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Achilleus G. Chaldaeakes
(Athen)

The “woman figure” in Byzantine Melopoeia

The question is: Has there ever been a case in Byzantine melopoeia where a specific form
of “female aesthetics” has been reflected in the construction of any chant? The question is
straightforward; the answer, however, cannot be but implicit.

The term “Byzantine melopoeia” should be broadly understood as defining musical ex-
perience; the ability to invent and record a melody based on a poetical-hymnographical text
and destined to be heard (in the frame of Orthodox ritual) inside the church, as an auxiliary
means of communication between the faithful and God.' In Byzantine melopoeia thus de-
fined “female aesthetics” would be a substantiated reality if a woman had invented a melody
whatsoever.

Given the fact that the major part, or rather, for all purposes, the whole of Byzantine and
post-Byzantine melopoeia known to us has been created by men, both known and unknown,
the answer to the initial question turns out to be extremely difficult. The presence of women
in Orthodox ecclesiastical music is, generally speaking, circumstantial but discernible.? The
subject has already been sufficiently investigated; several women poets, codex composers
and chanters have been known through relevant research.’

1 On Byzantine melopoeia in general, see CHRYSANTHOS from MADYTOs, @empntikov Méya tiig Movaoukiic.
Trieste 1832, 174-192 (§§ 389-431) (= for the English version see: K. Romanou, Great Theory of Music
by Chrysanthos of Madytos. New Rochelle 2010, 179-191 [§§ 389-431]); cft. also A. G. CHALDAEAKES, The
figures of composer and chanter in Greek Psaltic Art, in: Composing and Chanting in the Orthodox Church.
Proceedings of the second International Conference on Orthodox Church Music. University of Joensuu,
Finland 4-10 June 2007 (ed. I. Moopy). Joensuu 2009, 267-301.

2 See: P.N. TrREMPELAS, ‘H T'ovi) év 1§) worpodiq. Athens 1926; PHiLoTHEOS, BisHOP of ProikONISOS, ‘H cuppetoyn
TG yuvaukeiog emvilg &v 1 iepd yortodnuartt. Istanbul 1953; G. S. Maniakes, Ot yvvoikeg ot Aatpeio. 'H
GLUUETOYN TAV Yuvouk®V oth Aatpeio Kol duvoypagio thg ‘Exkinoiog. Athens 1993; A. S. Korakines, ‘H
HoVGIKY G&la THG yuvaukeiog Qovig kol 1) GOIUETOXN TG OTNV EKKANGaoTkn pelodio. Athens 2004; Ipem,
‘H povow a&ia g yovaukeiog mvig Kot 1) GUHLETOYN TG OTNV EKKANGLUOTIKY peAmdio, in: Kovotavtivog
Awp. Movparione-IIpdpayxog Opbodo&iog. Tiuntkd dpEpope mavelknviov évocems Ogoldymv. Athens
2003, 921-947; E. CH. SpyrAKU, Ot yopoi yort@v katd tv pulavtivi mapadoon. Athens 2008, 94f., 182—-197
(with additional bibliography on the subject).

3 On female poets, see E. CaTaryGiotou-Toprping, Women Hymnographers in Byzantium, in: Aiztoya 3 (1982—
1983) 98—111; cfr. KorakiDES, ‘H povowkn a&io g yovorkeiog mviic Kot 1) GOUETOYN TNG OTIV EKKAN GG TIKT
pedwdio 112—124. On female chanters, see: D. TuLiaTos-BankEr, Medieval Women Composers in Byzantion
and the West, in: Musica Antiqua. Acta Scientifica 6 (1982) 687-712; EapeM, Women Composers of Medieval
Byzantine Chant, College Music Symposium, in: Journal of the College Music Society 24.1 (1984) 62-80;
EaDpEM, ‘O mapadoctokdg porog @V EAMNVIS®V yovouk®dv oTh HOVGIKT) Gmd TNV apyondt o E0g T0 TEA0G
g Bulavtiviig Avtokpatopiog, in: Movokog Adyog 4 (2002) 3-19; Eapem, The Evolution of Ancient
Greek Music in Byzantium: Instruments, Women Musicians, Dance and other sundry matters, in: Evpomoiko
Toltiotiko Kévipo Aghpdv. Aebvig Zvvavinon Movoikiic. Movoikn kal Apyaio EALGSa. 5—15 Avyovotov
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In regard to melopoeia, which is our present topic, our data are scantier. Until recently, we knew
only one musical poem, attributed (with some reservation) to the daughter of the famous Byzantine
musical composer loannes Kladas (beginning of 15" century). It happens to be a koinonikon (com-
munion hymn) set in the fourth mode of the Byzantine octaechia; it is entitled Eig pvnpocuvvov
aidviov €oton dikatog and has been anthologized once, in the codex No. 2406 of the National Library
of Greece (from the year 1453), fol. 258", bearing the indication: Tod avtod (sc. kOp Todvvov T0d
KAadd kot Adapmadopiov Tod gdayodg Pactiikod kKANpov): Tveg 8¢ Aéyovotv Ot oty Tiig Buyatpog
avtod; this composition has been presented, studied and published by Diane Tuliatos.* To this al-
ready known composition is added yet another one, which I discovered during a previous research
conducted in the frame of the preparation of my doctoral dissertation The polyeleos in Byzantine
and post-Byzantine melopoeia.’ This is a very interesting musical composition which forms a part

1996. Ipaktca Zvpmosiov. Athens 1999, 87-100. In the extant bibliography (where these two qualities are
not always clearly distinguished) there are, of course extended references to the well known hymnographer
Cassiane; see: H. J. W. TiLLyarp, A musical study of the Hymns of Casia, in: Byzantinische Zeitschrift 20
(1911) 420-485; S. J. CHaTZESOLOMOS, T0 Tpomdpt g Kaootaviig (9% ai.) otnv dpyiki Tov Hovsikn oOvleo,
Kot Tov 01’ ép. 99 Bulavtvo povokd kodika g Tepdc Apyemiokontic Kompov (13 ai.), in: Enetmpig tod
Kévtpov Entotnpovik@dv Epevviv Kompov 13—-14.1 (1984—1985) 479-493; D. TuLiaTos-BANKER, Kassia (ca.
810—between 843 and 867), in: Women Composers. Music Through the Ages, vol. 1. Composers Born Before
1599 (edd. M. FURMAN ScHLEIFER—S. GLICKMAN). New York 1996, 1-24; EADEM (transcr., introd.) Kassia. Six
Stichera. 1996; Eapem (arr.), Thirteen Hymns by Kassia. 2000; A. TH. BurLEs, ‘H ®goloyio tdv Ypvev Tig
pedwdod Kaoowavijg. (Merétn Aoypatikr kot ‘HOw), in: @épata ‘OpBododcov Xpiotoroyiog (ed. A. TH.
BuRLES). Athens 2000, 155-240; N. TsironE, Kaootavi 1 duvedos. Athens 2002; Sp. PanacopouLos, Kassia:
A female hymnographer of the 9" century, in: Byzantine Musical Culture. First International Conference-
Greece 2007. Paeanea 2009, 111-123 (with a rich collection of bibliographical references). Finally, on female
authors (but also owners) of codices, see: Sp. Lampros, ‘EAAnvideg Biioypdoeot kol kupiot kmdikov katd
T0VG pécovg aidvag kot €nt Tovpkokpatiog. Metd tpidv movopototvnmy. Athens 1903 (cftr. also the other
articles by Lampros in the bibliography); N. A. Bees, EAAvideg BiBAtoypdpot kot kupiot Kodikmv Kot Tog
pécovg aidvag kai €nt Tovpkokpatiog. Athens 1905; A. W. CArr, Women and Monasticism in Byzantium:
Introduction from an Art Historian, in: Byzantinische Forschungen 9 (1985) 1-15.

4 See: TuriaTOs-Banker, Medieval Women Composers 693—-695 and 704 (notes 20-23) and 709 (example
1); EapEm, Women Composers of Medieval Byzantine Chant 63—65; Eapem, The Traditional Role of Greek
Women in Music from Antiquity to the End of the Byzantine Empire, in: Rediscovering the Muses. Women'’s
Musical Traditions (ed. K. MarsHALL). Boston 1993, 122 and 253 (notes 54-57) (= Eapem, 'O mopadoctokdg
porog 14 and 19 [notes 54-57]). For other occasional references to the aforementioned composer and her work,
see: M. VELIMIROVIC, Byzantine Composers in Ms. Athens 2406, in: Essays presented to Egon Wellesz (ed. J.
WEstrUp). Oxford 1966, 12; Gr. TH. STATHES, 'H AgkanevtacvArafog Y pvoypagio &v T Bulavtivii Melomotig
Kol €kdooig tdv kewévov eig &v Corpus. Athens 1977, 104; A. JAKOVLIEVIC, AiyAdmoon maioioypogio kol
permdoi-Ouvoypapot Tod kmdtka tdv ABnvadv 928. Nicosia 1988, 71f.; L. PoLiTes, KatdAioyog yeipoypdomv
¢ Ebvikiic Biprobnkng tig EALGSog ap. 1857-2500. Athens 1991, 401; Gr. TH. STATHES, Twdvvng
Khadag 6 Aapmadapiog (yopw oto 1400), in: Bulavrivoi Mekovpyoi. Mavound Xpuodeng 6 Aaumaddptoc.
Todvvng Khaddig 6 Aapmoadépiog. Todvvne Kovkovléing 6 Bulaviivog paictop. Athens 1994-1995, 48; K.
CH. KARANGUNES, 'H mapddoon kai £Enynon 1od pérovg tdv xepovPikdv tiig Pulavtvilg kol petafulovtiviig
peromotiog. Athens 2003, 219; Korakipes, ‘H povow déia tiig yovakeiog oovilg 129; G. G. ANastasiu, Ta
Kpatmpata oty Yokt Téyvn. Athens 2005, 30; Gr. TH. STATHES, “Zijpepov 1) ktioig eotiletol.” ‘H yonteio
Mg BulavTvilg povoikig téyvng Tote Kai Tdpa. Athens 2005, 44.

5 See A. CHALDAEAKES, "O molvéleog oty Bulavtivi kai petafulavivi peromotia. Athens 2003, 415, 710, 716.
However, the existence of this composition had already been recorded by Gr. TH. StatHES, Td yepdypagpo
Bulavtivilg povoikils — Aywov "Opoc. Katdhoyog meptypapikog tdv yepoyplomv kmdikov Bulavtivilg
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(notably the verse EvAoyncate tov Kopiov) of a very well known Byzantine polyeleos composed
in the first mode of the Byzantine oktaechia, the so-called polyeleos of Kukumas. The composition,
also anthologized once in the codex No. 399 of the Kutlumusiu monastery on Mount Athos (mid-
14" century, fol. 617), is attributed — according to its introductory epigraph — to a certain nun (T#g
Kaioypaiag) with no further precision; in the entire Byzantine and post-Byzantine musical produc-
tion that has been studied up to the present day, she is only the second attested female composer.®

HOVOIKTG TdV dmokelévov v taig Bifiodnkaig tdv iepdv povav kal okntdv tod Ayiov "Opovg, vol. 3.
Athens 1993, 235 (cft. also STATHES, “Efpepov 1) Ktiolg potiletar.” 44).

6 It has to be noted that, on the basis of the evidence from exclusively musical manuscript sources, scholars
have identified yet another woman, the so-called Kubuklesena. Her name is mentioned in a relevant notice,
recorded in fol. 339" of the codex No. C 71 of the Great Laura monastery on Mount Athos (a sticherarion of the
13" century), which reads as follows: “+ gkoiun6nv 7 dodAn Tov B(0)d (e0)yevod [?] 7 KODBODKM]GSVU, /N
SopecTnKva: INVI- GENTELPT®D- 10 Dpo. o’ / TR Nuepag: &v eTot: ¢ CE™0’ [6769 = 1260]- k(ai) pdropio i pviui
av(tic)” (see facsimile of the specific page of the codex at the end of the present study). The aforementioned
notice has been published for the first time in Sp. LAURIOTES—S. EUSTRATIADES, Kotdhoyog tdv kK@dikov Tiig
Meyiomng Aadpag (tiig év Ayio "Oper). Paris 1925, 42 (where it reads as follows: “’Exoyiifn 1) §ovin tod 0g0d
Evyevod 1} KovPovkAnoeva 1 dopeotikéva unvi Zentepfpio w” dpa o’ g Huépag év et ¢CEn’ kol poxapio 1
pviun odTiS”; as one can see, the most important difference between the two versions concerns the date, which
now must be corrected following the codex [1260 instead of 1259]). The same notice has been subsequently
published (according to the aforementioned Eustratiades’ transcription) in the study of F. EUANGELATU-NOTARA,
ZVAAOYT LPOVOLOYNUEVOV “ONUEIOUATOV” EMNVIKOVY Kodikev 13% ai. Athens 1984, 66, entry 214, whence
the name of Kubuklesena has been included in E. TRarp—H.-V. BEYER-I. G. LEONTIADES, Prosopographisches
Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit, vol.1/1-8 Add. Wien 1988, entry 92431, p. 150). H. L. MarGaru, Tithot kai
EmayyeApaTiko ovopota yovok®dv 610 Buldavtio. Zoppodn ot peké yid ) 0€on T yovaikag ot fulaviivm
kowovia. Salonica 2000, 42, based on the latter entry, includes her in the list “of the five women bearing the
title of great domestikissa”; according to Margaru “The first one of them is the kouvouklisena Eugenou, who
died probably in 1259. We do not possess any further information about her”. The same notice has recently
been republished (from the aforementioned list of Eustratiades) by STATHES, “Xnuepov 1| kticig emtiletar.”
44. The text of the above notice clearly shows that to the woman in question two titles were attributed. The
first one (Kubuklesena) might plausibly be associated to the title of kubikularia (kubikularia or Kubuklaria;
see MARGARU, Tithot 63-65). According to MARGARU, Tithot 63, “The kouvikoularia belonged to the personal
service of the Empress as a kind of first chambermaid under the orders of the primikerissa. She was part of
the lower ranks of the palatial personnel, as was her male counterpart in the service of the Emperor, and her
denomination did not constitute a title of nobility.” Equally interesting is the fact that “she retained her title
for life” (MarGaru, Tithot 64). Her second title (Domestikina) is a variant for Domestikissa or Domestikena
(see MARGARU, Tithot 41-43). In general the Domestikoi, writes Margaru (p. 41, note 1), “constituted a corps
of the Imperial Guard. In the middle Byzantine period, the Domestikos of the Schools was the commander of
a number of guards units (scholai). Gradually, the Domestikos’ position was reinforced, due to his proximity
and influence over the Emperor, and he became commander in chief of the Byzantine army [...] During the
141 5" centuries, the title of Domestikos referred to court officials; during that period, the domestikos served
at the table of the Emperor. In other cases, whilst the title of Great Domestikos was a military one, it was in
fact purely honorific, especially in the 13" century [...] On the other hand, as an ecclesiastical title, it was
usually attributed to members or leaders of choirs”. In the specialized musicological bibliography up to the
present day (see: TuLiATOs-BANKER, Medieval Women Composers 693; Eapem, The Traditional Role of Greek
Women 121f; cft. also KorakipEes, ‘H povoum a&ia tiig yovaikeiog omviig kai 1 coppetoyn mg 129; STATHES,
“Inuepov N ktiowg eotiCetor.” 11f.) the Kubuklesena in question is unanimously recognized as a musician
(furthermore, TuLiATOS-BANKER, The Traditional Role of Greek Women 122) suggests that she might also have
been a composer: “There is no clear indication that Kouvouklisena was a composer, but since many leading
male precentors of the period were composers or at least arrangers of traditional chant, she also probably
composed and improvised”); and this is quite reasonable of course, because of her title (domestikina, i.e.
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In the present paper, I will focus on these two female composers, who wrote music dur-
ing the Byzantine times in the Mediterranean area, comparing their respective figures, and
on the study, description and analysis of their compositions known to us. My endeavour is to
provide an answer, albeit sketchy, to the initial question: Is there in Byzantine music a docu-
mented specific “female way” of composing?

1. The composers

The two aforementioned female composers are separated by approx. one century. The chrono-
logical data transmitted to us are not perfectly clear; nevertheless, the so-called Nun must be
the older of the two. The only mention of her is to be found, as we have already mentioned, in
the codex No. 399 of the Kutlumusiu monastery on Mount Athos’, dating from the mid-14®
century®, a milestone that should be considered as the only safe terminus ante quem for deter-
mining the chronological frame of her activity. Her flourishing may well be placed in the first
half of the 14™ century, perhaps, more accurately, in its second quarter, but one obviously can-
not exclude an earlier date.” On the other hand, chronological evidence for Kladas’ daughter is
more concrete. Her composition, which is also the only reference to her, is anthologized, as we
have already noted, in the codex No. 2406 of the National Library of Greece'’, written by the

female first chanter). Nevertheless, neither her name nor any mention of some musical composition attributed
to her are found (at least up to the present day) in the strictly musical sources (or, for that matter, in any source
whatsoever). Given, therefore, the additional dimensions of her two titles cited above, the probability of her
having been a composer, or even a female first chanter, should be considered with extreme caution. It would be
safer to assume that she was a woman who served at the palace (in the Kubukleion, i.e. the royal apartments)
and at the same time participated in the palatial women’s choir, perhaps as a director (cfr. the relevant primary
evidence on the palatial choir cited by Spyraku, Oi yopol yaAtdv 155f., note 31).

7  For a complete description of the manuscript, see STATHES, Ta yeipdypaga fulovtviig povoikig 233-241.

See StATHES, Ta xeipdypoga Pulavtviic povotkic 233, 241.

9 It has also to be noted that, due to the lack of more specific primary testimonies, one cannot formulate but
conjectures about the monastery where the Nun in question might have lived. On women’s monasteries and
female monasticism in the Byzantine era, see: D. pE F. ABRAHAMSE, Women’s Monasticism in the middle
Byzantine period: Problems and Prospects, in: Byzantinische Forschungen 9 (1985) 35-58; M. Loukakl,
Monastéres de femmes a Byzance du Xlle siécle jusqu” a 1453, in: Women and Byzantine Monasticism.
Proceedings of the Athens Symposium 1988 (ed. J. Y. PERREAULT). Athens 1991, 33-42; E. C. KouBENA, A
survey of aristocratic women founders of monasteries in Constantinople between the eleventh and the fifteenth
centuries, in: Women and Byzantine Monasticism. Proceedings of the Athens Symposium 1988 (ed. J. Y.
PERREAULT). Athens 1991, 25-32; A. BasiLikopoULoU, Monachisme: L’ Egalité totale des sexes, in: Women
and Byzantine Monasticism. Proceedings of the Athens Symposium 1988 (ed. J. Y. PERREAULT). Athens 1991,
99-110; A.-M. TaLBoTt, Women and Religious Life in Byzantium. USA 2001: XI 229-241, XII 1-20, XIII
119-129, XV 113-127, XVII 103-117, XVIII 604-618 (with relevant bibliographical references).

10 For a complete description of the manuscript, see PoLiTES, Katdroyog yepoypdpwv 398—405.

oo}
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monk Matthaios Domestikos in 1453." This fact, combined with the activities of her father!?,
who is known to have flourished around 1400'3, allows us to safely infer that her creations
date from the first half of the 15" century. Nevertheless, the way in which she is mentioned in
the manuscript (“[...] Twveg 8¢ Aéyovoty Ot Eotv Tiig Buyatpog avtod [...]7), combined with
the fact that this is a unique testimony, allows for the plausible assumption that the author of
the codex might have been the receiver of an oral tradition in regard to her, approx. at the time
when he wrote the manuscript, which, of course, would be chronologically incorrect; if such
is the case, her flourishing should be placed in the second quarter of the 15" century.

Both female composers are referred to in a vague and general fashion, with no indi-
cation of their respective names. This is quite usual in medieval times and is generally
observed in all manifestations of Byzantine life where women are involved, and therefore
mentioned.' At any rate, the mere indication that the composers are women seems here to
be sufficient to establish their identity, in connection to the fact that the existence of women
composing ecclesiastical chants was a rare occurrence. The first one is referred to merely
as a nun and her name’s omission might also be justified by the propensity of members of
the Orthodox monastic communities, both men and women, to remain anonymous. The
second one is the daughter of the famous lampadarios loannes Kladas; beyond the obvious
weight of the paternal name's, her anonymity might be due to some uncertainty about the

11 See Pouites, Katdhoyog yeipoypdaepwv 398, 404. The relevant bibliographical note is recorded with red ink on
fol. 291" “Tékog tiig drorovbeiog Tod p(e)y(d)hov Eomepvod, yepl ypapévi(og) ék Matbaiov tod td(a) //
dopeotik(ov) taya € Kol pokevovtov. To Tapov Pipiiov ypaen map’ Epod Matbaiov kol map’ diav povoyod,
£vtOg Tiig poviig tod Tipiov €vddEov mpogrtov Ipodpdpov kal Bamtiotod Tw(dvvov) tiig év td Spn t0d
Mevoik(§)wg Stakeipévng, un(v)i iovi(im) o’ tod ¢MEa’ (6961=1453) &tovg, ivs. a'” (see PorLites, Kotdioyog
xewpoyphowv 404f., with a mention of the other publications of the same note).

12 On the composer Ioannes Kladas in general, see STATHES, Todvvng Kladdg 6 Aapmaddptog. The most recent
special reference to him, with a collection of relevant bibliography, is in Cur. I. DEMETRIU, Spétbyzantinische
Kirchenmusik im Spiegel der zypriotischen Handschriftentradition. Studien zum Machairas Kalophonon
Sticherarion A4. Frankfurt/Main 2007, 213-216.

13 See StaTHES, Todvvng KAaddg 0 Aapmaddaprog 48.

14 For women’s position in Byzantium, see: R. IMBRIOTE, ‘H yvvaika 616 Buldvtio. Athens 1923; Sp. Lampros,
‘H yovn mapa toig Bulavtivoig, in: Néog EAAnvopviuwy 17 (1923) 258-285; PH. KukuLks, Bulavtivav Biog
kol [lohrtiopdg, vol. 2. Athens 1955, 163-218; A. E. Laiou, The role of women in Byzantine Society, in:
Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik 31/1 (1981) 233-260; Ipem, Addendum to the report on the role
of women in Byzantine Society, in: Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik 32/1 (1982) 198-204; IpEm,
Observations on the life and ideology of Byzantine women, in: Byzantinische Forschungen 9 (1985) 59-102;
K. Nikorau, ‘'H 0éon tiig yovaikag ot pulavivi kowvovia. Athens 1993; MarGaru, Tithot 3-15, 261-274;
TaLBot, Women and Religious Life, vol. 1, 117-143, vol. 2, 105-122 (with extended relevant bibliography).
Cfr. also TsironE, Kaooiavi 1} buvedog 7-10; M. Tsikritses—K. ZorBas, ‘H kowwvikn Béon tig yovaikog péoa
Ao TV Gvalvon meplexopévoy TV Beoloyik®dv dnpoctevpdtmv Thg teptddov 1910-1960, in: Gsoroyia 78
(2007) 765-792, 774f.

15 Cfr. also TurLiatos-Banker, Women Composers of Medieval Byzantine Chant 63: “It is not uncommon in
Byzantine musical manuscripts to identify a composer by profession or place of origin. In several instances
composers have even been identified by a family name which has a long standing tradition of musicians. It
is in this fashion that one of our women composers is identified. The one and only musical composition and
inscription in reference to this composer appears in Athens MS. 2406, folio 258". The composer is identified by
the family name and the relationship of the composer to the patriarch of the family. The inscription reads: ‘It
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authorship of the composition in question, a reserve that is discretely yet clearly voiced in
the manuscript.'®

Both women, however, do not seem to occupy a minor place in the esteem of their coeval fel-

low composers. In the case of the Nun’s composition, which is anthologized in the unit of the first
stasis of the so-called polyeleos of Kukumas (setting of the verses of Psalm 134)"7, it is interesting
to remark that, apart from the compositions of Nikolaos Kukumas himself, who, as one might nat-
urally expect, composed the major part of the polyeleos'®, the Nun is one of the three composers

16

17

is said that this [composition] is [written] by the daughter of loannes Kladas’. It is interesting that in the single
reference to this woman composer, no given or Christian name is indicated. In instances where male members
of a family are cited, a given name as well as a family relationship is usually included. From this reference it
appears that the daughter of loannes Kladas was probably known as a singer and composer. Her fame is not as
renowned as that of her father who was a leading composer of Byzantine chant of the late fourteenth century
as well the ‘Lampadarios’ or maistor of the Hagia Sophia of Constantinople”.

The formulation of the introduction to the composition (in fol. 258") is particularly eloquent; I repeat it here:
“Tod avtod (sc. kup Tadvvov Tod Kradd kot Aapmadapiov Tod edoyodg Pactiicod KANpov): Tveg 6€ Aéyovotv
81 oy Tiig Buyarpog avtod: fxog &' Eig pvnuoécuvoy aidviov Eoton dikatog.”

For the polyeleos of Nikolaos Kukumas in general, see CHALDAEAKES, O moAvéleog 702—747. In its present
anthologation (fol. 54'-62" of codex No. 399 of the Kutlumusiu monastery on Mount Athos) the polyeleos
consists of 26 verses (namely: Aodrot, Kvplov/ Ot tov Takdp / ‘Ot éyd Eyvoxa / Ot péyag 6 Koprog / Iavta
doa Bénoev émoinoev / 'Ev toig Bakdoooig kol év maoong taig afvocols / Aotpandg €ig betov Emoinoev /
"Og¢ éndrate 10 tpototoka Atyvmtov / E&anéoteide onpeio kol tépata / "Og éndratev £0vn moké / Tov Enodv
Baoréa T@dv Apoppaiov / Kai tov "Qy Baciiéa tiig Baodv / Kal ndoag tag pacireiog Xavady / Kinpovouiov
Topan had avtod / ‘Ot kpvel Kdprog tov Aadv avtod / Etopa govot kot ov Aaincovot / Lropa €ovot kai
00 Aarficovot / Ophuipovg Exovet kai ovk dyovtat/ Qta &ovot kai 00k Eveticicovrar/ Oi moodvieg adtd
/ Kai mévteg oi memo1foteg én” avtois / Oikog Topani, ebroyfioate tov Kopiov / Olkog Aapdv, eDA0yNcoTe TOV
Koprov / Ebroyncate tov Koplov / Evdoynoate tov Kopilov / ‘O katowdv Tepovoainp.

The totality of the verses of this polyeleos, on the basis not only of its label (polyeleos of Kukumas), but also
of its initial inscription (“’Etepog molvéreoc, Aeyopevog Kovkovudc. fyog o Aodrot, Kopiov” [see codex No.
399 of the Kutlumusiu monastery on Mount Athos, fol. 54']), is, of course, attributed to Nikolaos Kukumas (cfr.
CHALDAEAKES, ‘O molvéleog 702—711); in its present anthologation, the following 23 verses of the polyeleos are
referred to as written by Kukumas: AodAot, Kvpiov (fol. 54¥) / ‘Ot tov Toxdp (fol. 54'-55%) / 'Ot éym Eyvoka
(fol. 557) / Ot péyag 6 Koprog (fol. 557 / Ilavra doa 110éknoev €noincev (fol. 557 / Ev taig Baldocoig kai
&v mhooig tois apovocorg (fol. 55Y) / Aotpamdg gig vetov €noinoev (fol. 55'—567) / "Og éndrate 10 TpOTOHTOKO
Aiyvmrov (fol. 56") / E€anéoteihe onueia kai tépata (fol. 567) /’Og éndratev €8vn morkd (fol. 56%) / Tov Inov
Baciéa tdv Apoppaiov (fol. 56577 / Kai tov "Qy Bactiéa tiig Basdav (fol. 577) / Kai méoag tag factieiog
Xavaav (fol. 57Y) / Kinpovopiov Topom Aa@d avtod (fol. 57'-58) / 'Ot kpvel Kopiog tov Laov avtod (fol.
587 / Ztopa €xovot kol ob Aaanoovot (fol. 58'-59Y) / OebBaipovg €yovot kai ovk dyovtat (fol. 59'—607) /
Qra &ovot kol ovk dvoticdicovra (fol. 607) / O mowdvieg avtd (fol. 60Y) / Oikog Topand, edroyicate
tov Kopiov (fol. 60¥) / Oikog Aapamv, sdbroynoate tov Koplov (fol. 617) / Evdoyicate tov Koprov (fol. 61Y)
/'O xatowdv Tepovcornp (fol. 61'—627). It has to be noted that three of the aforementioned verses (namely:
Ttoua Exovot koi ov AoAncovot [fol. 58'-59¥] / O@bopovg Exovot kai odk dyovton [fol. 59607 / Qra
&yovot kal o0k évoticOncovtar [fol. 607]) are examples of the so-called kalophonic verses of the polyeleos
(on this phenomenon, see CHALDAEAKES, ‘O moivéleog 648—676); furthermore, in the three last verses of the
polyeleos (Oikog Aopdv, ebroyioate tov Kdprov [fol. 617 / Evhoyficote tov Kopov [fol. 61'] / O kototkdv
Tepovoainp [fol. 61'—62]) occurs the well known phenomenon (see CHALDAEAKES, ‘O moAvéheog 553—627 and
IDEM Ao 10 Tomiko tiig dxorovdiog tod "OpBpov: H émniBoln EE@WUALIKOY TOMTIKAV KEWEVOV GTOV WOALO
10D moAveAEo, in: ITodvewvio 11 [2007] 66-88) of the imposition of a non-psalmic poetic text (namely, in
the verse Oikog Aapdv the following text is inserted: Dpvicate, eohoyficate, Sofdoate TOv Kopiov; the verse
Evloyfoate tov Koprov is composed by imposing a respective text, namely: Evioyncate tov Kvplov, doate i
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who are additionally mentioned here', the other two being priest Manuel Plagites®® and Christo-
phoros Mystakon?!, both very well known in their time. The composition of Kladas’ daughter, an-
thologized in the unit of the koinonika (communion hymns) written in all the eight modes (“poems
by various poets, both old and new”, according to the manuscript®?), is counted among the most
familiar and widely spread compositions® of the most famous Byzantine composers?, all of them

19

20

21

22

23

24

TOVAYVe/ PONCOUEY GLUEOVOY POV THV TOD dyyEhov xoipe eDAOYNUEVT Kol LoV xoipe xopdg 1 TpoEevog;
finally, in the verse O katow@®v Tepovcainu the following, very interesting (and unmentioned in the relevant
bibliography [see StaTHES, 'H AekomevtacvArapog Ypvoypagio 175-263; CHALDAEAKES, ‘O moAvéleog 553—
627] poem is imposed, composed in 15-syllable verses: Aedpo, Aavid mavBadpoote, AdPe cov v Kbapav, //
AGaPe ooV TO YoATHpLov, AAPE GOV TNV Kvwopay, // kol WoAe pot o tpdcpopa, Xpiotd td PBomtiofévri.

To the Nun is attributed (as it has already been noted) the verse Evloynoate tov Koprov, anthologized on
fol. 617 of the codex No. 399 of the Kutlumusiu monastery on Mount Athos, under the inscription Tfig
Kotoypaiagc.

To this composer the verse Xtopa €govot kol ob AaAncovat is attributed, anthologized on fol. 58" of the
codex No. 399 of the Kutlumusiou monastery on Mount Athos, under the inscription “Tod momd Mavovnk tod
IMhayitov”. This is a kalophonic verse of the polyeleos, whose structure appears as follows:

Tod namd MovounA tod IMayitov. [fyog] o

Xtopa Exovot kai 00 AaANGoVGt, Kol 00 AaANGoVGt, Kai 00 AaAncovat. / Ztopa £xovoty, £x0vot otopa, £ovot
Kol 00 AaANo0oLVGtL, 10 €i- Ta €I0mAn T@V £0vdv, dpyvpilov. / Apydprov / Kai ypuciov, Epya / “Epya yeipdv
avOpodnwv, dArniodio. / IIaiwv / AAniodia, (v)dAAnioovio, dAAniovio / AAAnAodie / AAAniovia, a(va)
MnAodia, a(vo)Ainiodia.

The relevant manuscript tradition usually attributes to Manuel Plagites another kalophonic verse: O@Baipodg
&yovot (for its structure, see CHALDAEAKES, ‘O moAvéheog 660). This verse is sometimes ascribed to a certain
Georgios Plagiotes, which has led me in the past to consider these two persons as being one and the same
(see CHALDAEAKES, ‘O molvéheog 395-396, with the relevant bibliography on the composer). According to
the data of the research conducted up to the present day, the kalophonic verse Xtopa €govat (referenced to in
CHALDAEAKES, O molvéleog 714), is attributed here for the first time to this composer.

To this composer (see CHALDAEAKES, ‘O moAvéieog 430 for the relevant bibliography for him) is attributed the
verse Kol mdvteg ol memoBoteg €n’ avtoig, anthologized on fol. 60Y of the codex No. 399 of the Kutlumusiu
monastery on Mount Athos, under the inscription “Tod Xpioto@dpov™; it is one of the current, simple verses
of the polyeleos. It has to be particularly noted that we have here in the relevant research the one and only
evidence attributing this verse to the aforementioned composer (see CHALDAEAKES, ‘O molvéleog 430-435,
where the verse in question is not referenced to). However, the accumulation of so many “unica” in the present
“unicum” (cfr. those mentioned in the two previous notes), interesting as it may be for the tradition represented
by the specific manuscript, generates nevertheless some suspicions (which cannot be explored here any further)
about the accuracy of those unique testimonies.

See codex No. 2406 of the National Library of Greece, fol. 2517 (“Apyn obvv @i dyim tdv Kot YoV
KOW®VIK®V, TOMIOTO SL0pOPOV TOMTAV, TEAUDVY TE Kol VEOV: apyn, moinpa kvp Todvvov tod Kiadd kol
Lopmoadapiov tod edoyods Pactiikod KARpov: N0 o' TETPaO®VOC, vaog Aiveite Tov Kdptov”).

On this particular kind of composition, i.e. the communion hymns, see: S. Harris, The Communion Chants
in Thirteenth-Century Byzantine Musical MSS, in: Studies in Eastern Chant 2 (1971) 51-67; Ipem, The
Communion Chant of the Thirteenth-Century Byzantine Asmatikon. Amsterdam 1999; D. E. CoNomos, The late
Byzantine and Slavonic communion cycle: liturgy and music. Washington 1985; N. GHEORGHITA, The structure
of Sunday Koinonikon in the Postbyzantine era, in: Tradition and Innovation in Late- and Postbyzantine
Liturgical Chant. Acta of the Congress held at Hernen Castle in April 2005 (ed. G. WoLrraM). Leuven 2008,
331-355; Ipem, Chinonicul Duminical in perioada post-Bizantina (1453—1821). Liturgica si Muzica. Bucharest
2007 (with relevant bibliographical references).

In this particular section of the koinonika in all eight modes, on fol. 251™-275" of the codex No. 2406 of the
National Library of Greece, compositions are anthologized explicitly attributed to the following (26 in total)
composers (by alphabetical order of their first name): Agathon Korones, Demetrios Dokeianos, Demetrios
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male, from the 13" century until the fall of Constantinople, i.e. the period during which the codex
was written.” It is, maybe, worthwhile to comment upon a surrepetitious attempt by the author
of the manuscript, who seems to have included in his koinonika — in order to preserve them by
regrouping them — various compositions attributed to members of “families of chanters, known
from the manuscript tradition of the time?, such as the Korones (Xenos Korones, his brother
Agathon and his son Manuel)®, the Argyropulos (Theophylaktos and Manuel)®, the Sguropulos
(deacon Ioannes and domestikos Georgios)*, and of course the Kladas, represented by Ioannes,
the lampadarios of the charitable royal clergy, and by his anonymous daughter.!

25

26

27
28

29

30

31

Moschianos, Demetrios Rhaidestenos, Georgios Domestikos Sguropoulos, Georgios Moschianos, Gerasimos
Monk Chalkeopulos, Gregorios Alyates, loakeim Monk Charsianites, loannes Deacon Sguropulos, loannes
Domestikos Dukas, loannes Kladas, Manuel Argyropulos, Manuel Blateros, Manuel Chrysaphes, Manuel Korones,
Manuel Priest Ampelokepiotes, Markos Monk Xanthopulos, Michael Priest Propolas, Nikolaos Asan, Pherentares,
Phokas Polites, Theodoros Domestikos of Kallikrateia, Theodoros Katakalon, Theophylaktos Argyropulos, Xenos
Korones. For a general survey of these composers, see VELIMIROVIC, Byzantine Composers 7—18.

See the very instructive note added by the copist of the particular codex on fol. 2917, immediately after the
aforementioned bibliographical notice: “Eig adto yodv 10 €rog koi €ig v avtnyv vdwktov Emapérafev O
Mayovpétumeelc v ék @(e0)d dpyicbeicav Kmvotavtivodmoly, v poio k0', Tiic dyiag dctoudptupog
Bgodwaoiag, Nuépa TpNTn, BGpo TpdT ThHG NUépas. Kal éyéveto Oprvog kal odal gig dravto TOv kOcuov.” See
L. PovitEs, Katdloyog xewpoypapwv 398, 404; cfr. Gr. TH. STATHES, 'H ££6MEN Tiig EKKANGLOGTIKTG LOVGIKTG
ot petafulovtvi mepiodo, in: Avapopad gig pvaunv Mntporoiitov Tdpdewv Moipov 1914-1986, vol. 4.
Geneva 1989, 432.

On the phenomenon of families of chanters, cfr. A. CHALDAEAKES, Woltikég “oikoyéveles”, part 1: Oi
Padeotnvoi, in: Byzantine Musical Culture. First International Conference—Greece 2007. Pacanea 2009, 157—
209.

Cfr. VELIMIROVIC, Byzantine Composers 12f.

Seven poems by first chanter Xenos Korones are anthologized in this particular section of koinonika in all
eight modes in the codex No. 2406 of the National Library of Greece: three Sunday koinonika (Aiveite tov
Kbprov, set respectively in the first plagal mode [fol. 261'-2627],the second plagal mode [fol. 263"] and barys
[fol. 265']); two koinonika dedicated to the Virgin Mary (Ilomplov cotpiov Afyopat, set respectively in
the second plagal mode nenano [fol. 263'] and the fourth plagal mode [fol. 271]); one koinonikon chanted
in memory of saints (Eig pvnuoécvvov aicdviov, set in the second plagal mode nenano [fol. 263']); and one
koinonikon for the Ascension (AvéPn 6 ®eog &v dharoyud, set in barys [fol. 267]). Together with these
a composition by Korones’ son Manuel is anthologized (a koinonikon for the Announciation; see fol. 263":
“Tod viod avtod, Kbp Mavound tod Kopodvn: [fxoc] mh. B’ EEedéEato, Kdprog, Thv Zidv”’), and another one
attributed to Korones’ brother Agathon (a Sunday koinonikon; see fol. 265*-266" “IToinua kKop Ayddmvog
povayod Tod Kopdvn: [fxog] Bapig Atveire tov Kopiov™).

To Theophylaktos three koinonika are attributed here (in the codex No. 2406 of the National Library of Greece):
one Sunday koinonikon (see fol. 266": “"Etepov, 10D Apyvpomovrov kbp Osopurdxtov [fyog] Bapdc Aiveite
1ov Kvpiov”), one chanted in memory of saints (see fol. 269": “@tgo@uAdxTov T0D Apyvpomovrov: [fxoc]
Bapvg Eig pvnuodcvvov aidviov”) and one dedicated to the Virgin Mary (see fol. 256" “Tod Apyvpomodrov Kvop
®z0puLaxTov, ToAitikov: [fxog] v' otplov cotnpiov Ajyouar’); to Manuel are attributed two koinonika,
both of them Sunday koinonika (see, respectively: fol. 267'-268": “"Etgpov kowvaovikov, Toina kop Mavovih
noictopog Tod Apyvpomoviov- [fxog] Bapvg Aiveite tov Kbpiov™; and fol. 2712727 "Etepov, kbp Mavovih
poictopog Tod Apyvpomodrov: [Ryog] mh. 8" Aiveite Tov Kvpiov”).

See, respectively, in the codex No. 2406 of the National Library of Greece: fol. 252'-253": “"Etgpov, moinpo
Kop Twdvvov Srakdvov tod Tyovpomovrov koi dopesticov tfig Meyéing Exkinoiog [fxoc] o' teTpdpmvog
Eig pvnuocvvov aidviov €otan dikenog”; and fol. 256-257" ““Etepov, tod dopeotikov kdp [ewpyiov 10D
Tyovpormovrov- [fyoc] v’ IMotiplov cwmpiov AMqyouat.”

The composition of Kladas’ daughter (anthologized on fol. 258" of the codex No. 2406 of the National Library



Achilleus G. Chaldaeakes: The “woman figure” in Byzantine Melopoeia 73

2. The compositions

Before proceeding to a detailed analysis of the compositions examined here, I would like to
stress, as a preliminary remark, that the aesthetic dimension of any Byzantine or post-Byzan-
tine composition is studied, interpreted and analyzed on three levels*?; namely:

32

33

34

The primordial structure of the composition, resulting automatically from the structure
of the poetical text on which the composition is based.

The secondary morphology of its melos. Here remarks are made on the general musical
makeup of the composition, consisting of particular sub-unities which the specialized
researcher can easily recognize from the way the compositions’ musical phrases are
developed one after the other. Besides, this further segmentation of the melos is also
noted in a way which is more accessible even to a simple but attentive observer of the
compositions’ written form, i.e. by marking a dot where the poetic text of the composi-
tion is written to indicate the transition between musically different parts of the melody.*
In other words, the (usually) extended and melismatically developed papadic composi-
tions offer a peculiar, extremely interesting “morphological punctuation” which, quite
understandably, is a very safe guide for the comprehension and exact identification of
these secondary structural sub-unities of the composition.

The particular, subtler and more specific techniques of its setting. Here the musicologist
focuses on the analysis, either simple or combined, of the melos that is developed in the
aforementioned sub-unities. This “internal melic development” is achieved through spe-
cific techniques of melopoeia, such as the “repetition”, the “restatement” (palillogy), the
“literal imitation”, the “alteration”, the “restitution” (apodosis)*, etc. Identifying of and
commenting upon these data further contributes to shedding light on the thought process of
the composer, the paths of his musical inspiration and the whole plan of his composition.

of Greece) is discussed here in detail. Her father, the lampadarios loannes Kladas, appears in the specific
section of the same codex as the composer of 13 communion hymns; of them, nine are Sunday koinonika
(Aiveite tov Kvprov, set in the following modes: first [fol. 251" and 2517, two compositions], second [fol.
2537, third [fol. 255'-256], fourth [fol. 257258, barys [fol. 266" and 266'—-267", two compositions] and
fourth plagal [fol. 270*-271" and 272", two compositions]; other four koinonika are dedicated to the Virgin
Mary [ITotfprov cotpiov Ajyopat, set in the following modes: third [fol. 256], fourth [fol. 258], first and
barys [fol. 2677] and fourth plagal [fol. 273']).

The remarks that follow reflect, in a concise form, my views on the subject which I develop in detail in my
(forthcoming) monography entitled Introduction to the Morphology of Byzantine Music.

See J. RaasTED, Some observations on the structure of the Stichera in Byzantine Rite, in: Byzantion 28 (1958)
529-541; Ipem, Intonation Formulas and Modal Signatures in Byzantine Musical Manuscripts. Monumenta
Musicae Byzantinae, Subsidia 7. Copenhagen 1966, 55-76; cfr. Cur. TROELSGARD, Musical Notation and
Oral Transmission of Byzantine Chant, in: Classica et Mediaevalia 50 (1999) 249-257; F. N. Kretiku, O
AxéOiotog Y pvog ot fulavrvi kol petafulovtvi pekonotia. Athens 2004, 287; M. ALEXANDRU, AVOADTIKEG
mpooeyyicels Kot iyvniacio Tod kdArovg otr Bulavtivy Movow. ‘O gdyapiotplog Hpvog X¢ Y pvodpuev, in:
Movokr Oewpia kol Avaivon — Mebodoroyia kal TIpaén. Ipaktika Xvpnociov (ed. K. Tsucras). Salonica
2006, 321 (note 41).

These are the techniques mentioned by CHRYSANTHOS, Ogwpntikov Méya 187—188 (Romanu, Great Theory of
Music 188-189 [§§ 419-423]).
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Based, therefore, on the aforementioned plan of analysis, I will subsequently present the
works of the two female composers examined here:

The composition of the Nun is (as it has already been observed above) a verse from the
first stasis of Kukumas’ polyeleos. This means that it forms part of a broader psalm, viz. the
134" whose structure is already determined by its creator: a psalmic verse (the semi-verse
or another, even smaller part of one of the 21 verses comprising the psalm) and a refrain
(ephymnion), which, in the psalm in question, is the halleluia’®:

Thus, the composition originally consists of two parts: The first part is defined by the psalmic
verse Ebloyncate tov Koprov (or, more accurately, by the second semi-verse of verses 19
and 20 of Psalm 134) and the second part by the refrain halleluia:

35 See CHALDAEAKES, O moAvéleog 226-232.
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PART A (EvAoynoate tov Kopiov):

PART B (dAniovia):

Each of the two parts of the composition is divided into three sub-unities which can be distin-
guished on the basis of changes in both the poetical text and the melos, but also of the clearly
discernible “morphological punctuation”:
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Al (Edbrhoyfcoate 10-):

A2 (tototo0 [...] — tepepe [...]):

A3 (tepepe [...] — tov Kbdpiov):

B1 ([v]a — [v]dAAniobia):
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B2 ([v] &An — trtt [...]):

B3 (tititt [....] — [V]éAAnkolwa):

To be more precise, part Al functions as a kind of “prologue” to the whole composition.
Its introductory formula [A.1.a] is the usual initial formula of the majority of the polyeleos
verses of this kind.** Here, however, this formula is slightly different, with a characteristic
melodic cadence on the syllable -te (of the word gdhoyncate) [A.1.b], a cadence that leads
immediately to the beginning of the kratema (to) [A.1.c], which continues in part A2.
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In part A2 one can immediately observe the technique of repetition®’, both in the initial mu-
sical phrase, which is repeated twice [A.2.a,—a,], and in another, more extended formula®
that follows and which is also repeated twice [A.2.c,—c,]. Between these two formulas

36 See CHALDAEAKES, O moAvéleog 500—-508.

37 Cfr. CurysaNTHOS, @empntikov Méya 187 (§ 420): “Repetition is to apply twice a thesis or a whole melodic
period on the same notes, which is very usual in the old mathemata and kratemata [...]” (see Romanu, Great
Theory of Music 189 [§ 420]).

38 This formula is developed with a diplopetaston and a lygisma in its first part and with a respective motive (with
ison and hyporrhoe) in the second one; it is extended upon the spectrum of the descending tetrachord (G-D) of
the first mode:
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two additional ones [A.2.b ~A.2.b,] are inserted, according to the technique of restatement
(palillogy)**, which are not identical, but show evident melic similarities.*
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This part of the composition (A2) is faintly linked to the next one (A3) with three musical
phrases. These three formations which occur here in a dispersed way [A.2.e/A.2.i//A.2.]] are
also used by the composer in part A3 [A.3.b/A.3.¢/A.3.d], this time in a continuous form and
in reversed order.

39 Cfr. CHRYSANTHOS, @copntikov Méya 187 (§ 419): “Restatement is to do the ascent or the descent of a melody
with the same thesis [...]” (see Romanu, Great Theory of Music 188 [§ 419]).

40  In the first formula [A.2.b ] a triphonic descent is attempted from the top of the tetrachord (G) and a stasis at
the basis of the mode (D), while in the second one [A.2.b,] a respective descent is attempted, but this time in
the opposite direction, i.e. from the basis of the tetrachord (D to A), with returning and stasis again on the basis
of the mode (D):
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Part B1, as a counterpoint to part Al, functions as a “prologue” to the second part of the
composition. It is developed on the basis of the descending tetrachord G-D [B.1.a] with a
characteristic final cadence [B.1.b] at the end of the word halleluia.
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Part B2 is dominated by an extensive formula, which occurs, according to the technique of
descending restatement (palillogy), twice: first beginning with note a [B.2.d,] and then with
note G [B.2.d,]. The cadence of this part [B.2.1], stopping at the mode’s diphony, at note F,
is also characteristic. This fact, assessed in its broader context and in connection with the
previous (first) part of the composition, presents an interesting alternation of the particular
cadences chosen by the composer*, an alternation which, while maintaining as a stable point
of reference the basis of the mode (and therefore the tetrachord D—G), is also deployed in the
nearby tetrachord C-F, the tetrachord of the fourth plagal mode.
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41 Part Al ends on the note D, part A2 on the note C and part A3 again on the note D. Part Bl ends on the note D,
part B2 (discussed here) on the note F and part B3 on D, respectively.
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Part B3, which ends the composition, begins with a repetition of the final melodic formation
of part B2 (which connects the two parts very harmoniously) [B.2.f— B.3.a]. This is followed
by an impressively long “chain” of restatement (palillogy), mostly a descending one, with
the same formation*, a formation which is obviously set using the “web” (ploke)*, occurring
six times [B.3.b,~b,].** This part (and the whole composition) is consummated with a final
halleluia [B.3.c], set upon the pentachord (a—D) of the first mode.

& FE F & F el - F =] E - F =] E
B: = = = ~
T —— e o e T, i, e
= i H . e e =
LTt L LT 7L TLLTe T LT TLLT T
* o " i s 1
-] -]
F el E < el Ll Ll F & F F ED
o = e
——at, __—;ﬁ__-—-—-__-,—;r-\\;—_ - % I
- . . — — —_
LTt TLLTL TULTE 4 )\)ﬂ? P\w“ o L8y
d
& & = : |
=] <

In an attempt to analyse the whole composition from a macrostructural melic perspective, we

might point out the following remarks:

e The core of the composition consists of a musical formula set in the frame of the de-
scending basic tetrachord of the first mode (G—D). This formula, unchanged or, in most
cases, with several variations (expanded or contracted) occurs at least twelve times in
the composition.®

e The second — by frequency of use — musical formation, occurring six (or even sev-

42 This formation is shaped four times by a xeron klasma and two more times (on either side of the aforementioned
four) by a kratema; both of them are set on an ascending sign, followed by a descent of two voices:
:“W\ ——
The subsequent formation [B.3.d], shaped by the same melodic movement, but with the use of antikenoma and
piasma, can be considered as a variation on the previous one:

43 According to CHRYSANTHOS, @swpntikov Méya 175 (§ 390), “[...] use (chresis) was the varied working-out of
the chant” (see Romanu, Great Theory of Music 179 [§ 390]); cfr. CHRYSANTHOS, @empntikov Méya 175-176
(§ 392): “[...] web (ploke) drops the notes one after the other at the distance of two or more discontinuous
intervals, projecting the lower ones or the higher first” (see Romanu, Great Theory of Music 180 [§ 392]).

44 Note, however, that this chain of musical phrases [B.3.b-b,] might as well be considered — from a
macrostructural point of view — as an integrated (developed following a quadruple sequence) descending
(from the top to the basis of the pentachord of the first mode [a to D]) melodic line, which goes as follows:
triple repetition of the same formula (consisting of a double web [ploke] — a repetition that in the first two
instances [B.3.b — B.3.bb] is strictly identical, whilst in the third one [B.3.bbb] is transposed lower by two
tones, according to the technique of restatement [palillogy], and is, finally, completed, in a calm and simple
way, at the basis of the mode [B.3.bbbb]).

45 See the following formulas: A.2.b /A.2.c/A.2.b/A2.c/A.2.d/ A2.f/ A3.a/A3.f/ A3.g/B.1.a/ B.2.a/ B.2.c/
B.2.d/B.2.d,/ B.3.¢. (Cft. supra, notes 38, 40).
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en) times, is another short formula (consisting of one ascending and two descending
voices).* The essential difference, however, is that the first formula can be found in the
entire composition; the formula in question though is only used in a part of the composi-
tion (in B3).

e Other, regularly repeated formations by means of which the composer completes the
construction of her composition is a scaled ascent of three of four notes*’, as well as the
known development of tromikon.*® Both of them occur three times.

The use of a limited number of musical formulas undoubtedly confers a sense of metre
to the present composition. The composition is easy not only to learn but also to remember
thanks to the harmonious and calculated assembly of the above-mentioned melodic phrases.
Finally, since the whole composition is essentially developed on the basic tetrachord of the
mode (D-G), its extremely limited vocal length® is not only suited perfectly for the monastic
environments (from which, by definition, its composer evolved), but also facilitates its inter-
pretation by female voices in a decisive way.*

The composition of Kladas’ daughter is (as has been noted above) a koinonikon Eig
pvnuodcuvvov aidviov €oton dikarog, which can be considered as a koinonikon of the Week
(suitable, notably, for Tuesday) or as a koinonikon chanted in memory of saints. Its structure
(and, more generally, the structure of all communion hymns, whose poetic text is taken from
David’s psalms) is similar to the one of the previously analysed composition: it consists of
a psalmic verse chosen in such a way as to befit the celebrated feast and the refrain (ephym-
nion) halleluia, which is very common in the psalms of David:

46  See the formations B.3.b —b, xai B.3.d. (Cfr. supra, notes 42, 44).

47 See the formations A.2.e/A.3.d/B.2.e. Of course, the melos here is developed according to the “straight
direction”, as described by CHRYSANTHOS, Oewpntikov Méya 175 (§ 391): “[...] straight is the direction which
ascends in succeeding notes [...]” (see Romanu, Great Theory of Music 179 [§ 391]).

48  See the formations A.2.g/A.2.j/A.3.b.

49 Note that on the accented tone, the melos strikes only once the note A of the lower vocal area (see A.2.b,),
while on the pitched tone it strikes six times the note a of the highest vocal area (see A.3.¢/B.2.b/B.2.d /B.3.b /
B.3.b,/B.3.d), thus forming — visually — a full scale; there are also some instances where the melody falls into
the middle mode, at the note B of the lower vocal area (see A.1.b/A.2.d—e/A.2.h—i/A.3.b—).

50  For more specific remarks on the female voice, see KoraKIDES, ‘H povoikn d&ia tiig yovaikeiog eoviig kot i
GUUHETOYN TNG OTNV EKKANGLOGTIKY peAmdio 922-926 and 1pEM, 'H povowm d&io tiig yovarkeiog eoviig kai 1y
GULLETOYN OTNV EKKANGLOGTIKY pelwdio 146—160.
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PART B (dAAnAovia):
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Each of the two parts of the composition is divided again according to the rhythm of the
poetic text, the alternations of the melos and the clearly discernible “morphological punctua-
tion”, in several sub-unities: two for the first part and eight for the second one:

A1l (Eig pynuocvvov aimviov €oton):
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B2 (Aéye):S!
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B4 (méAw):
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B6 (& — vaveva [...]):

51 As one can see in the relevant facsimile, at the end of part B1 the usual final point is not marked, which could
mean that the setting of the word Aéye was included in this part; nevertheless I separate it here, as part B2 —
Aéye — considering it as a prelude to the next part B3 (halleluia), obviously matching the structure of the two
subsequent parts (B4 [réAwv] and BS [halleluia]).
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B7 ([v]éAAniovia):
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B8 (dAAnrodia):

To be more specific, part Al begins with a musical motive (a formula of parakletike) repeated
twice [A.l.a—a,]. It continues by using the technique of restatement (palillogy), since the
same musical phrase is repeated four times [A.1.b ~b,], and closes with a typical cadence on
the basis of the fourth mode [A.1.d].
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With exactly the same cadence also the part A2 [A.2.d] is completed, following the technique
of restitution (apodosis).” At the beginning of this part once more a triple repetition of es-
sentially the same* musical motive [A.2.a —a,] occurs, while the melody progressively shifts
to the fourth plagal mode before the end [A.2.c].

52 Cfr. CHrysaNTHOS, @empntikov Méya 188 (§ 423): “Restitution is to compose for all the endings of the text’s
periods one cadence, the melody of which extends to two or three four-beat measures, in the new sticherarion
and up to several metres in the papadike [...]” (see Romanu, Great Theory of Music 189 [§ 423]).

53 Despite the (in each case) differentiated notation, in all three formations the melodic movement is exactly the
same; the only difference is that in the first two (A.2.a; and A.2.a)) it is developed on a descending tone, inside
the di-tone G-E, while in the third one (A.2.a,) it is developed within the di-tone F-D.
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In part B1 one can distinguish two melodic lines: the first one is shorter, a formation pre-
sented as a double (descending) restatement (palillogy) [B.1.a,—a,], while the second one is
more extended, a formula which (following the technique of repetition) occurs also twice
[B.1.b-b,]. The latter two repeated formulas are united by a scheme of scaled ascension of
three notes [B.1.c]**.

& u F & F & “ ™ a E L] & F

Bi t:—uﬂﬁ -.--:_-h-.--—»T_ \%__:‘::: \%_“h_._‘
4 PR T T I T
B )

[l LS H

W= = a3

.

& & F E F o E F & & a4 & F & E

e T e ey,

s —= > =
L I I T I B IRk Mg haw ¥
[ = by

— -
e e T

© ow s w B
— =
e, T
4 4
4

Parts B3 and BS5 (introduced respectively by parts B2 and B4) are strictly identical. The
melos (which is the same in both) is elaborate and precious, moving in high vocal areas, and
— without using any special technique of recreating identical or similar musical motives —
consists of a sequence of separate musical phrases or formations.? This melic sophistication,
which is strongly present in the aforementioned parts (B2-BS5), culminates in part B6, with
the meaningless syllables of a nenanismos.*

54 A similar formation, developed of course in straight direction (cfr. supra, note 47), has been used by the
composer in the previous part (see A.2.b).

55 TInote, however, here the following (subsequent) formulas or formations: the kratema [B.3.a], the parakalesma
[B.3.b] (a formula also used for the setting of part B4 [ndAwv]), the tromikon [B.3.c], the psephiston [B.3.d], the
other parakalesma with lygisma and antikenoma [B.3.¢], the tromikonparakalesma [B.3.g], but also the known
(final) formula of the fourth mode [B.3.f].

56  This part begins with a double (descending) restatement (palillogy) of the formula of parakalesma [B.6.a—a,],
after which, by means of a scheme of triphonic scaled ascent [B.6.b] (also used by the composer in parts A2
[A.2.b] and BI1 [B.1.c]; cfr. supra, note 54), the melody gradually ends (with formations of parakletike [B.6.c]
and antikenokyklisma [B.6.d]) at the basis of the fourth plagal mode (C).
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In part B7, where the composer lets the melody shift back to the fourth mode®’, one can im-
mediately recognize some interesting “internal musical loans”: the melos at the end of the
word halleluia (syllables -Aovia) [B.7.c] is strictly identical to the one at the word dikatog in
part A2 [A.2.b], while in the final cadence of this part [B.7.d.] the technique of the restitution
(apodosis) is once again used, since the melos is exactly identical to the respective conclusion
of part A1 [A.1.c]*®.
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The composition is completed with part B8, a panegyrical setting of the entire word halleluia,
fairly elaborate and in high vocal areas®. The melos, quite surprisingly, does not end on the
note G, viz. the base of the fourth mode, which is the main mode of the composition, but on
the base of the fourth plagal mode, the note C. This final part may also be considered as a
“summary” of the phonetic range of the whole composition, since — despite its shortness — it
extends from the note C of the middle vocal area to the note d of the high one.
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From a macrostructural perspective, the composition seems to rely mainly on the calophonic
elaboration of the refrain halleluia, undertaken in its second part. Precisely because of the

57 This is achieved through a formation of homalon [B.7.a] at the beginning and subsequently with a scaled ascent
of four notes [B.7.b.]; note that this is the fourth time that the latter melodic scheme of straight use is used in
the present composition (cft. supra, notes 54 and 56).

58  Cfr. TuLiaTos-BaNkER, Women Composers of Medieval Byzantine Chant 65: “A double cadence concludes
the setting of the antiphon proper. The second cadence which precedes the refrain is composed of a GFGFG
motive that brings that portion of the chant to a close on the final G. However, the refrain of the chant does not
end on the expected final but rather a fifth lower on G. The cadential formula is a pentachord G to C, which is
identified with the lettered brachets C in Example 1. In the final cadence of the refrain, this formula appears in
an extended sequential form. In its five-note form, it is the cadence for the fourth halleluia statement and is the
first of a double cadence for the setting of the Antiphon proper.”

59  Here are also various formulas or formations used such as: kratema with antikenoma [B.8.a], tromikon [B.8.b],
antikenokylisma [B.8.c], kratema with psephiston [B.8.d] and lygisma [B.8.e].
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intended melic elaboration, no specific formulas are distinguished, but there is a plethora
of elaborated and often sophisticated musical motives which follow each other in order
to embellish the whole chant.®® Nevertheless, as we have already observed above in our
microstructural analysis of the composition, the composer limits herself to simpler musical
lines with repetitive musical motives, especially in the first part of her composition, where
several formulas (such as those of parakletike, parakalesma, tromikon, etc.) are constantly
used; moreover, it is extremely interesting that the same formulas are also found in parts B1,
B7 and B8 of the composition, which are placed at both sides of the aforementioned calo-
phonic elaboration of halleluia®'. It would not, therefore, be groundless to claim that, beside
the above noted obvious and understandable morphological division of the composition in
two unequal parts, there is another (latent) division, also in two parts: one simple and clas-
sical (A1, A2, B1, B7, B8) and the other more elaborate and calophonic (B2—B6), inserted
into the first one. This second division, which is more equal in comparison to the first one,
and the subsequent successful attempt to keep the balance between a series of polarized op-
positions (old vs. new, classical vs. elaborate, traditional vs. innovative and so on) is, to my
opinion, the most important (albeit latent) parameter of the musical proposition presented
here by the composer.

3. Remarks

The two compositions analysed above are typical examples of papadic melopoeia. Despite
the fact that they belong to different kinds of psalmody (the first one being a polyeleos verse,
the second one a communion hymn), both of them belong to the same kind of melopoeia
(i.e. the papadic one), and therefore display obvious similarities, which is also highlighted

60 It must, however, be noted that in this part the technique of repetition is also applied in a macrostructural
perspective, i.e. not inside just one part of the composition (with the repetition of a musical formula) but in
its totality (with the repetition of one full part). Should we try to “deconstruct” this kalophonic part of the
composition (exempting the hortative imperatives Aéye and méAwv — that support the repetition of the musical
motive of halleluia — and limiting ourselves to the simple — and not double — quoting of the refrain, with the
nenanismos in the end), the remaining melos would also be limited, both in extent and in melic sophistication,
as follows:
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61 Itis worth noting that at the end of part B is used a formula of homalon [B.1.d], which we have also observed
in the composition of the Nun (in part A2 [A.2.h]), written in exactly the same manner and tonality. Given the
fact that the two compositions belong to entirely different kinds (polyeleos and koinonikon respectively) and
are set in different modes (first and fourth respectively), this “coincidence” is not what one might anticipate,
and is therefore very remarkable.
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by their common basic structure (they both consist of two parts, of which the first one sets a
psalmic verse and the second one the typical refrain halleluia). Nevertheless, as their respec-
tive analysis has clearly showed, their differences are much more remarkable both in their
morphological structure and in their whole melodic elaboration:

The composition of the Nun clearly displays an admirable equilibrium between its two
parts. In the first part, between the two words of the psalmic hemistich (edbloyncate and
KOplov), the composer inserts a kratema consisting of nonsense syllables which are homo-
phonic to the article (t6v) existing between the aforementioned words. Observe the charac-
teristic threefold structure of this first part: in part Al are deployed the word EdAoyrcate and
the beginning of the kratema (to) that follows; part A2 is occupied by the kratema, deployed
almost entirely upon the syllables Tototo (formed, as it has been observed above, in such a
manner as to produce homophony with the article T6v) which only at the end of this part are
transformed into the corresponding syllables terere; next comes part A3, in which the remain-
ing portion of the psalmic hemistich (tov Kvpiov) is set, preceded though by the kratema
terere, as a prolongation of part A2. Thus the kratema (part A2) is not simply inserted by the
composer between the two words of the poetic text, but seems to “penetrate” them harmoni-
cally, through both the corresponding preparation (in part A1) and its extension (in part A3).
It also needs to be noted that the extension of the first part of that kind of composition (where
the psalmic verse is deployed, i.c. a poetic text with a clear meaning which should normally
be easily understood by the listener) is not a usual practice. From this point of view, the com-
poser does innovate; however, it is probable that she considered this kind of “innovation”
as a necessary means to obtain the overall equilibrium that characterizes her composition.
Indeed, close observation shows that the second part of the composition displays a similar
makeup concerning both the extent of the melody and the morphological structure. There is
an equivalent kratema inserted exactly in the middle of the one and only word that constitutes
the poetical text, i.e. the word halleluia. Observe again: in part B1 the entire word halleluia is
set; part Bl consists of a kratema, which once again is not developed independently, but on
the syllable -An of the word halleluia (a syllable occupying the exact middle of the world), a
homophonic kratema formed by the syllables tititi; finally, in part B3 the entire refrain (the
word halleluia) is repeated, immediately after the kratema tititt. In other words, the inserted
kratema “penetrates”, as an extension and harmonic connection, not the words of a phrase,
but the syllables of a word of the poetical text.

On the contrary, the composition of EvAoyncate tov Koprov Kladas® daughter follows,
in a more conventional way, the traditional melic standards of its time. There is a clearly
discernible disequilibrium between its first and its second part regarding both the extent of
the melos and the morphological structure. In the first part (based on the psalmic text Eig
pynuocvvov aidviov otat dikatog), the key-word is the verb €ostat, which, by means of a
melic extension, divides the two portions of the first part: A1 (Eig pvnudcuvvov aidviov Eotat)
and A2 (beginning with a repetition of the verb, after an emphatic syllable which does not be-
long to the traditional poetical text: (ve) €otan dikarog. Thus, instead of a more conventional
division of the poetical text in two equal parts (e.g. Eig pynuocvvov aidviov // €otar dikaiog),
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we have here two unequal parts, with the extensively set verb £€otat “penetrating” (in a pro-
portional fashion) both of them. The melic center of gravity of the composition is, however,
being shifted to its second part, with the exclusive setting of the refrain (halleluia). Essen-
tially, one notes here the usual ecclesiastical practice of repeating this refrain three times: ob-
serve the parts B1, B7 and B8, where the halleluia is being set three times in a row. However,
this common triple repetition of the refrain is intertwined with a further melic elaboration of
the same word, structured according to the then widely diffused practice of twice repeating
the halleluia by using the (non related to the poetic text) words Aéye and ndAwv (which are
usually referred to as “hortative imperatives”): observe the parts B2—B3 and B4-BS5, where
we have a double repetition of halleluia (a repetition which is not only verbal but also musi-
cal, since the melos in parts B3 and BS is strictly identical), preceded, respectively, by the
two aforementioned words. These words function as a (mental) invitation to the chanter: Aéye
(imperative of the verb Aéym = to say) and ndAwv = again (here of course one must infer the
previous imperative, i.e. “say [= chant] again”); at the same time, from a melic point of view,
they constitute a tangible evidence of the special morphological division of the composition
into equal additional parts. This division is discernible not only visually (the two words are
marked in red ink, contrary to the rest of the text written in black ink), but also musically,
since these words are sung by a soloist, whilst the rest of the composition is chanted by the
choir. Finally, this “musical commentary” upon the refrain halleluia is concluded with part
B6, a part that duly completes the melic sophistication of the refrain (through the addition
of a kratema) and at the same time functions as a harmonious introduction (according to the
logic of “preparation”, a popular practice of the composers) to the parts that follow: observe
that the kratema here is informed homophonically to the initial letter of the word halleluia (o
—vaveva), i.e. the word which the immediately following part (B7) of the composition begins
with. Thus, the refrain is repeated five times in all.

4. Conclusion

What is the (obvious or latent) “message” inherent in these two compositions, which are, at
least up to the present day, the only musical products of female composers?

The composition of the Nun shows an admirable equilibrium both in its general construc-
tion and in its constitutive parts. It looks like a perfectly executed “embroidery”, brocaded
with extraordinary diligence and care, which “ornates” the broader composition of the Ku-
kumas’ polyleos. It is characterised by its flawless order, an element which, albeit (partially)
present in the respective works of male composers, finds here its most unadulterated expres-
sion.

The composition of the Kladas’ daughter, also extremely interesting and finely construct-
ed, does not seem to display any clearly discernible difference from other similar composi-
tions elaborated by male musical creators. This is a conclusion to which we are led by a
first glance (superficial) assessment. Nevertheless, its internal division into equal parts, as
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it has been analysed in detail above, marks a sharp contrast to its obvious unequal structure
and cannot go uncommented. From it emanates interiority, a secretiveness (whose aim is,
of course, symmetry) that can be interpreted as a carefully hidden manifestation of female
sensibility.

Using the eye of my imagination, I try to “see” the two women: The first one, dwelling
(very probably) in a monastic environment (and therefore enjoying a social and ideological
“autonomy”’) during the period of the absolute bloom of Byzantine civilization, seems free to
express herself according to her nature, to directly and spontaneously manifest her feelings
and inspiration, even in the frame of an artistic milieu that was not particularly “favourable”
to women. The second one, living under the heavy shadow of a famous father, in a cos-
mopolitan environment, but in a time of absolute decline and generalized artistic backlash,
expresses, through female cunning, a latent reaction, a secret and silent “voice of protest”,
a “codified” — impenetrable to the many (but not to the initiated few) — divergence from the
musical standards and techniques that were established and widely used by the rest of her
(male) colleagues. Both women, however, share a common goal: metre.

And I come to wonder: Could this ordained, well-balanced and moderate spirit that per-
meates both compositions, either explicitly or implicitly, be the specific contribution of a
female composer to Byzantine melopoeia?
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