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THE STORY OF A COMPOSITION
OR ‘ADVENTURES’ OF WRITTEN MELODIES DURING THE
BYZANTINE AND POST-BYZANTINE ERA

ACHILLEAS G. CHALDAIAKIS

Undoubtedly, the story of any composition whatsoever,
constitutes an extremely interesting ‘adventure’. After having been
conceived by its composer, it is written down either by the
composer himself or by his disciples. Then it is copied in its
original form or partially adapted onto various manuscript musical
codices. Subsequently it is diffused in broader circles, sometimes
centuries after its conception, thus attracting the interest of other,
more or less well-known music masters, who undertake to process,
embellish, reform and broaden it, while, at the same time, it is
transcribed according to various and different systems of musical
notation.

In this paper, I will try to present some aspects and stages of
this ‘adventure’, focusing on the case of a protopsaltes, the so-
called Eunuch the Philanthropinos, to whom is attributed only one
composition, which I will deal with below.

1. Eunuch Protopsaltes Philanthropinos

The enigmatic figure of a protopsaltes, bearing the moniker
‘Philanthropinos’ and referred to as the ‘eunuch’, is sporadically
attested to in various handwritten Mathemataria, dating from the
14th to the 16th century'. He is even mentioned in an 18th-century
catalogue of ‘all outstanding masters of ecclesiastic chant’,
compiled by Cyrillos Marmarinos, bishop of Tenos, ‘in the time of
loannes Protopsaltes’, i.e. during the period 1734/36-1770%. This
catalogue, which is included by Chrysanthos in his handwritten

' Cf. A. Xanneakuc, ‘EBnyx ®unanTtponuHckuil’, Ilpasocnrasnas suyu-
xknoneous, 17 (Mocksa, 2008), pp. 184-185. The genre ‘Mathematarion’
is often referred to as ‘kalophonic Sticherarion’.

? See Gertsman, Theoreticon, pp. 780-834; Kapokatoavn, Ocwpniikov
Kovpildov 100 Mopuopnvov, pp. 169-170; cf. Moavoing K. Xatinywo-
kovpflg, “Avtoypogo (1816) tod ‘Meydhov Bgwpnrikod’ Tod Xpu-
cavBov”, O Epaviarng, 11 (1974), pp. 311-322, pp. 321-322.
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Theoretikon®, and subsequently published in his printed book®, is
very probably identical to that referred to as ‘The catalogue of
those who flourished, at various times, in ecclesiastic music’; this
is also registered for example in codex 318, f. 140r onwards of the
Monastery Xeropotamou on Mount Athos, written by the Arch-
deacon Nikephoros Kantouniaris of Chios himself, at the beginning
of the 19th century’. In all the above mentioned sources, our figure
is described in the same way: ‘Eunuch Protopsaltes the Phi-
lanthropinos’. His figure is enigmatic, because we only know his
office, Propopsaltes, i.e. first chanter’, and not his real name. He is
referred to by means of his quality, as a ‘eunuch’, which places
him in the ranks of the eunuchs, whose presence in the Byzantine
Empire is well documented’. In addition to their other occupations,
eunuchs were well versed in music, with considerable success, as
recent research has convincingly proved®. The additional mention

3 See Xpooavlog, To dvéxdoto abtéypago tob 1816, pp. 100-123.

* See Xpovoavloc, Ocwpnrikov, pp. XXXII-XLII, §§ 51-64; Chrysan-
thos, Great Theory of Music, pp. 233-239, §§ 51-64.

> See Ttabng, Ta yewpdypapa, 1, pp. 146-150; cf. codex 1427 of the
Monastery Vatopediou on Mount Athos (also written by Archdeacon
Nikephoros Kantouniares of Chios himself, in AD 1810), pp. 659-664.

% On protopsaltes in general, see K.M. PaAng, “Tlepi 100 4Ebporog tod
wpotoydAtov”, llpoktike Axodnuioc AOnyvav, 11 (1936), pp. 66-69;
Ebdayyedio Zmopdxov, “Ta Oeeikie 100 IlpotoydAitov «ol Ttod
Aopeotikov péca amd Tovg YEPOYPUPOVS Kddkeg Tod Ilomadikod
vévovus”, Oewpia kol Ilpdacn tijc WYaiuxijc Téxyvns: To Tévy kol Eion tijg
Bvlovtvijc Woluxiic Melomouiog, Ilpoxtiko. B’ AicBvoic Zvvedpiov,
Movaixoloyikod kai Waltxod, AOnvo, 15-19 Oxtwppiov 2003 (Athens,
2006), pp. 195-210, pp. 195-198, 201-209; Evdayyeiio. X. Zrvpdakov, Of
X0pol woltdv kata v folavavn mopadoon (Athens, 2008), passim.

7 On eunuchs in general, see the recent book of T{ovvti® Xépwy, T elvau
70 Bvlavtio, trans. Xpiotidvva Zapopd (Athens, 2008), pp. 315-332, 639
(bibliography).

See Neil Moran, ‘Byzantine Castrati’, Plainsong and Medieval Music,
11,2 (2002), pp. 99-112; cf. Evayyedia Zmvpdxov, “H Poloavrvi
EKKANGLOOTIKT HoVoikT) 60 200 diebveg cuvédplo Pulavtivdv 6movddv:
Mapict 20017, [apvaocoog, 44 (2002), pp. 506-507; eadem, “H
Nyoxpopatikn mowkiAia oty Pulavtvn yopwdiokn wpaén”, Byzantine
Musical Culture: First International Conference - Greece 2007 (Paeanea,
2009), pp. 144-156 (found at http://www.asbmh.pitt.edu/pagel2/
Spyrakou.pdf)., pp. 151-156; eadem, Oi yopoi waitdv (see n. 6), pp. 502-
515 (with further relevant bibliography).
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of the moniker ‘Philanthropinos’, by means of which he is char-
acterized in all extant sources, rather complicates the issue, as it
raises yet another question: does this mean that the aforementioned
eunuch protopsaltes belonged to the illustrious Byzantine family of
the Philanthropinoi’? Or was he a member — indeed the proto-
psaltes — of the monastic community of a monastery with the same
name? For the time being, neither of these two interpretations can
be excluded.

2. Interpolations in the original composition by Xenos Korones
and Ioannes Koukouzeles

The Eunuch Protopsaltes Philanthropinos is known as the
composer of a mathema, pertaining to the celebration of the Birth
of Jesus Christ. This composition of his is the one I mentioned
before, which is anthologized every so often in various Mathe-
mataria from the 14th to the 16th century'®. Fortunately, the

’ See Adnvaydpa, pnrpomohritov Hopapvbiag kai Gikatdv, “TopPoiai
gilg v iotopiav tod Pulovivod oikov @V PhavOpOTNVOV”, Adeltiov Tijg
Toropixijc kai E6voloyikiic Eraupeiog tijc EAlddog, new series, 1st vol.,
no. 4 (Athens, 1929), pp. 61-74 (cf. also the relevant review by V. Lau-
rent, in Echos d’Orient, 29 (1930), pp. 495-497); in addition cf. Totopia
100 EMnvikot "Efvoug, 1X (Athens 1980), pp. 218, 242, 285, 290.

12 See: N.L.G. 2500 (Mathematarion, middle of the 14th cent.), ff. 100v-
103r: ““Etepov, &€& avtdv: moinua tod Edvovyov kol mpwtoyditov 10D
davOpornvod: [Myog] v Nov mpoentiy mpéppnois”; N.L.G. 2411
(Mathematarion, 2nd half of the 14th - beginning of the 15th cent.), ff.
116v-119v: “Eigc v avtiv €optiv, moinuo tod Evvolyov kol mpwto-
yértov 100 PavOponnvod- [fxog] v NV mpopnuxi mpdppnois’;
N.L.G. 885 (Mathematarion, 15th cent.), ff. 61r-66r, 401r-402r: “T® avtd
unvi, ke’ 1 Tévwvnoig tod Kvupiov kai Oeod kol Zotiipog Hudv Incod
Xpiotod. [Moinpa tod Edvodyov kai tpotoydAitov 100 O1havOponnvod-
[fxoc] v [néococ] Nov mpopnrixn mpdppnois”; Sinai 1251 (Mathematarion,
2nd half of the 15th cent., written by loannes Plousiadenos), ff. 99v-101v:
“rympov, €ig v avTVv £optiv, moinue tod Edvovyov kai tpotoydAtov
10D DavOpomnvod- [fxog] tpitoc NV mpognuiky mpdppnoig”; Sinai
1234 (Mathematarion, A.D. 1469, written by loannes Plousiadenos), ff.
162v-165r: ““Etepov, €& avtdv, moinpe tod Evvodyov kol mpotoydAitov
10D PrhavOponnvod: [fyoc] tpitog Nov mpogntiki mpoppnoic’; National
Library of Russia 126 (Papadike-Mathematarion, 2nd half of the 15th
cent.), ff. 239v-241r; Monastery Panteleimonos on Mount Athos 938
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composition in question has also been explained in accordance
with the New Method of analytical notation by Chourmouzios
Chartophylax — a phenomenon, by the way, which is indicative of
the value of Eunuch Philanthropinos’ work. It is recorded in the
latter’s handwritten codex 729 from the collection of the Meto-
chion of the Holy Sepulchre, in the National Library of Greece (3rd
volume of the Mathematarion, dating from the 1st quarter of the
19th century), ff. 254v-264r: “"Etepov €& ant®dv (sc. 1@V oTimpdV
v Xp1o1od 'evvdv): PavOpmrivov tod Edvodyov: fxoc tpitog
(nécog) Niv mpopnuikny mpoppnoig.” It is a kalophonic setting to
music in the middle third mode of the Byzantine oktaechia of the
second sticheron idiomelon of the first hour of Christmas''.

The structure of this mathema, as recorded in all afore-
mentioned sources, is of particular interest, since the original com-
position by Eunuch Philanthropinos has been subsequently
‘flanked’ by similar works of two other major Byzantine com-
posers, Protopsaltes Xenos Korones'’> and Maistor Ioannes Kou-
kouzeles”. To Eunuch Philanthropinos is attributed the introduc-
tion to the mathema, which goes as follows (the transcription is
from the codex 729 in the collection of the Metochion of the Holy
Sepulchre, the National Library of Greece, ff. 254v-255v (see Fig.

I):

Nov —ttitt... (Bpayd kpdrnpo)—

(Mathematarion, end of the 15th - beginning of the 16th cent., written by
Alexios the Priest), between ff. 125v-129v.

' Here is the entire text of that sticheron:

Ndv  mpopntikny 7pdppnols, mAnpodijvor Emelyetor, PLOTIKDG 1
pdorovoa

Koai ob Bnoiegp yi| Tovda, ovdaudc vmapyelg éhayiotn &v toig Hyepodot,
nmpoevTpenifovca 10 GTHANLOV:

€k 60D yap pot é&glevoetar, Myoduevog t@v EBvadv S coapkds, €k
Mapbévov Kopng Xpiotog 6 Bedc, 6¢ moyavel tov Aaov odtod, Tov véov
‘ToponA.

Adpev avtd Grovteg peyaAmcivny

"2 For a general bibliography on Xenos Korones see XaAdondkng, O
molvéleog, p. 422; see also the recent dissertation by Demetriou,
Machairas Kalophonon Sticherarion A4, pp. 202-206.

13 See also Xordarbkng, O moivéleog, pp. 403-405; cf. Demetriou, ibid.,
pp. 198-201.
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NV wpoenTIKT TPOPPNOLS, TANP®OTVaL — TAAY — TANP®OTVaL
émelyetal, MLOTIKAOG 1M —KIKL..xyL...(Bpoyd fymue)— 1
packovoa — Agye —

NOV TpoenTiKt —KiKL. .. L. .. (Bpoyd fynuo)— tpdppnoig

(For this last segment, which 1is missing from the
aforementioned codex, cf. the relevant comments in unit 3.A of the
present paper.)

This is immediately followed by compositions by Korones and
Koukouzeles. The melos by Korones runs as follows (the tran-
scription here is from codex 2500 of the National Library of
Greece, ff. 100v-101r, where this melos is found under the title:
AlJo, 10D mpwtowditov kvp Eévov tod Kopovny: [fyog] mh. o
(tp1pwvav) (see Fig. 2)):

NDV Tpo@NTIKN —TITITL. .. p1p1ptL. .. (Bpoyd KpaTua)—

NOv poenrikn Tpdppnoic:

Koai o0 Bnoiegp yij Tovda, ovdaudc vrapyelg Elayiotn €v toig
‘Hyepool, mpogvtpenilovoa 10 omnAaiov  —mwdAv— mpo-
evtpenilovca 10 omnAaiov

Koukouzeles, ‘processes’ the whole mathema more thoroughly.
First, he composes a twofold melos, a mathema that runs as
follows (the transcription is again from codex 729 from the
collection of the Metochion of the Holy Sepulchre in the National
Library of Greece, ff. 255v-261r, where it is anthologized under
the title: “Tod Kovkovlérov” (see Fig. 3)):

A’ TIOYXZ
NDV Tpo@NTIKT] —TITITL. .. p1p1ptL. ... (Bpoyd KpaTLa)—
NV wpoen Tk Tpdppnois:
Kol ov BnOiesp vyii  Todda —maAv—, OVSOUDS VIAPYELS
éhaylotn év 1oic ‘Hyguodol, mpoevtpenilovco 10 omniaiov —
TIAV— TpoevTpenilovca 1O GTHANLOV:
NOv Tpoentikn TpdppNoig —tititt. .. (Ppoyd kpdrnpa)—
NOv  mpoontikn —«kikikt...  (Bpayd Mymua)—, mANpobfjva
gmelyetal, LUGTIKAG 1) PACKOVGO., TPOPPNCIG
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B’ TIOYX
'E  —tetete...pipepe...(Bpoyd kpltnua)— €k cod yap uot
é€edevoetal,  Myobuevog  —1010TO...(Bpoyd  KphTNUO)—

nNyovpevog tdv EOvdv 6w caprodg, €k TlapBévov Kopng
Xplotog 0 Bedc, &&ehevoeton, MyobUEVOS —T0TOTO...(Bpayd
KpaTUo)— t@v €0vdv S copKodg —T0ToTo...(Bpoayd KpdTnuo)—
Nyovpevog —1otoTo...(Bpayd kpdtnua)— fyoduevog, Xpiotog,
£Eeledoetan 610 copKOS, OG TOLUAVET

Then he goes on to construct another anagrammatismos, based
on the same sticheron (an anagrammatismos, which, in codex 126
of the National Library of Russia, ff. 240r-241r, is referred to as
“avamodiopndc: Amd 1o avtd oTrynpdV, AvaTodicuds Tod HaicTopog
p Todvvov 10D Kovkovlédn: [fxoc] mh. o' Ex mapOévov
k6png”). The text of this anagrammatismos, composed in first
plagal mode, is as follows (the transcription is once again from
codex 729 in the collection of the Metochion of the Holy
Sepulchre, in the National Library of Greece, ff. 261r-264r, where
the anagrammatlsmos is anthologized under the tltle “Avowpom-
HOTIGHOG TOD paicTopog, amd 10 avtd otympdv: fxog mh. o Ilo”

(see Fig. 4)):

‘Ex ITapBévov Kopne, Xpiotog £€ehevoetal 1yOOUEVOS TV
"EOvayv 1t capkog, Xpiotog 6 ®edg, Eehevoetar

[Mnpwbijvar Ernetyetal, TPOPNTIKY VOV TPOPPNGCIS, HUGTIKMDG 1)
pdoxovoa

Koai o0 Bnfiegp yij Tovda, ovdaudc vmapyelg Eloyiotn €v toig
‘Hyepoot, mpoegvtpenilovca 10 omniaiov

‘Ex cod yap pot é€ehedoetar, yoduevoc, O0¢ Toluavel TOV AoV
avtod, TOV véov Topoand —tititL.. . Tipipt... (EKTEVEG KpATNUA)—
Adpev adT® Gravteg LeyoA®oUVNY, SAUEV DTG

(Although the last repetition of the phrase Sdpev avTd is
missing from the above mentioned codex, it exists in every other
codex of the entire handwritten tradition of the composition.)

These ‘interpolations’, mainly by Koukouzeles, in the original
composition by the Eunuch — which are even qualified as
‘embellishing’ in codex 938 of the Monastery Panteleimonos on
Mount Athos —, help us, to a certain extent, to place the latter’s
actions in the second half of the 13th century. Moreover, the —



THE STORY OF A COMPOSITION 267

albeit limited — distribution of this unique musical work in the
broader area of Constantinople, where both Koukouzeles and
Korones, and, later on, Chourmouzios Chartophylax, flourished,
probably helps us to pinpoint a more specific geographical location
for the activities of the Protopsaltes Philanthropinos. Therefore, if
one is to identify the monastery where he lived and served, one
must reasonably assume that this was the very well-known one of
Christ the Saviour Philanthropos in Constantinople'?, and not one
of the other monasteries of the same name that existed in different
locations”.

2. The four parts of the composition

The composition by Eunuch Philanthropinos is anthologized
according to the aforementioned scheme in all the musical sources
so far identified. Aiming at a more thorough examination of this
composition, I will — for the purposes of the present paper —
subsequently use the following musical manuscripts:

X Three Mathemataria in the National Library of Greece (=
N.L.G.), written by unknown codicographers, between the mid-
14th and the mid-15th century:

1. N.L.G. 2500, Mathematarion, middle of the 14th century, ff.

100v-103r: ““Etgpov, €& avtdv: moinua tod Edvovyov kai

1 See Eevoopdv Tidepidov, “Tlepi ¢ é&v Kovotavtivoumodetl povijg tod
Yotiipog 00 PavOpdmov kol T®V v aOT] GyldopaTog Kol ayiov
rewavev”’, Exxlnoiootixy Ainbeia Kovotavtivovrolews, 17 (1897), pp.
234-236, 250-251, 257-259, 267-268, 276-279, 291-293, 309-310, 316-
319, 323-325, 341-343; and 18 (1898), pp. 4-6, 10-11; R. Janin, ‘Les
Monastéres du Christ Philanthrope a Constantinople’, Revue des Etudes
Byzantines, 4 (1946), pp. 135-162; idem, R. Janin, La Géographie
Ecclésiastique de 1’Empire Byzantin, 111, Les Eglises et les Monastéres
(Paris, 1953), pp. 539-544; R.H. Trone, ‘A Constantinopolitan Double
Monastery of the Fourteenth Century: The Philanthropic Savior’,
Byzantine Studies/Etudes Byzantines, 10 (1983), pp. 81-87; cf.
Kovortavtivov A. Mavaen, Movaotypioxa Tomiko-Awofijor, Melém
Duoroywn (Athens, 1970), pp. 29, 86, 99, 100, 110.

' For example, in the Greek city of Ioannina; see MuptéAn Ayetudoton-
Hotapdvov, H povy v DilavBpwrnvdv kol 1§ mpaty @don Tig
uetapvlavrviic {owypagixijc (Athens, 1983), pp. 21-34.
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npoToYdATon T0d Davbpornvod- [fyoc] v* Nov mpopntiks
mpoppnois.”

N.L.G. 2411, Mathematarion, second half of the 14t" —
beginning of the 15th century, ff. 116v-119v: “Eig mv avtv
optnv, moinuo tod Evvovyov «kal mpwtoydAtov TOD
OavOpomnvod- [yog] v Nov mpopnuixn mpdppnog.”

. N.L.G. 885, Mathematarion, 15th century, ff. 61r-66r, 401r-

402r: “T® avt® unvi, ke 1 ['évynoig 100 Kupiov kai Ogod
kol Zotipog Mudv Incod Xpietod. Toinua tod Edvvovyov
Kol mpotoyditov T00 dhavOpommvod: [froc] v [uécog]
NV mpopnTixy mpoppnoig.”

X Two Mathemataria, kept in the Library of Saint Catherine’s
Monastery on Mount Sinai, written by the priest loannes
Plousiadenos, the first one in the second half of the 15th
century, and the second in 1469 in Venice:

4.

Sinai 1251, Mathematarion, second half of 15th century,
written by loannes Plousiadenos, ff. 99v-101v: “Ztympov,
glg v avtv €optv, moinpa tod Evdvodyov xai mpwto-
yéAtov 100 PhavOpornvod- [fyoc] Tpitog Nov mpopntiky
mpoppnois.”

Sinai 1234, Mathematarion, A.D. 1469, written by loannes
Plousiadenos, ff. 162v-165r: ““Etepov, €€ avtdv, Toinua 1o
Edvovyov koi mpotoyditov 100 PhavOpomnvod: [fyoc]
tpitog Nov mpogntixy mpoppnoig.”

X And, of course, the handwritten Mathematarion of Chour-
mouzios Chartophylax (from the collection of the Metochion of
the Holy Sepulchre (=M.H.S.), in the National Library of
Greece), written in the first quarter of the 19th century, where
the exegeses of said mathema is included:

6.

M.H.S. 729, 3rd vol. of the Mathematarion, Ist quarter of
19th century, written by Chourmouzios Chartophylax, ff.
254v-264r: ““Etgpov €& avt@v (sc. T®V otympdv TdV
Xpotod Tevwdv): DihavOporivov tod Edvovyov: mMyog
tpitog (Lécog) Nov mpopntiky mpdppnoig.”

From the aforementioned observations, the composition
consists of four, clearly defined parts:
A = the part attributed to Eunuch Protopsaltes Philanthropinos;
B = the part attributed to Protopsaltes Xenos Korones;
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C = the part attributed to Maistor loannes Koukouzeles;
D = the anagram of said mathema by Maistor loannes Kou-
kouzeles.

The last part, D, is, of course, a stand-alone musical com-
position, a separate mathema, an anagrammatismos or dvomo-
dwopog, as referred to in the relevant sources, which, furthermore,
is composed in the first plagal mode, whilst the rest of the
composition follows the third mode. Its starting point may well be
the mathema by the Eunuch we are examining, but it is
anthologized independently, albeit in connection to the ‘primor-
dial’ composition. This is, in fact, the way that it is anthologized in
all musical sources, examined in the frame of the present research
(1-6); nevertheless, a completely independent anthologisation is
also found — e.g. in codex EBE 885, f. 401r-v: ““Etepog, tOD
avtod”  Gvoypappotiopnds tod paiotopog [fxoc] mA. o Ex
rwoplévov xopng” (see Fig. 5), which confirms the autonomous
character of this mathema.

The stricto sensu composition by the Eunuch, which we
examine here, consisting of the three remaining parts (A+B+C), is
always anthologized in that order in all manuscripts (1-5), with the
exception of manuscript 6, where Chourmouzios omits the inter-
pretation of Korones’ part, part B. I would like to examine that
composition in its entirety, but, as far as is permitted by the
limitations of the present paper, I will only focus on its first part,
part A, which is unreservedly attributed to Eunuch Protopsaltes
Philanthropinos. I will present some conclusions of the research I
have carried out so far or, to be more precise, I will communicate
some of my thoughts on the composition in question.

The manuscript sources taken into consideration in the
framework of the present research seem to be divided into two
groups, since the whole structure of this part of the mathema
appears in two forms, one concise and the other analytical. It must
be noted that I evaluate the structure of this chant, but also of the
whole kalophonic composition, on the basis of the interesting and
characteristic ‘morphological punctuation’ which is marked on the
manuscripts, in the place where the poetic text of the composition
is written in the form of dots between the parts of the melody,
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which are musically differentiated (see, for example, Figs 6 and
7), taken from codex N.L.G. 885, f. 61r-v)'°.

The concise version of this structure (transmitted by sources 1,
2 and 4) is arranged in a configuration of the 3+3+1 type, as
follows:

1. NOv —titi—

2. —nTtt... KIKt. . .—

3. VOV TpoQNTIKT| —(1— TPOPPNOIG

4. Tnpodifvar —toiv— mAnpodijvar Enciyeton
5. -0 —(o— HVOTIKMG
6. 1 —KIKL...— 1] AOKOLGN —AEYE—

7. NDV Tpo@nTIKi —KIKL. . .—)T— TPOPPNCIS

The analytical version of this structure (transmitted by sources 3
and 5) is arranged in a configuration of the 5+5+1 type, as follows:
NV —1it—

—TUTLTL. . .—
- TL...KIKL...—
—KIKL...—

VOV TPOENTIKT] —(1— TPOPPNOIC

A

6. TANpwbiival —tdAv— TANpwOivol
7. émetyeton

8. —o —o1— LuoTIKAG

9 f

1

. M —KIKL...—
0. —xt...— 1 pdokovoo —Aéye—

11. NDV Tpo@nTiKs] —KIKL. . .—YT— TPOPPNCIG

'® For the general phenomenon of the ‘morphological punctuation’

mentioned, see: Jorgen Raasted, ‘Some Observations on the Structure of
the Stichera in Byzantine Rite’, Byzantion, 28 (1958), pp. 529-541; idem,
Intonation Formulas, pp. 55-76; cf. Troelsgard, ‘Musical Notation and
Oral Transmission’; Kpntwod, Axabiorog, p. 287; Maria Alexandru,
“Avolvtikeg mpooegyyioelg kai iyvniacioc 100 kdAdovg ot Bulavtivi
Movowh): O goyoprotiplog duvog 2& Yuvoiuev”, Movoiky Ocwpio kai
Avaivon — MeBodoloyia koi Ipaén: Ipaxtike Zvurociov (Thessaloniki,
2006), pp. 317-329, p. 321, n. 41.
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According to the chronological data of our sources, the first
version is also the earlier one, developed in the course of the 14th
century, whilst the second version is a later evolution of the
former, modelled in the 15th century. Nevertheless, the first
version also continues to be diffused during the 15th century. In
any case, the mode of marking the composition’s structure —
concise or analytical — do not alter or change its melos, which
always remains identical. However, it raises questions about two
things: first, the composer’s mode of thinking, and therefore the
procedure that he followed in constructing the melos in question;
and second, the approach to the composition by both the chanter-
performer and the scholar-researcher, and therefore the reception
and aesthetic evaluation of the said melos.

For instance, in the first concise version of the composition’s
structure, the processing of the melos seems to unfold by phrase,
whilst in the second analytical version it seems to follow a pattern
based on the words of the poetic text.

The last segment of this part of the composition (see Fig. 8,
taken from codex N.L.G. 885, f. 61v) is omitted in source 2, which
belongs to the group of the ‘older’ sources, dating from the 14th
century. The same segment is also missing from source 6, i.e. the
exegeses by Chourmouzios. From this point of view, source 2
seems to be closer to the latter, yet in no case can it be related to
Chourmouzios’ original. The codex on which Chourmouzios based
his exegesis is undoubtedly still unknown, which is confirmed by
the fact that Chourmouzios’ exegesis clearly appears to be more
compatible with the analytical version of the poem’s structure.

See, for example, the said composition by Eunuch Protopsaltes
Philanthropinos, section by section (codices N.L.G. 885, f. 61r-v,
and M.H.S. 729, ff. 254v-255v):



272 ACHILLEAS G. CHALDAIAKIS

Al

A2

A3
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A4

A5

A.6
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A7
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A8

A9
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A.10

A1

The writing down of the melos in question, both in the version
which follows the old and concise notation, as well as in the
version of the New Method, certainly presents us with some more
or less important differences. See here, for example, a comparison
between the codices EBE 885, f. 61v, and Sinai 1234, f. 163r, upon
the last segment of the said composition by Eunuch Protopsaltes
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Philanthropinos, where you can see a lot of small but noticeable
differences, concerning the megala semadia:

Here, I will particularly focus on some deviations by Chour-
mougzios, in relation to the data of the original notation. See, for
example, in the section 4. 10, the melos on the word Aéye. In the
old notation we have a melody of GaFG, with the big sign epe-
germa; Chourmouzios’ exegesis goes as follows:
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Chourmouzios used the same melos in the cadence of the 4. 4
section, but — in this case — based on a different prototype melody
(of GFG) without the said sign epegerma:

These deviations may be due to an altered original, unknown to
us, which Chourmouzios might have taken into account, but most
of all they testify to his intention to shape the mathema in a new,
autonomous, cohesive and integrated manner interpreted by
himself. In other words, they reveal a measured artistic initiative of
his. This conclusion is reinforced by other observed deviations
from the original mathema by Chourmouzios, e.g. the
aforementioned omission of the full segment of Korones (i.e. part
B of the composition).

4. Conclusion

I conclude with some preliminary remarks on the whole of the
present mathema. As can be understood, the most interesting
feature of the composition in question is that it is always presented
as an indivisible unit, despite the obvious reality of its division into
three clearly distinct parts, A+B+C. Some manuscripts, e.g. those
of Plousiadenos, which are also the latest, do not even mention the
changes between the various parts, whilst in others these changes
are usually noted in the margin of the codex, as explanatory notes.
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Look, for example, at the whole composition by the Eunuch,
how it is written in three different codices:

a. In codex N.L.G. 2411, ff. 116v-118v, where we just have some
symbols, in the places where the parts by Korones and
Koukouzeles start (see Fig. 9).

b. In Plousiadenos’ codex Sinai 1251, ff. 99v-100v, where, as an
explanatory note in the margin of the codex, we have the
inscription Kopmvn in the places where the part by Korones
starts, while, in the place where Koukouzeles’ part starts, there
is no specific inscription (we have only a note that the second
section of this part starts) (see Figs 10 and 11).

c. In Plousiadenos’ codex Sinai 1234, ff. 162v-164v, where we
have only a p, as an inscription where Korones’ part starts; in
the place where Koukouzeles’ part starts, we again have no
specific inscription (only the note that the composition’s second
section begins) (see Figs 12 and 13).

It is therefore clear that the composition as a whole can only
nominally be attributed to the Eunuch, since its major and, in terms
of musical quality, most interesting part is a creation by the duo
Korones-Koukouzeles. In other words, we deal here with a unique
composition attributed to an unknown composer, i.e. not men-
tioned in other sources — whose figure is, at any rate, mysterious —
and musically commented on by two fellow students and first-class
composers. This fact initially generated suspicions: has a composer
Eunuch Protopsaltes Philanthropinos ever existed? Or is he a mere
invention of those two musicians — whose collaboration is known
to us from other compositions — as an artifice for creating yet
another composition, the present one? To this conjecture one might
plausibly object that musicians of such a high level could not
possibly have resorted to that kind of travesty in order to support
their creations, all the more so since their artistic achievements and
their legacy to us testify to the contrary. Furthermore, the practice
of expanding and commenting upon a pre-existing composition is
not unusual in the Byzantine musical tradition of their time and of
later periods as well'’.

' Let me note here that, according to data conveniently found in codices
727 to 734 in the collection of the Metochion of the Holy Sepulchre in the
National Library of Greece, 8 vols of the Mathematarion written and
transcribed by Chourmouzios Chartophylax (cf. Xtd0ng, Avaypouua-
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If such is the case, the composition in question is an illustrious
example of how an unknown and obscure composer can enter
History’s hall of fame, receiving all the credit for a composition
which is only partially his'®, thanks to the endeavours of his
distinguished successors.

nopol, pp. 167-199), Koukouzeles and Korones, specifically, seem to use
the practice of expanding and commenting upon pre-existing
compositions in many cases. More precisely, Koukouzeles embellished
pre-existing compositions, composed by the following composers:
Ioannes maistor Kallistos (727, f. 9v/ 729, f. 103t/ 730, ff. 222r, 229v
(‘epivoli’)/ 731, ff. 322v, 330v), Avasiotes (727, f. 94v), Germanos the
monk (727, f. 115v/ 731, f. 19r (‘epivoli’)), Phokas metropolitan of
Philadelpheia (728, f. 164r), Klovas (729, f. 116v/ 732, f. 105v), Nikolaos
Kampanes (729, ff. 172v, 282r (‘parekvoli’)/ 730, ff. 188v, 190v
(‘epivoli’)/ 731, ff. 373v, 375r (‘parekvoli’)/ 732, ff. 17v, 154r), Michael
Patzados (731, f. 247v/ 732, ff. 353r, 296r, 298r (‘epivoli’)/ 733, f. 120v),
Theodoros Manougras (729, ff. 289v, 304r (‘parekvoli’)/ 732, f. 237r),
Symeon Psiritzes (732, f. 303v), Karvounariotes (730, f. 318v (‘epivoli’)/
732, f. 362v/ 733, ff. 58r, 290r), Nikeforos Ethikos (733, f. 125r),
Nikolaos Kallistos (733, f. 314v), loannes Glykys (732, ff. 175r
(‘epivoli”), 1791/ 734, f. 156r (‘parekvoli’)); he also constructed
anagrams, based on compositions composed by the following composers:
loannes Glykys (727, f. 1921/ 730, ff. 25v, 264v/ 732, f. 1031/ 733, f.
223v), Germanos the monk (731, f. 23v), Michael Patzados (731, f. 255r/
732, f. 300v), Nikolaos Kampanes (729, ff. 38v,145v, 1761/ 730, f. 191v/
731, f. 380v/ 732, f. 23r), Markos metropolitan of Korinthos (732, f.
247v), Symeon Pseritzes (732, f. 314v), Karvounariotes (732, f. 368v/
733, f. 61v), Avasiotes (727, f. 102v), Thalassinos (727, f. 204v), Phokas
Protopsaltes (728, f. 150r), Kornelios the monk (729, f. 125v), Theodoros
Manougras (729, f. 3121/ 730, f. 210t/ 733, f. 232v), Leon Almyriotes
(729, f. 334v), Anapardas (730, f. 141r), Xenos Korones (733, f. 67v),
Nikephoros Ethikos (733, f. 130r), Nikolaos Kallistos (733, f. 320r),
Bartholomaios the monk (732, f. 30v (‘anapodismos’)). On the other
hand, Korones embellished pre-existing compositions by the following
composers: Germanos the monk (727, f. 119v), Nikolaos Kampanes (728,
f. 130v/ 729, ff. 31v, 139r, 279v), loannes Glykys (730, f. 13v),
Theodoros Manougras (732, f. 234r/ 733, f. 225r), Symeon Pseritzes
(732, f. 307r), Nikolaos Kallistos (733, f. 314v); while he also
constructed an anagram, based on a composition by Michael Patzados
(732, £. 359r).

' In a future meticulous study and analysis of the whole composition,
which — unfortunately — is impossible in the frame of the present paper,
some more questions will be addressed, either directly or indirectly; for
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Fig. 1

example: how did the aforementioned composer incite — albeit indirectly
— the two famous men to put their creative ingeniousness to work? How
exactly have the two great composers, Korones and Koukouzeles, treated
the original composition by the Eunuch? What is the ‘core’ of the
Eunuch’s music that Korones and Koukouzeles have expanded? Is there a
primordial melodic nucleus, which served as a basis for their musical
comments and can be traced in the latter as a repeated underlying pattern?
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Fig. 2

Fig. 3

Fig. 4
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Fig. S

Fig. 6
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Fig. 7

Fig. 8
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Fig. 9
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Fig. 10
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Fig. 11
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Fig. 12
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Fig. 13





