THE BIOGRAPHY OF IOANNES MAUROPOUS AGAIN

In a recent article A. Kazhdan! claimed that Mauropous’ elevation to
the episcopal see of Euchaita took place during the reign of Konstantinos
X Doukas (1059-1067) and not in the last years of the rule of Konstanti-
nos IX Monomachos, as it has generally been accepted until now. Kazh-
dan’s thesis inevitably conflicts with the ‘traditional view’ of Ioannes Mau-
ropous’ biography and everything that goes with it, namely the chronology
of his letters as well as those of his friend and close associate, Michael
Psellos. In the following short notice 1 should like to draw attention to
some texts which were overlooked or little appreciated as primary sources
for Mauropous’ biography. Let me state from the beginning that they sup-
port the traditional view.

1. Mauropous, Epigr. 57: On the emperor’s image at Euchaita

In one of his Epigrams, written during his ministry in Euchaita, Mau-
ropous thanks Konstantinos IX Monomachos for his pious deeds towards
the Martyr’s city. The emperor had renewed the privileges granted by his
predecessors to the church of Saint Theodore in Euchaita, and out of grati-
tude the populace of the city had his image inscribed inside the church of
Saint Theodore together with the chrysobull he had issued?:

El¢ tiv év Ebyairotg eixdva tob factAéws

Kai tov xpatoudv Seondtnv Kwvotavrivoy,
g YTig 10 Badpa, tov péyav Movopdyov,
tvtabba npdakig edaefhg dvaypdoet:

166 dwpedg Yap T&V Tpd 100 Basthéwy
odlov mabBobsag &5 Ennpelag péyav
xpvofig bmeatipife xiovog Béaet,

Tov xpusdBovihov &vtavastisag Adyov

1. «Some Problems in the Biography of John Mauropous», JOB 43 (1993) 87-111.
2. Iohannis Euchaitorum metropolitae quae in codice Vaticano graeco 676 supersunt, ed.

P. de Lagarde, Géttingen 1882, Epigr. 57, p. 34.
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O¢ dvtépetapa xaxptepdv Ttpdg Th Blav,
3¢’ 0b 10 pélhov dopadéatepov véuer

1} wéptupog mohet te xal mapotxio
00ev Bixarov &vtihapuBvet yépag,

elc Tobg B’ Npdg Eyypugeis edepyitag.

[On the Emperor’s image at Euchaita: A pious deed does here portray the
mighty lord Konstantinos, the great Monomachos, the wonder of the
earth. Seeing that the gifts of the emperors before him have been,
through spite, severely undermined, he has propped them up with a golden
pillar in erecting a chrysobull ordinance like a mighty buttress against vio-
lence. By this means he offers a more secure future to the Martyr’s city
and to the diocese, and so he receives in return a just honour by being in-
scribed among our benefactors®. ]

In the epigram Konstantinos Monomachos is not addressed as being
deceased but as «the wonder of the earth», that is, a living emperor. It is
worth noting that Monomachos is been praised in exactly the same way in
another epigram of Mauropous, addressed to Zoe and Theodora?:

Tov edTUYT] pév, eboeBT Bt 10 Théov,
TG YHg 10 Badpa, Tov péyav Movopdyov.

To dispel any doubt that at the time the former epigram was written
Mauropous held the post of the bishop of the city, we may point out the
following:

(a) The last two lines of the epigram evince that Mauropous speaks on
behalf of his flock (cf. <among our benefactors»).

(b) The supposition that Mauropous may had written the epigram be-
fore settling in the city, and therefore not in the capacity of its bishop,
should, in my opinion, be ruled out. In his first sermon to the faithful of
Euchaita, Mauropous states that he had arrived to the city a complete
stranger: &xofj ptv ©1og xal adtdg 16 TpdTepov Fixovov T THg X’ Hudg Exxdn-
atags,

(c) Regarding the privileges accorded to the Church of Euchaita dur-
ing Mauropous’ ministry we possess the additional testimony of Psellos®.

3. Translated by C. Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire 312-1453, Englewood Cliffs,
N.J. 1972, 220. T have modified the spelling of the emperor’s names.

4. Epigr. 55.39-40, de Lagarde, p. 33.

5. Orat. 184, de Lagarde, p. 160. See also Orat. 179, p. 120: el Eévog v buiv toig abtéxfoat,
xal obx Emnug wévov, AN €t xal vénhug. ... Auiv 8t toig Evtabla B ot mapemdiuow xai Eévorg.
Ibid., p. 130.

6. K. Sathas, Meoatwvixs) BiSAobixn 5, Venice - Paris 1876 [hereafter cited as MB 5],
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2. Psellos, "Eyxdutov elc Toavwny tov feoceSéatatov untpomolitny Ed-
xaitwy xal tpwtoclyxeAdov

In his Encomium to Mauropous, written certainly after 1075, Psellos
asserts that his friend’s appointment to Euchaita came about as a reward
by an emperor named Konstantinos, without specifying which one’:

"0 yé tot todg BaatAels navrag dmepBaidpevog &peth xat ploTiia, 6 @ peys-
Aw Kovotavtive xal dpwvopog xal dpdtpomog, xai wévog mpdg mévtog yevwai-
¢ &vTaywviopevos, xal T duwvopiav AaBdv tig Téxvng xal Tiig vixng xatiyo-
pov, xal matépa TobTOV SOQAG TpoonYOpeuae. ... Oltog 81 olv 6 adroxpatwp
xal 10 &pytepatindv &Eimpa TOVTE EoxtaYPAPY|CE. ..

[For he who had in virtue and magnanimity surpassed all the other em-
perors, who was homonymous of and had the same disposition as Constan-
tine the Great, who had alone nobly resisted all [enemies], who had re-
ceived the name that indicates the art [of single combat] and victory
[therein], prudently addressed him as father...]

The question that arises is which was the Konstantinos who had sur-
passed in virtue and magnanimity all the other emperors and not only had
the same name, but was also of the same disposition, as Constantine the
Great. According to the encomiast, this emperor <had alone resisted all en-
emies and had received his name from the art of single combat, in which
he was victorious». Psellos implies, of course, Konstantinos IX Monoma-
chos, the «single combatant». Even Kazhdan admits that «the phrase evi-
dently contains a hint at the name of Constantine IX Monomachos». But
immediately afterwards the Russian scholar rejects this identification, on
the grounds that Psellos had no reason «to exalt an emperor of the past
whom he did not respect ... while he was praising Constantine X as a per-
fect autokrator»8. To discover the degree to which Psellos was critical of
Monomachos, as well as whether he appreciated or not the emperor’s vir-
tues, particularly his courage and magnanimity, one must refer to the
Chronographia. Therein Psellos does not deny the good qualities of his
«beloved» emperor?. In addition, as far as I can recall the reign of Kon-
stantinos X Doukas was spent in tranquility and pleasure, save for a single

157.25-26.

7. MB5, 154.19-23, 29-31.

8. Kazhdan, 111.

9. Zvunabeatépav yobv Eywye duyhv obte mplv Ewpdxety, ofte viv Ev obBevi t&v mbvtwv
xatavod, &AX" 08t pihoTipotépav A Baatkel mpémovgay, and wAelota piv eddoxuyunxisg 1alg moAt-
Txats mpdEeatv, odx EAdTTew 8t xd&v toig HBeow doeic mapadeiypata Toig &ptata Prodv EBédovatv. Mi-
chael Psellos, Chronographia, ed. S. Impelizzeri, 2, VI, 169, pp. 116-118, and 203.3-5, p. 152.
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attempt against his life: &naf piv EmBovlevbelc xai 100 xA68wvog dpmayeic,
Tov 3t dowmdv g &pxic xpdévov &BopdPuwe xat edBbpwe Steveyxeiv... 1 Doukas’
motto was: «Would that I were better known as a scholar than as ruler»
(toTg 8t Aéyoig EEdywme mpooxeipevog <Qeehovs Eheyey «ix todTov H ¥
Baothefag yvwpifesbou»1l). To transform, therefore, the easy-going and
scholarly Konstantinos X Doukas to a «single combatant» would not accord
well with his better known traits. It is much more likely that it was Kon-
stantinos Monomachos who had earned this appellation, he who had faced,
during his reign, the revolts of Georgios Maniaces and Leon Tornikios, not
to mention the Russian and the Pecheneg attacks.

This passage, however, in the Encomium is not the only instance in
which Psellos compares Monomachos to Constantine the Great; nor should
the word-play on his name be considered a unicum. The following passages
attest that the attributions used in the Encomium for Monomachos were
more or less standard themes in the Psellian discourses npog tov Bactréa
tov Movopdyov: (a) ob ptv yap dpo elpnvinde tig xal udytpog, dnuotixds te
xal pudévepyosi?; (b) Expdoag ob pévog, & Bacthed, thg Eufic év toig Adyowg
Suvdipews xat vevixnxag. Edptale tolvov T& émvixia xal Aapmpov éni tolg Tpo-
naiowg xdtaye Oplapfov xal stepavwabyevog 0 t& Movoudyetal®; (c) 16 & 6-
nwg 10 Tig povapyiag Nuiv Staceleis xpijua, xal ob geddetal oe t6 Svoua, 0b6E
abtds xatadeidn i xAfjoews, tobto xai puaAhov Omepexméminypotlé; (d)
évtabfa 8t Baxtéhe Beod yeypappévov év odpave ¢ mov mddat @ col Spw-
viuw xal Baotdel, & oe xai mapaPdiiew, xai petdol 100 &vdpdg ody dmeptifepar,
A& 16 Tadv oot Bidewope!s.

3. Psellos, Epist. 34, SM 2, 53-56

The chronology of Mauropous’ appointment can be also established
from a letter of Psellos. Writing only a short while after Mauropous had
settled in Euchaita, Psellos describes to his friend the instability prevailing
at court, which he euphimistically calls Eden: évtatfa piv yap 0ddtv toteds,
o0 pévtpov, &Ah& mévta xiveltat xal petaBdiietan’®, The highlight, however,
of the court-life was that a new Moon had recently risen, overshadowing

10. Ibid,, 2, VIIa, 28.3-4, p. 318.

11.Ibid., 2, V1la, 29.8-9, p. 318.

12. Michael Psellos, Scripta Minora, ed. E. Kurtz und F. Drexl, Milan 1936-1941 [hereafter
cited as SM], vol. 1, 19.24-25.

13. Ibid., 32.10-13.

14. MB5,113.11-13.

15. Ibid., 140.23-26.

16. SM, Epist. 34, vol. 2, 54.13-14.
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«the sun-like and far-shining couple»17:

Kai viv drexvidg Omd oerfvny xal HAiovg Eopév. xal f 148 mapd moAd Srak-
A&ttovoa: od yap thv EBB6NY ) Tap’ AUty sedfivn {ddvny, &AA& THy TPy -
émet xal bmoxdfnvrai ye adtf A HAdoa xai tmhavyig ouluyia, Exetfev 10 péc
Emuyopnyolpevor xal Apépo Aiv dneyyéovtes. ... 16 Bt oxfipa [i.e., tfig oerd-
vrg] ofov ob YAdtng, &AN dpbadpdv. tmmpémet 8t adtf xal 1d x&Arog xal #
vedtng xat & Gvly 1¥ig ploews.

[To put it simply, we are now under the Moon and the Suns. The order
has been much altered, for our Moon does not go about in the seventh
zone but in the first; and below Her is situated the sun-like and far-shin-
ing couple, who receive thence their light and cast it gently upon us. ...
Eyes only can appreciate Her figure; words cannot described it. Beauty,
youth, and the flowers of Nature beseem Her.]

Who can this Moon that surpasses the Suns be? Anastasil® identified
the Moon with the empress Eudokia, and this view has been accepted by
Kazhdan, who thereby dated Mauropous’ appointment during the reign of
Doukas. A more careful reading, however, of the relevant passage does not
confirm this deduction. Psellos here speaks of a young and beautiful wo-
man whose splendour and mien cannot be adequately described in words.
We know nothing of the physical appearance of Eudokia Makrembolitissa
at this time; but we do know that she had been a widow, had given birth
to six children (three sons and three daughters), and was certainly no
longer young!®. These facts alone should disqualify her from being identi-
fied with the splendid Moon that had risen suddenly in the court.

But what was the event which had taken place at court and which
Psellos considered so extraordinary that he felt obliged to inform his friend
about it? The story which Psellos recounts in his letter seems to have been
far more interesting and exciting than the elevation of the widow Eudokia
to the throne, together with her timid son Michael VII and the infant
Konstantinos («both of whom stood almost rooted to the spot, quite over-
come with awe and reverence for their mother» in the words of Psellos
himself?0), It is about an attractive young woman, a newcomer to the

17. Ibid., 55.7-12, 20-22.

18, R. Anastasi, «Michele Psello al metropolita di Euchaita (Epist. 34 pp. 53-56 K.-D.)»,
Studi di filologia bizantina 4 (1988) 105-120.

19. CL. D. L. Polemis, The Doukai: A Contribution to Byzantine Prosopography, London
1968, 34.

20. tuéorve yobv 1édv viéwy, ol Bt povovodx Emyesav Exeivny dxptBig Sedibres xai oefaldpevor,
Chronographia, 2, V1Ib, 1.11-13, p. 320. The translation is by E. R. A. Sewter, Michael Psellus,
Fourteen Byzantine Rulers, New York 1979, 345.
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court — and I believe that this can be none other than the Alan princess
with whom Monomachos had fallen passionately in love.

Kazhdan challenges this identification on two grounds:

(a) He doubts that in the letter the word cufvyia means «the married
couple», i.e., Konstantinos IX and Zoe. He writes: «The natural interpreta-
tion of the passage is that the empress ruled the country and the emperors
held an inferior position: there were two emperors — ‘the sun-like and the
far-shining pair (su{uyia)’ in Psellos’ words. ... In this case, the Suns were
her co-rulers — Michael VII and the porphyrogennetos Konstantios»21.

(b) He accepts unquestionably that Eudokia is being described as the
Moon in a letter of Psellos to a certain Psephas?2.

With regard to su{uyia, I should like to point out another passage of
Psellos where Konstantinos IX Monomachos and Zoe are represented as a
«married couple» in exactly the same manner as in the above-mentioned
text: 7 yap t@v BactAevdvrewv ovlvyia povapyia yeyovuia di& thv sdumvotay
hapmpbrepov 6 xpdtog évtelfev mpodeixvuaty, 00 Statpodpevov v Statpoupé-
volg WSt suvevoduevoy 3t paAlov i) dpovola tiig duyfic xal tadtétnu2s,
Psellos uses the same word to indicate marriage in another passage as well;
and it is significant that he employs precisely cufuyix in connection with
Monomachos’ designs to crown the Alan princess empress after the death
of Zoe: v te vépov tov dptbpdv abdtep Tig ovlvyiag Empetphoavtat.

So much, then, for this word and its usage in Psellos. As for the letter
of Psellos to Psephas, there is nothing therein to suggest that the person
described as «the light-giving and never overshadowed Moon»25 is the
empress Eudokia. The evidence is completely lacking. The lady in question
could have been any other empress, even the very empress Zoe whom both
Mauropous and Psellos more than once call gelfvn: Emerta tadtnv v geds-
vnv 100 xpdtoug, / Thv xospolaunii xal Swumpeneotdtnv?. It is Psellos in par-
ticular who persists in this designation, describing Monomachos as the Sun
who sheds his light upon the Moon. Naturally, in his laudatory speeches
Psellos does not employ mere symbols. For he is making a concrete point
by bearing in mind and pointing out the physical characteristics of the im-
perial couple: their blond hair and light complexion, which bear justice to
his symbolism. The empress Zoe had golden hair and fair skin: tv te x6pnv

21. Kazhdan, 93, 94.

22. Ihid., 94.

23. Ipo tov Baoihéa xbptv Kewvatavtivov Movoudyov, SM 1, 10.23-27.

24. Chronographia, 2, VI, 153.2-3, p. 100.

25. <& udv mapd i abroxpdropog BasihiBog, g Belag Svrwg puyiis, Tic pwtoddnidog xal &ve-
XAAmrou 1o g aeknvrg, Epist. 198, MB 5, 490-491.

26. Epigr. 54, de Lagarde, 31.124-125.
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elye EavBiy xal t0 obpa O Bhov Aépmov Aevxétnt®’. The emperor’s ap-
pearance is even more extravagantly praised and more closely likened to
the sun: thv piv xepakiv NAdoay dnédetke xal mupahyv... xdAkest pitv &v Hilov
v xepadny elxacev® L. xbparg Emiypboorg dotphmret, xpWpacty dpipunTolg
TupsebELS ... oby BAog HAtog, oby MAlov Aapmpdrepog, painv &v Eywye;2? The
specific link that justified the portrayal of the imperial couple as Sun and
Moon was their good looks, a feature much exploited in the rhetoric of
Psellos: (a) 1) 8t Bast)ic ... old tig oedrjvn Sadovy el T& dvdxtopa. Aelrar 8¢ HAL-
ov tva Aapmpotépou pavi] petahafobon ewtds, ... AN &el T6 Aapmpd todtw
pwothpt supmeptodedovaa tniavyhg Eott xat Aapmpd3l; (b) Adpmer xat abbig 1)
BaotAis, xai v aedsjvn un Exovoa fAiov: Yiig E{nteito pwotrp, xal Tobtov eiyé
oe ) Miwhfvn3Ll. In view of the above, to ascribe the designation sejvn to
Eudokia without any specific evidence is, to say the least, arbitrary.

Let us consider now some details from the letter concerning the newly
risen Moon in the imperial court, and specifically the change in the Moon’s
path from the seventh to the first zone: od y&p v ER8éuny % map’ Huiv
seAfvn {dvny, dAA& Ty mpedtny dpgémet xal broxdfnvral ye adty} 1) HAtdoo xal
tnAavyng ovluyia... (SM 2, 55.8-10). Psellos is practically saying that the
newly risen Moon had moved from the seventh and outermost zone, ac-
cording to early Greek astronomy3?, and is now occupying the innermost
one, thereby being nearest of all the other planets to the Earth. If this is
what Psellos is saying in his letter, how does Eudokia Makrembolitissa fit
into the picture?

Apart from the fact that the lady referred to was young and beautiful,
Psellos adds that she was delightful, in that she knew both how to speak
and when to keep silent without offending anybody: cepvivet 8¢ thv ptv
nappnotav aidol, mappneia 8t v alded (SM 2, 55.15-16). This presiding lady
(1) mpoxafnuévn) radiated with beauty though clad &v uednuéve @ oyfpatt
(55.13), i.e., without wearing a royal garment, for her radiance was bril-
liant enough to shine through a cloud. It does not look as if Psellos is de-
scribing a well known person like the aged Eudokia, the mother of six chil-
dren, but a newcomer in the palace who held everybody spellbound with
her youth and elegance (cf. to6 x&Ahog xai 7 vedtng xai t& &vln t¥ig pdsewg

27. Chronographia, 1, V1, 6.6-7, p. 252.

28.1bid,, 2, VI, 126.10-11, 16, pp. 68-70.

29. MB5, 116.21-24. Cf. alse ibid., 107.23-29, 134.6-7

30. MB5, 130.7-10, 17-18.

31. Ihid., 136.20-21.

32. According to the Platonic scheme of spheres or zones, which Psellos seem to have in
mind, the order of the planets, from this geocentric point of view, is the following: Moon, Sun,

Mercury, Venus, Mars, Jupiter, Saturn and then the other stars.
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55.21-22). The phrase #v AueAnuéve 1@ oxfpat I take as a clear reference
to the fact that the Alan princess had not been bestowed with the imperial
insignia, despite Monomachos’ wish (according to Psellos) to crown her:
¢BobAeto puiv obv Tadtny xal Bacthuxd] dvadfoar tawia ... ToD uév oxrjuartog
abtf] i PastAeias obx éxovddvnae®d. But the most interesting point seems
to have escaped notice. The Alan princess appears to have entertained
hopes for some kind of advancement but refrained from unfolding her
plans, out of consideration for the aged emperor. Still, she could prevent
the worst, if she only saw to it that things went astray as little as possible:
xat 10 BaBbtepov tig Yvedpng adti petaBoakelv piv elg 1o xpeltTov T& MpdypaTa,
uh 865t 3t ToUTo motelv «idol tob &vdpdg' TogoUTov adTh mékov xal Tiig mept
¢xelvov dmodfdewe xal Tiig mepl & mpdypata xatopfudcews: dhhote yobv &iko
Tt tdv tpayuvléviwy Aetol xal tév elg 10 Yelpov éxBefrxdtwv perotd4.

I fail to understand how these details from Psellos’ account, details
which have not been seriously considered, fit into the thesis proposed by
Anastasi and Kazhdan. A last word about this remarkable story told by
Psellos. The situation at court, he writes, was so fluctuating (&A\& mévta
xwvelton xal petafdddetar, SM 2, 54.14) that Mauropous, who had departed
from the capital not long ago, should come and witness it with his own
eyes: xal Tt ot tfj YADTTH, &AA& pih 10Tg goig dpbadpols thv niotnv AapBaverg
v ywvopévev; (56.1-2). It was, indeed, a period of many changes: the em-
press Zoe had died, Monomachos had lost every sense of decency engrossed
as he was in his love affair, and Boilas, an enemy of Psellos, had in his firm
grip the infirm emperor.

4. Mauropous’ position in Euchaita: an honorary appointment?

Was Mauropous’ episcopate in Euchaita an honorary appointment, or
was it an election forced upon him, virtually amounting to exile? From his
various statements and complaints we gain the impression that he was
compelled to leave Constantinople and assume the ministry of the Church
in Euchaita. Kazhdan has challenged this view, thinking that Mauropous’
episcopate was «an honourable appointment/election after a stay in the
province»3%. But then, why Euchaita and not a more prestigious see?

That Mauropous yielded to pressure and accepted an unwelcome nom-
ination we have his own statements in his epigrams, his letters and even
in his first sermon in Euchaita as witnesses3®. In this sermon he went as

33. Chronographia, 2, VI, 153.1-2, 5-6, p. 100.

34. SM 2, 55.23-29.

35. Kazhdan, 99.

36. A. Karpozilos, ZvuBols) oty uedérn 100 Blov xal tob Epyov 10b Twdvwn Mavpdmodog,
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far as to remark that the very ordination was forced upon him and that he
had to submit, granting rather than receiving a favour: ’AAA& yewvaiov pév
nou xqxeivo (#8y yap Todurow veaviedoaabar, tf dinbela Bappriong) 16 Bua-
obfjvar mept Tov Bpdvov xal tédog Evdobvar, uh AauBave d6Eavrag xépwv, dAXX
Sdévar xai merobévtag pdilov # meloavtac®?. In his letters he is more out-
spoken and explicit. Besides accusing his friend(s) of having betrayed and
abandoned him, he likens his stay in Euchaita to an expulsion or exile: &
xaf’ budg wixpot Tv mavténaot St tov éxtomoudv &yvoolviwy, and 6 dromoc
olto¢ éxtomiouos dAiyov delv oddéva Tddv 6doumdpwy Emixataipetv £a38. In
what sense is Mauropous using the word éxtomiopés? There can be no
doubt but that the term designates his ‘exile’. Besides, it is not simply a
coincidence that, while speaking of St. John Chrysostom’s expulsion, he
employes the same phraseology: xal ob 7j¢c d8ixov Si& Suxarosdvny Omepopi-
ag, TG xawvob paptupiond?. Even Psellos admits in a letter that his friend is
unfortunate in suffering exile and contempt. This letter must have been
written between 1050-1052, at a period when Psellos was still residing in
Constantinople, but nevertheless suffering dishonour. Reflecting upon
their respective situation, Psellos remarks*0:

b AY ’ o~ b -~ LI | - ) -~ ) * ~— b3 \ b
¢yo 8¢ goL TogobTov pd mepl Epautod xal ool ob piv SuoTuyelg, dANE xai
k] -~ 2 A \ k] o~ 2 \ A o~ »” by e ’ ~— b
eOTUXETG, EY® 8% edtux®, &AR& xol Sustuxd: Eott 8t 6 Abyog Ypnopd piv
¢otxcdg, oddapdi 8t Aokb¢ Suatuxdv yap abtds TV Gv fouev dmepoplav xal
TeptppbvnaLy, E0TUYELS THY Tig Aaxodong ot mpoedplav e dpo xai mposedpeioy:
edtux v & Eydd T THY veyxoloav Exetv, &tux®d T &v Tf matpidt xatd ToV

fiLétepov Adyov Ty &tipiav dolotashar.

[T will say this much about myself and about you: You are unfortunate
and yet fortunate, while I am fortunate and yet unfortunate. This state-
ment sounds like an oracle, but is quite unambiguous. Although you,
among those whom I know, are unfortunate in suffering exile and con-
tempt, yet you are fortunate in having the bishopric and the care of the
see that fell to your lot. Although I am fortunate in being at home, yet for
my own part am unfortunate in having to suffer the dishonour in my na-
tive city.]

By way of conclusion I should like to remind the reader that Mauro-

Toannina 1982, 36-39, 44-45; Id. The Letters of Joannes Mauropous Metropolitan of Euchaita,
Thessalonike 1990, 22-24.

37. Orat. 184, de Lagarde, 162.19-22.

38, Karpozilos, The Letters, Epist. 61.22, p. 167, and 65.8-10, p. 175.

39. Orat. 178, de Lagarde, 119.2-3.

40. Epist. 173, MB5, 440.10-441.4.
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pous’ writings, his epigrams, letters, and orations, are transmitted in a col-
lection preserved in codex Vaticanus Gr. 676 (11th cent.). This collection
was arranged personally by Mauropous. Among his 99 epigrams there is
not a single one dedicated to Doukas, his wife Eudokia, or a later emperor
such as Romanos Diogenes. On the contrary, I find about 13 epigrams re-
ferring explicitly to Monomachos or to Zoe and Theodora®!. The same can
be said about his 14 orations, most of which were delivered on religious oc-
casions in Constantinople or Euchaita. Among them there figure promi-
nently three orations connected to Monomachos’ reign (nos. 181, 182,
and 186); these orations, as is well known, were delivered by Mauropous
after the Pecheneg attack and the defeat of Leon Tornikios. In the collec-
tion there is also included the well known Novella for the School of Law of
the same emperor (no. 187). With regard, now, to the letters, there is
only one addressed to Monomachos without there being any doubt as to its
recipient*2. The categorical testimony, however, of Psellos that the em-
peror Tt 3¢ Ye émisToAAy cou [i.e., of Mauropous], tiv xaAfv 6pod xai go-
PNy, mohrdxig SekedAhube, xal mpdg todg &pyalovg Adyoug suvéxpve?d, testi-
fies to the fact that Mauropous wrote more than once to Monomachos,
even from Euchaita. The «old discourses» to which the emperor compared
the letter refer, naturally, to happier times for Mauropous.

On the basis of the foregoing analysis, Kazhdan’s proposed dates for
Mauropous’ letters must be ruled out simply on chronological grounds. Be
that as it may, the learned bishop of Euchaita, in making a selection from
his writings, chose those that marked important events in his life. His in-
tention was to delineate his career, which began at the court of Kon-
stantinos IX Monomachos and reached its dramatic climax with the ap-
pointment to the metropolitan see of Euchaita at about the same time
that Leichoudes and Psellos fell from power. Last but not least, a scribal
note found and repeated verbatim in several manuscripts transmitting
Mauropous’ epigrams also associates him with Monomachos’ reign: O%to¢
v ént 100 Baothéng ‘Pwpaiwv Kwvetavtivov 100 Movopdyov xal Zwg tiig
Baathicomg, ¥t 8t T &nd Téte cuvteiver EEmxovtatéaoupeg mpd¢ TOTE TevTaxo-
atowgts.
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