 6 doePng éxeivog Baoiletog benynoaro.

%6 Alexios pretended that also his brother Isaakios was interested in the Bogomil faith;
Isaakios died between 1102 and 1104 (D. PAPACHRYSSANTHOU, La date de la mort du
Sébastocrator Isaac Comneéne, frére d’Alexis ler, et de quelques événements contem-
porains, REB 21 [1963] 250-255). Basil’s execution took place under the Patriarch Nikolaos
III (terminus ante quem 1111). On the chronology concerning Basil s. also B. SkouLATOS,
Les personnages byzantins de Alexiade: analyse prosopographique et synthese (Recueil
de travaux d’histoire et de philologie 6 série, fasc. 20). Louvain 1980, Nr. 25 (p. 39-42).
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Philippos does not name the dualist heretics, but alludes to their self-identi-
fication as Christians, of course in order to refute it.*” It is, however, apparent
that he refers to the Bogomils, since his brief presentation of the dualist move-
ment bears similarities to the accounts on Bogomilism by 11%/12"-century
Constantinopolitan authors. Philippos’ excursus on Bogomilism testifies to his
interest in contemporary church politics; his perspective and his knowledge
indicate a Constantinopolitan milieu, close to the court and/or the patriarchate.

First, Philippos considers the heresy novel: ¢ kai vOv mapeiodyovaot Tiveg
TV dPektépwv.’® In a similar way Zigabenos writes: H t@v Boyopilwv aipeotg
oV Tpd MoAN0D ovvéoTtn TAG kab’ Nuag yeved [...] dteyvodn 8¢ katd tovg
xpovoug Alekiov Tod BeokvBepviitov facthéwg udv.>> Anna Komnene supposes
that it probably existed even before her father’s times, but in secret.’® The monk
of the Peribleptos Monastery in Constantinople, Euthymios, who wrote in the
mid-11" century, met a Bogomil during a journey to Jerusalem; returning to
Constantinople, he found that the Bogomils had infiltrated his monastery;
in retrospect, he recognised that the encounter with the Bogomil during his
journey was a divine oikonomia to draw his attention to this heresy.>' This latter
comment shows that Euthymios had not expected the Bogomils to be an issue in
Constantinople at that time. The letter of the Patriarch Kosmas I (1075-1081) on
Bogomilism is addressed to the Metropolitan of Larissa and refers to the heresy
as spread in “almost the entire land of the Bulgarians, or rather the greatest part
of the western region”; nowhere is it mentioned that it had also reached other
parts of the empire, or the capital, which is a telling omission, considering that
7 elnate yap @pevoPhaPeis yevdopevol Ty KAfoLy,/ avyette yap and Xptotod Thv kAjow
éxewv parny (“say, you deranged, who lie about your appellation - for you boast in vain
that you have your appellation from Christ”. V 991-992).

“As some of the stupid ones now introduce”, V 976.

“The heresy of the Bogomils arose not long before our generation [...] but it was discerned
during the years of Alexios, our God-governed emperor”.

TO Tiig aipéoewg eidog kawvdv, uinw tpdtepov dyvwopévov Tf ékkAnaoiaq. [...] xal @g
olKev, MV HEV KAV TOIG PO TOVHOD TaTpOG Xpdvols, EAdvBave 8¢ (Alexias XV 8, cited
n. 25, p. 485, 36-42).

To 8¢ 10D TolovTOL KVVOG oLVAVTN A €k Oeiag oikovopiag ovvEPn eig épe yevéoDa,
mpoO¢ TO Stayeipal pov TOV vodv eig dkpifetay, kai Tpoocoxiy T@V Tol00TwWV doefdv
(The encounter with such a dog happened to me out of a divine oikonomia, to arouse
my mind towards accuracy and attention of such impious people). Euthymii monachi
contra Phundagiatas, PG 131, 47-58, here 52 B-C. Cf. also Euthymii monachi Peribleptae
epistula invectiva contra Phundagiagitas sive Bogomilos haereticos, ed. G. FICKER, in:
Die Phundagiagiten. Ein Beitrag zur Ketzergeschichte des byzantinischen Mittelalters.
Leipzig 1908, 1-86. Incidentally, one of the manuscripts transmitting the latter text among

other short treatises against various contemporary heresies is Vindob. theol. gr. 193 (ca.
a. 1200; Euthymios’ treatise is on ff. 186"-209"), which transmits also the Dioptra.

28

29

30

31
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the author was Patriarch of Constantinople.’? Here one should be reminded that
Philippos’ spiritual father, Kallinikos, lived in the mountains of the Smolenoi, a
stronghold of Bogomilism for well over a century. The fact that Philippos stresses
the novelty of the heresy indicates that, although he had contacts with the Balkans,
his perspective was closer to that of Constantinopolitan authors.

Moreover, Philippos opposes to the dualistic cosmology the Orthodox faith
in the Trinitarian God, &g peta v mapaywynv ovpavod kal TG yalag/ mvory
TTNVoIG énéOnke Kal kTveoty oavtwe.>® According to this argumentation, it is
considered as accepted by both sides that God created heaven and earth, and the
dispute concerns only the rest of the creation. This refers to a Bogomil doctrine,
exposed in detail by Euthymios Zigabenos, according to which heaven and earth
were created by God, while the firmament (interpreted as second heaven) and
the rest of the creation, as described in the Genesis, were subsequently created
by Satanael.** This specific form of the dualistic cosmology is not found in any
other sources: most of them do not elaborate, while the 11"-century monk Euthy-
mios of Peribleptos preserves a different version, namely that, of the visible world,
God created the sun. Considering that knowledge of Bogomilism was not readily
available — both the monk Euthymios and the Emperor had to apply cunning to
elicit information on the Bogomil faith, and even simpler converts were not fully
instructed in Bogomil doctrines®® - it is unlikely that this detail was commonly
known. It is also highly improbable that the Dioptra was written after the Panoplia

Mikpo? Setv thv T@v Bovlydpwv ndoav xdpav, pdAhov 8& to oAb tod SuTikod KA{patog.
Ed. . Gouillard, Une source grecque du Sinodik de Boril: La lettre inédite du Patriarche
Cosmas. TM 4 (1970) 361-374 (repr. in: ]. GOUILLARD, La vie religieuse a Byzance. London
1981, Nr. XV), here 371.18-19. The identity of the Patriarch Kosmas is not undisputed:
Kosmas IT Attikos (1146-1147) comes also into consideration. I find, however, Gouillard’s
arguments in favour of Kosmas I convincing.

“Who, after the production of heaven and earth,/ put breath onto birds and beasts as
well”. V 1008-1009.

*  Panoplia Dogmatike (cited n. 24), PG 130, 1296-1297.

> "Ev apyij p&v todg eioaywytkodg amAdg Siddokovat mapeyyvpevot motevew eig Iatépa,
Kkai Yiov, kat dytov ITvedpa [...] Kai 6tav todg d6Aiovg xetponOeig kai met®nviovg épyd-
owvtat [...] Tote 87 TOV KuKE@VA TOD SnAnTnpiov motiCovowy (“At the beginning, they
simply teach the beginners, exhorting them to believe in the Father, and the Son, and the
Holy Ghost [...] and when they have made the wretched ones submissive and obedient
[...], then they give them the poisonous potion to drink”. Panoplia Dogmatike (cited n.
24), PG 130, 1320-1321). Euthymios of Peribleptos asked the monk of his monastery
who had been proselytised by Bogomils to take him to his teachers, so that he may learn
more about this faith: ¢ yap pinw v Totadtnv Sidackaiiav dkpBog Steyvwkota,
Sddokalov Exetv Tavtng advvatov (“For it is impossible to have you as instructor to
such teaching, since you have not discerned it exactly yet”. Contra Phundagiatas, cited
n. 31, PG 131, 53).
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Dogmatike.*® Thus, Philippos must have had access to the same source, as Euthy-
mios Zigabenos had some years later, in all probability the minutes of Basil’s
exposition of Bogomil doctrines. This would mean that Philippos had contacts
with imperial or patriarchal authorities. Incidentally, if it is true, then the year of
the composition of the Dioptra (1095) is a new terminus ante quem for Basil's
first encounter with the Emperor.

2. The Poem on Fast Days by Nikolaos III Grammatikos and the Dioptra

The Poem on Fast Days consists of 423 political verses.’” After a lengthy intro-
duction on Christian commandments in general, canonical rules on fast days are
epitomised. Most manuscripts, including the earliest ones, attribute the poem to
the patriarch Nikolaos; this is Nikolaos III Grammatikos (1084-1111), who had
already dealt with canonical questions on fasting on several occasions.’® KODER
argued convincingly that the poem was composed at about the year 1107, that

% The chronology of the events concerning Basil the Bogomil is not secure. Anna claims

that the persecution of Bogomilism was the last of her father’s great deeds (Alexias XV
10.5). This is problematic, since Alexios died 1118, his first encounter with Basil dates
before 1102 or 1104, and Nikolaos III, who was Patriarch during Basil’s execution, died
1111. REINSCH supposes that Anna concentrates a long series of events to the year of
Basil’s execution (Anna Komnene, Alexias. Ubersetzt, eingeleitet und mit Anmerkungen
versehen von D. R. REINscH. Berlin - New York 2001, p. 540, fn. 116). This execution is
mentioned in the Panoplia Dogmatike (cited n. 24, PG 130, 1332 B-D). If the Dioptra were
based on the latter, it would mean that Basil’s execution would have taken place before
1095 - more than twenty-three years before Alexios’ death. Despite all uncertainties
concerning the chronology, that would be highly improbable. A Neara issued in 1107 by
Alexios Komnenos contains implicit references to the Bogomils, without any mention
of Basil’s execution or other violent measures; the main concern is the education of the
didaskaloi, whose ignorance had brought the Church in great danger: Idov ydp ktv-
Suvevovaty ai yuxai Twv 0pBod6Ewy kai pdAhov t@v amiovotépwy (for, lo! the souls of
the orthodox, and especially the simpler ones, are in danger, 1. 4-5); g yap 10 kpvBév
v edayyehiolg t@Aavtov, obtw oxedov t0 0pBddogov d6ypa kpvmtetan vV (for, like the
talent hidden in the Gospels, the orthodox dogma is now almost being hidden, 1. 73-75).
Ed. P. GAUTIER, L¢dit d’Alexis Ier Comnéne sur la réforme du clergé, REB 31 (1973) 165-
201. Cf. also DarrouzEs, Eloge (cited n. 23), . 685-704.
J. KODER, Das Fastengedicht des Patriarchen Nikolaos III. Grammatikos. Edition des
Textes und Untersuchung seiner Stellung innerhalb der byzantinischen Fastenliteratur.
JOB 19 (1970) 203-241. See V. GRUMEL - J. DARROUZES (ed.), Les regestes des actes du
Patriarchat de Constantinople. Vol. I. Les actes des patriarches. Fasc. II-III. Les regestes
de 715 a 1206. Paris 21989, 443-444 (Nr. 982 [975]).
¥ GRUMEL - DARROUZES (cited n. 37), Nr. 972 [977], 977 [982], 979 [984] and 980 [985].
*  The time of the composition of the Poem on Fast Days is not mentioned in the sources.
Hypotheses are based on the information given in the title and on the comparison with
other writings of Nikolaos. GRUMEL (Les regestes des actes du Patriarchat de Constan-
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is, about ten years after the Dioptra. The idea of epitomising canonical rules in
political verses proved successful: more than 30 manuscripts transmit the text in
the original or in an abridged version.*® Moreover, the poem was included in the
florilegium (Adyog dokntik6g) of Mark the Monk (14" ¢.).*! Nikolaos does not
mention the Dioptra in his opus. However, in numerous cases the phraseology,
the choice of words and their placement in the political verse have parallels in
the Dioptra.

These cases, which are examined in detail in the Appendix, can be classified
into three types: 1. Identical or almost identical phrases are used in the same
metrical position. Often there are further similarities in the wording. The content
or the function of the verses is in most, though not in all cases, comparable (i-xiii).
2. Biblical passages are paraphrased in a similar manner, with common phras-
eology and words in the same metrical position; some elements in Nikolaos’
biblical allusions come from the Dioptra rather than the biblical text (xiv-xvii).
3. Some ideas are expressed with similar phraseology, although in a different
metrical position (xviii-xx). Many of these similarities would have been insignif-
icant, if they appeared isolated; but their extent — twenty cases, involving about
50 out of 423 verses — shows a clear influence of the Dioptra.

The beginning ‘TIoAd&ki¢’ (number xviii) indicates that Nikolaos had the
Dioptra in mind when he decided to popularise church canons in political ver-
ses — although the choice of the political verse was not exclusively influenced
by the Dioptra, since it was a popular form of transmitting knowledge in the
second half of the 11" and the 12" centuries.*> Many passages have a formulaic

tinople. Vol. I. Les actes des patriarches. Fasc. III. Les regestes de 1043 & 1206. Paris 1947,
59-61, Nr. 975) accepted as addressee the Protos Ioannikios, whose name is given in
several codices and who is mentioned in a document of the year 1096; therefore, he dated
the poem to around 1096. However, he recognised that some views on the fast of August
expressed in the poem were different from those held by Nikolaos at this early time, and
closer to his later views. GRUMEL considered possible that the poem in its present form
is a revised redaction, in which the patriarch’s later views were taken into account. KODER
argued that not only the treatment of the August fast, but also several other elements
show a remarkable correspondence in content and phrasing with the synodal canons
dated to the year 1107. He rejected the name Ioannikios, which is transmitted only in
later codices, and proposed Ioannes Tarchaniotes, who was Protos in the years 1107/1108.

% See KODER, Fastengedicht (cited n. 37), 204-205 and the database Pinakes of the IRHT
(http://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/).

I Marci Monachi Opera ascetica, ed. Ph. RoeLLI (CCSG, 72). Turnhout 2009, F, XXIX, p.
66-71 (ROELLI uses the older edition by Ma1 and follows the latter’s erroneous attribution
to Nikolaos Mystikos, cf. PG 111, 392-405).

2 W. HORANDNER, The Byzantine Didactic Poem — A Neglected Literary Genre? A Survey
with Special Reference to the Eleventh Century, in: Poetry and its Contexts (cited n.
19), 55-67. See also M. LAUXTERMANN, Byzantine Didactic Poetry and the Question of



94 Eirini Afentoulidou-Leitgeb

character, according to PARRY’s definition of the formula as “a group of words
which is regularly employed under the same metrical conditions to express a
given essential idea”** Some of the formulas recur in the Dioptra itself. They are
rarely longer than a hemistich; if the influence of the Dioptra extends over several
verses, the formulas are combined in a new order. In some cases, the structure
of the verse(s) is similar as well. Most of these verses belong to the introduction,
to transitional parts or the conclusion. The others are paraphrases of biblical
passages, or phrases in a new context. Nikolaos rarely borrowed whole ideas
from the Dioptra to promote his argument; rather, he borrowed useful phrases
without consulting a copy of the Dioptra, as the several unnecessary alterations
suggest. In two cases there are indications that Nikolaos had known the redaction
X of the Dioptra (iii and xvi). Twelve out of twenty passages are taken from
book II (I in redaction X). This is the first and perhaps more readable of the
dialogue books: it deals with the urgent question of the way to achieve salvation;
it has relatively frequent changes of speaker, no prose-insertions, and two vividly
written extended narrations from the Old Testament. The other Dioptra passages
come from the other four books, the prefaces and the epilogue. Thus, Nikolaos
must have read the whole Dioptra, but used mostly the part that he knew best.
These observations show that Nikolaos knew the Dioptra well, so that formulas
emerged in his mind responding to the needs of the composition; he did not try
to imitate it, but he apparently regarded the Dioptra as a successful exemplar of
the genre in which he intended to write himself, i.e. didactic poetry.

The direct involvement of Philippos in the composition of the Poem on Fast
Days, e.g. as the Patriarch’s “ghost-writer”, should be excluded, mainly for two
reasons. The first is that the political verses in the Poem on Fast Days are much
more often metrically “irregular”, than in the Dioptra: for example, 3% of the
verses in the Poem on Fast Days have a paroxytone first hemistich, compared to
0,6% in the Klauthmoi and 0,3% in book II. The second argument is less secure:
there are some indications that Philippos could already have been dead at the time
of the second redaction of the Dioptra. These are that a passage in the Klauthmoi
was clearly misunderstood in the redaction X,** and that in a comment which is

Poeticality, in: “Doux remede”: Poésie et poétique a Byzance (Dossiers byzantins, 9). Paris
2009, 37-46.
# M. PaRrRy, Studies in the epic technique of oral verse-making. I. Homer and Homeric
style. Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 41 (1930) 73-147, here 80.
Among the stages that the soul goes through after the departure from the body is the
journey to both the place of the righteous and the place of the sinners, before it is judged (v.
131-180, or AUVRAY, Pleurs [cited n. 1], v. 134-188). This is an unusual, but not unknown
topic in Byzantine literature — not to be confused with the rather common visions of the
other world granted to selected individuals during lifetime. In the redaction X, several
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transmitted only in the margin of the redaction X Philippos is referred to in the
third person as matrp.*®

The fact that Nikolaos, who was patriarch at the time of the composition of
the Dioptra, counted among its early readers, is significant for Philippos’ position
in the intellectual and ecclesiastical milieu of his time. The recognition and ap-
proval, which the Dioptra enjoyed in the circle of the Patriarchate, makes it very
probable that its author had close contacts with the ecclesiastical authorities of
Constantinople - regardless of whether he died before Nikolaos wrote his poem.

3. Niketas Stethatos and Symeon Neos Theologos

A different milieu, that of mystical monasticism, is represented by texts of
Symeon Neos Theologos and his disciple Niketas Stethatos. The first nine verses
of the Klauthmoi, v. 329-330 of the same book, as well as IV 523-534 are loans
from three of Symeon’s Hymns.*® Moreover, several prose inserts and annexes
of the Dioptra are excerpts of works by Niketas Stethatos.*’

Symeon (949-1022) held unconventional views, which led to tense relations
with some of the ecclesiastical authorities: he stressed the importance of mystical
experiences, claiming that the church sacraments were not enough, unless they
were accompanied by the experience of the divine light, and that only those
who were enlightened during their lifetimes would see God in afterlife. He also
venerated his deceased spiritual father Symeon, a controversial mystic himself,
as a saint by holding festive celebrations. This latter was the official reason for his
exile in the Propontis.*® He wrote, among other texts, non-liturgical Hymns, in

verses are altered clumsily, so that the soul does not visit both places, but is assigned to
either of them according to her deeds. In his edition, AUVRAY misunderstands this passage
too, and regards the redaction X as the original (p. 8-13 and 52). The relation between
the two redactions will be discussed at length in my critical edition of the Dioptra.
‘Opa pot tag dotetdtnrag tod matpds £peAkdpevog tavtalg Tov evrvyxdvovta (Look,
for my sake, at the father’s jokes, through which he attracts the reader), scholion to the
humorous v. II 606-610.

“  Hymns 22.80-87, 24.348-350 and 26.92-100 resp. Ed. A. KamBYLIs, Symeon Neos
Theologos, Hymnen. Prolegomena, kritischer Text, Indices (Supplementa Byzantina,
3). Berlin - New York 1976 and J. KoDER, Syméon le Nouveau Théologien, Hymnes.
Introduction, texte critique et notes, Traduction par J. PARAMELLE — L. NEYRAND. Vol.
I-1IT (SC, 156.174.196). Paris 1969.1971.1973.

See Ei. AFENTOULIDOU-LEITGEB, Die Dioptra des Philippos Monotropos und ihr Kontext.
Ein Beitrag zur Rezeptionsgeschichte. Byz 77 (2007) 9-31.

For an outline of Symeon’ biography and especially on his confrontation with the official
church see ]. KobER, Normale Ménche und Enthusiasten: Der Fall des Symeons Neos
Theologos, in: D. SIMON (ed.), Religiése Devianz. Untersuchungen zu sozialen, rechtlichen
und theologischen Reaktionen auf religiose Abweichung im westlichen und 6stlichen
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which he described his mystical experiences. These were edited posthumously by
his disciple, Niketas Stethatos. In contrast to Symeon’s more conventional prose
works, the circulation of the Hymns in Byzantine times was limited.** The fact that
Philippos quotes three of Symeon’s Hymns is, therefore, significant and indicates
that Philippos had contacts with the circle of his older contemporary, Niketas
Stethatos. It is very likely that Philippos knew Niketas personally; this hypothesis
is strengthened by the fact that Philippos uses lengthy passages of the latter’s texts.
Here it should be remembered that Niketas Stethatos, although a disciple and
editor of an unconventional mystic, and author of - less provocative - treatises
of mystic theology himself, was also a central figure in the Constantinopolitan
ecclesiastical establishment of his time.*

4. Material Culture

Occasional details give the impression of a wealthy ecclesiastical milieu. In
one case, Philippos describes a dream of a church in a faraway land, in which
he is reunited with a friend; the church is large and wealthy: papudpwv PAéneig
KkaAloviy, Stagopday motkiAny,/ kal T@V povo®@v Ty ovvOeotv kal Tdv yneidwv
avBig,/ knpia drtovro ToANA GANG piv kat @atAia,/ kol THV Aot edmpémetay Tig
ékkAnoiag maoav,/ avBpwmovg iepompemnels EvTipoug kal dpaiovg,/ Hi01 1o péNog
¢v avtfj ddovtag kai buvodvtag.’! In another occasion, Philippos distinguishes
between those commandments whose observation is required by every Christian
and those whose observation is optional; the former are the charitable deeds
enumerated in Mt 25.34-36 (scene of the Last Judgment); the latter include both
ascetic feats and the works of wealthy benefactors: 10 éxxAnotag ktietv te avtag
kai (wypagioat,/ kal TO koopfjoal Tavtag uev aveAndg v naotv.’* In one

Mittelalter. Frankfurt/ Main 1990, 97-119. See also H. J. M., TURNER, St. Symeon the New
Theologian and Spiritual Fatherhood (Byzantina Neerlandica, 11). Leiden — New York -
Kobenhavn - Kéln 1990 and H. ALFEYEV, St Symeon the New Theologian and Orthodox
Tradition (Oxford Early Christian Studies). Oxford 2000. See also A. MARKOPOULOS (ed.),
Téooepa keipieva yia Ty moinon tov Zupewv tov Néov @goldyov. Athens 2008.

¥ See KamByLIs, Hymnen (cited n. 46), CCXCVI-CCXCVII and CCCXV-CCCXXIIL.

0 On Niketas Stethatos s. . DARROUZES, Nicétas Stéthatos, Opuscules et lettres. Introduction,

texte critique, traduction et notes (SC, 81). Paris 1961, 7-10.

“You see the beauty of the marbles, the variety, and the composition of the mosaics and

the tessarae, many candles burning and oil-lamps as well, and all the further comeliness

of the church, people beseeming a sacred space, honourable and handsome, who are

singing in this (church) a sweet chant and hymns ” (V 2045-2050).

2 “To build churches and to paint them,/ and to fully decorate them in every aspect” IT 105-
106. The other good deeds are of ascetic nature: To mapBevedety Toryapodv: Opod kai to
HOVACewy,/ TO XapEeLVELV kal &ypuTVely Kol AOLTEDV kal TpOXeL,/ TO Eevitedety kai prydv, &v
Talg éprpolg mélewy,/ mepiPePAijobon paiia pepeotwpéva @Beipag (“Well, to lead a virgin
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passage, Philippos names earthly pleasures that will be no more after death:
luxurious meals, musical instruments and songs, and “the relaxation of baths”*
Depending on the austerity of their ascetism, Byzantine monks could visit baths;
these could be public, which presupposes some degree of urban infrastructure,
or monastic, which would indicate a large, affluent monastery.>* These passages

are perhaps topoi, but the choice of topoi may characterise the author’s world.

II1. Conclusions

Earlier judgements on the Dioptra emphasised the monastic-ascetic element
and its simplicity. E. AUVRAY, after commenting on Philippos’ non-classic lan-
guage, continues: “Mais s’il ignore les lettres humaines, en revanche il est trés-
versé dans la connaissance de I'Ecriture et des Péres”*® H.-G. BECK covered the
Dioptra in a chapter on “Asketik und Mystik”; he characterises the Klauthmoi
and the dialogue as “Werke asketischer Natur, die trotz ihrer Schlichtheit [...]
infolge der Warme ihrer Empfindungen und der Aufrichtigkeit ihres Tones einen
groflen Lesekreis gefunden haben”>® V. GRUMEL refers to the Dioptra as “ouvrage
ascétique”; the political verse, “assez indigente et monotone, nexplique assurément
pas le grand succeés du poeme. Il est dii surtout a l'accent de sincérité humaine et
chrétienne qui I'anime et sexprime en langage simple et coulant”. L. HOFFMANN
considers the Dioptra “primar monastisch-asketischer Auspriagung’, although he
correctly remarks that it “bewegt sich im Rahmen fester theologischer bzw.
(natur)philosophischer Traditionen”>” To these can be added that Philippos’
epithet was increasingly distorted in a chain of translations: the original povayoc,

life, and also to be a monk,/ to lie on the ground and to keep vigil and to abstain from

food and to be worn-out,/ to live as a stranger and to shudder and to be in the deserts,/

to be vested with tatters full of lice”. IT 101-104).

ITod tpanel@v aPpdrnres, payeipwv payyaveia,/ Bpopdtwy kai Topdtwv e k6pog Kai

notkiAio;/ ToD T@V AOVTPDV 1) &veots, ai oapkog Oepareiat/ mod T@V adA®Y T& OEAyNTPQ,

Ta TOUTava kal Avpat,/ ndvewvial, @oppyyeg kol mavta & omhodvta (Where are the

luxuries of the table, the charms of the cooks,/ the satiety and variety of foods and drinks?/

Where is the relaxation of baths, the treatment of the flesh?/ Where are the spells of the

flutes, the drums and the lyres,/ the sweet chants, the phorminx and all staining things?

Klauthmoi 62-66).

On baths in Byzantium s. A. BERGER, Das Bad in der byzantinischen Zeit (Miscellanea

Byzantina Monacensia, 27). Miinchen 1982. See also P. A. AcapiTos, Zwischen Grauen

und Wonne: Das Bad in der byzantinischen Literatur. JOB 54 (2004) 19-37.

% Auvray, Pleurs (cited n. 1), 3.

¢ H.-G. BECK, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich (Handbuch der
Altertumswissenschaft, XI1.2.1). Miinchen 1959, 642.

7 L.HOFFMANN, Die ,,Dioptra“ des Philippos Monotropos. Eine Studie zu Verfasser, Werk
und dessen Quellen (master thesis). Wien 1992, 3-4.
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povalwv etc. was rendered as povotpomog, which in turn was translated into
Latin as solitarius, which became solitaire, solitary, Einsiedler in modern biblio-
graphy; those terms imply a stricter kind of anchoritism than Philippos probably
exercised.’®

Views on Byzantine Greek written language and political verse have become
more differentiated in the last decades:*® a low-register language does not neces-
sarily mean lack of education or sophistication, and the simple written Koine,
political verse and popularised contents are often associated with state or church
functionaries of higher or lower rank. Several examples from the 11" and 12
centuries can be named: Kekaumenos, whose surviving text is written in a low-
register language, held an official position and had a certain degree of formal
education;*° Michael Psellos addressed several didactic poems written in a simple
Koine to emperors;®' the Poem on Fast Days, examined above, was written by a
patriarch; the political verses addressed to Eirene the Sebastokratorissa, while
praising her intelligence and love for the letters, were rather simple — which can
only be partially explained by the hypothesis that Eirene’s mother tongue was not
Greek.? Between Anna Komnene and those who could not afford or were not
interested in any kind of formal learning, there was a wide spectrum of degrees of
literacy, and even those who would understand and appreciate an elaborate poem
in hexameters on a festive occasion would probably find it easier to write a simple
Koine or seek answers to their numerous questions in straightforward political

*  Fn. 12. Cf. for example the modern translations Philippe le Solitaire (AUVRAY, Pleurs [cited

n. 1] and GRUMEL, Remarques [cited n. 2]), Einsiedler Philippus (FICKER, Phundagiagiten,
[cited n. 31], p. 141) or the comment to the lemma Philip Monotropos in ODB II 1652
(A. KazapaN): lit. “solitary”.

Cf. S. WAHLGREN, Byzantine Literature and the Classical Past, in: E. ]. BAKKER (ed.),
A Companion to the Ancient Greek Language (Blackwell Publishing). Malden, Mass.
etc. 2010, 527-538; idem, Towards a Grammar of Byzantine Greek. SO 77 (2002) 201-
204; M. HINTERBERGER, How should we define vernacular Literature? in: Unlocking the
Potential of Texts: Interdisciplinary Perspectives on Medieval Greek. Cambridge, 18-
19 July 2006 (http://www.mml.cam.ac.uk/greek/grammarofmedievalgreek/unlocking/
pdf/Hinterberger.pdf, last accessed on 2012-02-08); E. TrRAPP, Learned and Vernacular
Literature in Byzantium: Dichotomy or Symbiosis? DOP 47 (1993) 115-129; I. SEVCENKO,
Levels of Style in Byzantine Prose. JOB 31/1 (1981) 289-312. See also J. NIEHOFF-PANA-
G10TIDIS, Koine und Diglossie (Mediterranean Language and Culture Monograph Series,
10). Wiesbaden 1994.

Cf. Ch. RoUECHE, The rhetoric of Kekaumenos, in: E. JEFFREYS (ed.), Rhetoric in Byzan-
tium. Papers from the Thirty-fifth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, University of
Oxford, March 2001. Aldershot 2003, 23-37.

Ed. L. G. WESTERINK, Michaelis Pselli Poemata (Bibliotheca Scriptorum Graecorum et
Romanorum Teubneriana). Stuttgard - Leipzig 1992, poems 1-8.

¢ M. and E. JEFFREYS, Who was Eirene the Sevastokratorissa? Byz 64 (1994) 40-68.
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verses.®® The way that Nikolaos III was influenced by the Dioptra show that he did
not merely consider it a successful means of edifying the less educated, but that he
counted among its attentive readers himself. The language of the Dioptra allowed
for many more non-classical elements than was usual in Byzantine literary Koine,
and it could be probably understood also by illiterate monks when read aloud in
the trapeza; but this meant neither the lack of a literary character, nor a lack of
education,®® nor, as shown in this article, a lower social milieu.

As far as the monastic-ascetic element is concerned, it is a fact that Philippos
was a monk, as was a large part of his readership.®® It is also true that the Klau-
thmoi was a poem of contrition in the face of death, and that this theme appears
occasionally elsewhere in the Dioptra. Several verses in the Klauthmoi are bor-
rowed from the Hymns of Symeon Neos Theologos, and it has been shown that
Philippos had a certain relation to mystic monasticism. Philippos speaks also
of ascetic deeds, although he considers them less important than social virtues
such as charity and love. But the ascetic element, important as it may be, is not
the only, and in fact not the main aspect of the Dioptra. The four dialogue books
are a somewhat simplistic exposition of a Christian humanistic theology and
anthropology®® - PRocHOROV characterises the Dioptra as “antropologiceskaja
enciklopedija”®” The questions that the personified Soul poses concern human
nature as a whole and its position in a world, visible and invisible, which was
created by God and which will eventually be renewed by God. It is an inherently
optimistic view, according to which almost everything, including disabilities or
social inequality, has an explanation. This explanation is easy to understand by
means of basic intellectual skills, rather than extraordinary spiritual achievements;
if something is incomprehensible, it is because human nature is still bound to the

6 Cf. R. BROWNING, Literacy in the Byzantine World. BMGS 4 (1978) 39-54 (Repr. in R.
BROWNING, History, language and literacy in the Byzantine world [Collected Studies
Series, 299]. Northampton 1989, Nr. VII). On Byzantine didactic poetry and (linguistic)
simplicity s. HORANDNER, Didactic poem (cited n. 42).

64 On the literary character of the Dioptra and on Philippos’ education s. EI. AFENTOULIDOU-
LErTGEB, Didactic Verses or Poetry? (cited n. 19).

% Of the texts transmitted in the same manuscripts as the Dioptra, many are similar to the

“florileges monastiques” (cf. M. RICHARD, Florileges spirituels grecs, in: DS V. Paris 1962-

1964, 499-510. Repr. in: M. RICHARD, Opera Minora I 1. Turnhout - Leuven 1976). See

AFENTOULIDOU, Kontext (cited n. 47).

On Christian humanism in Byzantium s. G. PODSKALSKY, Von Photios zu Bessarion:

Der Vorrang humanistisch gepragter Theologie in Byzanz und deren bleibende Bedeu-

tung. Wiesbaden 2003. PopskAaLsKY counts Philippos Monotropos to the humanist theo-

logians, without going into details; he mentions the fact that Philippos names the three

Cappadocians among his sources (p. 50-51).

¢ PROCHOROV et al., Dioptra (cited n. 1).
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corruptible world, but this obstacle will be eventually overcome.®® The answers
to the questions are based on the Scripture and the Church Fathers, but also on
natural sciences and logic (Philippos names Aristotle, Hippocrates and Galen),*
within the frame of Christian anthropology. This view of the world is perhaps not
unrelated to the conclusion that the Dioptra was created in an urbane, wealthy
and educated monastic/ecclesiastical milieu close to the patriarchal and imperial
authorities.

APPENDIX

Literary Parallels in the Poem on Fast Days by Nikolaos III and the Dioptra

i) The two verses are similar in content and the first hemistich is identical:

Kol TOVG dyiovg dmavtag mpookalovpevog npéapPelg (Poem on Fast Days 23).
kol ToUG &yiovg dmavtag uf mavon dSvowmnodoa (Dioptra, Klauthmoi 303).

ii) The two verses are similar in content (each concluding a quotation from the

Gospel) and phrasing. The second hemistichs are identical:

Kal Tadta pev 6 KopLog €v 1oic edayyelioig (Poem on Fast Days 76).

Tadta motodTat O XpLotog év Toi evayyeriois (Dioptra 11 1416).
The hemistich &v toig ebayyeliolg appears in several other verses in the Dioptra
and is also used by other authors, e.g. in the didactic poems written by or ascribed
to Michael Psellos.”® Its presence in both the Dioptra and the Poem on Fast Days
could be coincidental, but in the context of the numerous other more significant
parallels it strengthens the hypothesis of an influence.

8 Cf.III 685-689 and IV 411-425. Diametrically opposite views are expressed by the mystic
Symeon Neos Theologos: knowledge can only be gained by divine illumination; one can
see God in this life, or rather, one must see God in this life, in order to see Him in afterlife
(cf. G. PODSKALSKY, Religion und religiéses Leben im Byzanz des 11. Jahrhunderts.
OCP 57 (1991) 371-397, here 385-397); Symeon estimates that only one in ten thousand
can achieve this (Hymn 50, 157-163).

% III 274-276 and Epilogue 150 a-c (Redaction X). It goes without saying that Philippos
probably knew these ancient authors from anthologies or school texts.

7 Dioptra 11 204, 458, 1565; III 209, 392, 429, 1227; V 995, 1000, 1263; Michael Psellos,
Poem 2.336 (In canticum): 6 Aéywv yap adT6G €0ty €V 101G evayyeiolg; Pseudo-Psellos,
Poem 54.61 (Commentarius in Psalmos): &Awg te téAiv 6 Xptotog év toig edayyeiots.
Ed. WESTERINK, Michaelis Pselli Poemata (cited n. 60).
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iii) In the following two passages, identical or similar hemistichs are used to

describe the universal character of moral commandments in the first case,
of the resurrection in the second case:
npooanattelobat pEXNopev puikpoi e kol peydor
éniokomnol kai Baotdeig, poveyol kol pryddeg
ApxoVvTEG Te Kol TEVHTEG Kal TG TOTOV O OfHOG
(Poem on Fast Days 127-129).

Amavteg AvaoTHooVTaL pikpol Te kKal peydAot,
apaptwlol kai dikatol ExevBepot kai dodo,
Kal dpxovTeg kel faotdeic kal mévnteg Opoiwg,
Kal TAOVOL0L Kl TIEVHTEG, povaoTal kel prydeg
(Dioptra, Klauthmoi 187-190, redaction X).

In this Dioptra-passage the redaction Y has some minor, but for our case signific-
ant variants, which prove that Nikolaos knew the text of the redaction X:

vi)

dmavteg AvaotioovTal WKpoi Te Kal peydAot,
apaptwlol kai dikatot ExevBepot kai SodAot,
BactAelg Te Kal EpXOVTEG Kal TEVNTEG OUOIWS,
oLV T0iG MAovoiolg dmaot HovaoTaig Kal Urydot.

In the following verses, the phrase €ig dkpov is employed in the same metrical
position and mapBeviav in a different position. The adjective mavtehi] occupies
the same metrical position as &AnO1|. Both passages refer to aspects of spiritual
perfection:

axktnuoovvny mavteli, mapBeviav ei¢ &kpov (Poem on Fast Days 137).
kai apOeviav dAn0f opod kai dypumviay,
evxag vnoteiav ddkpua, kai doknotv ei dxpov (Dioptra 11 134-135).

Nikolaos uses the phrase ék T@v TOA®V dAiya twice as the second hemistich
of a transitional/concluding verse. The same hemistich is used by Philippos,
also in a concluding verse:
Kat tadta pév oot Eypaya éx 1@v moAdwv oAiya (Poem on Fast Days 157).
Tadta oot Toivuv Eypaya éx 7@y moAL@v oAiya (Poem on Fast Days 402).
T80V yuxr| pov einov oot éx T@v moAA@Y dAiya

(Dioptra IV 446, book II in redaction X).

The first hemistich of two verses in Nikolaos’ poem is almost identical to
a hemistich from the Dioptra; ¢optaig and évtolaig are phonologically
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vii

vii

X)

xi)

similar. In both poems the verses conclude and comment on a list of feasts
or commandments respectively:

Ev tadtaug ovv Taic £0pTaig el péAelg katalvewy (Poem on Fast Days 213).
&v TavTaug 0OV Taic £0ptais ExAve TV vnoteiav (Poem on Fast Days 232).
&v TadTaug yap Tals évrolais taig dvoi mag 0 vopog (Dioptra 11 205).

) The word apkéoOntt is used in both texts in the same metrical position,
although in a different context:
Kai taic Aownaig dpréotnt ig ix0vag kai oivov (Poem on Fast Days 220).
4N T0iG 00ig dpréatnTe i) yivov mAeovéktng (Dioptra 11 885).

i) A concluding verse of similar content begins with the same words in both
texts:

Eyw 8¢ mept TovTtwv VOV katanavow Tov Adyov (Poem on Fast Days 239).
gyw 0¢ mépag évtavbol T® Aoyw émbnow (Dioptra 11 1578).

The structure and the idea of the following verses are similar in both texts:
if you follow these rules, you will etc. The verb guAdttewv (-00-) appears in
the same metrical position:
Ei 8¢ kal tavtag dSvvaocat uAdTTey @g Tag dANag,
€€elg MAeloTny O@éNelay TV EVTOANY TANpwOoAG
(Poem on Fast Days 263-264).

av tadta kai omovddelag pvldooe @ kupia,
¢kToW TNV Tamelvwoty dkOTwg Kail Amdvwg

(Dioptra IV 668-669, book II in redaction X).

The beginning of the following transitional verses of similar content is ident-
ical in both texts:

kel epl T00TWY 8¢ ooy dpkéoOntt évradOa (Poem on Fast Days 304-305).
kel epl T0UTWY IKAVADG eiprkapev ©8€ mwg (Dioptra V 1866-1867).

The transitional verse in the poem of Nikolaos is comparable in content and
has a similar second hemistich to two passages from the Dioptra. Moreover,
the word avtfig in the Poem on Fast Days is in the same position as avta in
Dioptra IV 766:

Kai GAig pev mepl ad17js, 00 yap del mAéov ypagperv (Poem on Fast Days 317).
A& tapéoBwoav adTi 00 Xpny e TadTa ypdgerv (Dioptra IV 766).
naprow &€ ye t& oA cvoonpa kal Tag Béoelg,
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motkida dvta kal TOAAA 00 xpr| Yap TadTta ypdgery (Dioptra V 168-169).

xii) The following concluding verses are similar in structure and comparable in
content: if one does not accept what I have just said/ is arrogant etc., he can
do/say whatever he likes. The initial phrase is identical:

&l 0¢ 116 o0 mpooieTat o0dE moTevel TadTa,

¢ OéNet kat WG fovAetal, oVTwG kal TopevéaBw (Poem on Fast Days 388-389).
&l 0¢ 116 1) DTEEPOPPLG LYAOXNV DYITEVWY,

AYAKALTOG LEpYIHOLPOG KAl QLAOOKWTITNG OVTWG,

Aeyétw o0Tog 1O Sokovv égovaiav w¢ éxwv (Dioptra, Epilogue 31-33).

xiii) Nikolaos begins his recapitulation with idov, as is the case several times in
the Dioptra. Further elements remind strongly of the Dioptra: the phrase kata
Svvapy is in (almost) the same metrical position, as wg dVvapg in Dioptra V
2178. Although placed in different metrical positions, the verb memAfipwka
(Dioptra I1908) is common. The expressions of modesty wg épiktov dmijpxe
pot kai Suvapewg gixov remind of wg éxwpovv and w¢g Svvagug (Dioptra V
2176 and 2178). Moreover, the Poem on Fast Days continues with conditional
clauses comparable to Dioptra I1 908-914 and II 1574-1577: if you find my
words acceptable/true, then etc., if you find them burdensome/untrue/if you
procrastinate, then etc.

1600 toivuv memdfipwka THV aiTnoiv 6ov, TEKVOV,
WG EQIKTOV VTIpxeE Hot kol Suvapewg ixov (...)
&l ¢ 10 Kt SUvapuy gilov Oe® VTApYeL,
SéEan kai o wg dyaBov v mpoaipeaty povny (...)
el pév amodextéa ool, Oe@® xapig €V T00Tw,
&l 0 TOANAKIG QOPTIKG, WG PoUAeL AotmoOV TpdTTe
(Poem on Fast Days 408-416).
1600 ta mapadetypata memdpwra kopia (...)
dv pév Yevdi oot gaivwvtat Ta eipnuéva mévta,
avtifeg eitt Svaoal mpog Tavta SéomoLvd pov:
i & aAnon kai PéPata T Mpoypagévta mMavTa,
omovdaiwg diey€pOntt St ToAAoD T0D Té)OVG (Dioptra I1 908-914).
000 xvpia elMOV 0OL HEPIKDG WG EYWDPOVY,
el 6oa fjpov pe ta vV kal & {nTripatd cov
gNvoapev ¢ Svvauis Beod Tij ovvepyia (Dioptra V 2176-2178).
1600 kvpia eldv oot Kal TG Kal Tive TPOTW
KaAeital 1) petavola kai Aéyetat kai €0TLv:
el TavTn PéANELG Tpoadpapelv Kal Tpoouyelv év Tdyel,
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amoloyia dneottv ovdepia mapel oot (Dioptra 11 1574-1577).

xiv) The phrase kat’ €ué idiotn (iStwtag) @ Adyw is used both by Nikolaos and
by Philippos in the Ztixot dmoloyntikol that precede the Dioptra. It is an
allusion to 2 Co 3.1 (ei 8¢ kat iStwtNG T® Adyw, AAN’ oV T yvwoel). “kat’
éue” is an addition by Philippos, otherwise not found in TLG in this context,
and is adopted by Nikolaos:

00 povov 8¢ 10 kat’ dué iduwty 1@ Aéyw (Poem on Fast Days 8).”*
TOVG i10Tag Ko™ €pé T Adyw Kal Tf YVWOeL
(Dioptra, Ztixol dmoAoyntikol 4).

xv) The following verses paraphrase Christ’s words, quoting Dt 6.5, which are
transmitted with variations in Mt 22.37-40, Mc 12.30-33 and Lc 10.27.
Philippos combines elements from Matthew and Mark, which Nikolaos
adopts: the prepositional phrases with ¢§ are from Mark (Matthew and Luke
have ¢v, Matthew omits ¢§ 6Ang tfjg iox00g oov), the remark év tadtatg taig
dvaoiv évtolaig 6Aog 6 vopog kpépatatl kal ol mpogitat is found only in
Matthew. Several phrases are employed in the same metrical position in both
texts:

&ydmm te mpog Tov Bedv €€ GAn¢ i ioyvog

é& 6An¢ Savoiog te kai €€ GAnG yuxig te:

WoavTwG Kal TOV MAnoilov ws éavtov obTwg EXeLy.

’Ev ta0Teug o0v Taic évrodais, wg £gn 6 deondTng,

6Nog O vopog kpépatar kal ol tpo@iitan avteg (Poem on Fast Days 28-32).
&v TaUTouS yap Taic Evrodais Taig Suot mag O vOpog,

Kal of Ipo@fital kKpépuavtar Taoa ypagr TAnpodTaL,

&V 1@ TO TPOTOV Ayandv Tov Beov €k Yuxig oov,

& 6Ang tiig kapdiag cov & dAnc Tijs ioyvog,

Kal 1oV mAnoiov cov noiv wg éavtov Yoyt pov (Dioptra 11 205-209).

xvi) Nikolaos paraphrases Lc 18.22 (814806 mtwyoig, cf. Mt 19.21 and Mc 10.21)
with word forms taken from the Dioptra rather than the biblical text:

kol émboiveu ToiG mTWY0IG oLV Mpobvpia don (Poem on Fast Days 73).

7t The orthography 10 kat’ éu¢ is apparently transmitted by the manuscripts (no variant 1@
is mentioned in the critical apparatus) and accepted by KODER, who translates the verse
as “nicht nur was mich personlich betriftt, der ich ein Dilettant des Wortes bin”. In the
Dioptra kat’ éu refers to iStwtag and the verse should be translated as follows: “those
who, like me, are unskilled in word and knowledge”.
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kel SrSodveu Toig mTwy0IG Kal TVXelv Paotheiag (Dioptra 11 820, redaction X).
The redaction Y of the Dioptra has Staveipat instead of Stadodvat, which is a
further indication that Nikolaos knew the redaction X.

xvii) The following verses paraphrase 1 Co 6.9-10: oUte mdpvot oUte eidwAoldtpat
oUTe potyol o0Te paakol oUte dpoevokoitat oUTe kKAEmTaL oUTe TAgoVEKTAL,
ov uébvoot, od hoiSopot, ovy dpmayeg Pactheiav Beod kKAnpovourcovoty.
Nikolaos uses the word dpoevoxkoitat at the same position, as in the Dioptra.
Moreover, in the hemistich o0y dpmayeg, o0 Aoidopot the word order is that
of the respective hemistich of the Dioptra, and not of the Pauline text:

olte potyoli, oUte mépvol, olte dpoevokoitai

ovy dprayeg, ov Aoidopor 1j pakakol fj kKAEmTaL,

oV pébvoot, ovk adikot, AAN’ 00dE TAeovEKTaL

Bactkeiav iy Tod Oeod oV pr) kKAnpovouncovy (Poem on Fast Days 86-89).
ovy’ dpmad olite LoiSopog o péBvoog o mdpvog,

oUTE HOLOG OV HahakOG 0UTe dpoevokoiTng

00 KAEMTNG 00 pvnoikakog oUte eidwlohdtpng (Dioptra 11 856-858).

xviii) In the introductory verses of both works, the impulse for the composition
comes from a person/persona who demands instructions in questions of
religious practice; the first word of the Poem on Fast Days (IIoA\dxig) reminds
of the initial word of the Dioptra (IToA\o¥g):

IToAAéxig pe €fiacag kal ¢§€0Nyag, Tékvov (Poem on Fast Days 1).
IToAdovg pev €xopev opod kal xpdvoug kal kapovg te (Dioptra IT 1).

xix) The terms idiwteia and dypoikia are used twice in the Letter to Kallinikos,
which functions as a preface to the Dioptra, and are adopted by Nikolaos. The
combination of the words iSwteia and dypotkia was not uncommon from
the Late Antiquity onwards:
dpwyov poParldpevog Tig éufg dobeveiag
iSiwteiog oMoV 8¢ kel TOANRG dypoikiag (Poem on Fast Days 19-20).
ovyyvouny andveipe Tf idtwteiq ki &ypoiki U@y, o TOiG AeYOUEVOLG

gvatevilwv, kai To KaAog TV AéEewv okom@v: eDTENR] yap WG dANOW®G Kol Tdong

aypoikiog kel iSiwteiag avapeota (Dioptra, Letter to Kallinikos).

xx) Both Nikolaos and Philippos claim that their work is based on the Scripture/
the Church Fathers; should somebody have further questions on the sources,
they should search diligently and find the answers themselves (¢pevvnodtw
kai ebpn / {Rtnoov kai ebprioelg / épedva kai ebploke ... LAomovwTEPOV /
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@\omovov / ihdnovog); for the author or his persona cannot / does not
intend to tell everything:

AN’ Towg avTigpBéyEoLTo TI§ TV YVWOTIKOTEPWV:

Kai oD TavTng éuviiodnoav oi pabnrai Tod Adyou;

Epevvnodtw akptpog kel mavtwg elpy To0TO!

advvat®d yap v Aentd mavta dvadiddokery,

ol 8¢ pilomovdTepov TNV YpaQrV épevvdVTeS

mAnpogopiav Aapwotv ¢§ avtiig v teleiav (Poem on Fast Days 396-401).

Yoxn: Kai tiveg odtol gpdoov pot moiag @uAfig kal yévoug,
ol Tadta PrTopedoAVTEG Kal EKQPATAVTEG OVTWG;

Zap&: To tiveg puév od Aéyw oot dAN el Béhelg tod yvavad,
KaBwg Eyw EfATnoa EMPEA®G Kai eDPOV,

oUTwG 00V {ATHo0Y KAOTH EUNOVWG Kol EVPHITELS,

Kal T ovopata avT®v kai Yévog kal matpida,

Kal Tov €&R¢ ye Ta ¢§A¢ TO ola kai dmdoa-

ov Bé\w eivat oe vwBpav kai avamentwkviay,

ntnTikny 8¢ pdhiota kai gidémovoy pdAlov:

Kai dtav pEAANG Tod pabeiv ypagucdv Tt kal Beiov,

épevva o0V kai elpioke 1O (nrovpevov dmav (Dioptra 111 1545-1555).

A similar idea is expressed in the Epilogue of the Dioptra, although not
dramatised:

0 péAwV TovTOLG EVTpLPAY €lTL & AV Kal ebprong

¢ EEvov Tl patvopevov kai kavoy oot Sokovv T,

dvevdolaotwg §é5e€o wg ypagukov kai todTo:

{ntnTkds, piAdmovog, eimep Tvyxavels ile,

ToD kabevog ye TO pnTov EvradBa émyvoing:

kai toiog PiPAov mépuke kai oiov Adyov Tovto (Dioptra, Epilogue 171-176).
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ABSTRACT

This article aims to investigate the social milieu of Philippos Monotropos, author
of the Dioptra. Explicit evidence on Philippos is scarce, but the comparison with
contemporary texts allows some conclusions. Indeed, the way that Philippos
treats Bogomilism indicates connections with imperial and patriarchal circles.
Moreover, numerous parallels between the Dioptra and the Poem on Fast Days
written by Nikolaos III Grammatikos shows that the Patriarch knew and ap-
preciated the Dioptra very soon after its composition. The hypothesis that Philip-
pos belonged to an educated, urbane ecclesiastical milieu is in accordance with
the assessment of the Dioptra as a simplistic epitome of Christian humanistic
theology — contrary to previous views that overemphasised its ascetic element.






