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Three Epigrams (cod. Paris. suppl. Gr. 309 f. VI)*

The Funeral Oration of the Emperor Manuel II Palaiologos (1391-1425) is 
one of the most widely known Byzantine examples of its genre, the epitaphios. 
The oration was written by Manuel in memory of his younger brother Theodore 
I Palaiologos, despot of Mistra, who died in June 1407.1 A shorter version was 
probably written in 1407, while the longer, final version, after several revi-
sions and some chiselling was probably finished for the second anniversary of 
Theodore’s death in 1409. The epitaphios is preserved in seven manuscripts, in 
some of which several texts belonging to the Funeral Oration precede the text 
of the oration. These short texts are a so-called προθεωρία followed by a short 
stylistic description of the oration and three short texts referred to by the editor 
Julian Chrysostomides repeatedly and consistently as epigrams.2 

The best manuscript of the Emperor’s Funeral Oration is the one marked 
with P (cod. Paris. suppl. Gr. 309). In this 15th century vellum codex the text 
is preceded by four additional leaves. The second, the third and the fourth leaf 
are marked with Roman numbers from I to VI. On ff. 2r-3r (ff. I-III) we can 
find a summary of the epitaphios (προθεωρία τοῦ παρόντος λόγου), on f. 3v 
(f. IV) there is a stylistic description of the epitaphios (περὶ τοῦ χαρακτῆρος 
τοῦ λόγου), f. 4r (f. V) contains the first line of an epigram lacking the initial 
letter and the first three words of the second line, and finally on f. 4v (f. VI) 
we can read the three so-called epigrams.

The first epigram is a ten-line Byzantine dodecasyllable, in which all the lines 
“share the same characteristics: paroxytone verse endings; two colons of five 
and seven syllables, divided by a strong sense pause; a logico-syntactic verse 
* This paper has been prepared with the financial help of the research project OTKA NN 

104456.
1 For a general introduction to the early years of Palaiologan rule in the Morea (1382-1407) see 

Necipoğlu, N.: Byzantium between the Ottomans and the Latins. Politics and Society in the 
Late Empire. Cambridge (Cambridge University Press) 2009, 235–258.

2 Chrysostomides, J. (ed.): Manuel II Palaeologus: Funeral Oration on his Brother Theodore 
with Introduction, Text, Translation and Notes. (CFHB 26 ser. Thessalonicensis) Thessalonike 
(Association for Byzantine Research) 1985. 
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structure and isometry (avoidance of enjambment)”.3 According to the titulus 
in two manuscripts (W: cod. Vindob. Phil. Gr. 98 and Va: cod. Vatic. Gr. 632 
olim 428) this epigram was written by Matthew Chrysocephalos, probably an 
imperial treasurer belonging to the close circles of the Emperor Manuel. 

Τοῦ κυροῦ Ματθαίου τοῦ Χρυσοκεφάλου
Ἥκω σέ, πάντ’ ἄριστε, πενθήσων ὅμως
εἰ καὶ πρὸς αὐτὸν τὸν θεὸν πάντων ἔβης·

βλέπειν ἄδακρυς οὐ σθένω γὰρ τὸν σὸν τάφον·     (sic)
ἡμᾶς δὲ αὐτοὺς καὶ πρὸ σοῦ, φίλτατέ μοι,
οὓς σαυτὸν εἷλες, τὸ κράτιστον κτημάτων·

ἀλλὰ καὶ κοσμήσων σε ταῖς εὐφημίαις
ὅσον χρέους ἅψασθαι, ὡς οἷόν τέ μοι·

τὸ γὰρ κατ’ ἀξίαν σοι οὐ βροτῶν νόος,
οὐ γλῶσσαι πᾶσαι, εἰ συνῆλθον εἰς ἅμα,
συνεισενεγκεῖν οἶμαι δύναιντ’ ἂν ὅλως. (ed. Chrysostomides)

The second epigram consists of twelve lines and according to the same two 
manuscripts (W and Va) is the work of a certain Demetrios Magistros. 

Τοῦ κυροῦ Δημητρίου τοῦ Μαγίστρου
Ἤλυθον, ἀνδρῶν φέρτατε, πενθήσων, θρηνήσων
καὶ σὲ μέν, εἰ καὶ πὰρ μέγαν ᾤχου περ θεὸν ἤδη·

οὔτοι γάρ μ’ ἐάᾳ φύσις εἰσορόωντα τεὸν τάφον
μὴ κατὰ δάκρυ χέειν· πρό γε μὴν σέο ἡμέας αὐτούς,
οὓς δὴ σαυτὸν ἀφείλεο, ὄσσε, φόος ψυχήν τε,
τῶν θ’ ὧν εἴχομεν αὖ πάντων τὸ κάλιστον ἐόντα.
Αὐτὰρ ἐπεὶ μὴν ὄφλω καί μοι νόος μενεαίνει
κοσμεῖν ἠδ’ ὑμνεῖν σε λόγοισί τε ἠδ’ ἐπέεσσι,
τίσω δὴ καὶ τόδ’ ὅσον μοι σθένος, οὐχ ὅσσον δέον·

3 Lauxtermann, M. D.: The Spring of Rhythm. An Essay on the Political Verse and Other Byzantine 
Metres. (Byzantina Vindobonensia 22) Wien (Verlag der ÖAW) 1999, 42 (in reference to Maas, 
P.: Der byzantinische Zwölfsilber. BZ 12 [1903] 278–323). 
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εἰ γὰρ καὶ μερόπων γε πρόπας νόος ἠδὲ καὶ πᾶσαι
γλῶσσ’ ἐπὶ τῷδε ἄγερθεν ἀολλέες, οὐκ ἄν γε σχεῖν
οὐδ’ οὕτω σε, ὄχ’ ἄριστε, ὀΐομαι ἄξια τῖσαι. (ed. Chrysostomides) 

It is apparent at first sight that this epigram also consists of lines, but the 
metre is hard to identify. In the manuscripts as well as in the edited text there 
are elisions marked by apostrophes and certain vowel juxtapositions which are 
difficult to explain. The editor also kept some unusual forms, e. g. the word 
κάλιστον in line 6 – from the two best manuscripts and the earlier edition 
(1926) by Sp. Lampros – metri causa. True enough, the poem does contain 
a large number of poetic words and Homeric forms. The poetic language and 
the subject matter – mourning the dead hero – lend the poem a definite epic 
character, which makes it reasonable to assume that the lines of the poem were 
written in a kind of (Byzantine) hexameter. 

The position of the three epigrams is defined by the picture dominating the 
middle of the page (see Appendix),4 a portrait of the Emperor Manuel wearing 
robes studded with gems, in full regalia (stemma with prependulia, scepter, 
akakia). The legend in red capital letters (with accents and breathings) reads 
as follows: 

col. 1. col. 2. 
Μανου  κ(αὶ)ἀυτο 
ὴλεν κράτωρ 
Χ(ριστ)ῶ τῶ θ(ε)ῶ.  Ρωμάιων 
πιστὸςβα ὁ Παλαι
σιλεὺς· ολόγο(ς) ··

Above the picture in the top margin are written the ten lines of the dodecasyl-
lable, in two columns. However, the poem is to be read not according to the 
columns, but in lines. The second epigram is structured the same way, placed 
under the picture of the emperor in the bottom margin. 

4 Pl(ate) I in Julian Chrysostomides’ edition; for a better quality image also see Evans, H. C. (ed.): 
Byzantium. Faith and Power (1261-1557). Catalogue of the Exhibition “Byzantium. Faith and 
Power (1261-1557)” at the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, from March 23 through July 
4 2004. New Haven–London (Yale University Press) 2004, 4 (fig.1,1; with wrong dating: 1309-11); 
26 (Cat.1; with wrong locus: fol. 6r). http://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b8593567m/f10.image
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Both texts are good, with a very small number of spelling mistakes. Reading 
and interpretation is helped by phonetic symbols, e. g. by the thorough marking 
of breathing, accentuation and apostrophes. Sometimes there are two dots on 
the ι and the υ (ϊ - ϋ). The iota subscript is marked on two occasions, on two 
other occasions it is unmarked. The accentuation caused by enclitics is always 
marked, with one exception. 

Considering the very high quality of the manuscript and the accuracy of 
the copyist we have to pay special attention to the punctuation. The texts are 
concluded with two dots followed by a dash (:–); on this page this mark occurs 
three times. There are two other types of marks structuring the text: the comma 
and the dot. (On the page a hyphen is used only on one occasion.)  

In the first epigram at the end of the first and the ninth line there is a comma, 
at the end of the tenth line there is a closing mark: two dots followed by a dash; 
at the end of the other lines there is a dot. Within the lines there are no dots. 
The commas in lines 3 and 8 are clearly visible. They are placed after the fifth 
or the seventh syllable in the twelve-syllable line, i. e. in the third or fourth 
foot, which is where the caesura of the dodecasyllable might be located. 

In the first line of the second epigram the caesura is marked with a comma, 
at the end of the line there is a dot. The third word of the second line (the first 
foot) is followed by a comma, the end of the line is marked with a dot. At the 
end of the third line there is a comma, in the fourth the caesura and the end 
of the line are marked with a dot. In the middle and at the end of line 5 there 
is a dot. In line 6 at the caesura and at the end of the line there is a dot. In 
line 7 the first word is followed by a comma and at the end of the line there is 
a dot. At the end of line 8 there is a comma, after the fourth foot of line 9 and 
the end of the line there is a dot. In line 10 there is no punctuation. In line 11 
after the fourth foot and at the end of the line there is a comma. The end of 
the last line is marked with two dots followed by a dash. 

The methodical examination of Byzantine manuscripts from a new point of 
view has started in the past two decades and has been gaining momentum in the 
past few years.5 Previously the research focused on late Byzantine manuscripts, 
more exactly on literary works from the Palaiologan period, especially on 

5 For a general survey of the results see Giannouli, A.: Introduction. In Giannouli, A. – 
Schiffer, E. (eds): From Manuscripts to Books – Vom Codex zur Edition. Proceedings of the 
International Workshop on Textual Criticism and Editorial Practice for Byzantine Texts, Vienna, 
10-11 December 2009. (Veröffentlichungen zur Byzanzforschung 29) Wien (Verlag der ÖAW) 
2011, 17–24 (with further reading: 210–213). 
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texts preserved in only one manuscript, occasionally an autograph.6 Different 
methods could be used for examining Byzantine literary anthologies of classical 
Greek literature prepared for school use and for Greek translations of Latin 
classical authors, Church Fathers and other theological works. 

In the course of the examination of the punctuation in the manuscripts the 
greatest difficulty seems to lie in establishing the meaning, the size and the 
type of the commas and dots, their position relative to the imaginary or actual 
ruled lines, their distance from the letters (spatium) and last but not least in 
deciding how consistent the copyist was in his use of punctuation.7

In the epigrams discussed here the comma usually marks a break shorter 
than the one marked with the dot placed at the end of the lines. It is to be noted 
that the comma does not mark and separate syntactic (or rhetorical) clauses. 
Lines 3 and 8 of the first epigram are examples of this:

3 βλέπειν ἄδακρυς, οὐ σθένω γὰρ σὸν τάφον
8 τὸ γὰρ κατ’ ἀξίαν σοι, οὐ βροτῶν νόος

It is worth mentioning that the dots are at the end of the line, and not after the 
syllable actually closing the word and the line in interlinear position. Similarly, 
if the punctuation mark is within the line, it does not follow the letters above the 
line, but the element within the line, as seen in the case of the comma in line 6 
of the second epigram (πάντων,). The punctuation marks at the end of the lines 
in this epigram indicate that the dot does not only mark the end of the line, 
but a kind of break as well. The only end of line without a punctuation mark 
is that of line 10, where the lack of punctuation marks an enjambment.

6 Giannouli, A.: Leon Balianites: Exegetische Didaskalien. Zur Interpunktion im Codex 
Escorialensis. In From Manuscripts to Books. (n. 5) 79–84; Panteghini, S.: La prassi inter-
puntiva nel Cod. Vind. Hist. gr. 8 (Nicephorus Callisti Xanthopulus: Historiae ecclesiasti-
ca): un tentativo di descrizione. Ibidem 127–174; Reinsch, D. R.: Palinodien eines Editors 
(Matthaios von Ephesos, Kritobulos von Imbros, Anna Komnene). Ibidem 175–184; Schiffer, 
E.: Codex Baroccianus 131 und Codex Coislinianus 278 als Überlieferungsträger von Texten 
des Patriarchen Germanos II. Ibidem 185–191; Tocci, R.: Zur Interpunktion in Codices der 
Palaiologenzeit. Ibidem 193–206.

7  Gastgeber, Chr.: Das Patriarchatsregister von Konstantinopel. Aspekte der Interpunktion 
und Satzstrukturgliederung. In Giannouli – Schiffer (n. 5) 55–78, esp. 57–59; Noret, J.: Une 
orthographe relativement bien datée, celle de Georges de Chypre, patriarche de Constantinople. 
Ibidem 93–126, esp. 93–96. 
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The phrase consisting of the two words standing at the end of line 10 and at 
the beginning of line 11 

10     (…) πᾶσαι  
11 γλῶσσ’  (…)

seemed to be unseparable for the Byzantine copyist and reader, which is in-
dicated by the absence of the punctuation mark. The commas at the end of 
the lines also warn the reader that a cohesive unit is to be continued in the 
next line. 

Another question is when the phonetic signs and punctuation marks got 
into a manuscript. In many cases the text of the copy is known to have been 
marked by a later hand. On the recto side (f. V) of the leaf in question (f. VI), 
as I have mentioned before, only the first line and three words of the second 
line of the second epigram discussed here are written by the same hand as the 
three leaves (ff. I-VI) preceding the Funeral Oration.

λϋθον ἀνδρῶν φέρτατε, πενθήσων θρηνήσ(ων)·  (vel ·)
καὶ σὲ μὲν

Although the initial letter ( Ἤ) of the unfinished epigram is missing, in the 
incomplete text the two dots are put above the υ (ϋ), the smooth breathing 
above the alpha (ἀ), the appropriate accents are marked at the appropriate 
places and there is a dot at the end of the first line. The copyist must have 
copied the signs and marks together with the letters as parts of the text. 

The dot at the end of the first line of the incomplete text inevitably raises 
the question of the positioning of the punctuation marks. Let us start with the 
three parts of the closing mark: the two dots mark the position of a low dot 
and an upper dot respectively, while the dash marks the position of a middle 
dot. The dash here has probably evolved from one or two middle dots, i. e. the 
closing mark has originally consisted of two dots and a dot or three dots and 
a dot. (This supposition can be proved by inscriptions engraved in stone, metal, 
wood and ivory, carved stone inscriptions and ones in mosaic.) In my opinion 
in the manuscript of the two epigrams in question the dots cannot be identi-
fied as middle or upper dots, but all of them are middle dots (using the term 
known from the techné of Dionysios Thrax (AG 1,1,7-8): μέση στιγμή).
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The editors of the Palaiologan texts suggest that the information gained 
in the course of the examination of the phonetic signs, the punctuation marks and 
the orthography of the manuscripts should be included in the critical editions. 
As this would overburden the part containing the readings (lectiones variae), 
along with the main text of the critical edition a transcription of the text exactly 
as it appears in the manuscripts (a so-called diplomatic transcription) should 
also be provided, preferably with the digitised images of as many manuscripts as 
possible. In short: along with the paper-based critical edition electronic editions 
should also be prepared making use of the currently available technology.8 
These new editions may provide a solid basis for the historical examination 
of Byzantine orthography and the usage of phonetic signs and punctuation 
marks, which would improve the understanding of ancient Greek literary texts 
as well. This research project can be compared to the increasingly accurate 
dating process of the manuscripts, resulting in new scientific material provided 
by several disciplines presenting a continually improving database. The two 
epigrams discussed here illustrate that very short texts (paroimion, monostichos, 
apophthegma, epigramma, mythos, scholion) are also worth examining. 

As for the two epigrams, due to the good manuscript our only task is to 
replace the numerous punctuation marks currently used in the editions with 
the three marks originally used in the manuscript and to replace the grave 
accent in order to restore the text to its original condition and thus make it 
suitable for further research. 

Ἥκω σὲ πάντ’ἄρϊστε πενθήσων ὅμως, 
εἰ καὶ πρὸς αὐτὸν τὸν θ(εὸ)ν πάντων ἔβης·
βλέπειν ἄδακρϋς, οὐσθένω γὰρ σὸν τάφον· 

ἡμᾶς δὲ αὐτοὺς καὶ πρὸ σοῦ φίλτατέ μοι·
οὓς σαυτὸν εἷλες τὸ κράτϊστον κτημάτων·
ἀλλὰ καὶ κοσμήσων σε ταῖς εὐφημίαις·
ὅσον χρέους ἅψασθαι ὡς οἷόν τέ μοι·
τὸ γὰρ κατ’ἀξίαν σοι, οὐβροτῶν νόος·
οὐ γλῶσσαι πᾶσαι εἰ συνῆλθον εἰς ἅμα,
συνεισενεγκεῖν οἶμαι δύναιντ’ἂν ὅλως :–

8 Dendrinos, Ch.: Palaiologan Scholars at Work. Makarios Makres and Joseph Bryennios’ 
Autograph. In Giannouli – Schiffer (n. 5) 37 f. 
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Ἤλϋθον ἀνδρῶν φέρτατε, πενθήσων θρηνήσ(ων)·
καὶ σὲ μὲν, εἰ καὶ παρ μέγαν ᾤχου περ θ(εὸ)ν ἤδη·
οὔτοι γάρ μ’ἐάα φύσις εἰσορόωντα τεὸν τάφον,
μὴ καταδακρυχέειν· πρό γε μὴν σέο ἡμέ(ας) αὐτούς·
οὓς δὴ σαυτὸν ἀφείλεο, ὄσσε φόος ψυχήν τε,
τῶν θ’ὧν εἴχομεν αὖ πάντων, τὸ κάλϊστον ἐόντα·
Αὐτὰρ, ἐπεὶ μὴν ὄφλω καί μοι νόος μενεαίνει
κοσμεῖν ἠδ’ὑμνεῖν σε λόγοισί τε ἠδ’ἐπέεσσι,
τίσω δὴ κ(αὶ) τόδ’ ὅσσον μοι σθένος οὐχ ὅσσον δέον·
εἰ γὰρ καὶ μερόπων γε πρόπας νόος ἠδὲ κ(αὶ) πᾶσαι
γλῶσσ’ἐπὶ τῶδε ἄγερθεν ἀολλέες, οὐκ ἄν γε σχεῖν,
οὐδ’οὕτω σε ὄχ’ἄρϊστε, ὀϊομαι ἄξϊα τῖσαι :– 

The fact that the two epigrams belong together is apparent even without 
a knowledge of the manuscript tradition. They share the same subject matter, 
which they deal with the same way, in different metre. It would be superfluous 
to meticulously collect and present the structural similarities and linguistic 
parallels. The literary atmosphere was not averse to mimesis, i. e.  imitation 
and emulation, although the question of precedence, due to lack of evidence, 
remains unanswered. In any case the third text in the left margin of the leaf, 
next to the emperor’s image is also worth examining. 

Τοῦ βασιλέως 

Ἥκω πενθήσων καὶ σὲ μέν, πάντων ἄριστε, εἰ καὶ πρὸς θεὸν ἐκδεδήμηκας – 
ἡ φύσις γὰρ οὐ δίδωσιν ἀδακρυτὶ τὸν τάφον θεάσασθαι – ἡμᾶς δ’ αὐτοὺς καὶ 
πρὸ σοῦ, οὓς τὸ κράτιστον ὧν εἴχομεν ἀφῄρηκας, σαυτόν. Δέον δὲ ὂν καὶ τοῖς 
ἐπαίνοις κοσμῆσαί σε, τὸ χρέος ἀφοσιώσομαι· τὸ γὰρ κατ’ ἀξίαν οὐδ’ ἂν οὐδ’ 
εἰ πᾶς μὲν ἀνθρώπειος νοῦς, πᾶσαι δὲ γλῶσσαι εἰς ταὐτὸν ἀκριβῶς συνῆλθον, 
συνεισενεγκεῖν ὅλως εἶχον. (ed. Chrysostomides)
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or in the manuscript:

Ἥκω πενθήσων·
καὶ σὲ μὲν πάντων 
ἄρϊστε, εἰ καὶ πρὸς 
θ(εὸ)ν ἐκδεδήμηκας·
ἡ φύσις γὰρ, οὐδί
δωσιν ἀδακρυτί 
τὸν τάφον θεάσα
σθαι· ἡμᾶς δ’αὐτοὺς 
καὶ πρὸ σοῦ· οὓς 
τὸ κράτϊστον ὧν 
εἴχομεν ἀφῄρη
κας σαυτόν δέον 
δὲ ὂν καὶ τοῖς ἐπαί
νοις κοσμῆσαί σε, 
τὸ χρέος ἀφοσϊ
ώσομαι  τὸ γὰρ 
κατ’ἀξίαν οὐδ’ἂν, 
οὐδ’εἰ πᾶς μὲν ἀν
θρώπειος νοῦς, 
πᾶσαι δὲ γλῶσσαι 
εἰς ταυτὸν ἀκρϊβ(ῶς) 
σϋνῆλθον, συνεισεν-
εγκεῖν ὅλως 
εἶχον :–

Strictly speaking this third epigram is not an epigram at all, but a text written 
in prose. This is indicated by the choice of vocabulary and the word order as 
well. The subject matter is the same as that of the two epigrams written in verse, 
and it even sums up the 20-25-line train of thought of the Funeral Oration, 
which starts on the facing page of the codex (P). One of the manuscripts 
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(W) attributes the short text to the Emperor Manuel himself. In my opinion 
this text could have served as the basis of the two epigrams. The three texts 
together with the image of the emperor form an organic unit with the beginning 
of the epitaphios. This might be the reason why most of the manuscripts do not 
contain the names of the authors of the two epigrams: these superfluous data 
would have destroyed the unity of the consciously edited opening pages. 

One of the conclusions we can arrive at from this short text is that the literary 
works written in verse in ancient times and in the Middle Ages could have or 
actually had a summary of contents written in prose. For these germs to have 
been preserved, as it happened here, there is of course very little chance. But 
the existence of prose paraphrases of various poetical works so popular in late 
Byzantine literature indirectly also supports this hypothesis. 

Besides the literary conclusion the text also makes an interesting contribu-
tion to the history of Byzantine punctuation marks. On the one hand the use 
of the comma and the dot can be collated with that in the two versions of the 
text written in different metres. On the other hand this short text, although 
broken up in the critical edition into smaller units with various punctuation 
marks, for the Byzantine copyist and reader was one single sentence, one care-
fully constructed period, which tries the Greek sentence as a conceptual and 
linguistic unit to its limits. In this carefully constructed period the positioning 
of the punctuation marks is (as yet) unusual. Their usage can only be under-
stood if we learn to read and think as the Byzantines used to do.
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