L

View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk brought to you byf/\: CORE

NIKEPHOROS CHRYSOBERGES
ENCOMIUM OF THE PATRIARCH JOHN X KAMATEROS:
A NEW FRAGMENT

ELENI KALTSOGIANNI

Codex Vindobonensis Phil. gr. 321 is a rhetorical and epistolographical miscel-
lany, dating to the second half (last third) of the 13th century." It contains works
of authors such as Prokopios of Gaza, Michael Psellos, George Tornikes, Nike-
phoros Basilakes, Efthymios Malakes, Nikephoros Chrysoberges, Nikephoros
Blemmydes, Theodore II Laskaris, and Manuel Holobolos. Among the rhetorical
pieces preserved in the codex we find an oration on fasting, which is transmitted
anonymously, but it can as well be ascribed to Holobolos, almost with certainty.

The oration is preserved on ff. 143v-150r. After f. 145v (u fjpépaig oi 8t adtod
nepnpOévteg dpa 1@ Tod Nawfi kai 1@ [10 cod.] Tod Tegovi, TV nnyyeApévny
yiv) the text continues on f. 147r (kateokdmovv kai meptEPAemov. puetd TOoAG Kol
1oV Tovav gact meppBévta mepi 10 kipuypa, katalapéoOar tiv Nivevi ...). Thus,
the fragment transmitted on f. 146rv belongs to a different text, in all probability
a patriarchal encomium, as I shall show in the following.

The fragment under consideration speaks about a person, who stands out for
his feeling of mercy and charity actions. He is helpful to the poor, to those who
have lost their fortune struck by a disaster, and to all those who are in need in
general. He is compared to Abraham, the Danube, Nile and the sun, with regards
to his generosity and the beneficial effects of his attitude towards his fellowmen

1 For the description of the manuscript, see H. HUNGER, Katalog der griechischen Hand-
schriften der 6sterreichischen Nationalbibliothek. Teil 1: Codices historici. Codices phi-
losophici et philologici (Museion, N.E. IV/1.1). Wien 1961, 409-418. See also recently
P. Agapitos - D. ANGELOV, Six Essays by Theodore II Laskaris in Vindobonensis Phil.
Gr. 321: Edition, Translation, Analysis. JOB 68 (2018) 39-75, esp. 48-60.

2 The problem of authorship, along with the edition of this text is the subject of a separate
article, which is under preparation. The oration has been tentatively ascribed to Holobolos
by X.A. SIDERIDIS, MavounA OAofdAov éykdptov eig TOv avtokpdropa MixanA H' tov
ITaAatoAdyov. EEBS 3 (1926) 168-191, esp. 170; cf. HUNGER, Katalog (cited n. 1), 413,
and AGAPITOS — ANGELOY, Six Essays (cited n. 1), 59. According to Agapitos and Angelov,
the scribe and original possessor of Vindobonensis could be identified with Holobolos;
see ibid., 56-60.
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(IL. 1-21). Later on we are informed that this person is a patriarch,’ who not only
embodied mercy with his own deeds, but he also urged the others to follow his
paradigm through his advice and his counseling speeches (1. 22-30); in his rhe-
torical “strategy” he has surpassed even Themistocles and Pericles (11. 30-32).

There follows the recount of an incident, which serves as a proof for the ef-
ficiency of the patriarch’s teachings. The story is about a metropolitan of Thes-
saloniki, who was suffering from a fatal illness. The doctors were desperate, for
they could offer no remedy, until the patriarch came up: through his teaching
he reminded the ill metropolitan of the use of mercy, and urged him to take up
charitable actions. Upon this the metropolitan decided to spend money for the
poor, and regained his health through charity (Il. 33-68).

This was the result of the patriarch’s unwritten counsel. The rhetor shall
now turn to the written one, i.e. the patriarch’s catechetical speech(es), which
he evaluates on the basis of rhetorical terms, such as diction (Aé€1g), composi-
tion (ovvOnkn), and variation/change (dAAayn) [ll. 69-77]. The fragment under
consideration breaks up here.

It is clear from the summary given above that we have to do with a patriarchal
encomium, a genre of epideictic oratory that flourished especially in the 12th
century.* Two such texts survive in the Vindobonensis: the one is a didaskalia of
Manuel Karantenos which contains encomiastic passages for the patriarch John
X Kamateros,” while the other concerns John Kamateros as well, and it is a lauda-
tory oration composed by the maistor of the rhetors Nikephoros Chrysoberges.®

The encomium of Chrysoberges was delivered, according to the lemma ac-

3 Cf 1L 22-23: obtw gwotip O Tatptdpxov év aktiot ToAAaLG, Toig LynAoig opod EmiiAde
Kai Tolg Xepeioot kai Toig évOéopolg dpa kal Toig AAAWG TTwXEVOLOL.

4 For the surviving texts, see H. HUNGER, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der By-
zantiner. Band 1: Philosophie - Rhetorik — Epistolographie — Geschichtsschreibung -
Geographie (Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft, X11/5.1). Miinchen 1978, 126-129;
M. Loukaxki, O {§avikdg matptdpxng péoa amod ta pnroptkd keipieva tod 120v aidva,
in: N. O1koNOMIDES (ed.), Byzantium in the 12th Century. Canon law, State and Soci-
ety (Society of Byzantine and Post-Byzantine Studies. Diptycha-Paraphylla, 3). Athens
1991, 301-317, esp. 302-304. For the flourishing of the genre in the 12th century, see
ead., Le Samedi de Lazare et les éloges annuels du patriarche de Constantinople, in: FL.
EVANGELATOU-NOTARA - TR. MANIATI-KOKKINT (eds.), KAntdptov eig pvipnv Nikov
Oixovopidn. Athens - Thessaloniki 2005, 327-345.

5 The text is preserved on ff. 230r-231r. It has been edited by U. Criscuoro, Un’inedita
didascalia di Manuele Karanteno o Saranteno. BollGrott n.s. 30 (1976) 139-150.

6  The text is preserved on ff. 246r-253v; for its modern editions, see below. On Nikephoros
Chrysoberges, see the monograph of M. S. ANAGNOsTOU, “Evag pitopag 1dv xpovwv
Tiig mapakpic. ‘O Piog kai 10 €pyo Tod Nikngdpov XpvooPépyn. Athens 2020.
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companying it in the manuscript, in 1202, probably at the feast of Epiphany.” It has
been preserved only in the Vindobonensis,® and has been edited twice in modern
times, by Robert Browning and Myrsini Anagnostou respectively.’

Both editors recognized a gap in the text after f. 249v.'® Up to this point
Chrysoberges has dealt with the rules for the composition of an encomium,*
and praised the origin'? and education of the patriach, with special reference to
his rhetorical skills both in written and spoken word."* There follows a paragraph
concerning Kamateros’ access to the patriarchal throne, and then the rhetor comes
to speak about the patriarch’s moral virtues (ethos), distinguishing between those
that are of benefit only to the person itself, such as self-control (¢ykpdrteia), bold-
ness (téAua) and courage (evyvyia), and those that benefit the others as well,
such as justice (8ikawoovvn) and imparting (petddooig); profane wisdom, com-
ments Chrysoberges, defines imparting as freeness in giving (éAevBeptotng),
while Christians call it mercy (¢\enuoovvn).'*

7  For the text’s dating, see R. BROWNING, An unpublished Address of Nicephorus Chryso-
berges to Patriarch John X Kamateros of 1202. Byzantine Studies/Etudes Byzantines 5
(1978) 37-68, esp. 38-39 (= R. BROWNING, History, Language and Literacy in the Byzantine
World [ Variorum Reprints]. Northampton 1989, no IX), and ANAGNOsTOU, XpvooPépyng
(cited n. 6), 183-185.

8 Cf. ANagNosTOU, Xpvoofépyng (cited n. 6), 265 and 270.

9  See BROWNING, Unpublished Address (cited n. 7), 48-63, and ANAGNOSTOU, Xpvoofép-
yng (cited n. 6), 437-490.

10 See BROWNING, Unpublished Address (cited n. 7), 64, and ANAGNOsTOU, XpvooBépyng
(cited n. 6), 449. In the following, references will be made only to the most recent edition
of Anagnostou.

11 See ANAGNOsTOU, XpvooPépyng (cited n. 6), 440.81-441.121.

12 See ANAGNOSTOU, XpvooPépyng (cited n. 6), 441.122-443.182.

13 See ANAGNOSTOU, XpvooPépyng (cited n. 6), 443.183-449.337.

14 See ANAGNOSTOU, XpvooPépyng (cited n. 6), 448.340-449.346: Sitdg Huiv TaG dpeTag
100 fj00vg 0 A6YoG EyvwpLoe, TAG [EV ig LOVOV AVTOV TIEPLEGTWOAG TOV TIPATTOVTA, TAG
8¢ meptvevovoag & Ekelvov Tpog Etepov, olov Eykpdtetay Kai TOAHA Kai evyvyiav Tod
évepyodvTog Hovov @aot kabott TovTw uévw cvvéBailov, Sikatoovvny 8¢ kai petddo-
o tadta té mpog dAAovg kald mapdoov dAAotg ovvteTeNékaoty ¢’ GooLg AméPnoay.
According to Browning and Anagnostou, Chrysoberges alludes here to the Aristotelian
distinction between intellectual and moral virtues found in Nicomachean Ethics (1103a14-
18: Surtig Of) TG dpetiig obong, TG pev StavonTtikig Tig 8¢ N0, 1} pev StavonTiki) To
mAelov ék Sidaokaliag Exet kal Ty yéveowv kal Ty abd&noty, Siémep éuneipiag Seitar kal
xpovov, 1 & 10wk ¢€ €Bovg mepryivetat, 80ev kal Tobvopa Eoxnke HkpOV TAPEKKATVOY
4mo tod £€0ovg). Closer to the meaning of the text is, in my view, the following passage
from Aristoteles’ Rhetoric (1366a36-b9): apetr) § éoti puév SOvapug wg Sokel TOPLOTIKN
ayaB@v kai QUAAKTIKY, kai SOvag edepyeTIKT TOA@V Kol peydAwy, Kal TdvTwy Tepi
mévta pépn O¢ apetiig Sikatoadvn, avdpeia, cwPpoovvn, peyalonpémneta, peyaloyv-
xla, EAevBeploTNG, PPOVNOLG, ToPia. dvdykn 8¢ peyioTtag eivan dpetag Tag TOiG dANOLG
XPNotuwTaTaG, Eitep 0TIV 1) ApeTr) SOvapLs evepyeTiki}, <kal> St TODTO TOVG dtkaiovg
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It is at this point that our fragment should be inserted. Folio 249v ends
with the passage: yevopevog évradBa ndhv émavdyw mpog v apxnv: éykpd-
Telav O TaTPLapYNG Kol Ta Aotmd Ta € adT® T) TPATTOVTL cVoTEAAOUEVA: & Kal
urmw poedpevwv éxk Taudog EPuAdEato, idtwtepov TVuyXAvely Eyvw KaAOV: kol @
HOVT|pEG TO XpRHa TG ApeThg kal dkovov idtaletar OV mpdedpov 8¢ kabdoov
000’ 6mép 0Ty aTOG ETEPWV elvat Te@hocdPTaL TOIG TTPOG TL dANO émiTpémety
HaANoV xpfivan Kah@e, EvtedBev émteivel 1O gilowtov.' Folio 1461, on the other
hand, begins with the phrase: kai 1@ é\éw mpootiBetar kal T MaAvtpanéAw
TadTn Eptpopd: i T[.....Javaig kotoAag det Stahvpaivetar mévntag, évoéEiog
avtog dvtaviotatat, which both syntactically and at the level of meaning fits the
ending passage/phrase of f. 249v.

As for the end of our fragment, this also fits perfectly before the beginning of
f. 250r. As we have seen, at this point Chrysoberges turns to Kamateros’ catecheti-
cal speech(es), which he evaluates in terms of rhetorical style. This evaluation
continues normally on f. 2501, and covers the next pages of the text: ' (f. 146v)
AN’ émeldn) v dypagov mapaiveoty Dretimwoa Kai fjv €k Adyov mvevoag po-
VOV KOtvoD O HEYLOTOG Kal TTPOQOpLKoD, Ttvorv {wilg Td OviiokovTi éneloénvevoe,
Sikatog &v €inv Aéyety kal TNV ypantiy. TV mpoTpita (mpwtpita cod.; cf. infra)
KATXNTKnV. fjv domep mAdka Oedypagov xpLloTiavoig evTunwTov dveypdyetor
dvépyopat 81 kai avbig £mi (urpov Bavpdoat TavTnG TO TPoPAtVOpEVOV: THV AEELV:
TNV ouvONKNy: TV aAXaynv: kabdamep dtav déomotva Heyahompenng: Kal TAdoLy
napeotrioato edppuvBuov: kai peyalomnpenéow || (f. 250r) Eotilyev dugiéopaoty.
0002V €K TO KTV POV Kal LAY Kal AOAPEG, [....] TIVOG dKkaipov eptTpomiig. 0’
@V 1) ToD voOg ovyxéetat Stagpdveta 00SEIG TOV OVOUATWY dVOUG EKTPAXVOHOG.
ovd¢ TIg dAoyog mapacvvleats, 008¢ oxnuATOY oVVoSog Avempavig. €& v
ENANVIOHOG 60D Kal BapBaptlopdg dAAARA0LG OUOTiHWG EMépXovTal. Kol TEQPUKEV
évtedBev 1 oOvTNELG Kal T& év Adyolg wg EmipkTa Tépata.

With regards to the constitution of the codex, Hunger has reconstructed the

Kai avOpeiovg HdAtoTa TIOOLY: 1] HEV Yap &V TTOAEHW, 1} 6 Kai €v ToAépw Kai €v eiprivy
XPNOtHog &ANoG. eita EAevBepldTng mpoievtat yap kal ovk dvtaywvilovral mept TOV
XprHaTwy, OV pdliota épievrat dAAoL.

15 Here and in the following the passages of the edited text are given according to the manu-
script, as far as accentuation and punctuation are concerned.

16 Up to the end of f. 205v. Cf. ANAGNOsTOU, XpvooPépyng (cited n. 6), 453.466. Here ends
the whole chapter of the encomium concerning the patriarch’s ethos; cf. ANAGNOSTOU,
XpvooPépyng (cited n. 6), 452.460-453.466: t& puév tod fjBovg de cuyyéypamtar kai
Taped T& TOAA TTOOQ SLWPLOHEVOV GUVEXET TOOW CUVAVTIHETPOV TNV SIATETUNHEVNY
ovAaaig Aoy ¢ cuvagel Tod Xpdvov ToUTW TOo®: £V Yap €k TOV dypdguwy Tpd&ewy
oVAaPOV KAK TOV £yYpapwy GANO cuuBovldy, 1G ék Suelv abTika TPOTAoEWY TTEpaivw
10 100 Adyov ovpmépacpia, kai & Aownd peta&d toig fovlopévols napepfepAiobwoav.
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order of folios and quires in the respective parts of the manuscript as following: 8
(143),3 (146),4 (150) ... 8 (249), 6 (7-1, for f. 309 is missing before f. 256: 255)."”
Our findings show that one more folio is missing from the quire comprising ft.
250-255: this is f. 146, which should be placed at the beginning of the quire, be-
fore f. 250; thus, we have to do with a quire consisting originally of eight folios,
and now missing its first and last folio, which have been misplaced. As for the
quires between ff. 144-150, we are left with a quire of two folios (ff. 144-145)
and another one comprising four folios (ff. 147-150).'® Hunger’s schema should
thus be modified as following: 8 (143), 2 (144-145), 4 (147-150) ... 8 (249), 8
(146+250-255+309).

One last point to discuss is the identity of the metropolitan of Thessaloniki,
who was “cured” through Kamateros’ advice. John Kamateros occupied the pa-
triarchal throne of Constantinople between 1198-1206; by that time the episco-
pal chair of Thessaloniki was held, for the second time, by Constantine Meso-
potamites. Mesopotamites was appointed metropolitan of Thessaloniki for the
first time in late 1196-spring 1197. He was replaced for a short while, after he fell
into disgrace, by John Chrysanthos, but he was restituted to his post before 1204,
probably soon after the death of his adversary, George II Xiphilinos, in July 1198;
he held “typically” this office until ca. 1227.'” Given the fact that Chrysoberges
addressed his encomium to Kamateros in 1202, the incident concerning the ill
metropolitan of Thessaloniki should be placed between 1198-1202, i.e. at the
beginning of the second episcopacy of Mesopotamites.*

In the edition of the fragment that follows the accentuation and puncuation
of the manuscript have been maintained. Some lower stops have been replaced
with upper stops and vice versa.

17 Cf. HUNGER, Katalog (cited n. 1), 418.

18 Or rather a quire of six folios (144-145, 147-150)?

19 On Constantine Mesopotamites, see V. LAURENT, La succession épiscopale de la métro-
pole de Thessalonique dans la premiére moitié du XIIIe siécle. BZ 56 (1963) 284-296,
here pp. 285-286, 288-292; K. VARZ0s, ‘H yeveahoyia t@v Kopvnvav, vol. 1-2 (Bulavtivi
keiueve kai perétar, 34). Thessaloniki 1984, vol. 2, 577-578; A. STAVRIDOU-ZAFRAKA,
Nikata kat Hretpog tov 130 atdva. ISeoloyikr avtimapdBeon otny mpoonadeid tovg
va avaktioovy Ty avtokpatopia (Etaipeio Bulavtivdv Epevvav, 7). Thessaloniki 1990
[repr. Thessaloniki 1991], 151-153; R. MACRIDES, George Akropolites, The History. In-
troduction, Translation and Commentary (Oxford Studies in Byzantium). Oxford 2007,
163-164; ANAGNOsTOU, XpvooPépyng (cited n. 6), 138.

20 Chrysoberges was personally related to Constantine Mesopotamites, whom he addressed
as his “benefactor” in an oration dating between 1192/93-1195. For the edition of this
text, see S. KotzaBAassI, ‘Evag avékdotog Adyog Tov Nikngdpov XpvooBépyn otov Kwv-
otavtivo Meconotapitn. EAAxvikd 42 (1992) 291-301; Kotzabassi (p. 296) suggests that
the two men were schoolmates, who later followed different careers.
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1| (£. 146) xai t@ eNéw mpooTiBetar kai Tf TaAvtpaméw tadTn TEpLpopd:
fj t[.....Javaig kotohaig del Stahvpaivetar tévnrag, £voéEiog adTog dvTtaviotatar
kal €l Tt xpn) [€x] TAG dyiaq lotopfoat ypa@iig, ‘€l o0’ gnowy ¢w dplotepd £y
émi Sef1d’ 1000 Omep [kai] APpadp 6 matptdpxng TpoOTEPOV TPOG AWT ENdAEL
oV adeh@omatda. obtw petapvOuiler mav émapiotepov: Kal menTwkOOL Po-
oPonBel- xai xelpa TovTOIG SidWOt THV PLAdPpOvVa Kal TpoOg THV dndvOpwmov
TEPLPOPAV Kail Avioov dvtaywvileTar kal TepLTpENeL TEVOUEVOLG TAG CLUPOPAG
émi Odtepa 101G €k TEMAOVTIOUEVWY TITWXEVOLOLY: 0iG HdANov édokipace Tpo-
oapkelv (elnep ye mdvta mapeAlvbe mkpaopov: Enav eig evlwiov dvBpwmog
ne@Bakwg, mav{wiov dvtalldrrotto xeipova): Toig éykAnpols dde Stakovelv:
101G €K AawS0oVG EpYOUEVOLG TAN POUATOG OepVElOLG povTioThpiolg (omevdet O
A6yog mARBovat Toig KaAoig kal EmTpéxet Td TAElWw TUNTIKDG TTPOG YopyoTNnTA)
ydory: égnovyaovot Toig éuppovpotg Toig VIodéopoLG dmacty O péyag ovTog
KPOVVOG, WG £§ dpxiG pLdg moAvoTopog émoyiCetar Totpog EmTéEAAWY KaTd TV
noinoty iepog, ov év mevtandpolg mpoxoais iotopnoav épelicoeobal fj Nethog
ENTATOPOLG OTOUAOLY &vOLyOpevog: 1 €l Tig dANog T@V dftodoyovpévwy €v mota-
poig, mavtodamnaig Statopais eig poipag €pxotto mheiovag: fj Omwg uaAlov €k Tod
QWTOG TO TOD éNéOVG PiG évokevdowpal, kabBdmep fAtog dvaPag dépa Vdwp:
yaiov dpa katéhapye: Ta mpiv okoToeldi] Kal anpdonta: THv EMnpuévny evotv
Kal TNV Katdppomov. O pev yap €v xpovw méguke gépecdat ai & odv dkTiveg
dxpovol émavioxovoty.

2§ - Stadvpaivetar: cf. Arist., Plut. 435 (fj toig kotOAaug del pe Stahvpaivetar)  3-4 €l o0
enowv - de&u: cf. Gen. 13.9 (o0k idod mdoa 1 yfj Evavtiov 6o €0ty Staxwpiobntt &’ épod:
el oD elg dplotepd, £yw eig 0ekLd €l ob eig Sefid, yw €ig dplotepd) 11 T0iG €k Aawdovg —
nAnpwparog: cf. Greg. Antioch., Laudatio patriarchae Basilii Camateri 32-33 Loukaki (¢x Tfig
KATd KOGHOV fikovTa poipag kai Tod Aawdovg TANpwpatog) 12 TUNTIKGG Tpog yopydTnTa:
cf. Hermog., De ideis 11, 1.79-80 Rabe (¢0Tt p&v 10 o100V v yopydtnta pdhiota eidog A\dyov
TO TunTKOV); ibid., 84-85 (tunTikog 8& Adyog kal yopydg HAALoTa éV TOIG oAt Kal TOiG
pv@potc Bewpeitar); ibid., 92-100 (vov 8¢ TPQOTOV TEPL TV OXNHATWY Aé€opev, & TunTiKd GvTa
Kat &vayknv €0Ti kol yopyd. oxfpata pev odv tod €idovg tdde. 10 dodvdetov KOUUATIKGY,
olov «mpoofiBe Tf] POVAf), TpoPfodAevpa Eypden». TO KaT Gvopa Koppatikdy, olov “‘Augi-
noAw, TTvdvay, Iotidatav, MeBdvny, Iayacdg) kai ai mukvai kai 8t éhayiotov ¢Eallayal,
olov «10 Ttp@ToV Apimoly Aoy, petd tadta ITodvay, méAwv Iotidatav, MeBavny adbic,
elta Oettaliag eméPny ki ta €€§g)  14-15 Totpog - épeliooeaBar: cf. Dion. Perieg., Orbis
descriptio 298-301 Brodersen (Privy & ¢Eeing emréMhetan iepog Totpog / adTdg, £¢ &vToAiny
tetpappévog dxpt Baldoong / EdEeivov, T601 ndoav ¢pedyetan Bdatog dxvnv / mevtandpolg
npoxofjotv éAloodpevog mepi Iledknv)  15-16 Neilog - avorydpevog: cf,, e.g., Dion. Perieg.,
Orbis descriptio 264 Brodersen (éntandpov Nethoto vevaouévov EAAaxov doTv)

5 adeh@omeda V. petapuBpiler sic V pro petappuBuiler  5-6 mpog fonbel V
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OVtw QwoThp O TaTPLApXOL €V dKTIoL TOAAAIG, TOIG DYNAOIG Opod EMiADe Kkal
101G Xepeloot kal Toig évOéopolg dua kal Toig AAAWG TTWYEVOVOL. Kal OVK adTOG
Hev To0Tw T@ dyab® évnoknoarto: étépolg § odv ol maprvece: Kai GVUBOVATV
Katpiav Tavtny ovk EeAdAnoe: kai TOTOV 0lkToL S1d TAG YAWTTNG WoEl kol o@pa-
YLoTpoG TIvOG dvOpwmikais kapdiatg ovk éTvmdoato: dANG kat émi Sidaxaig
TolavTalg oV’ {TTOV | ToLoeoLy fpioTEVOEY O COPDTATOG. OV Yyap THV Xelpa
HOVOV O KpATEPOG TOD TVEVHATOG AlYUNTRG KATd TG dmavOpwmov gopdg: peta
ToD 0iKTOV ¢MWTPUVEY, AANA Kai Aakidy TOTlG dANotg ¢§anéotethe oOpfovlov: kai
0TPATNYOG OUoD Kal PriTwp eDONPOG KEXPNUATIKE TOVG €T dppoiv meplBpvAlovg
OepiotokAelg ékeivoug kal ITepikAeig €G TOGOV MTapapelydevog, EPOoov Kal 1)
otpatnyla TVELHATIKT, Kal 1} PTOPLKT YuxaiG oV oWty EmiKaiplog.

A& ovvEPN ToDTO TTapddo&ov. THV Elenrochviny ydp adTOg CLWTIOV, Kai Ui
TepLOaATI{wV &V T TIP&TTEWY THV dpeTnV, KaT dANov TpdTov EAdAnoe. Siddokety
yap 100G dAAoVG 0D Tw TEPL TAVTNG OVK WKV OE Kal TOV KaAov StavaPdAiecOat
BovAevtnplov. TavTng dmotéleopa tiig didaokaliag, dpylepes ék OvijokovTtog
dveoTwg Kai dvBopoloyovpevog {dypiar 008&v 8¢ olov T@ Aoyw mapepfaleiv
Katd TG Aeyopévag Emaywydg Nuag €k pépovg amodetkvoovtag. £0TL Ti TOALG
Makedovwy puntpomoig: oidate mavteg fiv Oettalol déoxov oikntopes. Oépunv
|| (f. 146v) éxeivnv oi [alatol k]atwvopdkaot kaioap § kel vikoag O &vtt-
npdtTov 6 mept@pVAAN[Tog] viknv 1@ £0vik® émPalwv dvopaoTik®, Oecoalovi-
KNV ovvOeThv KAy Eméypaye. TavTng 6 mpoedpog émekékAito: kai 1) Oavdotpog
Eppeme: Kal 008EV AV TOV €lg TOVTO TAPAKAAOVVTWYV. 1) VOOOG €YKiVELVOG: O
XPOVOG TEPIYVKTOG" O KAVWY KATAPLOTOG: O TPAYNAOG €V TTVIYHOIG. EMéPpITTOV
T vedpa 1O vedpa StehapPfdvetor TEANa & évta Ta E§wTeptka AvaoTeANd-
peva @dppaka: UToxwpodVTeg ol voookopoL 1) TéExvn dnoylvwokovoa. £vradda

28 kpatepdg — aixunti: cf. Hom., I1. 3.179 (Bactheds T dyabog kpatepde T aixpntig) et 4.87

(Aaod8éxw Avtnvopidn kpatep®d aixunt)  33-34 pn neptoadmiCwy — dpetnv: cf. Matth.
6.3-4 (000 8¢ ToLoDVTOG ENeNUOGHVIV [ YV@TW 1) dploTepd oov Ti otel 1) Se§Ld oov, dmwg
1] 00V 1} éAenuoouvn év T@ kpumt®)  38-42 Eoi Tig - énéypaye: cf. Michael Rhetor, Oratio
ad Manuelem imperatorem 139.4-6 Regel (16 mept v 1@V Makedovwv Aéyw puntpomoAry, fjv
O méAat pgv xpovog Oépuny ékdheoey, 0 vov 8¢ O@eooaloig kal vikny ovvleig dvopa TodTo
érugnuilet tfj méAet 6OvOetov); Menand. Rhetor, De orat. I, 358.9-11 Russell - Wilson (vikng
8¢, olov aot v Oeooalovikny émi Tf] vikn T@v OeTtaA®@V oikioBijvat Vo Makedovwv);
Ioh. Malalas, Chronographia 145.11-17 Thurn (tfj 8¢ Maxedoviag épacilevoe Gilunmog £t
k', 601G vikfjoag vrétake v Oeooaliav, kai ktifel TOAw eig v Makedoviav, fijv ékdheoe
@eooalovikny, TH Tpdny Aeyopévny kouny Oéppag. Atovioiog 8¢ ¢Eébeto &t €ig Gvopa
Baothioong pdg tod yévovg @hinmov petd tadta ékAnn Oecoalovikn)

26 ok étunwoato V post corr.: éveTumwoato? a. corr. 39 an éméoxov? 44 KApvVwV scripsi:

Kapvog V. katdpuooog: hapax legomenon
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148 Eleni Kaltsogianni

O kaBa Tovg OO Baldttng dpmayévtag @acty &g kdpa Ty Tvonyv éppevyeodal
uéAovtag TG mETpag edpedeiong mobev kai dppotépalg evopdtteoBar kai 81
TUXOV dvaodleaBal, obtw mapiv 1) Tétpa TiG ékkAnoiag O oTepépviog TpOPoAog:
Kai O Kapmv avtig dpeedpdrteto. kai el Tt oV pr) Yeddog fv 10 mept Odvooéa
note, g apPpooiw kpndéuvw uPubin émTvxwv émav pobiowg bgakog dvemdhate:
Kal V1O OTéPVOV TAVLOAG £G YV OWTHPLOV AveméumeTo’ AN dAnBg 6 matpi-
dpxng T@ dyxopévw fv avTika EvoTépvIog: €V péoatg TAnupvpiot Bavarnpaic:
KAwotnp Tt¢] dppnkTog dvTikpug TAELOVWY adTd fHep@V €€ Evtuxiag povng
gmkABwv ovvéxelav.

[Twg &v mpoaydyn 6 Adyog €ig EkmAngLy opod kai €ig ékBeoty fj Tiv TOD pe-
yéhov Sidaokaliov: fj THv étoiuny tod dvakepévov neldw: 1 Tod Bavdrtov v
EKTPOTIN V" Tj TNV THiG Dyelag mpocéhevoty. O pev, avtika Tov Bavpaotov eiofiyev
avOpwmokopov TOV EAeov: Kal TG Avakelpévy tovTov €k didaxig aveyvapt-
Cev- 0 8¢, TG AvOpwTOKOpiag TAVTNG AVEUVIOKETO. Kail O gV TATPLAPXNG TV
yA@tTav ola kAw[o] v ebotpogov ékeivw Enépputev: 6 8¢, TpOG ENeov eV TWY
paAlov fvoiyeto kai Bdavatog dvetpéneto: kai 1} padtng dAlobev dvtelonpyeto.
Kai v AvTumepioTaots atexvdg: TO yap Xpuoiov 6 KApvwv dToKeV@Y, TOV ¢ Dyei-
ag OAPov dvTeloekOle. TOTE TPOPAVDGS SITTOVG EMEYVWUEY HaXNTAG TOV ENeoV
Kal TOv Bavatov: obg &k mapaipdoews dyadiig 6 matpdpyng dTpLVe pdxeoHar
Kai OrieokéNle TOV Bdvatov ENeog: TUKTOV EKETVOV KAKOV Katd TOV Tap” Oprpw
Apnv kail dAompdoallov: pOcov €k apnkolag ¢ TPOoAPTNTOG E0KEVATTAL
Vv dpxNV: kai 6tumep £Tépolg €€ £Tépwv mehdlely elwbev avalwTikdg.

Todto pev totodToVv: kai oTAAN Tig TOD YeYovaTOog EUMvoug EmavéoTn kal
AaAnTn, adTog €keivog O AvaoTag Tolg mAeiootv EkTOépevog. AN émeldn v
dypagov mapaiveoty deTOMWOR Kai fjv €k Adyov Tvedoag pOVoL Kovod O pé-
YLOTOG Kal tpo@opikod, mvony {wiig @ Oviokovtt éneloénvevaoe, dikatog dv
gimv Aéyewy kal TNV ypantiv: Thv TpdTpITa KATNXNTIKNV: fjv domep mAdka Oed-

49 1 métpa A ékkAnoiag: cf. Matth. 16.18 (kay® 8¢ oot Myw &tt ov el [TéTpog, kad £mt tadTn
i} éTpa oikoSoprow pov TV EkkAnoiay, kai ToAat dSov ov katioyboovoy avtig)  50-52
10 mept Odvooéa — dveméumneto: cf. Hom., Od. 5.346-347 (1] 8¢, 168¢ kpridepvov vmo otép-
voto tavoooat / duBpotov: ovdé Ti Tot mabéety 6éog o0 amorécBat) 65 mapalpdoewg
ayadfjg: cf. Hom., II. 11.793, 15.404 (&yabn) 8¢ mapaipacic ¢otv €Taipov)  66-67 TUKTOV —
dAhompdoallov: cf. Hom., I1. 5. 830-831 (tvyov ¢ oxedinv pund” &leo Bovpov Apna/ todtov
HatvOUEVOV, TUKTOV KakOV, dANompdoariov) 69 otiin - éunvoug: cf, e.g., Greg. Nyss., In
sanctum Ephraim, PG 46, 821C7-9 (natpdg tdg 4petag dvaypdpovTeg, kol olov €ig oTAANY
gumvouy kai (@oav Tov ékeivov Biov fpiv aveyeipovteg) et AHG Oct. 18, can. 23, ode 9.12
(Bumvouv domep oTAANV eig del Stapévovoav) 72 mvor {wijg netoénvevoe: cf. Gen. 2.7
(kai éveguonoev eig 10 TpoowTOV adTOD TIVoTV {Wig)

47 ¢ppevyecfat sic V pro épedyecfat 51 andvrendhee? 52 0tépvov V. 73 mpatpita V
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YPAPOV XPLOTLAVOIG EVTUTIWTOV Aveypayato. dvépyopal 81 kol adBig £t ukpOv
Bavpdoatl Tavtng TO MpoParvopevov: T A&ty TV ouvOnknv: ThHv dANaynv:
kabBdamnep 6tav déomowva peyalompenig kai TAdotv mapeotioato ebppvOuov:
Kal peyahompenéoty | ...

University of Ioannina

ABSTRACT

The article is concerned with a hitherto unidentified fragment of Nikephoros
Chrysoberges’ encomium of the patriarch John X Kamateros. The fragment is
transmitted on f. 146rv of the codex Vindobonensis Phil. gr. 321 (13th century),
which also preserves the rest of the encomium (ff. 246r-253v); f. 146rv should be
placed between ff. 249v-250r, thus filling a lacuna in the text, already indicated
by its editors. In terms of content, the fragment under consideration offers some
interesting information regarding the person of a metropolitan of Thessaloniki,
who held this office during Kamateros’ patriarchate, in all probability Constan-
tine Mesopotamites.

74 dveypayeto V. 76 ebppuBuov V post corr.: ebpuBpov a. corr.






