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Editorial

In this third volume of the Scandinavian Journal of Byzantine and
Modern Greek Studies, we are happy to welcome a guest-editor, Dr
Annalinden Weller, who has edited five articles from a conference that
she organized at Uppsala University in 2016 within the frame of the
‘Text and Narrative in Byzantium’ research network. The articles are
written by Baukje van den Berg, Stanislas Kuttner-Homs, Markéta Kul-
hankova, Jonas J. H. Christensen and Jakov Pordevi¢, provided with
an introduction by Annalinden Weller. In addition, the journal includes
two more articles — one by David Konstan, based on his 2016 lecture in
memory of Professor Lennart Rydén, and one by Adam Goldwyn — and
two book reviews.

In October 2018, Modern Greek Studies in Lund will organise the
6th European Congress of Modern Greek Studies, and according to the
number of submitted abstracts it promises to be an interesting event for
scholars from many countries around the globe to come together.

The journal is open for unpublished articles and book reviews re-
lated to Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies in the fields of philology,
linguistics, history and literature. It is published in collaboration with
Greek and Byzantine Studies at Uppsala University and we welcome
contributions not only from Scandinavian colleagues, but from scholars
all around the world.

Vassilios Sabatakakis
Modern Greek Studies
Lund University
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I was there. Constantine Akropolites’
Typikon

Jonas J. H. Christensen

onstantine Akropolites wrote an appendix to the typikon for the
Church of our Lord’s Resurrection in Constantinople, rebuilt by
his father, George (1217-82). The typikon was written sometime
between 1295 and Constantine’s own death in 1324, on the occasion of
his dedication of a chapel to St. Lazaros. The church, together with the
rest of the foundation, was probably combined through the instrument
of henosis with the older foundation of the Asiatic foundation of St. La-
zaros on Mt. Galesios during the time of the two Akropolitai, reflecting
the rapid loss of territorial control and monasteries in Asia Minor.! Con-
stantine’s father, George, the well-known historian and grand logothete
under Michael VII Palaiologos, was himself not the original founder
of the Church of the Resurrection, but carried out a restoration that put
him on a par with the original.? Poor or defunct foundations would often
be brought under the charge of wealthy Byzantines and as the original
founders were often completely forgotten or simply mythical, there was
nothing to stop the sponsor from attaining the title of ‘new founder’ or
simply ‘founder’.® As we shall see, this usage of the term was stretched
to new limits in the case of Constantine’s typikon.
Constantine mentions* a previous document that must have been
drawn up by George Akropolites, but only Constantine’s later typikon
survives. It is important for the following that Constantine points out

' On the loss of territory in the context of the political changes in Constantinople, see
e.g. Korobeinikov, 2014.

2 See Thomas & Hero, BMFD, 1374-1382.

3 See BMFD, 202-3.

* See below.
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that the typikon applies only to the chapel that his father, and to a lesser
degree himself, founded, though it in some ways takes the place of a typ-
ikon for the whole foundation. Moreover, the typikon has the title and
takes the form of a Adyoc, a speech, on the occasion of the renovation.
This does not influence structure and contents as much as the general
style of the text, which clearly reflects the educated background of the
author.’ The typikon is as a consequence highly rhetorical.

Two concerns dominate the typikon for the Church: the right of the de-
ceased father, George, to be counted as second founder through the ex-
penses used on restoring the monastery, and the title of founder to be
applied to the son and author as well.

Chapter one contains praise of the gifts coming from God and what
man can give in return, a naturally popular subject for founders of con-
secrated institutions. The following chapter starts with an account of the
earlier fate of the church, and Constantine begins with a declaration of
the age and importance of the Church of the Resurrection and its vener-
able builder, and contrasts it with the derelict state it was found in:

(ch.2) For this reason we have indeed thought about these matters and
the rebuilt church bearing the name of our Lord and Saviour’s resur-
rection, originally built from the foundations by Helen, renowned for
things holy, the famous among emperors and equal to the apostles,
Constantine’s mother. Shaken by all-mastering time, and again re-
built and indeed strengthened by imperial hands, it was ruined and
down-cast almost completely after the conquest of the City of Con-
stantine by the Italians, so that there was no recovery to be expected.
We did not, thus, deem it right to overlook it: When most of those be-
low and even above us in honour and fortune did not dare to lay hands
on it, we threw ourselves entirely and wholeheartedly at the task of
renewal or, rather (f} pdAAov), rebuilding and spared no expense. For
most have been given us from the right hand of the wealth-provid-
ing God, from whom we have had the higher of knowledge and wis-
dom — others might maybe say reputation (evdokiunocwv); I myself
on the other hand call it desirable learning and honourable pursuit
[of knowledge and wisdom]. And now that we have used up much
and have raised the fallen parts of the holy house and the roof — ex-

> On the state of education, see Constantinides, 1982.
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pected to but not yet fallen, resting as it were on shaky foundations,
so that I might myself say the saying with him who said that on the
unmovable all moves (€’ dxivite 10 TV KiveloOot) — we made fast
as necessary and made a lasting roof. And let the sight of these things
be the teacher and let the works be irrefutable witnesses to the said.
I will describe briefly the church as it stands or rather (1j pdAiov) the
monastery of today.¢

The usual topoi of God as the real giver of the gifts and the prosperity
needed for the restoration is first touched upon in this chapter, but saved
for the following chapter. Instead the chapter quickly gives way to a
presentation of the merits of the author. With the use of a dubious con-
tradiction between his fame (e0doxiuncwv) and his academic pursuit, he
establishes himself as both a well-known and sincere scholar, and with
his pun on the philosophical concept of a prime cause (én’ axvRT® TO
nav kiveioBon) establishes himself as conversant with higher learning.
The care put into describing the refurbishing of a roof is indicative of
the rhetorical style of the whole document. Apart from placing himself

¢ Delehaye 1933. Tavtn Tot Kol MUelg €ig vodv Ta Towodto Podopevol, Tov €n’
ovopoTt g 00 Kupiov Kol cotipog MUV Avootdoeng €k pev Padpov
™V apynv vmo Mg €v ayloug meptowvopov EAévng, tiic o0 &v Paciredow
@owipov kai icaroctérov Keovortavtivov puntpog, aveyepbévia vemv, HTo
8¢ 10D mavdopdTopoc SaculevOLVTa YPdVoL, Kol VIO PactMk®Y oG
avakawiobévra te Kol otpydévia xeipdv, peta o€ ye v tig Kovotavtivov
V7o 1@V TtaAdv dAoov épemmbévia te kol katafAndévta oyedov téleov,
MG UNdE Tpocdokioy Exewv EyEPcEmS, LT TEPUOETV yNCALEVOL OETV, TAEIoTOV
A @V TV ko’ Hudg kol drep NUAG TV a&iav € enut Koi tov SAPov yelpa
un toApmodvtev 0Awog émPadeilv, Th] ToDdE Avakavicel §| GvolkodounoEt
paAlov eimelv, Olooyep®dg Te Kol OAOYLY®G Emefolopedo kol ypnudtov
ovk €petodpeda. ITAglota yop Muiv €k Tig ToD mAovctlomapdyov Oeod delidg
Kexoprynto, map’ o kai 10 peilov doynrapey Ty mepl AdYovg Kol Goiay,
dAAoL pev av Tomg gimotey evdoKipN oY, TUdElo 6€ Painv Eywye £pacTny Kol
oepvov mrmoevpo. Toivov kol dvnimkdteg Guyva Té 1€ Tecdvia Tod 1EpoD
dopov Nyeipapev kai Tov dpopov £n’ aotnpiktolg womepel otnpildpevov, va
TL Kol a0TOG T@ lmdvTl En° AKIVIT® TO AV KiveioBotl eainy mapdpolov, Kol
1PocdoKipov doov ovTtm teseichat TVYXdvovTa, MG TO ikOg Eatnpifopey Kol
HEVELY OPOPOV ETOGOUEV: Kol TOVT®V dYig E0TL 10GGKAAOG KOl T EPYO. TOV
LEYOUEVOV LAPTVPEC AMOPEypamTotl. Al Ppayéoc O¢ elyev 6 vaog 1 pdAov 1
VOV HOVT| YVOPLO.
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within an intellectual and social context in this chapter, Constantine sub-
tly changes the scope of the typikon: the title, Adyog gic TV avokaivicty
0D vood tig 10D Kupiov HudV Avaoctdoeng dwdntikog, very clearly
states renovation and church, but with two parallel movements in the
text, both heralded by ‘or rather’, f§ paAAov, Constantine changes the
subjects: first from renovation to rebuilding, and then from church to
monastery. It is not unusual for a second founder to emphasize the dere-
lict state of the foundation and a certain amount of ruin is to be expected
in the descriptions, if the second founder is to be able to lay any claim to
the title. Here, however, as elsewhere, Constantine moves the borders or
limits of the subjects and of his own involvement by gradually changing
the words.

Constantine also effects a subtle change by giving an account of not
only his own part in the renovation of the church, but also what took
place before. In the following chapter, Constantine goes into some detail
about his own expenses as well as his father’s in the original work. The
restoration was carried out by means of the Akropolitai’s wealth, and
such expenses were a central part of being a second founder. The author
consequently has no reason to talk down or excuse his lavishness, and
instead gives a clear and accurate account of the money that went into
the project:

(ch.3) We gave a thousand gold coins, counted and weighed, to those
removing the soil and cleansed both the ground of the sanctuary and
that around it. I will leave alone that we also contributed with our
services, and talk of something else and provide something of greater
proof for the narrative. Accountants kept count in ledgers of the gold
that was handed over to the overseers of the work, as is the custom
of those who embark upon great ventures. And they calculated the
[expenses] for each month, and when a year had gone, they computed
the expenses. When, thus, the overseers disclosed that they had used
up sixteen thousand gold coins, my father answered, saying: “I do not
want the remaining spending to be brought to account: For I do not
give to a human there — I offer to God what he has given. As he keeps
account of what you take and spend and how much you were given
and have used. The result itself will show [Plato, Theaetetus, 200¢]. "7

7 X1Mootdv ypucivev tolg oV oV £keopnoact kol TV cuyyooudtov 16 T° upfadov
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With the use of direct quotation, Constantine begins a narrative flow that
emerges full-fledged later on. Here it is significant that for all his insist-
ence upon the work being undertaken solely by his father, he uses the
plural in the beginning. This might very well be an original phrase from
an earlier typikon written by the father. Majestic plural of course reflects
common literary use in texts in the high register, and is furthermore nat-
ural in an official and public document as a typikon. In the context, how-
ever, the expenses come from a common source that is later branched
out into ‘him’ and ‘I’. On the other hand, the discrepancy between the
expenses incurred by ‘we’ is on a different scale than those presented
to ‘him’, the father, by the overseers. Constantine insists on putting his
own expenses first, when in fact his father’s were of a much higher or-
der, and logically must have taken place before. This creates a tension
between his own book-keeping and the emphasis on the exact amount,
counted and weighed, and his father’s indifferent reply to the overseers
on the account of the sixteen thousand gold coins. To me this indicates
that the narrative concerns two different periods of construction, the ren-
ovation of the church and the construction of the chapel, which are here
conflated into one chapter on expenses. Constantine seems aware that
the complexity of the passage might confuse or provoke the audience
and ends the passage with an explanation of sorts:

(ch.3 cont.) But to what end I have proceeded with the narrative in
this manner and have lifted me with my [work] to the level of the
illustrious work of my father, and said that I would make common
cause with him in the great work, and that it was not out of place for

To0¢ 1€ Oepédhovg kol T KOKA® ToVTOV dmokabdpacty i picbov apBundeicov
CuyootamnOeicay dedmkapeyv. ED yop dg kol MUelg Toig NUETEPOIG cuVEEEPOPODLEY
Oepdmovowv. 'Epd 11 kol Etepov kal @ Aoy miotv pdihov mapéfopat. Tovg Toig
gmotarolg tod £pyov Eyyepllopévoug xpuoodc, Bg ye 1 Toig peyarotg EmPailovoty
£pyotg motelv €ibioton, boypoppoteic amotoyEvTes xapTolg ava LEPOG EVEGTLOIVOVTO.
Kol 10 dwr pnvog Aoylduevor, €viowtod mopeAnivbotog cuveroyicavio To
avarhoBév- £E ovv TPoC Taic Séka YIMOGTOOG YPVGIVOY TdY ETIGTUTAY SednAmKOTOV
®¢ avniokeoav, 0 €uog vmolaPav matnp Eenoe: «Mn TOD AOUTOD YPOUUOTEID
onueodcebot T davarovpeva foviopat: o yop avipdr® tavTti Sidmpt 7@ 0edmKOTL
TPpocpépm Bed. Qg obv épopdvTog avTod O Aaufdvets dvalicketé te omodco &
£000noav te Kol avnAdOncav, 6 eacty vt dikVOGIV.»
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me to do it, I will explain. For it is clear that of what was added in
his time, he was responsible, and that which is described [here] was
completed by him alone. For I was still a child when the [project] was
completed.®

Here he states what is obviously at the core of his confusing account: he
was only a child when the restoration was set in motion. So his father
must have been responsible for the repairs on the roof, and the expenses
Constantine mentioned in the beginning must have been those that went
into the purchase and cleaning of the chapel, not those that went into
the renovation of the church. What is also interesting in this part is that
there is no indication of a change of speaker from the ‘I’ of the quote
to the ‘I’ of the metanarrative. The typikon takes, as said, the form of a
speech, and thus the original speaker must be Constantine. It is, howev-
er, clear that he is also describing events as they happened by the agency
of George. Consequently, there is a strange confusion of time and a sort
of paradoxical autobiographical conflation of persons.

A little later he gives, as promised above, his reasons for the way he
narrates the events and deeds, this time in more detail. Characteristical-
ly, Constantine preserves the agency for himself and instead of being
merely the heir to his father’s work, he makes an active choice to take
part in the work and again changes the premise of what has just been
said:

(ch.4) “So I involved myself with this work and made his personal
work common to [us] both, not because I was born from him, nor
because I happened to be the eldest of his sons, even if this did also
contribute a little to my [decision], but because he had decided to will
more to me, as firstborn, than to the others.”

8 AM 8mog obto tov Aoyov mpofveyko kai pe td Eud €l td meppavel Tdd’ Epy®
cLveipa TaTpl Kol Tiig peyorovpyiog tantg yevéshat ol Kovmvov gipnka, Kol dg oK
AmeKOTMG T0VTO TEMOINKO, YVOPLD. ATAOV HEV YaP OG TAOV ENVTH TPOGOVIMV EKEIVOG
v KOprog kai dcov doti e Ko Selicvutar, v dkefvov pdvov tetéhestor. ‘Eyd 8¢ moig
NV &1t ko mépag TodT ETANQE.

® T@® yobv Epy® CLVETEIGHYAYOV EUAVTOV KOl KOWOV GUEOTV EXOMCAUNY TO EKEIVOL
kabapdg 1010v, ovy 0Tl Ye EPuv & €keivov, 00S’ OTL TPOTOHTOKOG TOVT® TAOV VLIEMV
ETOyYavov Gv, €l Kol un pKkpd pot Tpog antd Kol T00T0 GupPaAietatl, GAL’ OTL pot ®g
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So far it is difficult to understand the text otherwise than Constantine ac-
tively participated in the work on the church because it was his due and
duty as eldest son. In the continuation of the chapter, however, it is again
made clear that Constantine was a minor at the time of the construction
for, (ch.4 cont.)

“When the work had been completed, he enlarged my inheritance
beyond that of the others: (...)""°

It thus appears that he means something else when he says that he took
it upon himself to involve himself with the building. What that is emerg-
es yet later in the text, but in the present chapter the narrative changes
character almost in midsentence and develops into a narrated episode:

(ch.4 cont.) For as he stood before [the Church of] the Lord and Sav-
iour, after whom the church was named, he told this to me alone. [It
was the time] when I was working with the Muses, as he had seen to,
handing me over to teachers and engaging tutors for me, learning the
curriculum and visiting him in between. (ch.5) And once I left the
lesson and went to him, because I had heard that he could be found
in the monastery, overseeing the affairs. I was nervous and filled by
fear of what would transpire, for I believed that I would be asked
some of the usual [questions], such as ‘what did you learn during the
week?’ ‘About whom yesterday?’ ‘About whom the day before yes-
terday?’ He, however, said nothing of this, but took me by the hand
and went into the church and gazed intently at the icon of our God
and Saviour.!!

TPOTOYEVEL TAEID TOV GAA®V €lg KATjpov dodvar Befovinro.

10 Tob &° £pyov yevopevog, £pol Tpd TdV GAA®V TV KAnpovopiav ueiwce.

1 TIpdg yap €ué pévov tob Kvpiov kai cotiipoc, odmep EmdVLLOC O VEDC, GTHCOC
éninpoobev, TodT’ gipnkev, £meldn pe — kol yop TondevTais Evexeipioe kol moadoymyovg
€méoTnoe — TOIG povoeiolg EVOLETpIBoV (G EMEcKNYE, TNV EYKUKAIOV TOLSEVOUEVOS
KaK doreypdtov Ekeive topaywouevos. (5.) Kal yodv mote tig pobnoewg apebdeig
Kol TV Tpog €Kelvov 1dv, m¢ &v T povi moboiuny evpiokecbor, ta kad’ Ekeivnv
EMGKENTOUEVOV, TAPESTNV QPOVTISOG T€ Kol dE0VG TLYYAVOV VIOTAE®G GOV Kol
yap @V i pe v ouvnwv Epécbar. Ta & fv- Ti S tiic £BSonadog Sedidato, mepi
tivog kpodom v 0éc, mepl tivog TV mpoTprro; ‘O 6’ 00dEY TPl TOVTOV EITMV, THG 08
XEWPOS He AofOUEVOC KOl TOV VEQV gio10V, Tf] ToD OgoD Kol 6OTHPOg NUDY EVOTEVIGOS
£ikovL.
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The affectionate tone enlivens the portrait of the father as stern and
somewhat otherworldly, almost wholly absorbed in his pious work and
in his scholarly way of life. Much of the action is placed with the young
boy who goes straight from class to see his father, even though he fears
his questions. George Akropolites, on the other hand, is completely ab-
sorbed in the process of renovating the church. We might see here a
topos of the spiritual and intellectual man,'> who quotes freely from the
ancients. While the two persons, Constantine and George, were difficult
to discern in the former chapter, they take on a distinct corporeality in
this chapter.

(ch.5 cont.) “It is He,” he said, “who provides for the beings, the
Choir-Leader of life for the living, the Creator of absolutely all. Thus
it is He who brings forth everything from non-being, and He who
arranges the whole. (...) Through Him I have become famous and
happy, providing most for those of my blood. I will leave aside that I
even helped, as possible, strangers in need. And now over these and
because of that I have endeavoured on this the greatest of works and
I have spent much money and decided to spend [more]. Accordingly,
I plan to make your inheritance less sufficient. I intended to give you

12 Compare with the description of Nikephoros Blemmydes by Gregory of Cyprus: “He
learned that Blemmydes was living in the neighborhood. As he was said to be the
wisest not only of the Greeks of our time, but of all men, he was eager to make his
acquaintance. The Ephesians nevertheless stopped him, saying, as was the truth, that
not only would the philosopher refuse to see him as he was young, stranger, and poor,
but moreover his entourage/circle would not allow him to approach their monastery.
For, as they said, those around him were like him: Inaccessible, unmoved, remote,
and not in the least moved by mean matters; his circle was inapproachable and the
disciples themselves were very hostile. Before all other of their master s lessons, this
one they had learned first.” (my translation from Lameere, 1937, 181: "Ev0a kol ®©g
€V YELTOVDV 0lk®V €in 6 BAeppddng, mubopevog, avip mdg Eréyeto ob povov EXvav
TOV £’ NUOV AALA Kol TAVTOV AVOPOTOV 60PATATOG, TOADG YIVETOL TTPOG ADTOV KOTO
0éav mopevechat v avtod. Enéoyov 6¢ dpmg dvdpeg Epéotot thg Opufig, eipnkotec,
Smep kol Ny 4AN0EC, g od LoVoV anTdY Analidcetey iSetv 6 PIAOG0POG, VEoV SVt Kai
Eévov kal TEvnTa, GAAL Kol O TEPL ADTOV YOPOS TM CPADV LOVOGTNPI® TPOCTEAIGOL OVK
av ovyyopnoatev. Tolg yap kat’ avtov €n’ iong, 6T’ dvip Arpocttog, EQacay, AKAVTG
MV Kol HETEDPOG Kol TIKIoTO EVTEAEING EMGTPEPOUEVOC, & T XDPOG GvemiPatog Kol
ol padnrai ye avtoi dg Aoy due€vtevktot, avt’ GALOV TavTOg HadNHaTOS TODTO TPOG
70D KON YEUOVOG TOPEIANPOTEG.)
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more, but more was needed. In addition to the half remaining, I re-
move a seventh, and testate the remainder to you (he had intended to
give me 7000). If you should ever, as I pray you will not, experience
need of money, come to this [church] and say this, gazing earnestly,
to the Lord Christ: ‘Benevolent Lord, as You know well, my father
used up the larger part of my inheritance on your church. And now I
am in want and lack the things necessary. Do not allow me to become
further impoverished in my need, Provider of riches.” And trust the
unutterable pity of the transcendently good Christ, my most longed
for child, that He will not allow you to be without knowledge of the
future, but what you might happen to be in need of, He will give you
by unexpected means.””"3

It is worth bringing attention here to the theatrical setting of the authorial
voice of the son addressing himself as a young boy through the person of
his dead father in front of an audience that might actually be looking daily
at the very icon mentioned. The circularity is complete, when he finally
has his father saying, what Constantine should say to the icon in the future.

Constantine presents the case that he in a way not only inherited
the foundation because his father spent part of his inheritance on it, but
that he also took part in the construction by contributing the part of the
inheritance that his father spent. The argument takes the form that Con-
stantine’s inheritance was spent on the monastery, thus equalling a sort of

13 «Obto¢ £oT1y, Enoev, 6 Tod ival Toig 0VGL TaPoYEDS, O Toic (Mot Tig {wiig xopm'og,
6V HAoV Kabdmat dnpovpydc. ODTOg 0DV 6 &K [T HVTmV T TEVTA TAPUyaydY, 0DTOG
Kol 70 o0 pmavToL SI0IKEL. (... ) O OV Kol Yeyovmg Ttepido&og Te kai OABLog, mheioTtolg Tdv
K00’ aljo TPOCKOVIMV ETPKESH: &M Yop OC Kol GALOTPiolg Té Tiic Evieing Mg Evov
€0epamnevoa. Kaiviv umep todtmv kot S0 TobTo TQ) LEYIoT® T’ Epym EmKeyeipnia Kol
xpNubTov TR 0o aviihmka Kol dvordcey fefodAnpot: TotydpTot Kol TV 6oV KATpov
0V LETPIOG HEWDOOL OKOTID " TTAEI® HEV Yap Tpoétata dodvai oo TAedvVaVY & &v xpein
YeVOUEVOG, TIPOG TA TOD EAAEIPBEVTOC dpehdv icet TO £Bdopov, KANPodoTHo® 6ot TO
hourdv. (Hv &’ 6 ye ol mpodédokto Sodvai ot (IMocTvES XpLGivay £mtd.) Zoi 8 &l mhg
note, Omep anedyopat, Euupnoetat TV ypelmddv Evoela, ThHde TopayvopeEVos Tade
TPOC TOV deomodmV drevilmv Aéye Xpiotov: «Dhdyade kdpie, 6 £udg mg oicba, mathp
10 TAELOV TG EUG KANPOVOLIG T 6O TPOSAVNADKEL VER® Kl VOV adTOG VOTEPOD AL
Kol T®V €V xpeig mpoodéopar: pr Yodv £0omng Eml TAEIOV e TPOSTOAMTMPELV EVOEIQ,
mhovotondpoye.» Kai mémofa toig dedrorg oiktippoig 100 vmepayddov toHTou
Xp1oT0d, TEKVOV 1ol TOBEWVOTATOV, (O 0VK £GGEL GE GIPOUidsuTOV: GAL OV dv &v
YPEQ TVYYAVOV £ING, ATPOGIOKNTOVS GOl TOVG TOPOVG TAPEEETOL»
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divine credit or savings. The line of thought approximates the sentiments
displayed in typika stipulating a privileged life for family, should they
choose the monastic life. It is, however, unlikely that George, or Con-
stantine through him, is thinking of material help from the monastery as
if from a kind of trust.!* Tt is, more likely, a different currency he expects
to be repaid in, as will become clear in the chapter that follows (ch.6). It
is quite interesting here that Constantine either adapts a phrase from the
third chapter of the typikon, “I will leave aside that (...)” (¢® yap g Kol
...), almost verbatim from his father’s speech, or provides the speech
with the same phrase. As it is quite inconceivable that an able writer such
as Constantine should be unaware of the parallels in his own text, he
must in the former case be consciously emulating his father; in the latter
he is manipulating or fabricating elements of his father’s speech, which,
it should be said, would hardly have been unusual or cause for censure.
Either way it serves to blur the distinction between the two Akropolitai.

Constantine leaves the narrative in the next chapter and concludes
on the narrative (ch.6) “It is fair to say that I was also this monastery’s
founder, or rather (4§ ud@llov) its renovator, (...).”"> Constantine was
obviously concerned with his audience’s acceptance of his claim to be
founder, the claim being fair and he not lying, and his decision to digress
in the previous chapters and dramatize his reasons shows that he himself
was aware of the extraordinariness of the claim. For once # udtiov is
used to downplay the subject, taking the edge of Constantine’s claim
to be a founder. The apparent modesty is, however, immediately chal-
lenged in the continuation of the text:

(ch.6 cont.) And it stands to reason that I have gained the founder’s
honour twice. For when my spouse paid the inevitable [debt], I buried
her body in the monastery. And I bought the chapel, [situated] in a
place close to the large church, and the monks can tell of the amount
of gold that I gave to be spent paying for it, the debt of which I wish
to be used completely for my memorial. For [the commemoration] of
me and my children and their descendants ought to be celebrated in
the large church. But I also want and beseech that special [feasts] be

4 Pace Alice-Mary Talbot, BMFD, 1375.
15 "Hy obv &€ 0AOYOD TiiG LOVTiC TOOTNG KTHTOP KAy®, T LEAAOV imelv avakovioTic (...).
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celebrated there, and for this reason I provided 300 golden staters and
has ordered that another [payment] shall be provided the next year.'¢

Here Constantine does not stop at calling himself founder, but
rather emphasizes his claim by drawing attention to what he had
actually himself contributed to the foundation in implicit compar-
1son with his father. It is interesting to follow the argument that Con-
stantine is to be regarded as double founder. Here his role in the restora-
tion of the foundation is left in the background and instead he claims his
founder’s due because he interred his wife in the foundation and because
he added a chapel to the church. Interment and commemoration is the
prerogative of a founder, but the argument runs backwards: By burying
his wife he demonstrates his status as founder.

The chapel he bought was to play a pivotal role in the liturgical life
prescribed in the typikon, but the it is clear from both the narrative and
the non-narrative parts that this text is about the foundation as a whole.
By creating a background story for the monastery, both a mythical and
a practical, this text must at least have supplemented the typikon for the
whole foundation. Given how foundation documents often grew from
a core of prescriptions through the addition of deeds, testaments, and
foundation histories,'” it is not hard to imagine how this narrative could
in time have become part of the typikon for the foundation itself.

As is to be expected, a document such as this concerns itself to a
high degree with property and land. In this as in other typika,'® two tex-

16 Kk 1700 dikaiiov pot SutAf] Té tdv Kntopov Endeinto. Qg 8¢ kai 1 éuny ovlvyog O
YPEDV ATMETIOE, Kol TOV €KelvNg &v tavty katedéuny vekpdv. Kai ye tov gvoktiplov
idlocauny onkov &ydpevo Tod peydAov mapeviebévia ved, TOVg xpucivovs, dGovg
i dmapticel 1008 AvodwBijvol cuvépacay ol povaotai, dedokdc, 00 T AmAdS
opeLOpEevoV gig Euny vepyeicbon pveiav €06Am. Tobto yap €t téd peydio minpododat
ved GEANTOL VIEP ELOD TE Kol TaldmV EUdV Kol TdV KaBeERc €€ avtdv: aAL’ ididtTa
teleloba év tovT Kai BovAiopat kai (td. Todtov yap giveka Kol GTOTNPOV YPLODY
£KOTOVTASO TOPECYOUNY TPLTTIV Kol TPOGETOODVOL EXNYYELAUNV TOCAVTYV GAANV
&lg vémToa.

17 For a general description, see Galatariotou 1987, 82-83. A good example is Neophytos
the Recluse’s multi-layered foundation document(s) for the hermitage of the Holy
Cross, BMFD, 1338-1373.

8 E. g. Christodoulos of Patmos for the monastery of St. John the Theologian, Neo-

91



tual phenomena intersect: descriptions of the possessions, and autobio-
graphical narrative.'" By narrating the process of renovating that lead to
the re-establishment of the foundation and introducing physical edifices
into the narrative, the author provides the here-and-now document with
a past. The past places the parts of the foundation in context and in
doing so shows it to be unique. When this technique of writing things
into being, or rather painting a mental picture of the foundation in the
minds of the audience, is combined with the active agency of the author,
a very strong narrative axis emerges. Constantine’s document is a prime
example of this geographic anchoring through autobiographical narra-
tive. The amount of detail is in inverse proportion to the scope of the
document, which is the addition of a chapel to a church of an existing
foundation. The way the childhood and the actual toil of construction are
told interweaves the life of the author with that of the foundation down
to the fact that much of his inheritance went into the construction.

In his highly sophisticated narrative, Constantine Akropolites places
his father at the site and evokes a picture of himself visiting George
and being as much introduced to the icon as being presented before it.
Constantine in effect describes his initiation into intimate relationship
between a founder and the patron saint, here Christ himself. As if this
evocation of the physical connection between the creation of the foun-
dation and the author himself was not enough, he adds the detail about
the interment of his wife on the land of the foundation. This is far less
sophisticated than his autobiographical narrative, but very assertive in
its claim for this prerogative of the founder.

The literary nature of Constantine’s typikon is clear to see. The nar-
rative parts take up half of the text, and even though the detailed de-
scriptions of the services and the amounts runs against the grain and

phytos for the hermitage of the Holy Cross and Michael VIII Palaiologos for the
Monastery of St. Demetrios of the Palaiologoi-Kellibara and for the Monastery of the
Archangel Michael on Mount Auxentios, BMFD, 564-606; 1338-1373; 1207-1263
respectively. See also Angold, (1998), 225-57, 243, and Hinterberger, 1999, 201.

1 The resulting text might be seen as an aggregate texts as outlined by Fowler, 1982, 3-6,
where he opens an interesting discussion of literature as not confined by category but
by cultural instantiation.
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reveal the underlying non-literary document, the transformation is al-
most complete.” It shows the potential of the foundation document as
a textual base to be shaped into narrative and for the narrative itself to
address the issues connected to foundation documents. In all the typika
in this chapter, the creation of a strong authorial ‘I’ guides the readers or
listeners through the text and the arguments as the authors wants them
to, but Constantine creates a second voice to carry his argument further.
Constantine might have had a weak claim to the fame of second found-
er for the foundation,?' so instead of expounding in length on his own
merits, he introduces his famous father into the typikon to present the
case. It is in its way a logical development of the autobiographical typ-
ikon, but also one that in several places changes the narrative form from
autodiegetic to homodiegetic and places the author in the narrative role
of the witness. In this sense, Constantine wrote an eccentric typikon. It
is eccentric as a typikon because he lets the autobiographical narrative
transform almost the whole document, without leaving the functional
framework. Though it is a specimen of high literature, the text has a
clearly defined use in regulating and defining the foundation. The liter-
ary nature in itself serves a clear function: To make Constantine’s claim
ring true. To do this Constantine organizes both text and events in a way
that reveals his own participation and conceals what he himself admits
to be a tenuous claim to be ranked along his father.

20 The question of literary and non-literary texts in Byzantium is complicated. In his
influential article, Michael Angold identified the typikon as the primary vehicle for
autobiographical narrative in Byzantium (Angold 1998, 243) but also, in another ar-
ticle, classified typika as a non-literary class of writings (Angold 1993, 46-70). In
his History of Byzantine Literature (650-85). Alexander Kazhdan used the distinction
between Literatur and Schrifitum, between texts of the latter kind in which the idea
is formulated “with maximal clarity,” and the former type of texts “not only loaded
with conceptual intention, but (...) composed of language transfigured by the play of
form”. I think that this definition fits the present text well.

21 Cf. BMFD, 1375.
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