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PREFACE

This dissertation is informed by my experience as a trained Protopsaltis of
the Greek Orthodox Church. My background includes over eighteen years of study
and practice of Byzantine music. | have studied with well-known chanters who
were students from the school of Simon Karas (1905-1999) and Lykourgos
Angelopoulos (1941-2014).> My teachers included Dr. Yorgos Bilalis (Director of
Romeiko Ensemble), Stelios Kontakiotis (Protopsaltis of The Holy Church of
Panagia in Tinos, Greece), and Dr. Constantine Kokenes (former Lambadarios of
the Greek Orthodox Metropolis of Atlanta).? | have served as the Lambadarios of
St. Demetrios (Jamaica, NY), and the Protopsaltis of St. Nektarios (Charlotte, NC),
St. Sophia Cathedral (Washington, DC), and St. Catherine’s Greek Orthodox
Church (West Palm Beach, FL). | have been a guest chanter on several occasions
for the National Clergy Laity conferences in the United States, participated as a
guest chanter at the Patriarchate in Istanbul, Turkey, and was responsible for
Hierarchal services as the first female Protopsaltis at St Sophia’s Greek Orthodox

Cathedral (Washington, DC).

! Simon Karas was highly regarded as a Byzantine musicologist and was the first to have
examined musical signs in Middle Byzantine Notation in a systematic way. See Lykourgos
Angelopoulos, “The Importance of Simon Karas’s Research and Teaching Regarding the Taxonomy
and Transcription of the Effect of the Signs of Cheironomy,” Communiqué to the Delphi
Musicological Conference. September 4-7, 1986, accessed September 2, 2016,
http://www.psaltiki.org/journal/2.1/angelopoulos/angelopoulos_karas.html#n11. Lykourgos.
Angelopoulos was a professor at the School of Byzantine chant at the Conservatory of Athens and an
Archon Protopsaltes of the Patriarchate of Constantinople.

% The terms Lambadarios and Protopsaltis refer to titles given to chanters (psaltis) in the
Greek Orthodox Church. The Lambadarios is the head, left chanter (positioned at the left chanter
stand, left of the Altar doors) and the Protopsaltis is the main chanter over all chanters (Protos or first
of all chanters). These are titles that are earned through years of study with a trained psaltis and
experience.



http://www.psaltiki.org/journal/2.1/angelopoulos/angelopoulos_karas.html#n11

In 2004, 1 was given high-resolution digital photographs of a copy in private
possession of Markos Domestikos’s Doxastarion of Petros Lambadarios; in the Fall
of 2016, | had the opportunity to speak with the owner of the manuscript, Mr.
Georgios Chatzitheodorou, thanks to the assistance of Dr. Emannouil Giannopoulos
of the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki. At this time, | saw the physical copy of
the manuscript as well.

Although my study of Byzantine chant began with the lessons from the
theory books of Simon Karas, as a chanter | was also exposed to a variety of other
styles and philosophies regarding the ornamentation of neumes and melodic
formulae. | cite Simon Karas primarily on account of his extensive descriptions of
neumes that have the potential to be realized, such as the tromiko, oxeia, lygisma,
and others. | do this with the understanding that there are other styles that tend to
take a more conservative approach, i.e., that read the notation in its simpliest form
without excessive realization of neumes. This is of course explained and conveyed
in my text that follows.

By identifying areas where there are differences, | show that there is both the
skeletal structure of the music and the potential to realize it through the beauty of
older practices passed down through oral tradition. | recognize that the oral tradition
supporting the transcriptions in the New Analytical Method, much like those in
improvisations in Western Baroque music, are equally important for an assessment

of the New Analytical Method.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

For the singer, learning the oral tradition within Byzantine music is much more than
learning a scale and a combination of melodic phrases.® The art of the psaltiki is a
living tradition as well as an analytical one. The oral tradition imprints its yphos
from teacher to student and from the chanter to the listener. The notes and scales
help to communicate just like the words to a story, yet it is the realizations or
embellishments of the notation that help to carry the reader away to distant lands to
feel the coldness of snow and taste the sweetness of honey.

Any effort to keep uniformity with regard to the melodies would need to be
through a notational system. The history of Byzantine musical notation, like that of
Western notation, is extended and complex.* There is much that musicologists still
do not know about the earliest developments of Byzantine notation. By the
thirteenth century, the chant had become quite melismatic and the notation
accordingly more explicit.”

From scanty fragments of melismatic pieces in Palaeobyzantine

manuscripts and from the transmission of melesmatic chant to the

Slavic countries through various Palaeobyzantine Notation types, it

appears that the idea of writing down melismatic chant was then
already old. Nevertheless, the specific style associated with the term

% Christian Troelsgard suggests in “Byzantine Chant Notation — Written documents in an
Aural tradition” (2014), p. 24, that Byzantine melodies traveled by aural transmission at length in his
online text, “Byzantine Chant Notation — Written Documents in an Aural Tradition,” in which he
looks at the transmission of Byzantine chant from its “sociological, ritual and physical contexts.”
https://auralarchitecture.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/troelsgard_feb 24.pdf, 1-24. Accessed
February 22, 2017.

* A thorough discussion of this history supported by the extensive scholarship would extend
this study beyond reasonable length, so only a brief summary is provided as it pertains to the subjects
treated here.

> Ibid.



“kalophonic” seems to have become a separate and well-defined

melismatic chant genre form exactly in the period before 1300.°
Middle-Byzantine notation (hereafter MBN) came into use around the mid-twelfth
century and precedes by many centuries the New Analytical Method (hereafter
NAM), which began to be used in 1820. The MBN is the earliest form of Byzantine
notation that is considered diastematic, but the rhythm and the structure of its scales
can only be deciphered approximately.” In the time leading up to the NAM the
quantity and complexity of neumes had increased to the point that only highly
skilled chanters were able to interpret them. At the same time, there was an increase
in the melismatic chant repertoire.

Just prior to the development of the NAM, one of the composers who stood
at the forefront of the preservation of musical traditions of the Orthodox Church was
Petros Peloponnesios (ca. 1730-1778), also referred to as Petros Lambadarios.® He
became the first to introduce melodies in the new sticheraric style,” known as

syntomon melodies.*°

® Christian Troelsgard, “Thirteenth-Century Byzantine Melismatic Chant and the
Development of the Kalophonic Style,” Palaeobyzantine Notation, vol 3, ed. Gerda Wolfram
(Dudley: Peeters, 2004), 67.

" Christian Troelsgard, Byzantine Neumes, A New Introduction to the Middle Byzantine
Musical Notation, Monumenta Musicae Byzantinae, Subsidia, vol. 9 (Copenhagen: Museum
Tusculanum Press, 2011), 187.

® Petros Peleponnesios is known as a psaltis, composer, and teacher. Petros served as an
instructor of the Second Patriarchal School of Music (1776). See Dimitri Conomos. “Petros
Peloponnesios.” Grove Music Online. Oxford Music Online, Oxford University Press, accessed
December 7, 2015, http://www.oxfordmusiconline.com.proxyum.researchport.umd.edu/
subscriber/article/grove/music/21475.

%Spyridon Antoniou defines sticheraric melodies as either in Ialao (Old) or Néo (New)
sticheraric style. The Old style is slower and more melismatic; the New is divided into two versions:
Néo Apydé (New Slow) and Néo Zovtopo (New Quick). The New Quick style is more syllabic and
shorter. See Antoniou, Morphology of Byzantine Ecclesiastic Music (Thessaloniki: Edision Vanias,
2008), 250. See also Chrysanthos Madytos, in his treatise Eicaywyr €ig 10 @cmpntikdv Kol
[paktikov tiig Exkincwactikiic Movoiwkiic (Constantinople: Kastrou,1821), 179, §402, wrote that
the “forms of psalmody belong to four melodic genera: the old sticheraric (for compositions
composed between the twelfth through the sixteenth centuries), the new sticheraric, papadic, and

2



http://www.oxfordmusiconline.com.proxyum/

Gregorios Stathis refers to syntomon melodies as new compositions that
would be used in the secular church, as opposed to an asmatic service in a monastic
setting, where time is not a factor.**

The term “syntomon” characterizes a melody as being different from
another similar piece which is not *“syntomon.” It is used, for
example, for a Sticheron, which is sung in the new sticheraric style to
distinguish it from the same Sticheron sung in the old sticheraric
style [...]. For our concern, it is important that the time required for
the execution of a “syntomon” melody is always less than the time
required for the execution of a broader composition.

Between 1765 and 1775 Petros Peloponnesios had revised the earlier,

complex melodies from other composers into simpler melodies by means of a “more

heirmologic.” See St. Anthony’s Greek Orthodox Monastery, Byzantine Music Formulae, 2010, 8,
accessed August 3, 2015, http://www.parresia.cz/admin/files/ModuleText/12-byzantine-formule-
st.pdf. Later theorists like Gregorios Stathis and Georgios Chatzitheodorou divide the categories
further. Stathis writes that there are two forms of “papadic” melodies. Papadic melodies refer to the
genre where the length is flexible depending upon how much time the clergy needs to prepare. These
melodies are highly melismatic. Stathis divides this category for the genres of the Katematarion and
the Kontakarion. Chatzitheodorou believes the four categories can be divided further into eight
possible subcategories: syllabic heirmologic, concise sticheraric, slow heirmologic, “old” sticheraric,
“new” slow sticheraric (genre that has been composed after the sixteenth century), kalophonic
heirmologic, and ekphonetic melodies (specifically used by the clergy and occasionally by chanters
when rubrics require an intonation). See Gregorios Stathis, Oi Avaypauuotiouoi kol ta. MobOiuota tijg
Bolavuvijec Melomoriog, “Topvuo Bvlavuvijc Movawcoloyiag, vol 3 (AbMva: Molaxod eEdovido,
1979). See also, Konstantinos Terzopoulos, Introduction to the New Method of Byzantine Chant: An
English Translation of Chourmouzios's Revision of Chrysanthos's Eisagoge (St. Louis: Psaltic Notes
Press, 2012). See I'emdpyrog Xatlnbewddpov, Oswpnrikov Bolavriviic Movaoikijc - Mépog Agvtepov -
Ocwpnrixov, Exdooeig, 68-70 (Crete: ITolvypovakng, 2004).

9 Emmanouil Giannopoulos, “Tracing the Sources of the Enormous Oeuvre of the Famous
Ecclesiastical Musician Petros the Peloponnesian (ca. 1735-11778), Revista MUZICA 3-4 (2015):
121-22. Gregorios Stathis discusses in detail the difference between the terms syntomon (cVvtopov)
and syntetmimenon (cvvtetunuévov), in which syntomon describes a “new” composition that may or
may not be based upon older melodies and the later meaning a composition that is an abstraction
from an older melody without disfiguring its original structure. In this instance lakovos’s doxastarion
would be considered syntetmimenon. See Gregorios Stathis, “The ‘Abridgements’ of Byzantine and
Postbyzantine Compositions,” Cahiers de L'Institut du Moyen-age grec et latin 44 (1983): 19.

' This is not to be confused with the term cuvzetunuévov (syntetmimenon), which Stathis
describes as meaning that a “composition has become smaller after cutting down and abstracting
unnecessary elements without disfiguring its original structure.” See Stathis, “The Abridgements,”
18.

12 Ibid., 19. It is important to note that the term “syntomon” originally referred to a genre.
Annette Jung describes the genre as consisting of five stanzas from which the subject of the text
would come from the feast day. See Jung, “Syntomon, A Musical Genre from around AD 800,"
Cahiers de L'Institut du Moyen-age grec et latin 66 (1996): 25-34.
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analytical system of musical writing” that would serve as a catalyst for the
development of the NAM in the nineteenth century.™® His compositional output is
extensive and includes the re-composition of the Anastasimatarion, Heirmologion,
and the Doxastarion.’* According to the musicologists Gregorios Stathis and
Emmanouil Giannopoulos, in addition to the development of syntomon melodies,
his re-composition of the older melodies also included corrections made to give
proper emphasis to the correct syllables, as well as to rework the melody to express
the meaning of particular words in a phrase.”® Petros Peloponnesios’s compositions

remain standard repertory for today’s chanters.

The Succession of Teacher to Student

To prevent any confusion regarding the names of those involved with the evolution
of Byzantine music from MBN (late twelfth century — 1814) to the NAM (1814 -
present), it is important first to define the relationship of each contributor to their
predecessors and successors, with the understanding that their significance to the
development of Byzantine music will be explained further on in this chapter.’® A

forerunner to the development of the NAM was Petros Peloponnesios (11l. 1.1).

3 Giannopoulos, “Tracing the Sources,” 123.

4 See the Glossary.

1> Emmanuel Giannopoulos presents evidence supporting musicologist Gregorios Stathis,
that Petros had made changes to correct when the melody stressed a non-stressed syllable of a word
in a comparison to the Heirmologion of Balases. See Konstantinos Psachos and Georgios
Chatzetheodorou, H mapacnuavtici te Bulavavic poveixic, 2™ edition (Athens: Dionysos, 1978),
65, 80. See also Giannopoulos, “Tracing the Sources,” 124-27.

181t is important to note that the dates provided for the notations represent approximate
boundaries, as, for example, the use of 1750 to mark the end of the Baroque Era and beginning of the
Classical period. Older notations mentioned here were not immediately discontinued.
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I1l. 1.1: Successions of teachers to students®’

PETROS
PELOPONNESIOS
(CA. 1730-1778)

IAKOVOS - PETROS

PROTOPSALTIS " BYZANTIOS
(1740-1800) (+1808)
< GEORGIOS

— OF CRETE
T (1814)

/

rd i
CHOURMOUZIOS GREGORIOS MANUEL  / CHRYSANTHOS
CHARTOPHYLAX  PROTOPSALTIS  BYZANTIOS / MADYTOS
(ca. 1770-1840)  (ca. 1777-1821) (t1819) / (1770-1846)
PETROS  / "~ MARKOS
EFESIOS 7 DOMESTIKOS
(+1840) (ca. 1790-ca.1832)

Petros Byzantios (11808) was Petros Peleponnesios’s devoted and well-

known student.’® In 1791, together with lakovos Protopsaltis (1740-1800)," Petros

" The red lines indicate each teacher to student connection. See Georgios Papadopoulos,
History of Byzantine Ecclesiastical Music (Katerine: Tertios, 1990), 203-27.

18 petros Byzantios was both composer and scribe. He was one of the founders of the Third
Patriarchal School of Music. He later became the teacher of Chrysanthos Madytos (one of the
“Three Teachers”). See Alexander Lingas, “Petros Byzantios,” Grove Music Online. Oxford Music
Online, Oxford University Press, accessed September 20, 2016,
http://www.oxfordmusiconline.com.proxy-
um.researchport.umd.edu/subscriber/article/grove/music/52229.

19 lakovos Protopsaltis is also referred to as lakovos Peloponnesios. He is known for his
opposition to reformation of the notation. He served as an Archon Protopsaltis from 1789-1800.
See Alexander Lingas, “Jakobos Peloponnesios,” Grove Music Online. Oxford Music Online,
Oxford University Press, accessed September 21, 2016,
http://www.oxfordmusiconline.com.proxy-
um.researchport.umd.edu/subscriber/article/grove/music/52230.
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Byzantios founded the Third Patriarchal School of Music in 1791. lakovos, who was
a psaltis, teacher, and composer, was known to have only “taught chants in
traditional styles that were intended to be sung with rhythmic freedom.”?° His most
significant contribution was a doxastarion that preserved the older, more melismatic
melodic style as compared with Petros Peloponnesios’s syntomon melodies. This
doxastarion was transcribed by lakovos’s student, Georgios of Crete (t1814), in
MBN (1795) and would later be transcribed in the New Analytical Method by
Chourmouzios Chartophylax (ca.1770-1840).%* This doxastarion was later published
in an edition by Theodore Phokaeus (1863).%

In contrast, according to Chrysanthos Madytos (1770-1846)* Petros
Byzantios not only taught the older repertoire, but also included new syntomon
melodies by Petros Peloponnesios.?* In some manuscripts, the Doxastarion of Petros
Peloponnesios is labelled as being “according to the hyphos of the Great Church,”
which suggests that he systematized an orally transmitted style of singing shorter

melodies.?® Since Chrysanthos was a student of Petros Byzantios, he would have

% |_ingas, “Petros Byzantios.”

2! Chourmouzios Chartophylax was born Chourmouzios Giamales (c1770) and is sometimes
referred to as “the archivist.” He was a composer and scribe. See Alexander Lingas, “Chourmouzios
the Archivist,” Grove Music Online. Oxford Music Online, Oxford University Press, accessed
September 20, 2016, http://www.oxfordmusiconline.com.proxy-um.researchport.umd.edu/subscriber/
article/grove/music/52231.

22 Lingas, “Jakobos Peloponnesios.”

2% Chrysanthos of Madytos (Madbtioc) was an archimandrite, psaltis and teacher of
Byzantine music. As one of the “three teachers” he was primarily responsible for the reformation of
Byzantine music known as the New Analytical Method. His most important contributions to
Byzantine music include his treatises, Ficaywy eic 10 Oswpntidy kai [paxtikov tijg
Exxinoractikijc Movowijc (See footnote 10) and the Great Theoretical Treatise of Music (Trieste:
Michele Weis, 1832). See Katy Romanou, Great Theory of Music by Chrysanthos of Madytos (New
York: Axion Estin Foundation, 2009), 12. See Dimitri Conomos, “Chrysanthos of Madytos,” Grove
Music Online. Oxford Music Online, Oxford University Press, accessed September 24, 2016,
http://www.oxfordmusiconline.com.proxy-um.researchport.umd.edu/subscriber/article/
grove/music/05721.

? Lingas, “Petros Byzantios.”

% | thank Alexander Lingas for this observation.
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had first-hand knowledge of those melodies from aural exposure to them.
Chrysanthos was also one of the “Three Teachers,” as they are called by Byzantinist
musicologists, who were responsible for the NAM. The Chrysanthine notation is
named after him. The Three Teachers and their significance will be discussed at
length later in this chapter.

lakovos also had students who played a vital role in the transmission of
Byzantine melodies and development of the NAM. In addition to Chourmouzios
Chartophylax, they included Gregorios Protopsaltis (ca. 1778-1821), Manuel
Byzantios (11819),% and Georgios of Crete.?” Chourmouzios and Gregorios were
the other two of the Three Teachers, who were responsible for the development of
the NAM. Georgios of Crete was called upon by the Three Teachers to work with
them to develop the NAM, but died before beginning the project. He, together with
Chourmouzios and Gregorios, would later teach Petros Ephesios, who will be
discussed in Chapter 2. Manuel Byzantios also had a student, Markos Domestikos

(ca. 1790-ca. 1832), whose doxastarion is the primary focus of this dissertation. %

% Manuel Byzantios (also referred to as Manuel Protopsaltis) served as Archon Protopsaltis
(1805-1819). See Patriarchate of the Greek Orthodox Church, accessed August 20, 2016,
http://www.ec-patr.net/en/psaltai/manuelbyz.htm.

% Gregorios Protopsaltis was born Gregorios Levites (ca. 1778). He was a composer and
scribe. A student of Petros Byzantios, Gregorios was later elevated to the rank of Archon
Protopsaltis (1819) for his work in the development of the New Analytical Method. This is where he
acquired the name “Protopsaltis.” See Christos Patrinelis, “Protopsaltae, Lampadarioi and
Domestikoi of the Great Church during the Post-Byzantine Period (1453-1821),” Studies in Eastern
Chant, vol. 3, ed. Milos Velimirovi¢, 141-70 (London: Oxford University Press, 1973).

% The only surviving biographical evidence about Markos Domestikos is contained in
music manuscripts. See Kenneth Levy and Christian Troelsgard, “Byzantine Chant,” Grove Music
Online. Oxford Music Online, Oxford University Press, accessed September 24, 2016,
http://www.oxfordmusiconline.com.proxy-um.researchport.umd.edu/subscriber/article/grove/
music/04494.
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Middle Byzantine Notation

As mentioned earlier, from around the mid-twelfth century until 1814, MBN
had evolved to a great level of complexity in its neumes and melodic formulae. The
stenographic theory proposed by Konstantinos Psachos (1866-1949)° in his book H
ropoaonuovtiky s Bolavtiviie uovoikng (The Notation of Byzantine Music),
explains that the notation of this time should be considered a type of musical
shorthand (hence the term “stenographic”), in which the neumes only partially
represent the melody. Psachos believed that highly melismatic transcriptions that
existed prior to the NAM “were the key to old notation.”*
The twentieth-century musicologist and theorist, Simon Karas,*! disagreed

with Psachos, and believed that the realizations of the older stichera would have

originally been shorter; according to loannis Arvanitis, they were “the ancestors of

% Konstantinos Psachos was the founder of the School of Byzantine Chant at the
Conservatory of Athens. See Alexander Lingas “Performance Practices and the Politics of
Transcribing Byzantine Chant,” Acta Musicae Byzantinae, vol. 6; Central de Studii Bizantine 6
(2003): 62. Psachos attempted to revive a theory that was current around 1820, which believed that
all mediaeval Byzantine music notation was regarded as stenographic. See Katy Romanou,
“Psachos, Konstantinos.” Grove Music Online. Oxford Music Online, Oxford University Press,
accessed September 22, 2016, http://www.oxfordmusiconline.com.proxy-um.researchport.umd.edu/
subscriber/article/grove/ music/2271187. loannis Arvanitis discusses the stenographic formula by
comparing the heirmologion of Balasios and the analytic notation of Petros Peleponnesios as a guide
to the transcription of Byzantine chant. See loannis Arvanitis, “A Way to the Transcription of
Byzantine Chant by Means of Written and Oral Tradition,” Byzantine Chant: Tradition and Reform:
Acts of a Meeting held at the Danish Institute at Athens 1993, ed. Christian Troelsgard Athens:
Danish Institute at Athens, 1997): 128. Psachos’s most significant theoretical work is To Octaichon
Systima tis Byzantinis musikis, Ecclesiastikis kai Dimodous kai to tis Armonikis Synichisis (written in
1941, but published in Crete by Polixronakis in 1980). In this investigation, Psachos discusses issues
in Byzantine music history, interpretations and aesthetics.

% |ingas, “Performance Practices,” 66-67.

%! Simon Karas was a musicologist, theorist, and folk music scholar. He founded the School
for National Music in Athens (1926) and is known for his comparative analyses between older and
newer notation, which aid in the interpretation of neumes. Lykourgos Angelopoulos, “The
Importance of Simon Karas’s Research and Teaching Regarding the Taxonomy and Transcription of
the Effect of the Signs of Cheirmonomy,” Communiqué to the Delphi Musicological Conference, 4-7
September 1986, accessed September 2, 2016,
http://www.psaltiki.org/journal/2.1/angelopoulos/angelopoulos_karas.html#n11.
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the stichera sung today, revealing a continuity in the tradition in a process of a
transition from more complex to simpler musical forms.”*

By the fourteenth century, there were some very long chants in the repertory.
Lengthy pieces had existed in Middle Byzantine sources, such as the Psaltikon, but
better known were the heirmoi in kalophonic style, a genre of late Byzantine times
that had a paraliturgical function in the Ottoman period. These heirmoi included the
highly melismatic melodies of loannis Koukouzelis (ca. 1280 — ca. 1360), which
might take over twenty minutes to perform.*®* While beautiful, they were not
considered practical for the secular churches. Katy Romanou describes this
manifestation of notation as a vehicle for vocal virtuosity in her book, The Great
Theory of Music by Chrysanthos of Madytos:

Byzantine notation developed during long centuries to symbolize

music that remained exclusively vocal, always “supporting” a text.

In fact, the cohesion of the notational system collapsed when, in the

14™ century, music lost its secondary role (of supporting logos), and

was upgraded to an autonomous art; the text — both meaningful and

meaningless — was then used as a vehicle to pure musical

imagination and vocal virtuosity, for the manifestation of which the
notation was enriched with a great number of neumes indicating

subtle differences in voice production, timbre varieties and virtuosic
ornaments.

%2 |oannis Arvanitis, Anail De, The Breath of God, Music, Ritual and Spirituality, ed. Helen
Phelan (Limerick: University of Limerick, Veritas Publications, 2001).

% |oannis Koukouzeles (also called the “Maistor”) was a singer and composer of Byzantine
music for the imperial court. He is best known for his kalophonic settings of text which were highly
melismatic versions of the Sticherarion that lost all grasp of the text itself other than in essence, with
the focus solely on the melodic line as if it was the pure art form This genre has been regarded as
more of an art form and would be unrealistic to perform in an Orthodox Church service today. By the
time of Petros Peleponnesios, there was a desire to shorten these forms for a more practical purpose.
See Edward V. Williams and Christian Troelsgard, “Koukouzeles, Joannes,” Grove Music Online.
Oxford Music Online, Oxford University Press, accessed September 23, 2016,
http://www.oxfordmusiconline.com.proxy-um.researchport.umd.edu/subscriber/article/grove/music/
15428.

* Romanou, Great Theory of Music, 10-11.
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In addition to containing non-diastematic vocal qualities, the kalophonic heirmoi in
the stenographic style of notation embedded hundreds of melodic formulae and
could thus only be mastered with years of training.

Some have argued whether or not MBN is stenographic, because some Great
Signs could stand in for a formula (“thesis’’), but quality signs could also represent
parts of multi-neume formulas. Maria Alexandru refers to neumes and quality signs
as “semiographic units [that] are thus melodic formulae (theseis),”* formulas that
would have been known by the experienced psaltis after much study.*® Due to
existence of hundreds of melodic formula, according to Igor Zirojevi¢, the system
would take singers as long as twenty to thirty years to learn.*’

With regard to the repertory, according to Kenneth Levy and Christian
Troelsgard, the works that existed were a “shorthand record” of performance
practice, as opposed to a literal rendering in notation.*® Reading the notation is

therefore more than just reading the metrophonia, but requires an understanding of

% Nicolae Gheorghit, “Observations on the Technique of Transcription (E&nynoic) into the
New Method of Analytical Music Notation of the Sunday Koinonikon of the 18" Century,” Studii si
Cercetari de Istoria Artei: Teatru, Muzica, Cinematografie 4/48 (2010): 11. Maria Alexandru
discusses Chrysaphes’s definition of Theseis to mean the union of signs which form the melody with
the analogy of letters forming words in syllables. See Alexandru, “Neumenbeschreibungen bei
byzantinischen, postbyzantinischen und neugriechischen Musiktheoretikern,” Palaeobyzantine
Notations, vol. 3: Acta of the Congress held at Hernen Castle, the Netherlands, March 2001, ed.
Gerda Wolfram (Dudley: Peeters, 2004), 168.

% Maria Alexandru discusses melodic formula in MBN as it pertains to mode and identifies
that there are some areas that can be considered musical phrases while other are melodic formulae.
The “smallest unit with full musical significance is the phrase and the formula is a melodic
movement which has become traditional through the praxis of chant and is therefore habitually and
automatically performed in given contexts even beyond, or in contrast to the normal melodic
technique.” See Maria Alexandru, “Neumenbeschreibungen,” 158.

¥Igor Zirojevi¢,”The Principles and Problematics of Transcribing Neumatic Texts of
Middle Byzantine and New Byzantine Notations into Staff Notation,” New Sound: International
Magazine For Music 29 (January 1, 2007): 3.

% |evy and Troelsgérd, “Byzantine Chant.”
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the melos in its exegesis.® Stathis also refers to Byzantine and Postbyzantine
notation as “synoptic” and states that it would have had to be analyzed if one were
to sing the “melos,” the real melody hidden beneath the notational signs.*°

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, MBN was seen as an impression
of the melody more than as a literal rendering that limited limit rhythm, duration,
dynamics, and tempo. Singers and chanters learned to interpret the notation by
means of oral transmission from teacher to student. The resulting variability was
compounded by the added factor that transcriptions were inevitably subjective,
given that musical backgrounds could differ between those transcribing from one

notational system to another.*

The New Analytical Method

The time leading up to the reform producing the NAM is a period that
Michalis Stroumpakis describes as one of a “transitional exegetic notation.” In his
investigation of the monk, Nicholas Docheiarites (1781-1846), Stroumpakis
discusses this time period when some of the different combinations of signs as well
as the stenographic neumes were falling out of use, with an increase seen in the

number of vocal signs used to write out the melody.*’ In 1814, the Holy Synod

¥ Metrophonia is a term that refers to the abstracted melody while melos refers to the fully
realized melodic potential when it has been interpreted.

“0 Stathis, “The ‘Abridgements,”” 16.

* The extent to which this was true in the twelfth to fifteenth centuries is vigorously
debated. See Lingas, “Performance Practice.” Also see Maria Panteli and Hendrik Purwins, “A
Quantitative Comparison of Chrysantinine Theory and Performance Practice of Scale Tuning, Steps,
and Prominence of the Octoechos in Byzantine Chant,” Journal of New Music Research 42:3 (2013):
206.

*Michalis Stroumpakis, “Nikolaos Docheiarites Priest-Monk in Mount Athos (1781-1846)
an Exegete and Teacher of Ecclesiastical Music,” Musicology Today 12 (2012): 215. See also
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Committee of the Ecumenical Patriarchate approved what today’s Byzantine
musicologists now refer to as the NAM. It had been created by Chrysanthos
Madytos, Chourmouzios Chartophylax, and Gregorios Protopsaltes, who served
together as instructors at the Fourth Patriarchal School of Music (1815-21) in
Constantinople.* NAM (the term used here), called Chrysanthine notation by
Western musicologists,”* was an effort to reform the old Byzantine neumatic
notation and to make it easier for Greek Orthodox Church singers to learn their
repertoire.”> Now chanters could master the notation in only a few years, as opposed
to learning the older notation by a cumbersome process over many years.*®

By the time of the reform, there were eleven quantitative®’ neumes and

approximately forty qualitative® types of neumes that existed in MBN.*® The NAM

Gregorios Stathis, , H eéijynong ¢ matadg folavaviig onuetoypagpios (Athens: University of
Athens, 1978), 91.

“3 patrinelis, “Protopsaltae,” 141-70. See also Chrysanthos of Madytos, @swpnrixov uéya
Tij¢ povaikis aovtaydev uev mopo XpvoavBoo apyiemioxomov Aippayiov 100 ék Madvtwy éxdobev o¢
oo Hovayicdrrov I'. Helomidov Tlelomovvnaiov 1o gilotiuov oovopoudic t@v duoyevav (Trieste:
Michele Weis, 1832). See also Maureen Morgan, “The Three Teachers and their Place in the History
of Greek Church Music,” Studies in Eastern Chant, vol. 2, ed. Milos Velimirovi¢ (London: Oxford
University Press, 1971), 86-99.

* Georgios Konstantinou discusses Chrysanthos’s theory in Ocwpnrikov Méye tiic
Movaikijc XpvoavBov tod éx Madvtwv: To avéxdoto adtoypapo tod 1816, 10 évtomo tod 1832,
Boazomaidvy Movoixn BifAog, Movcikoroywd peretipota 1 (Athens: Tepa Meyiotn Movn
Batonaidiov, 2007). See Dimitris Giannelos and loannis Papaxronis, Zovzouo Ocwpnriko Bolavrivijg
Movaixijc. Ocwpio kai Totopio Bolovuivijc Movaikijg. edited by Avdpéag I'hovidg-Zedxi (Katerine:
Ekdoseis Epektasi, 2009). Also see Dimitris Giannélos, “Un nouveau Thébretikon de Chrysanthos:
nouvelle approche,” in Pré-actes : XXe Congrés international des études byzantines (Collége de
France-Sorbonne, 19-25 aodt 2001), 3 vols. (Paris : Comité d’organization du XXe Congres
international des études byzantines, Collége de France, 2001), vol. 1, 160; and Dimitris Giannelos,
Eritoun tijs Ocwpiog tijs Exxnoiootixiic Movoikijg: H amodoon orov Xpdoavlo piag dvaovoung
mpayuazeiog (Thessalonica: Ekdoseis Ziti, 2013).

*® Bjarne Schartau and Christian Troelsgard, “The Translation of Byzantine Chants into
the ‘New Method’: Joasaph Pantokratorinos, Composer and Scribe of Musical Manuscripts,” Acta
musicologica 69/2 (1997), 134.

% Zirojevi¢, “The Principles and Problematics,” 17.

*" Quantitative neumes work in a linear fashion where they indicate a change interval
(ascending, descending or remaining on the same interval) by the neume that follows. These neumes
are considered diastematic.

48 The term “qualitative” refers to neumes with pitches or ornaments that may or may
not be diastematic in Western staff notation.
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reduced the quantity of neumes as well as much of the ambiguity in the older
notation. According to Katy Romanou, the quantitative neumes were reduced to
six, whereas the qualitative neumes were reduced to eleven.

This severe reduction is reasoned with the presumption that starting

from the 17th century, the neumes symbolizing melismatic formulas

had been gradually and successively “explained”, i.e. analyzed, and

that the notation as applied by Chrysanthos’ teacher, Petros

Byzantios, had reached a state that differs little from the New

Method.>®
Assuming this presumption is accurate, that would mean that the melodies
themselves would not be altered from the MBN into the NAM, unless mistakes were
made or embellishments were added.

It is important to emphasize that NAM produced an evolution of an existing
notation, rather than the creation of an entirely new notation.>® Stathis states that
the notation itself “changes its structure,” becoming “more flexible and analytical,
which allows for a more brief and quick melodic movement on the syllables of the

152

poetic text.”>* With that being said, new signs were introduced that allowed for

altered intervals, durations (including divisions of a beat), and rests (Ex. 1.1).%

** Romanou, Great Theory of Music, 11

*0bid.

3! Zirojevi¢, “The Principles and Problematics,” 15.

52 Stathis, “The ‘Abridgements,”” 23.

*% Symbols that were added included signs indicating additional divisions of a beat, dotted
rhythms, and more. See Romanou, Great Theory of Music, 35.
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Ex. 1.1: Signs added showing alterations of intervals according to Chrysanthos>*

Yoéoeig Adoeig Ayadoyla Tufuara
Symbol to lower the interval Symbol to raise the interval Ratio Proportion
~ ’
~ (“ 2:4 6
£ '
1:4 3
. d
34 9

13 4

P o?

2:3 8

The NAM would allow some of the melodic formulae that were hidden
behind the neumes to be written out, as had the late eighteenth- and early
nineteenth-century exegeses of Petros Peloponnesios, Petros Byzantios, and
Apostolos Konstas. Yet there are limits to how well nuances of the human voice can

be shown. To compensate, some of the qualitative neumes remained. These

included the psephiston " the bareia \ the homalon —¥ the

antikenoma > and the heteron or parakalesma “ ™2 Some of the neumes

(E—‘,the

that were no longer found in the NAM included the isaki®

tzakisma ™ , the piesma g , the oxeia =, the lygisma = | the

> Dimitris Giannelos, Zivtouo Oswpnrié Bolavuviic Movoixijc (2009), 64.

% Gregorios Remoundos, Oceia, Bapeia, Iletaoti... Movoikol yapaxtipec mob mpocdidovy
rolotnra 016 uélog (Xewpovouieg) (Athens: Parousia, 1997), 61.

*® Note that the neume mentioned is in black. The neume in red is included to show how it
would be written orthographically.
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tromikon % , the strepton \¥ and the parakletike = #— — all remnants of
MBN or, as Lykourgos Angelopoulos referred to them, as signs of the unbroken oral
tradition.>

It is important to add that the oral tradition itself can be subjective. For
instance, Chrysanthos defines the bareia with some ambiguity:

The bareia calls for the note of the neume that lies after it to be

pronounced with certain weight, so that the vitality of this note will

be disginguished both from the previous and the following notes....

The homalon calls for a waiving of the voice in the larynx together

with a certain heightening of the note of the neume to which it is

subscribed.*®
This would yield a degree of ambiguity even though it is passed on from teacher to
student. At the same instance, by removing these particular neumes, the quality of
the melody is arguably changed.®® How much or how little to embellish some of
these melodies and how much or how little to write out in transcription then become
subjects of debate. There was also the risk that neumes might be added back into the
notation carelessly without prior knowledge of the melody.

It should be noted that the NAM has prevailed over time and is still used

today, but sometimes with further alteration. Its notation is precise, but at the same

time allows for a certain amount of “accepted” embellishment.®

>" Angelopoulos, “The Importance of Simon Karas.”

%8 Romanou, “Great Theory”,81.

% Maria Alexandru discusses the difficulty of transcribing from one notation to another.
Regarding transcription of MBN into Chrysanthine notation, more specifically, she presents three
basic procedures: Interpretation (exegesis), Transcription, and Transnotation. See the Glossary for a
definition of each term. See Maria Alexandru, E&nynoeis kou uetaypopés tne Boloviiviig uovoikig:
obvroun eloaywyn orov mpofinuotiond tovg [Exegéseis kai metagraphes tes Vyzantinés mousikes :
syntomé eisagogé ston proviématismo tous], 12-14 (Thessalonica: University Studio Press, 2010).

% Zirojevi¢, “The Principles and Problematics,” 15.
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Debates among advocates of different schools of thought concern the
quantity of embellishments that are acceptable in the performance of Byzantine
chant. For example, the chant style observed at the Patriarchate today might sound
quite plain as compared to the style of singers who apply the theories of
musicologist Simon Karas (1903-1999). Karas’s methodology for approaching
neumes was founded on both older manuscripts and oral tradition. He created
editions that reintroduced selected neumes that reflect the oral tradition. According
to Lykourgos Angelopoulos, Karas was the first to have examined these musical
signs in a systematic way and to have included their analysis in his theory book,
MéBodoc tijc 'Elinvikiic poveixic - Oewpnrixév.® Those who follow the school of
Karas thus tend to perform a more ornamented or ‘Rococo’ version of the
melodies.®? As mentioned earlier, it must be recognized that while Karas did use and
encourage the use of ornamentation by means of qualitative neumes, his method of
exegesis of the older notation and melodic formulae resulted in shorter chants than
when Psachos’s theory was followed.®

Long exegesis as practiced by Chourmouzios and advocated by Psachos
pertains primarily to theseis from repertories antedating the new sticheraric and
heirmologic styles of Petros Peloponnesios and Petros Byzantios. Two layers
resulted. First, the old theseis, formulas dating from the Middle Ages, should

ordinarily be rendered at a ratio of number of notes and time values in the original to

61 H
Ibid.
82| thank Alexander Lingas for suggesting the term “rococo” to describe this performance
style.
% In “Performance Practice and the Politics,” 64-67, Alexander Lingas compares Karas’s
view of the notation as stenographic to that of the musicologist Thrasybulos Georgiades (1907-1977)
in that he favored shorten exegesis in contrary to Psachos.
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their transcription as 1:1, as was done by Arvanitis and Vasileiou, and by Tillyard
for all compositions in pre-NAM style in the Monumenta Musicae Byzantinae; or
1:2, as was done by Karas for medieval and most post-medieval chant, by Arvanitis
for most seventeenth- and eighteenth century repertories, and by the Three Teachers
and other exegetes for some sticheraric and long heirmologic chants of the
eighteenth century, or 1:4 or more, as in the transcriptions by Chourmouzios of most
repertories antedating Petros Peloponnesios.®* Second, ornaments within particular
theseis should be realized without alteration of the length or metrical structure of the
chants, that is, the writing out of ornaments in full as in some editions by Athanasios
Karamanis and others, or the reintroduction of medieval neumes as in editions by
Karas and his followers.

The decision as to how often or whether or not a neume should be realized
differed even between individual chanters. For example, Konstantinos Pringos
(1892-1964) states in the introduction to his Mousike Kypsele, that he presents the
Patriarchal style as “modest, simple and mystical... because if I chant these things
to you and you listen, you will be able to chant them like me in the future. And
another time again.”®
As mentioned above, Archon Protopsaltis Athanasios Karamanis’s work

presents areas where the the older neumes from the oral tradition have been fully

realized, requiring no additional or very little interpretation by the performer. This

% | thank Alexander Lingas for providing this information. See loannis Arvanitis, “The
Rhythmical and Metrical Structure of the Byzantine Heirmoi and Stichera as a Means to and as a
Result of a New Rhythmical Interpretation of the Byzantine Chant.” Accessed October 2015,
http://analogion.com/site/pdf/Arvanitis-Paleobyzantine.pdf, p. 15.

% Dimitri Koubaroulis, trans., “Kovotavtivog IIpiyyog / Konstantinos Pringos Apymv
[potoydrts g Meyding Tov Xprotod ExkAneciog / Archon Protopsaltis of the Great Church of
Christ,” accessed December 7, 2015, http://analogion.com/site/html/Pringos.html.
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procedure is distantly similar to the practice of improvisation in some Western
Baroque music with figured bass, or in, for example, Corelli violin sonatas. It must
be stated, however, that even though the NAM offers the performer some license to
perform the metrophonia or the melos, or not, it is nevertheless not appropriate for
him or her to perform whatever he or she might “wish or think of, but rather
something that is permitted by such a rich music tradition.”®

Even though these issues with the NAM still prevail today, the reform of the
older notation was desperately needed. According to Gregory Stathis, there were
over fifty interpreters of MBN in the years leading to the introduction of the NAM;
therefore, a collaborative effort was necessary.®’” Once the methodology behind the

NAM was accepted, both Chourmouzios and Gregorios began transcribing Petros

Peloponnesios’s (Lambadarios’s) repertory into the NAM.®

The Doxastarion of the Petros Peloponnesios in the New Analytical Method

In the eighteenth century the Sticherarion®® was replaced by what can be
considered an abridged version, called the doxastarion.”” A doxastarion (plural
doxastaria) is a music book that contains selected stichera idomela for specific festal
periods and saints feast days that are sung throughout the year. It is named
“doxastarion” after the main genre that it contains, the doxastikon. This idiomelon

is preceded with the short doxology, “Glory to the Father, and to the Son and to the

8 Zirojevi¢,”The Principles and Problematics,” 2.

% Stathis, O/ dvaypauuotiouot, 53-54.

% Lingas, “Chourmouzios the Archivist.”

% Diane Touliatos, A Descriptive Catalogue of the Musical Manuscript Collection of the
National Library of Greece (Burlington: Ashgate, 2010), 594.

" Spyridon Antoniou, Morphology of Byzantine Ecclesiastic Music, 63-66.
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Holy Spirit. Both now and ever and to the ages of ages. Amen,” that is designated to
be chanted either in full or in part before the idiomela. It does not contain all of the
existing doxastika’* and theotokia found in the Menaion, Triodion, and
Pentecostarion,? and the contents of each doxastarion may vary, since their contents
are not standardized as far as the troparia that are chosen.

The first doxastarion composed in the new sticheraric or syntomon style was
written by Petros Peloponnesios around 1775, and was also one of the first music
collections transcribed into the NAM. There are numerous manuscripts by Petros as
well as printed and transcribed editions of his Doxastarion in the notation of the
NAM. The two manuscripts in MBN used in this investigation are London, British
Library, Add. MS 17718 (ca. 1775), ff. 36r-243v, and Bucharest, Stavropouleos
Monastery, MS 48m Doxastar (1775)."

While the development of the NAM was collaborative, two of the Three
Teachers each transcribed the Doxastarion of Petros Peloponnesios independently.

The first transcription of Petros’s Doxastarion in the NAM was published by

™ The term doxastikon (Singular — doxastikon / Plural — doxastika) refers to a particular
type of troparion / sticheron that occurs at the end of a set of troparia / stichera. They are recognized
by their specific location within the Liturgy of the Hours and as they begin with the verse “A6&a
IMotpi koi Yidd kai dyio [Mvedpatt..” The genre quite often consists of some of the more “glorious” of
sung ecclesiastical music for the Orthodox Church. See Panayiotis Trembelas, Exloyi EAAnvikiic
Opbodocov Yuvoypapiag (Athens: Adelfotis Theologon, 1997), 17.

"2 The Menaion (plural: Menaia) is a set of liturgical books that are divided into each month
of the year. Each volume is further divided into the day of the month as well as into the individual
services of the Liturgy of the Hours. They contain instructional information, while the majority of
the content is hymnography inclusive of canons, stichera, aposticha, apolytikia, kontakia, theotokia,
doxastika, etc. The contents are similar for the Triodion (covering the festal period of the Triodion,
Great Lent and Holy Week) and the Pentecostarion (covering the festal period of Pascha to the
second Sunday after Pentecost).

" London, British Library, Add. MS 17718, is a compilation of both an anastasimatariona
written by Petros Byzantios and the doxastarion of his teacher, Petros Peleponnesios. The scribe of
the doxastarion is not known. Bucharest MS 48m is written by Athanasios latros from Peloponnesios
and is kept at the Stavropoleos Monastery of Bucharest in Romania. See the index, which is
Appendix V.
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Chourmouzios Chartophylax in 1820, and the second by Gregorios Protopsaltis in
1821. These two transcriptions led to further recomposition of this repertory into
more elaborate melodies by later composers.

While the succession of teacher to student was introduced here earlier, it is
now pertinent to discuss their involvement with regard to the development of the
doxastaria being examined. As mentioned, Chourmouzios and Gregorios both
studied with lakovos Protopsaltis and Georgios of Crete, who had trained them in
late Byzantine notation. lakovos, like others of his time, was challenged to make
changes to the notation itself. * In 1797 Agapios Paliermos of Chios presented two
notational methods, one based on Western staff notation and the other on
alphabetical notation.”” These were suggested as a possibility for making the
notation simpler. Yet lakovos was a traditionalist and did not make changes to the
notation.”® He did, however, create a doxastarion in MBN in which the older
melodies were abridged (1794/5).

Another student of lakovos and Gregorios of Crete, Manuel Byzantios’":

...composed three series of artistic cherubic hymns, communion
hymns, lessons for the Mathematarion’®, antiphons per mode in

" Konstantinos Terzopoulos discusses Konstantinos Byzantios’s (1777-1862) rejection of
the NAM, which was similar to requests made to lakovos Protopsaltis, in “Observations on the
exegematic notation through the prism of MS exegesis of the protopsaltes of the Great Church,”
Papers Read at the 12th Meeting of the IMS Study Group Cantus Planus, Lillaflired/Hungary, 2004.
Aug. 23-28, ed. Laszl6 Dobszay, 123-50 (Budapest: Institute for Musicology, Hungarian Academy of
Sciences, 2006).

" Gregory Stathis, “lakovos protopsaltes ho Byzantios (123 April 1800),” Epeteris
Theologikes Scholes Panepistemiou Athenon 32 (1977): 317-34. See also Flora Kritikou, “Accepting
or Rejecting Liturgical Rules in the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople in the Eighteenth
Century. Attempts at Notational Reform: The Case of Agapios Pallermos and Jacob the
Protopsaltes,” Lucrari de Muzicologie 28/2 (January 1, 2013): 46-47.

"® According to Chrysanthos, he did not care for Palermos, and felt the attempt to be too
“radical.” See Ibid., 47.

7 patrinelis, “Protopsaltae,” 141-70.

® A mathematarion is a book used for the purpose of learning or in this case practical
Byzantine music studies.
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mixed genre, short doxologies in various modes, the verses of the
kekragaria’ in eight modes, the Beatitudes in grave mode and first-
grave mode, He also melodised the verses of the Megalynaria® of
the Meeting of the Lord (2 February), he shortened the greatest
«Moxaplog & viip» of Peter Lambadarios, [and] he wrote a collection
of idiomela with various kontakia and apolytikia®', according to the
tradition of the Great Church.®?
Manuel would later have a student, Markos Domestikos.®® Markos was trained in
the older notation and the NAM, and would, in turn, create the doxastarion that is

the focus of this investigation.

About the Manuscript

The Doxastarion of Markos Domestikos was discovered in 2004 by Dr.
Yorgos Bilalis in the private collection of Georgios Chatzitheodorou in Kalumnos,
Greece, and was reproduced, with permission granted by the owner, in high-
resolution images of which copies are found in Appendix Ill. It is an unpublished
doxastarion that is dated to 1831 in the manuscript.

The value of this manuscript is found within the extended title on folio 1r,
which identifies Markos’s intention to make *“corrections” to the Doxastarion
transcribed by Gregorios Protopsaltis according to the musical tradition of his

teacher, Manuel Byzantios, implying that Markos thought there were flaws in

" The kekragaria are melodies set to Psalm 140.

% The megalynaria refer to the poetic verses with an alphabetic acrostic replacing the
biblical verses of the Magnificat for the ninth ode of the canon of the feast. The canon is sung during
Matins.

8 |diomela are hymns with unique melodies. The kontakion is a hymn that is sung at
Matins. Apolytikia are hymns that have been written to honor a saint or be sung during a specific
festal period within the ecclesiastical calendar.

82 <http://www.ec-patr.net/en/psaltai/manuelbyz.htm>.

® The other term associated with kanonarch is domestikos. This individual typically assisted
the Protopsaltis or Lambadarios. See Touliatos, A Descriptive Catalogue, 594.
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Gregorios’s transcription. Details of the condition of the manuscript will be
discussed at length in Chapter 2.

As for the claim itself, it is important to recognize the concept of oral
tradition with regard to the term “yphos.” According to Alexander Khalil, this
represents more than just a sense of style, and is rather more like an imprint of the
musicality of the teacher to his student.®* This imprint is so distinguishable that
when one hears the chant style of a student, it is easy to recognize the yphos
originating with the teacher.®® While there is no way to determine the accuracy of
Markos’s transcription with regard to his teachers’s yphos and familiarity with the
older notation, we must assume that with the effort taken to make his Doxastarion
his intent was preservation and not new composition.

Due to the significance of Gregorios’s contribution to the received traditions
of Byzantine music, my main goal here is to identify areas of disagreement between
the two Doxastaria by Chourmouzios and Gregorios and to reassess the meaning of
Markos’s prologue on folio 1. Furthermore, this Doxastarion of Markos potentially

gives insight into Manuel Byzantios’s interpretation of Petros’s work. Finally, this

# The term “yphos” is also used when referring to Petros Peloponnesios’s Doxastarion and
Anastasimatarion. Achilleus Chaldaeakis states that both were written according to the “06o¢ t|g
Meyding 1od Xpiotod ‘ExkAnoiog.” See his Morphology of Byzantine Music (2007), 66.

®Alexander Khalil, “Echoes of Constantinople: Oral and Written Tradition of the Psaltes of
the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantiople” (Ph.D. diss., University of California San Diego,
2009), 227. As Khalil explains, there is very little scholarship regarding the concept of yphos.

8 The term “yphos” in this instance is used to describe the musical imprint passed on from
teacher to student. Some describe it as a musical style, but it is more than just a style as it can
involve a combination of how the teacher breathes, how and if they decide to execute the full
realization of a quality sign, how and when they improvise, the musical styles passed on from their
teachers before them, the tuning of intervals as they ascend and descend on the scale, etc. It is
something that is aquired after years of study with a trained chanter. See also Alexander Khalil,
“Echoes of Constantinople,” 4-7.
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important nineteenth-century Byzantine manuscript can now be included in relevant
studies of the doxastarion and of transcription in the NAM.?’

Although studies like this are typically concerned with Byzantine
manuscripts that are held at libraries, such as the National Library of Greece, similar
investigations of manuscripts kept in private collections also exist. For example,
Melania-Elena Nagy discusses a manuscript in the private library of the poet Marcel
Mureseanu from Cluj, Romania. It is also a nineteenth-century manuscript that was
written in the NAM. %

Other examples of comparative studies that have investigated Byzantine
notation from periods of earlier development, or discussed the application of the
NAM, include Demetrios Nerantzis and Christian Troelsgard.®® Some of these
studies were made to identify the exegesis of neumes, while others included an
investigation to determine the original source of a transcription. One such study
conducted using methods similar to those adopted here was by Mary Térey-Smith.*
In her master’s thesis, she investigates Washington, D.C., Library of Congress, MS

Washington Heirmologion. She provides a review of the manuscript with a

8 Numerous transcriptions of Petros Peleponnesios’s work exist in the NAM including
versions of the Doxastarion that followed in the years following Markos Domestikos, but they are not
necessary to include here, since this is not a critical edition.

# Melania-Elena Nagy, “A Psaltic Music Manuscript in a Private Collection in Cluj-
Napoca,” Lucrari de Muzicologie 27/1 (2012): 97-112.

% See Demetrios Nerantzis, Zvufols otiv épunveia tov éxkinociacticod uélove, ATOGTOMKN
Awaxovia tfic ExkAnoiag tfic EALGSoc (Crete: Typokreta, 1997). See also Christian Troelsgard,
“Tradition and Transformation.” Others include musicologists like Nina-Maria Wanek, who studies
chant of the Ottoman period. See Wanek, ed., Psaltike: Neue Studien zur Byzantinischen Musik.
Festschrift fur Gerda Wolfram (Vienna: Praesens, 2011). This volume includes her review of of
Gerda Wolfram’s analysis of the Sticherarion Theol. Gr. 136 (early 12" ¢) in regards to content,
analysis of melodic formula, and other aspects. Also see Wanek’s Nachbyzantinischer liturgischer
Gesang im Wandel (Vienna: Austrian Academy of Sciences, 2007), and Wanek, Sticheraria in spat-
und postbyzantinischer Zeit (Vienna: Praesens Verlag, 2013).

% Mary Térey-Smith, “Analysis and Musical Transcriptions of the Washington
Heirmologion” (Ph.D. diss., University of Vermont, 1964).
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comparison of the incipits and finals of each troparion, an index of the manuscript,
and a hypothesis regarding its possible origins. The main goal of her research was to
search for similarities that would help to identify the origin of the manuscript.

In his book, Zvupoln otiv épunveia tov éxkrinoioaotikov uéiovg, Demetrios
Nerantzis discusses the Three Teachers. He begins by describing how Byzantine
chant was taught before the reform of 1814, specifically with regard to mapoiioyn,
petpopavia, and péroc.™ He shows examples of the NAM that he claims are
imperfect with regard to maintaining the oral tradition, even as transcribed by both
Gregorios and Chourmouzios; in his opinion they transcribed too briefly with very
little detail, thus missing much of the exegesis from the older notation.** In other
words, the neumes were not fully realized in their transcription. He goes into more
detail in the online text, “ITepi ¢ petoppvbuicens tov Tpl1OV didackdiwy,” stating
that 130 years after the reform had gone into practice, the rules of how to follow the
NAM with regard to oral tradition were proposed by musicians and rejected by the
official state and musical establishment, so that it was not taught in universities and
conservatories, but sung only in cathedrals and only this way there. This, as was
stated before, would and has led to many questions about the correct performance
practice to be used for hymns in the church today.

Nerantzis scrutinizes the very quick acceptance of the NAM, questioning
why three people were chosen for such a large task, while many of the great
chanters of that time were ignored. The primary focus of his book is to demonstrate

with specific examples how the NAM failed to represent the older notation, in

°! See the Glossary.
%2 Demetrios Nerantzis, “ITepi tng petappudpiocens tov tpLdv Sidackdhomv,” accessed
December 4, 2015, http://www.stanthonysmonastery.org/music/Nerantzis/index.html.
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addition to showing how present-day interpretations compare with the original
transcriptions by the Three Teachers. He concludes by suggesting that it may be
necessary to bring back some of the older neumes that would allow for a more
accurate interpretation, a controversial proposal.”® The comparisons of this
investigation permit a reevaluation of his proposals.

The only earlier study to include the doxastika transcribed by Markos is my
master’s thesis, “The Doxastarion of Petros Lambadarios in the New Analytical
Method: A Comparison of Manuscript Sources Written in Second Mode for a
Byzantine Chant Genre.”** This is a selective study specifically limited to doxastika
in the second mode by Petros that were transcribed in the NAM in the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries by various composers, including Markos Domestikos.

Another student of Manuel Protopsaltis who has been investigated is
Georgios Eutychios Ugurlus. Achileus Chaldaeakis investigates his exegesis of
older melodies. While Ugurlus does transcribe some works by Petros
Peloponnesios, there are no examples of syntomon melodies. In addition, no
concordant notations were found when the sources in my investigation were
compared.®

Nicolae Gheorghita conducted a similar study of eighteenth-century
koinonika, looking specifically at the exegesis of neumes as translated into the

NAM. He discusses difficulties found in transcriptions from the older notation into

% Ibid.

% Christina Svilich, “The Doxastarion of Petros Lambadarios in the New Analytical
Method: A Comparison of Second-Mode Melodies for a Byzantine Chant Genre” (MA Thesis,
Catholic University of America, 2006).

®Achilleus Chaldaeakis, “Yet Another Contributor to the Exegesis Issue: Georgios-
Eutychios Ugurlus,” I'umnonozus 6 (2011): 76-108.
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the NAM, more specifically those of eight koinonika by Daniel Protopsaltes, twenty
six by Petros Peloponnesios, and eight by Petros Byzantios, all of the eighteenth

century.*®

Methodology

In this investigation, the Doxastaria of Gregorios and Markos will be
examined for discrepancies in content, melody, rhythm, and mode. Because
Chourmouzios was a student of lakovos and had created the first transcription of
Petros in the NAM, his Doxastarion will also be included to see if the differences
found there are similar to any found in his version.”” Any differences found in
notation will be compared to London MS 17718 and Bucharest MS 48m that are
written in MBN. Both manuscripts are considered to be by Petros Peloponnesios.*®
In addition, because this is the first time these two manuscripts have been compared
to Markos’s transcription, | have indexed their contents in Appendix 1V.

To make a claim that “corrections” have been made to a musical work, as
Markos made, has specific implications that are investigated here. First, the
immediate thought would be that there are errors in the musical syntax with regard

to rhythm and/or melodic contour, such as if the emphasis of an accent were to be

% Gheorghita , “Observations on the Technique of Transcription.”

%"As stated earlier, there are numerous transcriptions of the Doxastarion of Petros
Peleponnesios in the NAM, including those by Georgios Violakis,(1899), Petros Efesiou,
Konstantine of Chios (1841), and others. Due to the fact that there is a direct correlation between
Gregorios and Markos as mentioned Markos’s prologue, it is not necessary to include other
transcriptions, because no others were mentioned by Markos or Gregorios.

% According to email correspondance with Emmanouil Giannopoulos on September 27,
2016, we do not have (or at least we have not found yet) a manuscript written by Petros Lambadarios
the Peloponnesian that contains his Doxastarion. We do have musical work written by his student,
Petros Byzantios. Currently Giannopoulos has an analytical monograph on the life and musical work
of Petros Byzantios forthcoming.
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placed on a syllable that would make the word sound awkward to the listener.
Additionally, the linear music is relational: where the scale degree is sung depends
on its relationship to the pitch that comes before it. Therefore, an error may imply
that the musical phrase did not end on a dominant scale degree within its mode or as
it should when it arrives at a martyria (witness sign).® This would imply an error in
the choice of neume that either descends or ascends.

It is more likely that these types of “errors” or “corrections” that are
investigated are based upon interpretations (exegesis) of how the neumes were
analyzed, or on the decision whether or not to analyze specific qualitative neumes,
as was discussed with respect to today’s performance practice.'® It is also
anticipated that where the melody is unique it could indicate recomposition, perhaps
to give more emphasis to the text. Another likely “correction” or difference that is
investigated is the use of fthora to change the intervallic quality temporarily.

Here, the investigation is divided by mode, one per chapter. This has helped
me to identify differences that appear in certain modes more often than in others. |
have chosen to use a hybrid of staff notation with the Byzantine neumes placed
above the notes to show differences. In some instances, graphic notation was also
used to show differences of melodic contour between Gregorios and Markos. All of
these variables are essential for understanding the composers’ style in addition to

evaluating the Doxastarion of Markos.

% See the Glossary.
199 7irojevié defines interpretation or exegesis as a “complete and accurate interpretation of
old (Old Byzantine or Middle Byzantine) notation in his article, “The Principles and Problematics.”
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Chapter 2: Description of the Doxastarion of Markos

The Doxastarion of Markos Domestikos is located in the private collection of
Georgios Chatzitheodorou in Kalumnos, Greece. Each parchment page has been
photographed using a 300 dpi high-resolution camera. Copies of the original digital
images appear in Appendix IlI.

The manuscript is in excellent condition considering its date of 1831, with
very limited wear due to humidity or water. Very little bleeding through to the
opposite pages is evident, although there are small areas where ink from one folio
was pressed onto the opposite folio. There appear to be no leaves missing, since the
foliation is continuous through folio 203. The notation, which is included
throughout the manuscript, is written using the NAM. The manuscript follows the
typical format of a doxastarion of the nineteenth century, with the music organized

by month and day of the month, feast by feast.

The Ink

Three types of ink were used by two different scribes working at two different
times, in 1831 and 1874 respectively. The three distinct colors are black, red, and
brown. Black ink is only seen in a majority of the notation, with exceptions in red.
Red ink is used for the music notation, the prologue, all of the subheadings, and the
colophon on folio 203r. All of the martyriai, fthorai, gorga, and digorga are written
in red ink, the common procedure in Chrysanthine notation at this time. At the

beginning of each troparion, there is a rubric in red ink that indicates whether or not

28



it is a doxastikon or a theotokion.'® Red ink is also used in the signs that indicate
the mode.

Red ink is used for the first letter of each troparion. These letters are the only
semi-ornate designs in the entire manuscript. It is not uncommon to find Byzantine
music manuscripts that contain pages that are ornately decorated with picturesque
designs using multiple colors of ink, including blue, gold, and green. In the case of
this manuscript, however, there are no other colors, there is no additional artwork,
and the ornate letters are very simple, possibly implying that this manuscript was
not intended originally to be a gift, but rather a practical music book meant for study
and performance.

Over time, depending upon the amount of rosin in the ink, black ink can age
and become brown, as is the case in this manuscript. In this discussion, the third
type of ink color will consequently be referred to as “brown.” Brown ink is only
used in a sentence above the prologue and for the folio numbers located on the top
right-hand corner on the recto of each of the folios. All numbers are in consecutive
order. It is evident that it was a different ink than the other black ink, due to the fact

that the other black ink has remained black over time.

The Writers and the Dates
The colors of the ink give the first clue as to how many scribes wrote this
manuscript. The red ink of the prologue (lll. 2.1) and the colophon (lll. 2.2) appear

to be written by the same person.

101 See the Glossary.
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Il. 2.1: Folio 1r of the Doxastarion of Markos

I1l. 2.2: The colophon on folio 203r of the Doxastarion of Markos
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The strokes of particular letters in red are nearly identical in form throughout
the manuscript. The letters also are nearly identical to the text under the notation,
shown in black ink. There is no negligible difference in ink color between the
neumes and their text, so they were most likely written by the same person. The
script in brown ink of the top sentence above the prologue is different: the letters are
much larger and in a different script.

When compared to the prologue and the text of the troparion, this portion is
shifted to the right; thus implying that it was most likely written by someone who
was right-handed. The troparion is shifted to the left, as is typical of a scribe who is
left-handed.

The ink is an indication of two different writers, which is even more evident
from the writing itself. The prologue of the doxastarion in red states,

The Syntomon Doxastarion composed by the famous teacher Petros

Lambadarios the Peloponnesian. Transcribed [exegethen] according

to the New Method, by Gregorios Protopsaltis, now corrected by [the

late] Markos Domestikos according to the tradition of his teacher

Manuel Protopsaltis. Beginning on the first of September, beginning

on the indiction'® and memory of Saint Symeon the Stylite at
Vespers. Glory.'®

The colophon (lll. 2.2) states that it was completed in 1831 by the scribe, Georgios

104

papa-loannou Mannou, who will be discussed later in this chapter. In the

colophon, a third writer is of interest: above and below the date 1831, it appears that

192 Indictus in this instance refers to the first day of the ecclesiastical calendar.

193 Translation by Dimitrios and loannis Filis (Paleo Faliron, Greece), in 2015.

1041t is uncertain as to whether or not the scribe is a priest as “papa” (nand) as indicated.
Additionally, the musicologist, Flora Kritikou, as well as the manuscript, keeps the name “nomd”
lowercase; this is done here.
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the manuscript was possibly reviewed by a third person, because the numbers 1905

(above) and 74 (below) appear faintly (see 111.2.3).

Il. 2.3: An enlarged view of the date listed in the colophon

It appears that whoever handled the manuscript did so in the year 1905 and was
calculating the age of the manuscript at that time.

Ill. 2.1 shows that the sentence in brown ink was added 43 years later. It
states that the manuscript is “Dedicated to Archimandrite Gerasimos, Mr. Dalaki on
October 27, 1874.” The scribe of this text is unknown.

An earlier scribe wrote not only the date of “1831” but also the extended title
and the music. The numbering of the folios and the first sentence in brown ink was

written later by another person in 1874.
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The Scribe, Georgios papa-loannou Manos
The colophon reads clearly that the Doxastarion of Markos Domestikos was written
by the scribe, Georgios papa-loannou Manos. There are other manuscripts attributed
to Manos, with the majority stored in the monastery of Prophet Elias in Hydra.'®
According to Flora Kritikou, Manos was on the island of Hydra, Greece
during the first half of the nineteenth century. She states that the only known dates
are from the manuscripts that were copied by him. These are dated from 1823-1853.
Kritikou states that the only other information that can be obtained from the

manuscripts was that he was a student of Zafiriou Zyfeiropoulou of Smyrna.'%

Other Known Manuscripts of Markos Domestikos
At present, there are three other possible manuscripts where Markos
Domestikos is mentioned as the student of Manuel Protopsaltis. One is an

Heirmologion”’

of Petros Peloponnesios that is kept at Mount Athos, Agion Oros
Monastery Grigoriou, MS 16 (ca.1832); the Doxastarion of lakovos Protopsaltis that
is held in Elassona, Panagia Olympiotissa Monastery MS 214 (ca. 1828); and
Athens, Benaki Museum, MS 61, which is another manuscript that contains the
Doxastarion of Petros Peloponnesios as corrected by Markos Domestikos. No

further scholarship of these additional manuscripts in a detailed comparative

analysis appears to exist at this time, only the documentation of their existence.**®

1% Flora Kritikou, “T'sbpytog momo Todvvov Mavog,” Meyiln Oplodoén Xpiotiovixii
'Ey/cv/c).oq(())é[()'sm, vol. 5 (Gaios: Stratigikes Ekdoseis Florou, 2011), 174.
Ibid.
197 A Hiermologion contains the model stanzas of canons (heirmoi) that are chanted in the
service of Matins.
1% The information regarding the location and existence of the mentioned manuscripts was
provided by Emmanuel Giannopoulos of the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki.
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The Organization of the Manuscript

The Doxastarion is divided into two sections, with the first section including
stichera idiomela for immovable feasts and the later section containing the movable
feasts of the Triodion through Pentecost. The first section begins with the
doxastikon of the first day of the Orthodox ecclesiastical calendar, September 1,
ending at the end of August. This organization is consistent with all doxastaria.
Each doxastarion is organized identically according to month, date, and service
order. The Doxastarion of Markos contains 347 troparia in total and of these there
are 247 doxastika. No editions of the doxastaria include all of the existing doxastika
for every feast. Markos’s Doxastarion is indexed by month in Appendix I.

While the Doxastaria are organized identically, their contents do differ. The
Index in Appendix Il indicates where there are hymns from the fixed feasts that are
missing from each of the Doxastaria. This is not to say that they have been removed,

but that they are just not included, as is shown in the chart above (Fig. 2.1).
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Fig.2.1: Missing chants from the Doxastaria

Type

Doxastikon

Doxastikon

Doxastikon

Doxastikon

Theotokion

Doxastikon

Incipit

XopHoviKdS Th) TovyvpeL

Tepapy®dv 10 Belov

Xaipete TpoenTan Tipot

TNV %€lpd cov TV Eyapévny

Irpepov EVAOV EQavepmon

Tov &k [MapBévov "Hiov

Celebrated Feast

November 25" — Feast
of St. Katherine

December 12" — Feast
of St. Spyridon

December - Sunday
Before Christmas

January 6™ (Epiphany)
September 13" —
Prefeast for the
Exultation of the Holy
Cross

January 6" (Epiphany)

Liturgical

Location Mode Gregorios (1821) Markos MS

Chourmouzios

(1820)

From the Stichera
of Great Vespers 2 p. 93

From the
Aposticha Stichera
of Great Vespers 2 p. 130

From the Lity of
Vespers 2 p. 142

9" Hour of the
Royal Hours 1 p.226

From the Stichera
of Great Vespers .2 p.26

From the
Aposticha Stichera
of Great Vespers L2  missing
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missing

43r

46v

missing

9v

12r

p. 63

missing

missing

p. 147

missing

missing



Of particular interest is that Gregorios and Chourmouzios do not include the
doxastikon, Tov éxk IlapbOévov "Hiov, while Markos has included it as a supplement

(see 1I. 2.4).2°

Il. 2.4: Markos Domestikos’s edition of the Doxastarion: the doxastikon 7ov éx
LHopBévoo "Hiov

199 Alexander Lingas notes that it is typical of manuscript and printed editions of
sticheraria to vary somewhat in content depending on the needs of their editors and users. See, for
example, the commentary to Jergen Raasted, ed., Sticherarium Ambrosianum: Codex Bibliotecae
Ambrosianae, Monumenta Musicae Byzantinae, vol. 11 (Hauniae: Munksgaard, 1992) (Alexander
Lingas, private communication, January 2017).
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The melody and orthography do not seem out of the ordinary compared with
Markos’s other doxastika, but for obvious reasons it cannot be included in the

comparison.
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Chapter 3: The First Mode

Within the three Doxastaria, there are only six doxastika written in the first mode,
which occur on fixed feast days. The first mode uses the diatonic scale with the base

note from [Ta (Pa) (according to solfege, Re).

Fig. 3.1:''% Diagram of the central octave of the first mode

Mo
q
12
Nn
T
8
Zw
W
' Z
10 n
Ke
i
12
Upper Tetrachord
Av
aN Lower Tetrachord
12
Fa Whole Step = 12
T Half Step=6
I 8 P
Bou
e
10
Ma ?

19 According to the 1881 Patriarchal Commission, which is widely accepted in Byzantine
music, Chrysanthos demonstrates a similar, yet different configuration of first mode using the
intervals (starting at the bottom on Ila) 9-7-12-12-9-7-12 (a 68-kommata scale), whereas the
Commission suggested a scale of 72 kommata. The intervals suggested in each mode are only to
give reference by comparison to equal temperament with regard to the examples shown in Western
staff notation. See Romanou, Great Theory of Music, 38, and also Terzopoulos, Introduction to the
New Method of Byzantine Chant (St. Louis: Psaltic Notes Press, 2012), 28-29.
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The intervals of the tetrachord are 10-8-12, making the first mode a soft diatonic

mode. !

This can be seen in Fig. 3.1. The melodies of this mode tend to stay
primarily in the lower tetrachord as opposed to those in the plagal of the first mode,

which tend to use the upper tetrachord. This will be discussed further in Chapter 7.

Discrepancies in the Notation
There are over 37 differences found between Markos and Gregorios. One interesting
observation that is not necessarily the case with other modes is that all differences
are found within a musical phrase, not at the beginning or end. This shows the
consistency of the endings that are stereotypical for the mode.

There are only eighteen minor differences found between Chourmouzios and
Gregorios. While the primary focus of the investigation concerns the differences
found between Markos and Gregorios, it is also important to identify findings that

distinguish Gregorios from Chourmouzios.

Chourmouzios’s Analysis

Gregorios’s edition appears to be the most consistent in approach to the realization
of neumes for this mode. He uses simple neumes that allow the performer the
ability to chant with or without realization of the neumes. Given that this allows for

some performer interpretation, it assumes that the performer would know when and

1 The basic difference regarding soft and hard diatonic is the intervals. Both are based
upon the concept of having two tetrachords that are separated by a whole step. This is the same in
Western music. The intervals for a hard diatonic tetrachord are 12-12-6, where the whole step = 12
and the half step = 6. Soft diatonic has what might be considered a softer configuration of the
intervals by comparison with the tetrachord 12-10-8. See Simon Karas, MéOodog tijc EAlnviriic
Movaoiknc (Athens: Xpovoroviov Towvia, 1982), 239.
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when not to realize the neumes. Chourmouzios, on the other hand often, but
inconsistently, shows an exegesis of the neumes.

There are four specific neumes combinations that Chourmouzios, when
compared with Gregorios, has analyzed. The first three are 1) the oligon with a
klasma and a psifisto, 2) the petasti with a klasma, and 3) an ison over the petasti
with a klasma. Chourmouzios analyzes them all identically by raising the next pitch

with the kentimata and a gorgon, then returning down with an apostrophos.

Ex. 3.1: One realization by Chourmouzios to three different combinations of

neumes used by Gregorios

__h________‘_-- W Ty
i " Chourmouzios =
Gregorios 2. <> o®e

The analysis that Chourmouzios has presented is typically used for the petasti with a
klasma (version two as in Ex. 3.1 above). By using it when Gregorios uses any of
the three-neume combinations, this might imply that some neumes are written
differently for the sake of orthography alone, with no difference in analysis. If it is
not just for the sake of orthography, there is the possibility that there might be a

different vocal quality associated with the neumes that cannot be written down in a
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simple manner. In each of the cases, Markos is in agreement with Gregorios in
indicating no other possible analysis.

In the fourth orthographic scenario (see Ex. 3.2), Gregorios uses the
homalon ——& with an oligon and a klasma. Here both Chourmouzios and

Markos are in disagreement with Gregorios.

Ex. 3.2: Gregorios’s use of the homalon

-
a >

Gregorios —  Chourmouzios = Markos =2
o®e

Chourmouzios continues to analyze the homalon just as in Ex. 3.1, while Markos
analyses it as a petasti with a klasma as seen in Ex. 3.2. This discrepancy could be
due either to a simplification of the neume from the older notation; or the homalon
viewed as an equivalent way of writing the other combinations; or as a vocal quality
that has been simplified into one solution that can be written as either a petasti with
a klasma or in the combination that Chourmouzios has suggested.

It is also important to note that the neumes that Chourmouzios has analyzed
appear multiple times within other modes as well, as will be discussed in other
chapters. Considering that Chourmouzios has used one analysis for the four
different variations by Gregorios, it seems more reasonable to suggest that
Chourmouzios has categorized them into one simple solution. This would suggest

in turn that the homalon has a particular vocal quality.
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Differences between Markos and Gregorios

The most commonly found discrepancy between Markos and Gregorios occurs
where Gregorios uses three consecutive apostrophes preceded with either a petasti
with a klasma (Ex. 3.3a) or an ison with a klasma (3.3b). In the case of the petasti,
this occurs in six different instances within the five doxastika; the apostrophes are
preceded with an ison in five places. In instances where a petasti is used, it is
important to add that it can be chanted simply as the implied half note, or realized as
shown in Ex. 3.3a with eighth notes on “xkpov.” This puts the emphasis on the
accented syllable of the word “vexpdov” (dead).

Markos, on the other hand, does not use three consecutive apostrophes. In
example 3.3a he uses an oligon with a klasma on “xpov.” He then chooses to
ornament the “®” using the melodic formula of the apostrophos and the kentimata
with a gorgon, followed by an apostrophos and the continuous elaphron. This results

in a more ornamented descent.
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Ex. 3.3a: Three consecutive apostrophes with a petasti and a klasma = by

Gregorios and Chourmouzios and an oligon with a klasma — as used by

112
Markos

Gregorios 220 == > >55
é -
: ; I T - ® 4 — T
o e . o e,

TNV VE - KPOV @  OTIEP TNV VE - KPOV ® @ OTIEP
Markos

r

—_— 2 s
é ’ =
G o®g
™)

Py .

TNV VE -KPOV ® @ OTEP

Ex. 3.3b: Three consecutive apostrophes with an ison and a klasma === '3

Gregorios = 5D
ag Hi-1-o
Markos

-,
e Cuwn o >

& o,

L2
Tag St -1- «

12 This specific example is found in the doxastikon Oate Idzep pordpie, Srvpidwv copé
Markos, 42r, Gregorios, p. 128; Chourmouzios, p. 86.
113 H
Ibid.
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Markos is consistent with the melodic formula in every instance of beginning the
phrase with an oligon with a klasma.

In Ex. 3.3b, Markos uses an ison with a klasma. Here he follows it with an
elaphron and the kentimata with a gorgon, then an ison with the continuous
elaphron. Markos is consistent with the melodic formula each time he begins the
phrase with an ison with a klasma.

The manuscripts of the Doxastarion of Petros in the original MBN seen in
Fig. 3.2 reveal that the orthography is more similar to that of Markos’s version (EX.

2

3.3a) since the ornamentation does not fall on the syllable “xpov.” Here one can
also see the continuous elaphron. In Ex. 3.3a, both Gregorios and Chourmouzios

have avoided its use and appear to have simplified it significantly.™*

Fig. 3.2: MBN of the doxastikon Oocie [ldtep poxipie, Xrvpiowv copé, where
Markos’s orthography is closer to Petros’s version

London MS 17718, 89v

e vy

7‘0‘#7‘1’1{(‘?«:

Bucharest MS 48, 51r

114 See the Glossary.
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In comparing Ex. 3.3b with the manuscripts in the original MBN (Fig. 3.3), the

manuscripts are consistent with those in Fig. 3.2.

Fig. 3.3: MBN of the doxastikon Oagie Ildtep paxapie, Znvpiowv copé on the text

» 115

“1og o
London MS 17718, 89v Bucharest MS 48m, 51r

_— _ — _
Y\/ e \J\"\\:\

- Ty DN\ <
While the continuous elaphron is used again by Markos, it does not seem to indicate
a change as suggested in Ex. 3.3b of using the elaphron following the ison, instead
of the apostrophos as in Ex. 3.3a. It still appears to be closer to the overall
orthography than to Gregorios and Chourmouzios. It is possible that there is an
underlying melodic formula that would cause the difference in Markos’s
transcription.

Of all of the discrepancies investigated for the first mode, these two types
are found more often than other examples. The variation that occurs with the least

frequency can be seen below (Ex. 3.4).

15 From this point on a visual example of Bucharest MS 48m will only be included in
instances where there is a comparible discrepancy with London MS 17718.
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Ex. 3.4: Alternatives for three consecutive apostrophes*®

Gregorios - B

L
L
° [ J

A0 - YOu-ou « -

Chourmouzios
—
—
& [ J

AD=-YOU-00 -

Markos

O - g
o 2 o 5 = .....\

A0 - YOU-0L (-

Chourmouzios uses the analysis like Markos in beginning with an apostrophos, but
in the same instance, Markos does something completely different by using the
combination of the apostrophos with a petasti and a klasma followed by the
continuous elaphron. This orthographic combination is not used anywhere else
within the first mode doxastika when compared to Gregorios’s and Chourmouzios’s
orthography. In the variation of Markos’s version where it is analyzed, it is no
different than Chourmouzios’ version — simply a different choice of neumes.

What is more interesting is that when this same area is compared to the
MBN, there are no differences found:; it is identical to Fig. 3.3.™" It is uncertain as

to why Chourmouzios would alter his orthography without any differences found in

1% This specific example is found in the doxastikon T#v Aopav 06 ITvetuaroc. Markos, 79r,
Gregorios, p. 253; Chourmouzios, p. 165.

17 The comparible location in MBN that is references is located in London MS 17718, 135v
and Bucharest MS 48m, 80v.

46



the older notation, unless perhaps to indicate the performance of the piesma.**® This
may be a stylistic difference of Chourmouzios, but at the same time a perfect
example of how this difference in orthography would lead to a contradiction in
performance practice generations later.

There are other instances where the melody itself sounds similar, while the
orthography is different. One such combination used by Markos on more than one
occasion is the apostrophos and the kentimata with a gorgon followed by an ison
and the continuous elaphron. Markos uses it at the end of musical phrases in the first
mode on five different occasions. In three instances (as seen in Ex. 3.5) where he
uses this combination, Gregorios and Chourmouzios both use an ison and the
kentimata with a gorgon followed by an apostrophos and the continuous elaphron.

The MBN in this instance can be seen in Fig. 3.4. It appears to be closer in
relation to Gregorios’s version. That would indicate a stylistic difference by

Markos.

18 suggested by Alexander Lingas.
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Ex. 3.5: Consistent ending for Markos**

Gregorios
=N s T
o >
—
o) ......' o
o-yo-Tn - n-nv Og - € -0v
Markos

A e WA TN Y,

—
090 4,0, -
a - ya - 7 -1)-1v O¢ - € -ou

Fig. 3.4: Area where the MBN is more similar to Gregorios and Chourmouzios

London MS 17718, 89v*?°

S\
“mp g

In Ex. 3.6, Chourmouzios uses the same analysis that Markos had used
earlier (Ex. 3.5), but Gregorios only uses the ison over a petasti with a klasma

followed by the continuous elaphron as can be seen below.

19 This specific example is found in the doxastikon ‘Oaie Idzep paxdpre, Emvpidwv cogé.
Markos, 42r, Gregorios, p. 128; Chourmouzios, p. 86.
120 This manuscript fragment has the identical orthography as Bucharest MS 48m, 51r.
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Ex. 3.6: Three different melodies?

Gregorios

-— e
2 ’ \ r et —
. r
ﬂ - - /ﬂ - g
. - i "o
Tes - v P Tw -wv §
Chourmouzios e
Pk,
) a® e
. -
T =« v Yn
Markos l. —
; —
-0 - .
. ® E ™
I v i

Both Chourmouzios and Markos are seen (Ex. 3.6) using a different
approach to the analysis of Gregorios’s edition. Their version occurs twice with the
five doxastika. As in Ex. 3.4, if the initial ison over the petasti with a klasma in
Gregorios’s version is analyzed, it is no different than his version in Ex. 3.5, nor
Chourmouzios’s version in Ex. 3.6. As before, this raises the question of whether
the petasti has a different vocal quality rather than being simply a preference in
orthography. The MBN gives no indication that would validate Chourmouzios’s
decision to be in agreement with Gregorios in Ex. 3.5 and then with Markos in EX.
3.6. What is apparent is that Markos has a preference to begin certain cadential

figures with an appoggiatura from below.

121 This specific example is found in the doxastikon 7#v Adpav tod ITvetuaroc. Markos, 79r,
Gregorios, p. 253; Chourmouzios, p. 165.
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The Antikenoma .

Chrysanthos discusses the antikenoma orthographically as “placed with the oligon
that is followed by a descending neume,” but comments that it can be placed under
other neumes as well, with exception of the kentimata.’?* Additionally he states that
the performance of the neume with which it is placed should be “pushed.” The
antikenomata occur quite frequently in both the NAM and MBN, in every mode.

In Ex. 3.7 we see a different approach taken by both Chourmouzios and
Markos; occurring specifically in four separate instances when Gregorios uses an
oligon with a klasma followed by an ison with a klasma. Chourmouzios uses an
ison, the kentimata, and another ison. Markos uses a double ison and a gorgon over
an antikenoma with the kentimata and an ison with a klasma. He is effectively
writing out in part the ornaments that cantors routinely execute when singing the
figure as notated by Chourmouzios (taking account also of the word stress here:
{doav). This also demonstrates again Markos’s preference for an appoggiatura from

below, %

122 Romanou, Great Theory of Music, 81-82.
123 | thank Alexander Lingas for this observation.
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Ex. 3.7: Markos use of the antikenoma'?*

Gregorios

Chourmouzios

Markos
\ ‘-—2.;_. \\L:_.

& i

¥ w-w-oav
The MBN does not indicate an antikenoma as Markos has suggested (Fig. 3.5). It
more closely resembles Gregorios without any additional indication of a hidden
melodic formula.

Fig. 3.5: MBN of the doxastikon ‘Oaie ITarep poxipie, Zrvpiowv copé at the end of
a musical phrase'®

— s
K"’ o
In this instance it appears that Markos has presented a stylistic difference rather than

a correction. Chourmouzios’s version, however, does seem to be missing the longer

duration of the final note in the phrase.

124 This specific example is found in the doxastikon ‘Osie Idzep pardpre, Emvpidwv cogé.
Markos, 42r, Gregorios, p. 128; Chourmouzios, p. 86.
125 This manuscript fragment has the identical orthography as Bucharest MS 48m, 51r.
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The Parakalesma or Heteron €~_9

The parakalesma or heteron is a sign that ties together signs of ascent with signs of
descent.’® Chourmouzios suggests that the sign indicates that they would be
pronounced “somewhat smoothly, with a weak vibration of the voice.”*?” Although
it is only used on one occasion in this mode, Markos shows a more ornate choice of
orthography than Gregorios in the following, shown in Ex. 3.8. Markos uses the
combination of an oligon followed by an ison and the kentimata with a gorgon —
contained by a parakalesma then followed by an elaphron. This shows a rhythmic
variation or perhaps analysis of Gregorios’s simpler combination of a bareia with an
oligon and an ison — contained by an homalon.

Chourmouzios’s version is only slightly more ornate — he uses an oligon and
the kentimata with a gorgon then an apostrophos. This is identical to Ex. 3.1, where
he uses this same analysis while Gregorios uses different combinations. If one were
to realize the homalon as it is documented by Simon Karas, one would have a
similar use of the neighbor tone as indicated by Chourmouzios.'?® The variable in
this possibility would be Gregorios including the bareia, which when described by

Chrysanthos has a level of ambiguity.*?®

126 Terzopoulos, Introduction to the New Method of Byzantine Chant (St. Louis: Psaltic
Notes Press, 2012), 16.

7 |bid.,17.

128 Karas, Mé0odoc, 201. Note that Karas suggests that the realization of the homalon to
include a dotted rhythm that is not indicated in the example above.

129 See Chapter 1.
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Ex. 3.8: Markos’s use of the parakalesma*®

Gregorios

Chourmouzios

Markos

In Fig. 3.6 in the same instance, it has a petasti with a red antikenomas that is
followed by an apostrophos. There is not an homalon, as Gregorios suggests, nor a
parakalesma, as Markos suggests. On the contrary, this is an instance where it
would appear that Chourmouzios’s version resembles the older notation most

closely.

130 This specific example is found in the doxastikon ‘Ooie ITdzep paripie, Sxvpidewv copé
Markos, 42r, Gregorios, p. 128; Chourmouzios, p. 86.
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Fig. 3.6: MBN of the doxastikon Oaie Ildtep paxapie, Zrvpiowv copé, where the
antikenoma is in the orthography

London MS 17718, 89v**!
- _0 >

-
it
In the case of Chourmouzios, it appears that he has analyzed the petasti of the
manuscript. What is not clear, however, is how the antikenoma would or should be
interpreted. It is possible that it was just intended to indicate that the petasti needs to
be interpreted as Chourmouzios has suggested. One would need to compare many
manuscripts and consult the papadikai and other theory treatises to come closer to
an answer, however.

Overall, the general differences found between the three sources show that
Gregorios is consistent in keeping a simple, yet straightforward approach. For the
most part, Chourmouzios is in agreement with Gregorios. There are some areas
where Chourmouzios uses a small amount of ornamental quality, but is inconsistent
as to where he uses it. Additionally, Chourmouzios sticks to one analysis for several
different neume possibilities by comparison to Gregorios. Markos has chosen to
“correct” Gregorios by writing out the analysis and is consistent in the way he does

this, for the most part.

31 This manuscript fragment has the identical orthography as Bucharest MS 48m, 51r.
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The Use of Chromatic Alterations

Accidentals produce only a minor difference in orthography, and there are only four
areas where an apostrophos is slightly sharpened. In all cases, it was included by
Chourmouzios and only once by both Chourmouzios and Gregorios. Markos, on the
other hand, does not use accidentals anywhere within the first mode. If Markos’s
version is correct, there is the possibility that the accidental only serves as a
reminder of the modal quality. For instance, in all of the areas it descends from the
third to the second scale degree (Ga to Bou), with the second scale degree slightly
sharpened. It then returns to Ga. This is typical behavior in this mode according to
Byzantine theory.**? It might imply that Chourmouzios is just including accidentals
as a reminder, while Gregorios and Markos do not find them necessary. This is
comparable to Renaissance musica ficta where some scribes add it, and others

assume that the singers will.

The Fthorai
There are three areas where fthorai are not used simultaneously in all three sources.

In two areas, this results in differences in the descending scale.*** Gregorios and

Chourmouzios use the fthora of Ke O while Markos remains on Pa ¥ in the
doxastikon, @ tiic oreppac.®® The second occurrence is in Tiv Adpav tob

Ilvebuarog, where Chourmouzios uses the fthora of Ke earlier than Gregorios and

132 Karas, Méfodog, 247-52.

133 The use of fthora in Byzantine musicology is comparable to a temporary modulation
from one mode to another, fthora can also be used to indicate that one should remain in a mode but
transpose within a mode to a different part of the tetrachord — as is the case with the first two
instances.

3% Markos, 48r, Gregorios, p. 146; Chourmouzios, p. 96.
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%5 This affects one note (Bou), which is

Markos, who are both in agreement.
flattened by almost a half step as compared to Gregorios and Markos.

In the last instance where the fthora are used, all three men use one at the
same time. Chourmouzios and Markos both use the fthora of Ga which corresponds

with the MBN, while Gregorios uses the fthora of Di. This could indicate simply a

typographical error in the printed edition by Gregorios.

135 This specific example is found in the doxastikon 7#v Adpav tod ITvetuaroc. Markos, 79r,
Gregorios, p. 253; Chourmouzios, p. 165.
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Chapter 4: The Second Mode

The repertoire for the second mode is consistent with regard to it being based on At
(sol). The second mode is a chromatic scale and according to Chourmouzios would

use the intervals of 7-12-7.%¢

With regard to the use of fthora, there were no
differences found between Gregorios, Chourmouzios and Markos. Any
inconsistencies were found within the orthography of the neumes; however, there

are instances where both Gregorios and Chourmouzios are in complete agreement,

as in the doxastikon Ziuepov ék pilng tod Aawid for December 9.

General Observations
As is the case with the other modes, Gregorios’s transcriptions in the second mode
are notably consistent, with very few ornate realizations. On the contrary, Markos
tends to have a more elegant approach to melodic phrasing and is also more
consistent in his realizations than in many other modes. Thus, where the
orthographies of Gregorios and Markos differ, Markos only presents a single
analysis, with few exceptions, but for the chants in the Barys mode, Markos often
gives several different analyses for one of Gregorios’s neumes or for one of
Gregorios’s combinations of neumes. The latter was only found in very few
instances within the second mode.

Chourmouzios, with the exception of a small number of neume

combinations, agrees most of the time with Gregorios. In the instances where they

136 Terzopoulos, Introduction to the New Method, 30-31.
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do not agree, his orthography is consistent with that of Markos, the only exception

being the use of the parakalesma. This will be discussed later in this chapter.

Opening Incipits
Markos regularly uses a klasma in the opening incipit of each piece (two or more
beats per note), producing a longer and more elegant introduction, as can be seen in

the Ex. 4.1 below.™’

Ex. 4.1: A lengthened opening phrase by Markos**®

Markos

Exkpt - In¢ a - yaBng

Gregorios

Ex pting a yabng

While there are instances when all three sources have lengthened the introductions,
Markos uses this type of introduction for each doxastika more consistently than both

Gregorios and Chourmouzios. The difference could possibly be due to a stylistic

3" This example is found in the doxastikon Ex pilyc dyabdijc. Markos, 3r, Gregorios, p. 7;
Chourmouzios, p. 5.

138 Note that the staff notation is only a visual approximation, since the intervals are not
based upon equal temperament. G represents of Sol or At as the base of second mode. It is the
closest equivalent to the intervals of the mode.
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preference for the second mode. The MBN (Fig. 4.1) shows the opening incipit

without any augmentation.

Fig. 4.1: An opening incipit in the second mode

London MS 17718, 38v Bucharest MS 48m, 6r
i gl e R ~

IRy S*s"r%s- gu. e f’ps ut’c’u&v,

About situations such as this in MBN, loannis Arvanitis writes:

There are no notational indications for such short time-values for a
syllable. The duration of the syllables carrying on the signs diple,
kratema and dyo apostrophi is clearly determined in the theoretical
treatises as being of two time-units. The duration of the syllables
carrying the bareia, the dyo kentimata, the klasma, the apoderma or
the so called “Synthetoi Tonoi”, as well as dyo, anatrichisma,
piesma, xeron klasma etc. is not explicitly given and must be
determined in some way.**

Accordingly, transcriptions of sticheraric melodies of Petros Peleponnesios
routinely appear to double the time values of the MBN original.'*® Additionally,
there are unique instances as seen in Fig. 4.2 where Gregorios, Chourmouzios, and
Markos extend the duration of the first three notes with a klasma in the opening

phrase of the doxastikon, Zijuepov # mavéuwuos Ayvip.***

139 Arvanitis, “The Rhythmical,”15.

0 thank Alexander Lingas for providing this information.

1 This example is found in the doxastikon, Zijuepov # mavduwuoc Ayvij. Markos, 8v,
Gregorios, p. 24; Chourmouzios, p. 16.
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Fig. 4.2: Another example of an opening incipit in the second mode

London MS 17718, 45v Bucharest MS 48m, 14v

L U} - -
e
{ e

il

There is no difference found between Fig. 4.1 and 4.2 in the original MBN, so it is
uncertain as to why all three would be in agreement in one instance and not in all

opening phrases. This is more likely a stylistic preference.

Ending Phrases

The most common discrepancy occurs in areas where Gregorios and Chourmouzios
end phrases by using three consecutive apostrophes with the last one having a
klasma as in Ex. 4.2.

Ex. 4.2: An ending melodic formula**

Gregorios

Markos

142 This example is found in the doxastikon, Ex pilnc dyabiic. Markos, 3v, Gregorios, p. 8;
Chourmouzios, p. 6.
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Markos very rarely uses the same orthography as Gregorios to end a musical phrase

in this mode, but instead uses the ending in Ex. 4.2 consistently. In this example he

uses a bareia \ followed by an oligon, then an apostrophos that is held for two
beats, thus extending the phrase by one beat. Orthographically, the way he includes
the bareia is correct, because a pair of descending seconds on the same syllable can
require the use of a bareia, especially if the first neume is an ison repeating the last
pitch of the preceding group — as is the case here.

A chanter who chooses to avoid the exegesis of the bareia can chant it in a
more simple way, as the above example suggests. In Chapter 1 it was observed that
Chrysanthos calls for the note that follows the bareia — in this case the ison — to be
sung with a certain weight (emphasized) that distinguishes it from the note that
follows, or in this case the apostrophos with klasma. *** Today’s chanters who have
studied the methods of the Karas school will even add an escape tone as seen here in

Ex. 4.3.14

Ex. 4.3: Melody with a realization of the bareia

[

#\E\JMQ * o0,

Jal

%3 Romanou, “Great Theory,”81.
4 Karas, Mé0odoc, 197.
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If the bareia is realized the syllable “ct” would be divided into three notes with
emphasis on the first two notes.
The more important factor is in the MBN. In Fig. 4.3 on the ending text,

ovvaueot, both manuscripts are shown without a bareia, but instead with another

quality mark that is not used in the NAM known as the piesma g in red.
According to Henry Tillyard, the piesma accents the last note of a group.**® This
would suggest that the syllable “c1” on the very last note should be emphasized.
This would contradict the use of the bareia as Markos is suggesting, as it would not

emphasize the last note regardless of whether or not the bareia is realized.

Fig. 4.3: An example of the piesma in MBN

London MS 17718, 39r

W\~ w &
~" \\/\\H -

5 H.J.W. Tillyard, Handbook of the Middle Byzantine Musical Notation, Monumenta
Musicae Byzantinae, vol.1 (Copenhagen: Levin & Munksgaard, 1935), 26.
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Gregorios, on the other hand, by just using the three descending apostrophes, puts
the stress on the final note as the use of a piesma would suggest.

Another ending, while not as commonly found, shows Markos using a more
elegant variation, in which six pitches are used to end a phrase as opposed to three

as used by Gregorios and Chourmouzios (Ex. 4.4).

Ex. 4.4: Markos’s use of the bareia'*

e
H :
f S
A3 7 4 . o =
,_J P
Gregorios and Chourmouzios Ow - W - - GV
- <A\
A . d
o P
TG = () =0 (==Y

Markos

Markos also uses the bareia, which is not unusual as far as the orthography with

regard to two consecutive apostrophes at the end of a melodic phrase. In the MBN

(Fig 4.4) alygisma s seenin red.

14 This specific example is found in the doxastikon Zijuepov éx pilnc toi Aavid. Markos,
42r, Gregorios, p. 127; Chourmouzios, p. 85.
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Fig. 4.4: Use of the lygisma in MBN*

London MS 17718, 89r

"
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Karas suggests that the lygisma is a bending of the voice such that the realization

results in a neighbor tone as seen in EX. 4.5.

Ex. 4.5: Karas’s realization of the lygisma

- -
[ ‘,,__— .\ I

il :|

- BT —

QPJD

While it might appear that Markos is attempting to reflect a lygisma, it is not on the
same note where the lygisma is placed in the MBN. This is an example showing his
preference of neighbor tones. In addition, Markos’s elongated melodies are found

in other modes as well.

The Parakalesma “ 2

While there are neume combinations that are common in each of the modes, one of
the most remarkable in the repertoire of the second mode involves the parakalesma,
also known as the heteron. Chrysanthos discusses the orthography and realization

of the the parakalesma as the following:

Y7 This manuscript fragment has the identical orthography as Bucharest MS 48m, 51r.
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The heteron links ascending with descending neumes, an ison with

L . . . ..
an ison, as “=* , an oligon with an ison, as #~* or an
-
apostrophos, an elaphron and a chamele with an ison, as ~ “—*

Catm e
o §
«~= * The notes are pronounced smoothly and
weakly connected.*®

Although it is used in other modes, it occurs more often in the second mode. When
the three doxastaria are compared, however, the use of the parakalesma by
Gregorios and Markos is seen more consistently. It occurs significantly less often
with Chourmouzios.

Like the bareia, the parakalesma is also considered to be a quality sign,
which means that it is not placed alone, but in combination with other neumes.
Additionally, there is an expectation that it would have had an impact on how the
neumes were executed. Also like the bareia, the performance practice of this neume
can vary from a slightly stressed sound as the singer joins two notes, to a more

literal ornamentation as can be seen in EX. 4.6 below:

148 Romanou, The Great Theory of Music, 83.
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Ex. 4.6: A realization of the parakalesma

-~
— 1L

I-—-\__,

7 ol"

—

/—"'_'_\_""-.
— — -

c o4 c_b‘:

The top version is the parakalesma in its simplest form. This, too, may vary, since
more intentional stress can be added to the voice on the second note before
ascending up by one step. The second version shows the potential of the melisma
that the neume can imply. The significance of this neume is that it is used
throughout the second mode and more than in other modes by both Gregorios and
Markos (on average, eight times within a single doxastikon). While the concept of
adding stress to the note(s) is not obvious except to a singer trained in the oral
tradition under a skilled psaltis, it is important that the three doxastaria are notated
differently in this respect.

Gregorios uses the parakalesma consistently in the repertoire of the second
mode, which is the most common combination of neumes associated with its use.
Although Markos is consistent in how he incorporates the parakalesma into the
notation, Ex. 4.7 is an example where the orthography is comparatively unique. In
this case, if any type of vocal stress or ornamentation is associated with this neume,
it is unclear as to how it might work, because he not only incorporates the petaste,

but adds an apostrophos as well.
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Ex. 4.7: Use of the parakalesma by Gregorios and Markos*°

i, Y
J-—--..‘__,
= |
- 1
o T
i
Gregorios po - 0-0¢g
e wn e
9 T ] e | Il
. e T D ;_, ;
Chourmouzios PO -0 - 0 - 0C
_—
[ 9 T 1 b t
U M p W0 -0 - 0 - 0¢
Markos f S

If the parakalesma is not realized in any way, the difference is that Chourmouzios
prefers an appoggiatura from below whereas Markos wants to execute one from
above. As for the MBN, in Fig. 4.5, there is not a parakalesma present, only a

psephiston.

Fig. 4.5: An example of the psephiston in MBN**

London MS 17718, 38v

. ‘_—‘\
- v
A e 7

19 This specific example is found in the doxastikon Ex picic dyabijc. Markos, 3r,

Gregorios, p. 7; Chourmouzios, p. 5.
50 This manuscript fragment has the identical orthography as Bucharest MS 48m, 6r.
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Chourmouzios’s version in Ex. 4.8 also does not include a parakalesma. This
is not only true in this example, but in most instances where Gregorios has used it.
Instead, he implies a slur from the preceding note (ison) to the kentimata. This could
either be an area that Chourmouzios has completely simplified, or perhaps his
exegesis of the parakalesma itself. Overall, Gregorios gives the singer the

opportunity to sing the metrophonia with the option to perform the realization.

Other Phrase Combinations
Located within musical phrases, there are seven common combinations of neumes
where discrepancies between each of the doxastaria can be seen, as in Ex. 4.8
through 4.14.

In Ex. 4.8, if the performer had no other sources available, Gregorios’s
orthography in this instance would be disregarded as insignificant. Completely to
the contrary, when the three doxastaria are compared, it becomes apparent that the

phrase is possibly more significant.
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Ex. 4.8: Three orthographic differences found in the second-mode melodies™*

Gregorios

- po

- - -

B — —

Chourmouzios %

W= w=-po- 0

w=-po-0

Gregorios only uses an apostrophos followed by an oligon with a klasma with three
beats at the ends of the phrases. This not only occurs numerous times within the
repertoire of the second mode, but is the one discrepancy where Markos and
Chourmouzios show different variations. The extent of how simplified Gregorios

has made this ending can be seen in Fig.4.6, where the MBN indicates the use of the

quality sign, the tromikon %

Fig. 4.6: An example of a tromikon in MBN

London MS 17718, 39r

W
\ —————
, \s s
Ly eo o

51 This specific example is found in the doxastikon, Ex pilic dyabiic. Markos, 3r,
Gregorios, p. 8; Chourmouzios, p. 5.
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This neume is not found in the NAM and, according to Karas, has an analysis that is
similar to a triplet ornament in Western notation. **?
Another discrepancy found in chants of the second mode occurs when a

melody is ascending as seen in Ex. 4.9.

Ex. 4.9: Gregorios’s simple version of an ascending melodic formula®®

Gregorios
o ®
ToU H}_' = 0V Kai
r
e ] b
-—
Markos ST —
- —— . . ‘ 0

Gregorios and Chourmouzios ascend by step without any embellishment. This is a
common occurrence in this mode and is only noticeable when they are compared to
Markos. Throughout the second mode, Markos provides a realization of the
ascending melody, incorporating a neighbor tone and extending the phrase into six
beats. This is an example of a decision a transcriber faces when transcribing chants

into the NAM, that is, whether to use single neumes as one or two time-units.

192 Karas, Mébodog, 214.
153 This specific example is found in the doxastikon, Ex pilc dyabijc. Markos, 3r,
Gregorios, p. 8; Chourmouzios, p. 5.
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Fig. 4.7: A simple ascending melodic phrase written in MBN

London MS 17718, 39r

When compared to the manuscripts that are written in the original MBN (Fig. 4.7),
the orthography is like that of Gregorios and Chourmouzios’s transcriptions,
ascending by step.

In a similar instance to Ex. 4.8, Gregorios and Chourmouzios use a very
simple orthography in the beginning of a musical phrase, while Markos’s
interpretation is again more elaborate (Ex. 4.10).

Ex. 4.10: Markos’s more elaborate style™*

Gregorios

< —
KOl £ -m
r r

el T T P —

[ - A T e
Markos s — . — ' o - =
HO—1 e e g ooe or 35, e o @ ..'..
~y < ‘E; - o) S
Kl £ - T -0 Kal e - m -1

>4 This specific example is found in the doxastikon Zijuepov # mavéuwuoc Ayvii. Markos,
8v, Gregorios, p. 25; Chourmouzios, p. 16.

71



Here Gregorios uses three simple neumes in succession, two isons and an
apostrophos, in three beats. Markos’s approach is much more elaborate extending
the formula to five beats. This five-beat succession is typically found in Markos’s
Doxastarion at the beginning of musical phrases. It is also important to note that
Markos uses a dotted antikenoma ~ = > in his version. Chrysanthos describes the
performance of the dotted antikenomata as “suspended” rather than separated
descent to the next neume.™®

As is true with other types of neumes, this can be performed simply as a
dotted rhythm as suggested in the first version shown for Markos, or it can be
interpreted as an even more elaborate style, as suggested in the second version.
Here the antikenoma is realized as eighth notes in a more melismatic style. In the

MBN, there is also an antikenoma as seen in red in Fig. 4.8.

Fig. 4.8: A simplified fragment in MBN that contains an antikenoma

London MS 17718, 46v

‘-—-b >~
- 2 O,
S & o

Although it appears to resemble Gregorios’s variation, this is similar to Ex. 4.10
where the neumes in the MBN could be given a double-note value. This would

allow for the exegesis of the melodic formula, hence the dotted antikenoma used by

155 Romanou, Great Theory of Music, 81.
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Markos. In other words, Gregorios, like the MBN, allows for the exegesis of the
melodic formula while Markos version is realized.

Another example of Markos’s more elaborate style can be seen in Ex. 4.11.
This fragment is typically found towards the beginning of a musical phrase. In this
instance, Gregorios has presented a simple descending melody that consists of three
consecutive apostrophes with a klasma on the first and a gorgon on the last
apostrophos. Markos’s version is more melismatic and in my opinion can be

considered an analysis.

Ex. 4.11: An example of Markos’s exegesis of a piesma*®®°

)
G 6 a5
r v + -
- - —
& T P
L = Kkl
—— e W P e —
\‘ E—
D P —_.:nt-i_]_J'
e E @

1% This specific example is found in the doxastikon Zijuspov éx pilnc rob Aowis. Markos,
42r, Gregorios, p. 127; Chourmouzios, p. 85.
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The MBN shows the inclusion of a piesma below in Fig. 4.9. In this instance
Markos does not show the same analysis and proves a closer realization of the

MBN.

Fig. 4.9: An example of a piesma in MBN

London MS 17718, 89r

T Lt |
"‘“ >
o B [‘VU; P(
As with other examples, Gregorios’s version is transcribed without realization of the
piesma. Markos once again uses an appoggiatura in the realization.
In Ex. 4.12, Gregorios descends gradually in four notes and without any
apparent realization. Markos again shows a more elaborate version consisting of a

metrophonia of eight notes. If the dotted antikenoma is fully realized, then it

consists of ten notes.
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Ex. 4.12: Markos’s version missing a gorgon over the kentimata'>’

“>
A 1
e P dy— - —
Gire 6“.:. R
J ¢V
W oy A
.—_ » » .J_. ‘ . B C—
-
P | et A /- £ o
- 5 i3 1 H--' &8 o+ v p—
Markos 9 - - 'r.“‘d .@ﬁ LAl B 0 X
v copTa o re. o A a av - Veg v EOptE - Om - e - B -8V A - o vy

When reviewing London MS 11718 (Fig. 4.10), which is without an analysis

of the antikenomata, it appears to be identical to Gregorios’s version.

Fig. 4.10: Consecutive antikenomata written in MBN

London MS 17718, 159r
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Like Ex. 4.10 and Fig. 4.8, Markos’s does show an antikenoma, but not necessarily
justify the use of a dotted antikenoma. It does show two antikenomata, unlike the
previous examples, which may justify this as a melodic formula that Markos has

chosen to write out.

5" This specific example is found in the doxastikon Aéite pilomapBevor mévres. Markos,
98r, Gregorios, p. 316; Chourmouzios, p. 210.
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In the following example (Ex. 4.13), Gregorios uses an oligon with a
psepheston and a klasma followed by two consecutive apostrophes with a klasma,

while Chourmouzios and Markos use a more elegant descending phrase.

Ex. 4.13: Chourmouzios’s and Markos’s more elegant descending melodic phrase’*®

When reviewing the MBN (Fig. 4.11), it begins with an oligon and a psephiston. It

is followed by the descending apostrophes, similar to Gregorios.**®

Fig. 4.11: A descending melody with a psephiston

London MS 17718, 159r
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18 This specific example is found in the doxastikon Aéite pilomapBevor mévres. Markos,
98r, Gregorios, p. 317; Chourmouzios, p. 210.

159 The last apostrophos is placed wrong. It is meant for the syllable that follows.
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Comparing the MBN to the NAM, Chourmouzios and Markos show their preference
to notate appoggiaturas in these instances.

The evaluation of this mode from comparison of the three sources has
identified a stylistic difference that distinguishes Gregorios from Markos.
Gregorios, as in the other modes, has remained consistent with very little
elaboration within his orthography. His transcriptions in the examples do not
provide a realiztion of the melodic formulae. Markos, on the contrary, is more
detailed in regards to orthography, providing in many cases what appear to be
realizations, while in some instance he just embellishes the melody with use of
neighbor tones and appoggiaturae. Chourmouzios, while sometimes providing the
same transcription as Gregorios, did chose to provide a realization in some instance.
Like Markos, he too tends to show his preference towards using neighbor tones and
appoggiatura. Overall Markos’s transcription in this mode could suggest that

Gregorios may have removed too much of of the hypostaseis of MBN for this mode.
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Chapter 5: The Third Mode

The third mode is based from I'a (fa). The Three Teachers tried to adapt this mode
to the microtonal framework of the ancient enharmonic genus, thus according to
Chrysanthos the tetrachord would contain three tones, “a major, a minor and a
minimum”*® The 1881 Commission kept the name “enharmonic,” but adopted the

tuning of equal temperament.*®*

Fig. 5.1:'°% Diagram of the third-mode scale with hard diatonic tetrachords
according to Karas

Na
(1] 6
Bou
12
Na
9
12
Nn
m
12
Zw
m 6
Ke
9
12
Ay
A
12

Half Step = 6
Whole Step =12

160 Romanou, Great Theory of Music, 150.
161 | thank Alexander Lingas for providing this information.
162 Karas, MéOodoc (1996), 46.
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Karas later corrected the label. He and some academics that follow him refer to the
third mode as a hard diatonic mode with the tetrachord 12-12-6 (equivalent to equal

temperament) (Fig. 5.1).'%

General Observations
First, with regard to use of fthoras, there were no discrepancies found. With regard
to orthography, the most interesting observation is that there is more consistency in
the Third Mode between Gregorios and Markos than in any other mode. That is not
to say they are in agreement; rather, as in other modes, Markos typically stays
consistent with his interpretation, while it is different from Gregorios’s
interpretation. But unlike other modes where Markos uses multiple variations while
Gregorios only uses one, Markos shows more consistency in this mode. These
results allow the notational differences between the two to be seen more clearly.

In many cases, Chourmouzios shows multiple variations when compared to

Gregorios, in some instances at a ratio of three to one as in Ex. 5.1.

163 Karas, MéOodoc, 272.
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Ex. 5.1: Three different variations by Chourmouzios on an extended descending

melodic phrase'®*

Gregorios

YE-VOU - KOl - VO§ «

Chourmouzios

e R
—

—
Variation 1 a2 2°®a ) 3
PR

By » B

.
YE-VOU - Kal - VO§ «

— g
i - 2 23t »

—
Variation 2 é !
" ———gégy—

L}
E- E - EY- KOL- Qi -

r - -
v 3%
— — B »

Variation 3 (g aPefe 3 -
. -

g-maL - Sev- o - TOL -

Markos

YE-VOU-Kdl - VO-0§ «

Here Gregorios and Markos each present a descending melody. Where Gregorios
uses an apostrophos with a klasma on the fourth neume, Markos makes a slight
embellishment. This is not an unusual orthography for Markos, and he is consistent

with this melodic phrase throughout the mode as is Gregorios.

1% For the purposes of showing each of variation 1 and 2 are from IIpéc ocawtov émavéyov
dvOpwre, Gregorios, p. 31, Chourmouzios, p. 21, Markos, 11r. Variation 3 is from Tov covaiuova
II¢tpov, Gregorios, p. 100, Chourmouzios, p. 67, Markos, 33v.
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Chourmouzios, as can be seen in the example above, notates this same

passage in three different ways in the third mode.

Variation 1

The first variation appears to break the klasma ~a into a slight ornament first on the
second neume (when compared to Gregorios’s version) and again on the fourth
neume. In MBN, this appears to be most closely related to Chourmouzios, where he

appears to have shown the analysis of the melody (Fig. 5.2).

Fig. 5.2: The MBN of Petros of a descending melodic phrase

London MS 17718, 49r
-

e o

Markos is also related in not analyzing the first petasti, but appears to have an
analysis of the last apostrophos shown in London MS 17718, which has an
antikenoma. Gregorios only appears to give a simplified version of the melody

without any realization of it or exegesis.

Variation 2
In variation two, Chourmouzios is in agreement with Markos’s version, where only

the fourth neume has a slight ornamentation. There is no difference in the MBN,
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therefore Chourmouzios and Markos’s decision to analyze only the second

apostrophos that has the antikenoma appears to be purely a stylistic preference.

Variation 3
The third variation by Chourmouzios shows the analysis on the first neume with a
klasma (as compared to Gregorios’s version), but no analysis on the second. The
expectation is that the MBN will have a similar orthography as seen in Fig. 5.2. The
orthography however, is not the same (see Fig. 5.3).

The MBN begins similarly in that the first neume has a psifiston ~_ and
is followed by an apostrophos. While it does seem that there is similarity with all of
the transcriptions, Chourmouzios is the only one to give a different variation,

acknowledging that there is a difference in orthography (Ex. 5.1).

Fig. 5.3: The MBN of a descending melodic phrase

London MS 17718, 78v
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pa——
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®
This is in contrast to the transcriptions of Gregorios and Markos, who show
consistency throughout the third mode. That could be interpreted as a simplification,

since they have one single orthographic transcription for instances where the older

notation shows more than one.
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Dotted Antikenomata

In Ex. 5.2, Gregorios uses an dotted antikenoma ~ - 2 with two descending
apostrophes. Markos’s orthography, while different, shows continuity throughout
the mode. Chourmouzios, while sometimes in agreement with Gregorios, also
shows an orthography possibly revealing his interpretation of the dotted antikenoma

and his preference for neighbor tones.

Ex. 5.2: Gregorios’s use of a dotted antikenoma'®®

Gregorios -

BELY - ™

Chourmouzios

Markos B

.:
‘< fw - W

Fig. 5.4 presents the orthography as written in MBN. What is present in these
instances is a bareia followed by two apostrophes. The first apostrophos has a

klasma.

185 For the purposes of showing each of the variations, Ex. 5.1 is from IIpd¢ seavtov
éraviyov &dvBpwme, Gregorios, p. 31, Chourmouzios, p. 21, Markos, 11r.
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Fig. 5.4: The MBN with a bareia when the NAM presents a dotted antikenoma.

London MS 17718, 49r

W35\

-~
LR

Of the three transcriptions in the NAM, the closest appears to be Chourmouzios’s
analysis of the apostrophos with the klasma in conjunction with the bareia.
Gregorios’s version could be considered a simplification. What is most interesting is
that Markos’s transcription appears to be more of an exegesis of Gregorios’s
transcription rather than of the MBN. This would make sense, because Markos
claimed that he was showing corrections from Gregorios’s transcription. It also
shows, however, how the natural evolution that occurs from transcription to

transcription can eventually differ significantly from the original.

The Use of Parakalesma / Heteron

One of the most consistent notated formulas found throughout the third mode is

seen in Ex. 5.3.
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Ex. 5.3: Gregorios’s use of the parakalesma **°

it

s

Gregorios =
—
é o o *

.

o - av - Ta

Chourmouzios

MNea - av - Ta

Markos

® ! =

e [a - av -Ta

Gregorios’s version includes a parakalesma, whereas Chourmouzios and Markos do
not. However, both Chourmouzios and Markos’s transcriptions could be a
realization of the parakalesma.

In the MBN (Fig. 5.5) it does not have a parakalesma, but does show a
psephiston. Chrysanthos states that the psephiston “calls for a certain power and
vitality to be given to the notes of the neumes it is subscribed.”**” Orthographically
in the NAM, he also states that “it is put under the ison and the ascending neumes

that stand before descending ones, except the kentimata.”*®®

1% Ex. 5.1 is from IIpé¢ oeavtov énaviyov dvbpwme, Gregorios, p. 31, Chourmouzios, p.
21, Markos, 11r.

167 Romanou, Great Theory of Music, 81-82.
168 | bid.
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Fig. 5.5: An area in MBN where the transcription in the NAM shows a psephiston

London MS 17718, 49r

L\N
. _--n \
(3 -'"-v . dam gy
The vague description of “power and vitality” would yield to an oral

tradition. While the orthography in the MBN does differ from Gregorios’s version,

his does allow for the chanter the option to realize the neume.

The Oxeia

Another instance that is similar involves the realization of the neume oxeia == .
It is not typically found in the NAM, but with proper training can be identified as a
realization of the oxeia. In MBN, it looks similar to an oligon = that is
slanted slightly upward. It can also be combined with other neumes, i.e. the

kentimata, the continuous elaphron, or others, as seen in Fig. 5.2.

Fig. 5.6: The oxeia used in different orthographic configurations

2= The oxeia with the continuous elaphron and the kentimata

IJ_
L
=== The oxeia with the kentimata and a digorgon

‘F - - -, . - -
—> The oxeia raised an additional scale degree with an antikenoma
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According to the studies of Simon Karas, depending upon how the oxeia is used, its

simplest realization would be as in Ex. 5.4.*%

Ex. 5.4:'° Simon Karas’s interpretation of the oxeia

The oxeia is located as the third note without realization:

L —— B —

(FELEXPIR

e

O =WVU- [vj- 0@ -TE A - ol

An oxeia that has been realized:

LS —— EL > B —
———_1, S ——
e ® T O o L e

—
o - VU v - o0 - TE Al - oL

In the example above, the oxeia is realized as an appoggiatura.
A very typical phrase found in the third mode at the opening of a doxastikon
is seen here in Ex. 5.5, where Gregorios uses the three consecutive ascending oliga,

each with a klasma.

189 Karas, Mé0odoc, 183-84.
179 1hid., 184.
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Ex. 5.5: Gregorios’s consecutive use of an oligon with a klasma'™

il = -.. -

Gregorios — ——

L.‘ng;
llpog-&¢ - av -1t0 - 0 - ov

- " - -

- . *
Chourmouzios A '
% a
llpog-& - av - 10 - 0 -ov

- » *

— — —_ »

Markos g
é > —
e)

Illpog-¢ - wv 10 - 0 - ov

Chourmouzios simply adds a neighbor tone to the phrase on the third beat. This is
found consistently throughout, with no parallel from either Gregorios or
Chourmouzios. In Markos’s version, this variation where the voice rises an
additional scale degree and then descends back in order to bring additional emphasis
to the text, has been recognized as a possible realization of an oxeia. In addition,
Markos uses this similar orthography consistently throughout the third mode.*’? On
the contrary, Gregorios does not give any indication of an oxeia, which then leads us

to question the MBN.

"L For the purposes of showing each of the variations, Ex. 5.1 is from IIpd¢ oeavtov
éraviyov GvBpwme. Gregorios, p. 31, Chourmouzios, p. 21, Markos, 11r.
12 Karas, Mé0odog, 184.
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In Fig. 5.7, the melody begins with what Karas refers to as a small or hidden
ison (uukpov 1§ kpueov Todxt) and an oligon that has a gorgon.*™ 1t is used in MBN
to represent the first consonant when two consonants are sounded together.*’* This
is followed by the three oliga. The third oligon contains the lygisma, not an oxeia as

one might anticipate.

Fig. 5.7: Incipit written in MBN that uses a lygisma as it ascends

London MS 17718, 48v

og a “w elo

L T -

Comparing it to Gregorios, if it is chanted as written without an exegesis,
then it is the same, but any underlying signs are completely removed.
Chourmouzios’s version has included a neighbor note, but it is not on the syllable
“10,” so it does not include a realization of a lygisma. Markos uses a realization of
an oxeia on the third note like the MBN.

It is interesting to reconsider the burden that the Three Teachers would have
had in deciding which neumes should remain and which should be removed. The
inconsistencies found in Chourmouzios and Markos as compared to the continuity
of Gregorios, with his sparing use of the qualitative neumes, show the variation in

possible realizations in the performance of the third mode.

'3 Ibid., 181.
174 |_ate manuscripts use the isaki (or as Karas states the “small ison”) when the text has a
syllable which begins with a double consonant. See Maria Alexandru, “Some Thoughts,” 57.
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The Dotted Antikenomata with Bareia
In Ex. 5.6, Gregorios uses the typical ending phrase with the bareia, an ison,

an apostrophos, a bareia, an ison, and an apostrophos with two aplai.'”

Ex. 5.6: Use of a dotted antikenoma with a bareia at the end of a musical phrase'”®

| T, Y

H
Gregorios r e e e

Aat - - ov-ov
| LT ) [ -

5 = =
Markos and Chourmouzios ME or i

»
1
Aal - @i~ oV - ov Aot - @ - ov ov

Both Chourmouzios and Markos are inconsistent as to how they interpret this. In
many instances they agree with Gregorios, but they also give a variation, as seen
above. Gregorios does not use a dotted antikenoma. If the antikenoma is realized, as
illustrated in the example, this removes the dotted rhythm and gives a more elegant
descent to the phrase, but is still different than Gregorios.

The MBN in Fig. 5.8 also has a bareia and additionally includes a klasma or
a tzakisma. It is uncertain as to whether or not this would add length or

ornamentation.

1% The aplai are the two small dots located under the apostrophos. They add two additional
beats in the NAM notation - extending the duration of the note.

178 For the purposes of showing each of the variations, Ex. 5.1 is from Ipoc ‘¢avrov.
Gregorios, p. 31, Chourmouzios, p. 21, Markos, 11r.
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Fig. 5.8: A melodic fragment in MBN that contains two bareia

London MS 17718, 49v*"’

-

| \'%:—:x-
'TI"LJ\M w

In the NAM, the klasma is used most often to lengthen, adding an additional beat.

As Chrysanthos states with regard to the NAM:

The clasma is written ™* and is worth one chronos... The note of

the neumes, which bears the clasma, spends two chronoi and during

the delay the voice waves, so to say."®
loannis Arvanitis also mentiones that the klasma, while having the duration of one
time-unit, can produce a small melisma in certain situations that is “free to be
performed or dropped.”*”® The melisma can be interpreted as a neighbor tone as
Karas also suggests.’®® Due to the ambiguity of the klasma or the tzakisma, its
interpretation in a transcription is most likely dependent upon oral tradition.

Considering that Gregorios does not include any evidence of a klasma or a
tzakisma, only the bareia could be realized. As discussed in chapter three however,
this would produce an escape tone according to Karas. Markos and Chourmouzios

are using the dotted antikenomata, which could at least suggest that an attempt was

made to reflect the klasma or a tzakisma existing in the MBN.

Y7 The notation in Bucharest MS 48m, 17r, is identical to that of London MS. 17718.
178 Romanou, Great Theory of Music, 78-79.

79 Arvanitis, “The Rhythmical,” 15.

180 Karas, Méodoc, 194.
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While the different variations are fewer in the third mode than in the other
modes, the continuity found within the realizations of the third mode chants reveal

the agreement in how best to preserve the older notation.
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Chapter 6: The Fourth Mode

There are three primary forms of the fourth mode: heirmologic (Aeyetdg) from Pov,
sticheraric from Ila (re), and papadic from At (sol). The doxastika and theotokia in
each of the doxastaria are in the same form — sticheraric from ITa (re). According to
Chourmouzios, the fourth mode is diatonic, and the sticheraric form uses the

intervals of 9-7-12,8

Discrepancies in the Fourth Mode

Of all of the modes encountered up to this point, the fourth mode contains the most
discrepancies between all three sources. In the first to the third modes,
Chourmouzios and Gregorios agree for the most part. In the areas where they
disagree, it is typical to find Chourmouzios in agreement with Markos, with few
exceptions. That is not the case with the fourth mode, where all three disagree in

many places.

The Homalon

The most remarkable group of discrepancies for the fourth mode is in the use of the
homalon ——=# . The homalon, like the paraklesma or the heteron, is a quality
sign, which is why it is not found alone, but in conjunction with other neumes.

Chrysanthos states that the use of the homalon calls for a “waving of the voice to

181 Terzopoulos, Introduction to the New Method of Byzantine Chant (St. Louis: Psaltic
Notes Press, 2012), 34-35. While the sticheraric form uses the same intervals as first mode,
according to Chourmouzios it differs with regard to the cadences and dominant notes.
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occur in the larynx together with a certain heightening of the note of the neume to
which it is subscribed.”**

Gregorios is found to use the homalon more than Chourmouzios and
Markos. The most common combination found basically covers three beats: the
oligon with a klasma, followed by an apostrophos, then the homalon placed under
an oligon. Unlike many of the other combinations of neumes encountered up to this
point, in these combinations Chourmouzios and Markos show multiple differences.
The following examples show the different combinations found when Gregorios is
using the homalon:

In Ex. 6.1, Gregorios and Markos both use an identical orthography of the
homalon, however. It is important that Chourmouzios analyzes this as he has in
other modes and as expected throughout the fourth mode. What is not expected is

that the identical orthography that Gregorios uses in Ex. 6.1 is also found where

Chourmouzios and Markos disagree completely with Gregorios.

182Romanou, Great Theory of Music, 81.
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Ex. 6.1: Use of the homalon by Gregorios and Markos*®®

Gregorios and Markos

Chourmouzios

S oL- ov o pnv -

Fig. 6.1 shows the same example in MBN with a petasti and an antikenoma.

Fig. 6.1: MBN that is interpreted by Gregorios as an homalon

London MS 17718, 63r
e WX
-ﬁ

Reviewing Chourmouzios alongside the MBN, it appears as if he has given the
realization of a petasti. It is also possible that the manuscript has an underlying
melodic formula attached that would lead both Gregorios and Markos to interpret it
as an homalon as well. In another instance, Gregorios uses an homalon with a

klasma on the “¢” in Ex. 6.2.

183 This example is from T#v érioiov uvijunv arjuepov, Gregorios, p. 63, Chourmouzios, p.
43, Markos, 21v.
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Ex. 6.2: Use of the homalon only by Gregorios while Chourmouzios and Markos

provide a different orthography*®*

Gregorios

H - o - 1 - a

Chourmouzios

Markos — — % ’) > '
% e ® % LN
L ]
H oa - 1 - a - a
When compared to the MBN (Fig. 6.2), unlike the previous example, Chourmouzios

does not provide an analysis of the petasti, but uses an oligon with a klasma.

Fig. 6.2: Another instance in MBN that is interpreted by Gregorios as an homalon

Ms 17718, 77v

Markos in this instance uses a petasti (like the MBN) with a klasma. For all three, if

there is no realization, the result is a step up, held for two beats. If the petasti with a

184 This example is from Hoaio yépeve. Gregorios, p. 99, Chourmouzios, p. 66, Markos, 33r.
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klasma is actually analyzed instead of simply made equivalent to a half note, it
would be as suggested below:

Ex. 6.3: An analysis of a petasti with a klasma

=
— — %) D —

-~

SETrrees

The irony with the realization of the petasti as suggested in Ex. 6.3 is that it is
identical with Chourmouzios’s analysis of the homalon in Ex. 6.1. The only
difference is what follows the oligon with a klasma. This small ornament is identical
to how Markos follows the petasti in Ex. 6.2. The other curiosity is that Markos is in
agreement with Gregorios in Ex. 6.1, but not in Ex. 6.2. There does not seem to be
an explanation for this other than the transcriber’s prerogative.

Ex. 6.4 shows yet another difference between Chourmouzios and Markos at
the location where Gregorios uses an homalon. Here Gregorios has remained with
simple yet consistent orthography. Chourmouzios’s version is significantly different

from any of the other variantions presented above.
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Ex. 6.4: Use of the homalon by Gregorios where Markos uses a parakalesma*®

Gregorios a
> n —_— »

npe- £- OBeEv - EEvV

Chourmouzios

r
R RS U

— T
— N

:-?. e 0% 0,4,

mpe- £- offev - EEV
Markos
> n —— ""-'_;‘ ™~
———
e
(g - P @ - o
) mpe - & affev £EV

Like Ex. 6.1, Ex 6.4 could be considered a realization of an homalon, but now we
have two different variations of a homalon by Chourmouzios. Markos’s version
shown in EX. 6.4 is slightly similar to Chourmouzios’s version in Ex. 6.2, with the
lower neighbor tone. He has added an heteron that was not in any of the previous
versions above.

The MBN has something very different than what was shown in Fig. 6.1 and
6.2 as well. In Fig. 6.3 at the specific point where Gregorios uses an homalon, the

manuscript shows a petasti with an antikenoma. The difference between this and the

185 This example is from Zijucpov écélaupe. Gregorios, p. 327, Chourmouzios, p. 217,
Markos, 100v.
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others above is that it also includes an oligon and a klasma, and is preceeded by an

isaki.8®

Fig. 6.3: A petasti with an antikenoma, an isaki, an oligon, and a klasma

Ms 17718, 162v

(\[ A

I—Zi,av

\v.

Another difference can be seen in the transcription into staff notation where
Chourmouzios transcribes the petasti from ‘G’, rather than ‘A’ where Markos
ornaments the same syllable “cfev”.

While some of the examples show both Chourmouzios and Markos using
different orthography, they are not using the same orthography identically each
time. Sometimes they use different combinations of the variations with no particular
consistency. For instance, in Ex. 6.5 Gregorios uses an homalon, but Chourmouzios
uses the same variation that he used in Ex. 6.1, while Markos uses the same

variation that he used in Ex. 6.4.

188 As noted in the previous chapter, late manuscripts use the isaki (or as Karas states the
“small ison™) when the text has a syllable which begins with a double consonant. See Alexandru,
“Some Thoughts,” 57.
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Ex. 6.5: A different variation by Chourmouzios'®’

Gregorios

Chourmouzios

S— — A > >
—
é ] @ 4 be 4 ©
) e
[y
ool - 015 Ao - youg
Markos
o w _ "-_:‘ [
,——
. p—
§ % —ePe
ool - 01 Ao - YO1G

Where this occurs in MBN, it again simply shows a petasti with an antikenoma.
This suggests that there are different ways of realizing the same written figure from
the MBN. Christian Troelsgard discusses the possibility that in performance practice
there could be more than one version that was acceptable and states that

The scholia (in practice often variants written in red ink) indicate

that multiple variants were taken into account.... Thus the analysis

of chant traditions with strong elements of ‘oral-aural’ qualities can
lead to recognition of formulas with similar musical functions.

It is likely that this is the reason for the discrepancy and the variations.

187 This example is from ITazep Xpoooorous. Gregorios, p. 257, Chourmouzios, p. 168,
Markos, 80v.

188 Troelsgard, “Byzantine Notation,” 12.
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The use of the homalon by Gregorios and the disagreements in orthography
do not seem related to the direction of the melody either. In Ex. 6.6, both
Chourmouzios and Markos are using variations they have used in other examples,
but in these instances the melody is descending. Chourmouzios uses the same
variation that he used in Ex. 6.1, while Markos is using the same variation that he

used in Ex. 6.2.

Ex. 6.6: Markos’s use of a petasti **°

Gregorios _— 3 = o
-

6.

Moo - t;t oV Y1 - 0 - ov Koo

Chourmouzios

—_ » » S » »
é
. L4 . o e 7 o -
e - Tpr ToOV Yu - 0o - ov K«
Markos
— " » ') ]
& &
\ or \
- L - o ] o 3 s . o e 7 o .
Mo - o1 OV Yi - ov Koo Mo - 1 Tov Y - o - ov Kt

As seen in Ex. 6.6, if Markos’s use of a petasti with a klasma is analyzed, its melody
is identical to Chourmouzios’s version. This might suggest that Gregorios has
placed an homalon where a petasti was intended in the MBN. It is also important to
note that Gregorios has also placed the homalon under the two-neume group of an

oligon and an ison, signalling that something is different in the MBN.

189 This example is from T#v érioiov uvijunv arjuepov. Gregorios, p. 63, Chourmouzios, p.
43, Markos, 21v.

101



In Fig. 6.4, there is a different variation than has been presented previously.
Where the homalon occurs in the transcription, the manuscript uses the petasti and

antikenoma in combination, but here also includes a klasma.

Fig. 6.4: The combination of the petasti, an antikenoma, and a klasma written in

MBN

Ms 17718, 62v

o~ -
i
oV (C
s
This could be Gregorios’s purpose for using two neumes with the oligon placed
under them. With regard to Chourmouzios and Markos, one interpretation in
present-day performance practice of what Gregorios has written, is what
Chourmouzios has written in his transcription, as well as what Markos’s
transcription would be if the petasti with a klasma were interpreted. If Markos’s
transcription is not analyzed, the petasti with a klasma reflects what is seen in
London MS 17718, 62v without the antikenoma; however, there is no indication in
the Doxastarion of Markos that he had access to the MBN.
There are also instances in chants of the fourth mode where the homalon is
used twice within the same musical phrase as found here in Ex. 6.7. Gregorios uses
an homalon twice in close proximity. As with the other examples, neither

Chourmouzios nor Markos use an homalon in their versions.
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Ex. 6.7: Homalons used consecutively*®

Gregorios
e e —— ; > " - -;
o —
é o . L J = ] - @ <
.
yap Ttou S wou A - a- pa . -
Chourmouzios
S S . » w " > >
8
be
0 o o - @ - - . - &
.
yap Tou Skl vou A - @ - po ) Pt
Markos

—
.
o - - b e L, " L

.
yap Tou Bel wou A - a - PEL = ou

Chourmouzios does not seem to recognize the first homalon and only uses an oligon
with a klasma. He does use the same analysis that he used in Ex. 6.6, however, with
the same light ornamentation. Markos, on the other hand, uses a petasti in the first
instance followed by the two apostrophes with a gorgon. This is similar to Ex. 6.2
and 6.6. In the second instance where Gregorios uses an homalon in the phrase,
Markos uses an analysis similar to that he had used in Ex. 6.5, only without the
heteron. Where Markos has left out the klasma on the petasti and the heteron under

the second sign might appear to be a mistake, but he uses this phrase in several other

9 This example is from Tijv érjorov uvijuny arjuspov. Gregorios, p. 63, Chourmouzios, p.
43, Markos, 21v.
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instances within the fourth mode. The MBN in both of these occurrences can be

seen in Fig. 6.5 below.

Fig. 6.5: Two homalons used consecutively in close proximity

London MS 17718, 63r
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The homalon seen in Gregorios’s transcription would occur in Fig. 6.5 on the
syllables, “vov” and “pe”. This is a very useful example, because it shows both
combinations that we have seen independently in other areas of the manuscript
within the fourth mode. The first syllable only has a petasti with an antikenoma,
while the other shows a petasti, an oligon, a klasma, and an antikenoma. It is
interesting that no matter which combination is seen, Gregorios simply reduces it to

an oligon with an homalon, as if to take other interpretations and put them into one

clean package.

The Psephiston —

Although the homalon is not used in the case of the next example, Ex. 6.8, it is
interesting to see that Chourmouzios analyzes Gregorios’s oligon with a klasma the
same way he analyzes Gregorios’s homalon. Chourmouzios uses the combination of
an oligon with the kentimata and a gorgon, and then follows it with an apostrophos.

The difference between Ex. 6.8a and 6.8b is that Gregorios uses a psephiston with a
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klasma in Ex. 6.8a. Orthographically the use of the psephiston is correct, because

the note that follows it is descending.

Ex. 6.8: The psephiston in a melodic phrase®

d. .
Gregorios . =
é — f
e) . .
1 13 TpE TV
Chourmouzios i |
e
Y]
1 a -Tpe £ TV
b.

Gregorios

ToU - Ov - ou Tov £K

Chourmouzios

TOL - QU- OU TO - OV EK

YL Ex. 6.8a is from Zijuspov ééhaupe. Gregorios, p. 327, Chourmouzios, p. 217, Markos,
100v. The example for b. is from Tiv érijorov pvijunyv eruepov. Gregorios, p. 63, Chourmouzios, p.
43, Markos, 21v.
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As for Markos, he uses the same orthography as Gregorios in the same instances.
Even though Chourmouzios uses the same realization that he has used for the
homalon in a previous example, the explanation might be as simple as a stylistic
difference. His realization has no great effect on the melody other than changing its
aesthetic. These instances shown in Ex. 6.8a and 6.8b are found throughout the

fourth mode.

Fig. 6.6: An ascending melody in MBN

London MS 17718, 63v
-L“
5‘

(o G

With regard to the MBN as seen in Fig. 6.6, Chourmouzios’s version is the doubling

of the time value for the oligon, then realization of the klasma as a neighbor note.

Ending Phrases
A stylistic difference in the fourth mode has been found in other modes as well. In
Ex. 6.9, both Gregorios and Chourmouzios agree with a very typical orthographic

combination that is only found at the ends of musical phrases.
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Ex. 6.9: An ending phrase in the fourth mode®*?

Gregorios
and Chourmouzios —_— 2w\ T S

Ni ka K I wv
Markos
F

— » P ELY — - > -l
O
/ — fr— —
gy @
? () - - - - P - - =

Ni ka - € € L t v

There is nothing to indicate that Markos is providing a correction, since
Chourmouzios and Gregorios are consistently in agreement, and there does not
appear to be any shortening or elongation due to qualitative neumes. It therefore
seems plausible that Markos’s version is a stylistic preference to use an
appoggiatura perhaps based on the yphos of his teacher.

Gregorios and Chourmouzios’s transcriptions are closest to the MBN (Fig.
6.7), but within this same melodic formula, there is a petasti present with a klasma
and an antikenoma, and that is not reflected in any of the transcriptions.
Fig. 6.7: An ending melodic formula for the fourth mode in MBN

London MS 17718, 63r

RO NS\
A QU e TS i

192 The example is from T#v étioiov uvijunv oijuepov. Gregorios, p. 63, Chourmouzios, p.
43, Markos, 21v.
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The only possible indication of an antikenoma from the MBN into the NAM is from
the contour of the melody. Because the antikenoma, according to Chrysanthos,
indicated a bolder sound to be made where it is indicated, this is accomplished as
the “Nt” is held for two beats and from here descends to “®v.”

This again shows the difficulty of transcription from MBN into the NAM.
After reviewing the multiple alternative orthographic versions by Chourmouzios
and Markos in the above examples, it seems plausible that Gregorios, in the process
of simplifying the notation and the musical phrase, incorporated various
combinations of neumes to serve as equivalents to the homalon. So by using the
orthographic rules of the NAM, the formulas of MBN were realized based on the

sounding melody.
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Chapter 7: The Plagal of the First Mode

The repertoire in the doxastaria that is written in the plagal of the first mode is based
on ITa (Re), just like the authentic first mode. The intervals for the tetrachords, as in
the first mode, are 9-7-12.'%

The difference in this mode as compared to the first mode is in how it uses
the scale. In the plagal of the first mode, the melodies tend to use the upper
tetrachord, with Ke as the dominant note, even though many of the melodies may

begin from ITo and Av.™*

General Observations
There are twice as many theotokia and doxastika written for fixed feasts in the
plagal of the first mode, fourteen, than there are in the first mode. All of the
differences found in the plagal of the first mode are orthographic, and represent
differences found in melodic and rhythmic structure, but no modal discrepancies
were found with placement of the fthora. Additionally, there are no differences
between Gregorios and Chourmouzios in the doxastikon O éxi t@v koAxewv. This is
an unusual finding, since all other fixed modes have at least one, if not multiple
differences.

The most remarkable aspects of this mode regarding differences between the

sources include the quantity of what can be considered common differences within

19 Terzopoulos, Introduction to the New Method, 36-37. Here, “since na is four notes
lower than ke — the basis for the first mode — it was named by the old teachers the plagal of the first
mode.”

19 Karas, Méfodog, 293-302,
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the plagal of the first mode and the quantity of fragments where Gregorios is more

elaborate in his orthography than both Chourmouzios and Markos.

Ending Phrases

There is one orthographical fragment that is found at the end of melodic phrases. It
is also the most common discrepancy recurring within this mode and is also found
in other modes as well, but it is not always interpreted the same way as in other
modes.'*® It involves the use of three consecutive apostrophes at the end of a phrase,

as shown in Ex. 7.1.

Ex. 7.1: Descending apostrophes at the end of a melodic phrase®®

Gregorios and Chourmouzios

.
npe - ofe-ev-¢

Markos ) (B >

H{L r‘.lh_ £= EU=E

In Ex. 7.1, both Gregorios and Chourmouzios use a simple descent while Markos
uses the two apostrophes followed by a bareia, an ison, and an apostrophos.
Markos’s version is written in a way that could be analyzed further, as the

alternative excerpt suggests. This is an ornamented version resulting from the

1% See p. 30, Example 3.3a.
19 This example is from “Ocue [Tdzep, kalijv dpedpec kiiuaxo. Gregorios, p. 3,
Chourmouzios, p. 3, Markos, 2r.
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quality sign, the bareia.'®’

While it can be chanted as a simple note, the oral
tradition of the bareia often places a simple ornament between the ison and the last
apostrophos. While this is a small difference, it is found more often in this mode
than in any of the others for this mode and characterizes Markos’s version for the
plagal of the first.

In the original MBN, the same areas are presented with a piesma (double
bareia) and the continuous elaphron (Fig. 7.1). As mentioned in Chapter 4, Karas

suggests that the piesma when fully realized is ornamented in a way that is

comparable to sixteenth notes. Neither transcription resembles this.

Fig. 7.1: The MBN in the plagal of the first mode where the NAM has three

consecutive apostrophes
London MS 17718, 37v

~
g \\F\
rosba

The closest transcription that shows slight ornamentation on the final two notes is
Markos’s, which like Ex. 4.2 in Chapter 4, includes a bareia.

Another melodic formula that usually occurs near the end of a musical
phrase is shown in Ex. 7.2. In this instance it is not a correction, but a stylistic

difference possibly resulting from oral tradition.

7 Karas, MéOodoc, 197,
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Ex. 7.2: A common melodic formula at the end of a musical phrase*®

! r

.- . i
D D — 2L W

Gregorios and Chourmouzios E T o e 188 |

s UF

Ouv-ov-pa-vt -1 - ¢

‘\,! £ “ Cunn g "".
|==] ~ |
Markos
S VT
Ov-ov-pa -vt -1 - ¢

In the above example, Gregorios and Chourmouzios both descend by step using an
apostrophos as opposed to Markos who uses an elaphron and descends by two scale
degrees. This, of course, has an effect on how the continuous elaphron »C™ is

approached. Fig. 7.2 also shows the inclusion of a piesma in the MBN.

Fig. 7.2: The MBN in the plagal of the first mode at the end of a musical phrase

London MS 17718, 37v

I
\ ‘J
S “

5% Q_q.‘l] & 4

198 This example is from ‘Oaie ITdzep, Kalav dpedpec khiuaxa. Gregorios, p. 3,
Chourmouzios, p. 3, Markos, 2r.
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Taking into consideration the ornamentation that can be realized, it seems likely that
Gregorios’s and Chourmouzios’s transcriptions are the more accurate, while

Markos’s is probably a stylistic difference.'*°

Simple Neume Combinations by Markos

When the three sources in each of the modes are compared, typically Gregorios uses
the more simplified neume combinations, while Markos tends to present a more
elegant style of orthography by showing more of the analysis or a different
variation. In the plagal of the first mode, however, there are more instances where
Markos’s orthography is simplified as compared to Gregorios’s.

Ex. 7.3: Use of the klasma in the plagal of the first mode?®

P — 3D »

Gregorios o'l | iy

e oNy @

= Z o -

® .o-8ov @ - k-0 OV- OUK
1 B — » ] »
Chourmouzios and Markos I — . - +—
e -] —1
[~ L~ —— -

199 Karas, MéHodog, 197.
20 This example is from ‘Ocue ITdzep, kaliv dpedpec kiiuaxe. Gregorios, p. 3,
Chourmouzios, p. 3, Markos, 2r.
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In Ex. 7.3, Chourmouzios and Markos have used a very simple melody that
primarily uses a klasma, which is very different from Gregorios’s version.
Gregorios uses a more ornate melodic line, choosing a petasti with a klasma. If
Gregorios’s intent is for the petasti to be interpreted, then the melody becomes even

more ornate. This can be seen in Ex. 7.4.

Ex. 7.4: Analysis of a petasti with an apostrophos and a klasma

| ™ -
— —— T S - — —
(e o b A -

While each version has the same number of beats, Markos and Chourmouzios’s

version only uses six notes to Gregorios’s ten, leaving a more elegant style. This is
quite unusual, because typically Markos has the more ornate version. If Markos and
Chourmouzios’s intent was to simplify the melodies, this certainly contradicts that
notion.

When compared to Gregorios, the MBN also shows a more elaborate
melodic line (Fig. 7.3).
Fig. 7.3: The MBN where the apostrophos and the klasma appear in the
transcription

London MS 17718, 37b

TN e \S
T —

f/: 5\-Pl a.%?\w;
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London MS 11718 and Bucharest MS 48m both include a piesma and a descending
apostrophos with a petasti and a klasma. Markos and Chourmouzios’s transcription
is more of an abridgement of the ornate melody. More interesting are Gregorios’s
transcriptions that are simplified rather than ornate, discussed in the final
conclusion.

Chourmouzios in this instance disagrees with Gregorios’s orthography, but

there are some exceptions elsewhere within the mode.

Ex. 7.5: Consecutive use of the klasmata®®*

Gregorios and Chourmouzios x >
0
é—d—‘ =
E jle L 1
L
Markos

In Ex. 7.5, Markos’s use of the klasma is similar to that shown in Ex. 7.3, as it is
kept very simple as it ascends. Gregorios and Chourmouzios analyze the klasma by
using an oligon with a kentimata and a gorgon, followed by an apostrophos. This

produces a slight ornamentation. Like EX. 7.4, both versions have an equal number

21 This example is from ‘Ocue ITdzep, Koy dpedpec kiiuaxo. Gregorios, p. 3,
Chourmouzios, p. 3, Markos, 2r.
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of beats. Markos uses only three notes, keeping the melodic fragment simple, while

both Gregorios and Chourmouzios have five notes.

The MBN also reveals an identical notation to Markos’s transcription. The

exegesis seen in Gregorios’s and Chourmouzios’s transcription is very common and

found in each of the modes, both ascending and descending. This should therefore

be considered an accepted analysis reflecting oral tradition.

Markos’s transcription is also less ornate

Chourmouzios’s transcriptions in Ex. 7.6.

Ex. 7.6: A shortened melodlic fragment by Markos®*?

C— —

(L)

than Gregorios and

Gregorios and Chourmouzios —_—
11 1
é ey —
-

0y

TO1-0 -0 - TG

Markos

TOL - O - NG

It is also closest to the orthography found in MBN (see Fig. 7.4).

Fig 7.4: An oxeia in MBN

London MS 17718, 44r

T~

— g

’sq

22 This example is from Q2 uaxoapio dvdc. Gregorios, p. 19, Chourmouzios, p. 3, Markos, 7r.
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In both manuscripts, the first neume is an oxeia and implies that an exegesis would
be possible. Gregorios and Chourmouzios’s transcription appears to be an analysis.
One possibility would be the analysis of the strepton,?® which is typically seen in

combination with an oxeia and might be assumed in these manuscripts. ***

The Antikenomata —
The antikenomata are used throughout the plagal of the first mode. In some areas,
this enables Markos to have a more ornate melodic line than Gregorios. As
discussed above, there are instances where Gregorios’s version is more elaborate
than Markos’s, because he uses the dotted antikenomata. In most instances with the
antikenomata, Chourmouzios provides an identical orthography to Gregorios.

In Ex. 7.7, there are two antikenomata used in close proximity to each other
by both Gregorios and Chourmouzios. If both are analyzed, then a more ornate
melodic line is possible.?® The analysis of the antikenoma is included below the

original example.

203 Sea p. 14.
204 Karas, MéOodoc, 214.
25 1hid., 209.
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Ex. 7.7: Use of a dotted antikenoma by Gregorios and Chourmouzios®®

Gregorios and Chourmouzios

-with analysis of antikenoma E m N M ™~

D)
v 0O -0- 0L -1 =-E§E
'n‘, » »
» .
N
Markos .- g
AN 7 4

- with analysis of antikenoma
E i

S VF

D)

0O - 0-01L -1 -E

A peculiarity is found when Gregorios’s and Chormouzios’s versions are compared
to Markos’s orthography. In Example 7.7, Markos uses the dotted antikenoma only
once, but begins the same area with the petasti with a klasma. When performed
simply, this leaves a very basic descending contour. If the petasti and the dotted

antikenoma are both analyzed, the melodic line is very similar to Gregorios’s. The

2 This example is from ‘Ocue ITdzep, kaliv dpedpec kiiuaxe. Gregorios, p. 3,
Chourmouzios, p. 3, Markos, 2r.
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peculiar aspect is that both neumes have a similar analysis,?*” which leads to the

question if only one or both neumes should be analyzed.

Fig 7.5: MBN where there are dotted antikenomata in the transcriptions

London MS 17718, 37v

‘ L]
\.J.;"_.—. “1:

® N 1 |

The MBN (Fig. 7.5) shows the antikenoma with the ascending petasti, so it could be
argued that it is related to each of the transcriptions. If both transcriptions are
performed with the analysis as suggested, they appear similar enough that the only
difference is the orthography; it seems that neither is incorrect.

As was often observed in the plagal of the first mode and in the other modes,
Markos uses the dotted antikenomata to give a more elaborate or ornate version than
Gregorios. In Ex. 7.8, Gregorios and Chourmouzios agree, but not consistently;

sometimes Chourmouzios also agrees with Markos’s use of the same neume.

27 Karas, Méfodoc, 255-T1.
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Ex. 7.8: Use of a dotted antikenoma by Markos?*®

Gregorios and Chourmouzios

Markos

In Ex. 7.8 above, Gregorios and Chourmouzios use a very simple ascending
orthography of two notes, while Markos’s is more elegant with the dotted
antikenoma and longer melodic line that breaks up four beats into five notes. In
addition, if the antikenoma is analyzed as suggested in the alternative that follows
Markos’s example, this allows for an even more ornate version. More peculiar is
that in this mode Markos’s version tends to be simpler than Gregorios’s and
Chourmouzios’s, with fewer exceptions. The MBN at first looks most similar to the

transcriptions by Gregorios and Chourmouzios (see Fig. 7.6).

%8 This example is from ‘Ocue ITdzep, Koy dpedpec kiiuaxe. Gregorios, p. 3,
Chourmouzios, p. 3, Markos, 2r.
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Fig. 7.6: The MBN used where Markos Domestikos’s transcription includes a dotted
antikenoma

London MS 17718, 37v

%
‘&
If only the transcription were available, it would not be apparent that indeed more of
an analysis is possible. The MBN includes a petasti instead of an oligon. With this
in mind, however, it appears as if Markos’s ornamentation is possibly more extreme

than the MBN suggests.

The Homalon
There is some inconsistency in how and when the homalon is used in each of the
three doxastaria in the plagal of the first mode. In Ex. 7.9, each version is different.
Gregorios is the only one who uses the homalon, while Chourmouzios and Markos
each offer a different interpretation of it. Chourmouzios shows a slight
ornamentation by dividing the beat into two notes, and Markos uses a petasti with a
klasma.

The irony here is that Chourmouzios’s version is the actual analysis of a
petasti with a klasma.”® Both the petasti and the homalon are considered to be

quality signs, but the analysis for the homalon is less obvious.?*

29 Karas, Méhodoc (1996), 9.

210 1he petasti can be written independently without need of another neume or quality sign.
It can either be be chanted plainly as shown in Markos’s version as transcribed into staff notation, or
interpreted as Chourmouzios’s version shows. The homalon is never shown independently, because
it has to be placed with a directional neume, such an ison, an oligon, or others.
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Ex. 7.9: Use of the homalon by Gregorios**

Gregorios
- B
Chourmouzios ws
)
—
e
v o 5
0 w - po
J
Markos D
b
7 o
0 -pa

In present-day performance practice, this musical fragment can be chanted literally
by repeating the note, giving a staccato effect. It can also be chanted in a manner
similar to what Chourmouzios suggested, but less literally and more like a slight
pulse than something that can be notated. If the homalon is correct, then this would
not be obvious from the versions provided by Chourmouzios or Markos. The MBN

shows an ascending petasti with an antikenoma and a klasma and then an

apostrophos (Fig. 7.7).

21 This example is from Q2 uaxoapio dvdc. Gregorios, p. 19, Chourmouzios, p. 3, Markos, 7r.
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Fig. 7.7: MBN where the homalon is seen in transcription

London MS 17718, 44r

If kept simple, the manuscripts are closest to Markos’s transcription without any
additional exegesis. This same orthography that is in the manuscripts is used
consistently in other modes, also where Gregorios uses the homalon.??
Chourmouzios’s transcription has also been seen where Gregorios uses the
homalon. If the petasti shown in Markos’s transcription is fully realized, it is the
same as Chourmouzios’s transcription as well. One can conclude that all of the

transcriptions are correct and result in the same melody when analyzed.

The Parakalesma 4 —~_9
The qualitative neume parakalesma (also referred to as heteron) is used throughout
this mode in all three Doxastaria. There are areas where all agree, as well as
findings similar to those seen in other modes. In addition, there are also areas
showing more stylistic difference than analysis. In Ex. 7.10, Markos demonstrates a
stylistic difference that contradicts Gregorios’s and Chourmouzios’s simpler
version.

Markos has placed the parakalesma under HAiiac (Elias), giving the word
more emphasis, and thereby making the musical fragment more elegant in the

musical phrase. This is, of course, because it is a quality sign that connects the

212 See p. 107.
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oligon to the ison on the syllable “A1” to avoid a staccato-like effect. It is much more

than a slur or tie, rather an almost pulse-like connection between the two notes.?**

Ex. 7.10: Use of the parakalesma by Markos®**

Gregorios and Chourmouzios : jjri

D v ev-pev H-M-ag o- a-op-pa-o

r -
PP — A " — b AN

A 9

g

i
Markos I
—‘—

a nmv ev-pev H- Ai-1 - a5 a-op-po-o

It does seem possible that Gregorios and Chourmouzios simplified the phrase by
using a petasti <., which reduces the emphasis on the text by comparison, but
also reflects the goal of the NAM to simplify melodic phrases.

The MBN in London MS 11718 and Bucharest MS 48m show orthography
that closely relates to Gregorios and Chourmouzios’s transcription, with the
exception of the antikenoma and an unusual analysis of the elaphron that occurs at

the end of the melodic phrase as seen in Fig. 7.8.

213 Karas, Méfodoc, 211-13.
214 This example is from ‘Ocue ITdzep, kaliv dpedpec kiiuaxe. Gregorios, p. 3,
Chourmouzios, p. 3, Markos, 2r.
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Fig. 7.8: MBN where Markos has indicated a parakalesma in the transcription

London MS 17718, 37r

T« A"
R N RO WS TR
"-, —_—— v

ey 1«5 ag poa

It is not known if Markos would have seen the MBN. His orthography when

compared to that of the manuscripts in MBN suggests that he made a stylistic
transcription learned through oral transmission and not a correction.

From reviewing the discrepancies found in the plagal of the first mode, a few
pertinent areas are seen to characterize the orthography of Gregorios,
Chourmouzios, and Markos. The main finding is that in this mode more than in any
other, Gregorios provides a more elaborate orthography that can be considered more
elegant, as compared to Markos’s versions. In most modes in the Doxastarion,
Gregorios maintains a very simple orthography, but occasionally, as in this mode,
he uses a more detailed fragment. The findings with regard to the antikenoma, the
homalon, the heteron, and others shown here are consistent with those of the other

modes and reflect the simplification that the NAM advocates.
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Chapter 8: The Plagal of the Second Mode

The plagal of the second mode, like its authentic counterpart, is a chromatic mode.
Unlike the second mode, however, it is considered a hard chromatic mode for this
genre with the base of ITa (Re). The present-day and accepted ascending intervals
are 6-20-4. This was a correction to Chrysanthos’s theory made a few years later by
Chourmouzios and Theordoros Phokaeus and later by the Patriarchal Committee of
1881,%" as seen below in Fig. 8.1.%%

Fig. 8.1: Diagram of the plagal of the second mode according to Chrysanthos and

Chourmouzios?’

Ma
' 3
i\l__r‘[
18
?t‘n
' 7
!(z
12
ﬂ‘l
' 3
lFa
18
B_qu
' 7
Ma

215 Eystathios Makris, “The Chromatic Scales of the Deuteros Modes in Theory and Practice
,” Plainsong and Medieval Music 14 (2005): 10.

28 Romanou, Great Theory of Music, 121.

21" Terzopoulos, Introduction to the New Method , 39.
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General Observations

Among the many differences that | identified between the three sources, the most
unusual is the frequency with which Gregorios, Chourmouzios, and Markos present
transcriptions that conflict from one another. In many of the modes reviewed above,
Chourmouzios’s orthography agrees with either Gregorios’s or Markos’s and is only
rarely completely different, but this is not the case with the plagal of the second
mode. One of the main observations is that Chourmouzios provides a different

orthography in more cases here than in the other modes.

Parakalesma versus Homalon
The first observation is that many fragments are in disagreement, especially with
Gregorios and Markos, and contain a parakalesma and/or an homalon. In the
previous chapters, many examples of the use of quality signs were presented. How
the quality signs relate to one another is discussed further in the concluding chapter.
In Ex. 8.1, the homalon is used by Gregorios, while the parakalesma is used
by Markos, and neither is used by Chourmouzios. This particular fragment is one
that Gregorios uses very frequently in this mode. It is simple and without any
realization, thus with the expectation that the chanter will know how to analyze the
neume properly. Chourmouzios’s version appears to be a realization of the homalon

where he uses a neighbor tone.
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Ex. 8.1: Use of the parakalesma by Markos and the homalon by Gregorios in the

plagal of the second mode?*®

]

Gregorios 4

-
—

=

Ly
Yap pt- ng

-
¥

b
L

yappt - t-Qng

Chourmouzios

Markos _‘——_I“'l s

"_"'"‘-._.3 '

) vb'v i
L
yappt-t - t-{ng

Markos presents one of the more interesting transcriptions with a large parakalesma
that seems to incorporate four notes. Considering present-day performance practice,
it is uncertain how this neume would be executed given the many notes it
incorporates.

The MBN (Fig. 8.2) has an oligon and a petasti with a klasma on “pt” and an
apostrophos with an apoderma on the syllable “Cnc”.**® Chourmouzios and
Gregorios both give plausible transcriptions. The performance of the MBN could
be interpreted as a realization of the homalon, as used by Gregorios. At the same
instance, Chourmouzios’s transcription gives a realization of a petasti with a

klasma.

218 This example is from Zijuspov, 6 roic voepoic Opovoic éravamovduevoc Oedc. Gregorios,
p. 13, Chourmouzios, p. 10, Markos, 5r.

219 |0annis Arvanitis states that the apoderma can extend the duration of the note two time-
units. See his “The Rhythmical,” p. 21.
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Fig. 8.2: The MBN where Markos has presented an unusual use of a parakalesma in

the translation

London MS 17718, 42r

\

frac 2. 38

r‘:((l f’s
Markos’s does not seem similar to the MBN. Initially he has given it an additional
beat. Secondly, he places the ornament later on the syllable “pt” that Chourmouzios
and Gregorios.

In EX. 8.2, Gregorios continues to use the homalon in his transcription as he

did in other modes, without any realization. Chourmouzios and Markos, on the
other hand, have both presented very different transcriptions. First, both Gregorios
and Chourmouzios have five beats in their transcriptions, whereas Markos add an
additional beat. Chourmouzios places the ornament on “B&1” going up by step and
like an anticipation returns down by step. Markos uses a parakalesma under the
grouping of the oligon followed by an ison and kentimata with a gorgon. This puts

the emphasis on “e1,” extending the syllable.
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Ex. 8.2: Three different approaches to the same melodic phrase?°

Gregorios -
—
é *Z &
L)
n BeL- oa
=
Chourmouzios wimnle e
—
o o"%4.
.
n Bet-eL - ox
Markos W S=u 15 >
e »

o8 8%

nBeLel - oa-«

Similar to Fig. 8.3, in Fig. 8.3 there is a petasti with an oligon and a klasma on the

syllable “Ber”.

Fig. 8.3: Another occurrence in the MBN where Markos uses a parakalesma in the
transcription.

London MS 17718, 43v

\\a\ '
‘V%'i O

20 This example is from Aty fuépa Kopiov. Gregorios, p. 18, Chourmouzios, p. 13,
Markos, 6v.
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In this instance, Chourmouzios does not use a neighbor tone to ornament the
syllable, giving a different realization. Note that he choses to provide a variety of
realizations for the same neume or neume grouping. Gregorios, on the other hand,
gives the performer the opportunity to make a decision whether or not to perform a
realization, but instead of using the petasti with a klasma in his transcription, he uses

an homalon.

The Use of Digorgon

It is not unusual to see a gorgon in each mode. The gorgon simply divides the
duration of the beat between the neume preceding it and the one in which it is
placed. The digorgon works similarly and affects the neume before and after,
dividing it into thirds like a triplet. The trigorgon is used to divide four neumes into
four equal parts, like four sixteenth-notes. Fig. 8.4 shows each of the different

dividing signs:

Fig. 8.4: Markings that divide a beat
Gorgon T E
Digorgon t— S,

Trigorgon t— € e t__

Va + Vi + Va4 + V4
The digorgon and the trigorgon are seldomly found in each of the three sources of

this investigation for most modes. They are used with more frequency, specifically
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by Chourmouzios in the plagal of the second mode. Ex. 8.3 shows how the digorgon

is used within the mode by Chourmouzios.

Ex. 8.3: Use of the digorgon by Chourmouzios®**

Gregorios

3
Chourmouzios % =
[y,
-VEL - &L -V
&"._ 4 ‘-
H rm M~
Markos o M s
e)

-VEL - €L -V

Gregorios uses a petasti with a klasma followed by the continuous elaphron >C ™.
Markos uses a simple melodic fragment without any suggested quality sign. In both

Gregorios’s and Markos’s versions, it is reduced to five pitches rather than six, and

the divisions are 2:1.

22 This example is from Aty fuépa Kopiov. Gregorios, p. 19, Chourmouzios, p. 13, Markos, 6v.
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It is curious that Choumouzios chose to use a digorgon. In Fig. 8.5, there

appears to be no indication of this division.

Fig. 8.5: MBN where Choumouzios has indicated a digorgon in his transcription

London MS 17718, 43v

- b
LA

- ALY
4
- Theerps PR Y
Here Markos’s transcription appears to be the closest to the manuscripts.
Overall, the primary discrepancies seen within the plagal of the second mode
reflect issues that were not resolved with the NAM. In some instances, like the
homalon and a parakalesma, the confusion is evident with the numerous

orthographic configurations found in each of the Doxastaria. Also discovered in this

mode was Chourmouzios’s use of the neume combination of an oligon with the

-
kentimata and a gorgon, followed by an apostrophos === ~— » , because he uses

this in the same instances where Gregorios uses several other neume combinations.
Finally, one of the more consistent observations was the use of a digorgon in

this mode, specifically by Chourmouzios. Its frequency here, but not in the other

modes, leads us to conclude that it might be a stylistic characteristic of

Chourmouzios in this mode.
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Chapter 9: The Barys Mode

Aebte dmovteg, motaw¢ mavnyvpiocwuev (Come everyone who believes) is the only
doxastikon written in the Barys mode, and is included in all three doxastaria.??
There are no theotokia written in Barys, and only nine stichera that are included in
the music sources. This doxastikon is written in the Barys mode from I'a. Prior to
the 1881 Commission and according to Chourmouzios, the Barys mode for

sticheraric melodies used an enharmonic scale.??

Differences within the Doxastikon

In the doxastikon, Aedte dravtes, motds mavpyvpiocwuev, there are 31 differences
found among the sources that include variations in notation affecting the duration of
a melodic phrase or the melody itself, and in the use of the fthora.

The first notational difference to be reviewed in the composition involves
the consecutive use of an apostrophos with a klasma. These occur at two locations
within the melodic phrase, at the beginning or the end.

There are three notational differences that occur at the beginning of musical
phrases. The first appears on the word dravreg, meaning “everyone.” Gregorios and
Chourmouzios notate this three-syllable word using a descending melodic line in a

syllabic style with use of a klasma over each of the apostrophes (Ex. 9.1).

22 febre Gmavtes, motdc maviyupicwuey. Gregorios, p. 139, Chourmouzios, p. 91, Markos,
45v, London, MS 17718, 93r, Bucharest MS 48m, 55r.

228 Terzopoulos, Introduction to the New Method, 40. See Chapter 5 for enharmonic
intervals according to third mode.
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Ex. 9.1: Three descending apostrophes

Gregorios and Chourmouzios

‘ff f— ~ - =

= Tz 2
e | :

| |

2 =1 - |
[ i . Wl [ = [ =
U | |
o | |

Asv - 1€ o - TaV - TEG

Markos
S i O A
“‘ O i

Agv - T1E a - mav - TE - £¢

Markos treats this text differently, with the first syllable appearing to be an
exegesis of an oxeia as it leaps up by two pitches before descending. This leap does
not appear elsewhere in the doxastikon, implying that Markos was possibly giving
emphasis to the opening phrase Aeite dravres (Come everyone) in an effort to show
a stylistic difference as opposed to an orthographic one. The other noticeable
difference is on the third syllable. Markos shows an analysis of a klasma with a
bareia, an ison, and a dotted apostrophos. This is very typical at phrase endings and
will be addressed in more detail as a separate difference.

In the MBN (see Fig. 9.1), the main difference is seen in the oxeia with a

klasma. It appears that Markos’s transcription is analysis of the oxeia.
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Fig. 9.1: MBN with an oxeia

1 u-—nﬂY%

Gregorios and Chourmouzios’s transcriptions are not necessarily incorrect, since
both can be viewed as the simplified version of the MBN.
The second difference is seen over the text, Tooda t;jv. In this instance only,

Gregorios uses the three descending klasmata, without further analysis (Ex. 9.2).

Ex. 9.2: Use of a dotted antikenoma by Chourmouzios and Markos

Gregorios
| ~ S r
4 T 7 1 —] ]
1 | .Y 1 11 1 1
e = ﬁj—d—'
)
Tov T-o0v - &« mv Qv - - Angv

L ~ p=
e e Y > ")lc__“)_._.
| 11 —
| I AT |
Ll = - J -
tov I-o0v - S -1 - MV PU Anv
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Fig. 9.2: An antikenoma in MBN

v \ o

ﬂu} 1 ?3/\ 7:;(

Chourmouzios and Markos both use a dotted antikenoma on the third klasma and

are in agreement rhythmically. When their analyses are compared to the MBN in

Fig. 9.2, it confirms the presence of an antikenoma.
The third area where there is a discrepancy is on the phrase, 6 éoti e nucv.

Here, each of the three sources interprets Petros’s doxastikon differently (Ex. 9.3).

Ex. 9.3: Chourmouzios’s analysis of the second apostrophos

Gregorios
AN > > > ~ >
—_— > > S \—> > n = >
a4 - a4
|
] A}
L2~ = ’
ANI V.4 D o » * 9 P= ——
0 € - OTL - 1 UE - € OMN-N-pw-w- ®w -wv o
Chourmouzios
_ 3 225 3 3 5 on X 5 5 3
T =
B
Lz = !
Q) [, P |
0 € -OTL-Ll-L -L pe ON -N-pw - W-wWV-0
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Markos

é
0
0
F
|

0 € -0TL-1 HE-OM-M-HO - ® - W-WV O

Gregorios maintains a consistent use of consecutive apostrophes with a klasma until
after the bareia, where he uses an ison and a dotted apostrophos with a gorgon for
the text “ueb.” Markos’s interpretation is similar to Gregorios’s until the word
“ued”. Here it seems it is a mistake, because the text does not flow as if it were
spoken. The other two sources maintain the duration of “pe’ longer than one beat,
audibly making it sound less forced and more natural. Chourmouzios analyzes the
third apostrophos by giving emphasis to the accent, but chooses not to analyze
“ned”.

The MBN (Fig. 9.3) on the syllable “ot” shows a petasti with an
apostrophos and a klasma. This is shown in the analysis by Chourmouzios, but
Gregorios and Markos keep this in a simplified form with no indication that there
could be an exegesis. This could, however, also be coincidental because it was seen
often enough in every mode that the consecutive apostrophes with klasmata are
notated like this by Choumouzios with the MBN without any indication of a

qualitative neume.
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Fig. 9.3: Chourmouzios analyzing the second apostrophos and including a tromiko

in MBN

.
r
® 157 v fer f?ﬁ, freo wye oS

L P .

The two additional areas where a klasma is used consecutively in a descending
pattern at the beginning of a musical phrase are oféoavrac and 1dov # IopOévog.
The three sources do not analyze the apostrophes with a klasma.

As for the areas where the same descending pattern occurs towards the end
of a musical phrase, they are also identical and without analysis. The five areas
occur on the texts mavyyvpiowuev, tunowuev, edpnuiowuey, Ponowusv, and
Euuavooris. With the exception of the name “Emmanuel,” the other four texts are
present-tense verbs. This is merely a coincidence, because it is found on other parts
of speech in different doxastika.

As expected in the Barys mode, all musical phrases end either on I'a, Av or
ITa.?** The doxastikon could thus be divided as follows:

Agbte dnavteg, motdc mavnyvpicopey (I'a) *
Tav mpd vopov MMatépwv (TTa)

ABpadap Kol TdV oOV avTd (At)

Trv émowov pvqunv (o) *

Tod Tovda v Ay, (Av)

a&loc tyunoopey (o) *

To0¢ &v Bafuidwvt [Toidag, (At)

% 1bid.
139



ToV¢ 6Pécavtag TV v kapio eAdya, (Fa) *

¢ tg Tpradog tomov (TTa) *

oLV T@® AavinA evpnunoopey (Fa) *

1@V [IpopntdV TéG Tpoppnoels (Ar)

acQul®dg Katéyovteg, uetd tod ‘Hoaiov (At)

peyoropmvog fonowpeyv (I'a) *

‘Ioov 1 [apBévog, év yaotpi AMyetal, kal té€eton Yiov 1ov Eppavoond (Fa) *

8 ot pued quev 6 Ococ. (Fa)??

When a phrase ends on I'a and is approached at the end of a descent, all three
sources are in agreement. (Ex. 9.4). These are each indicated above with an asterisk.
Additionally, the phrase wc¢ tj¢ Tpiadoc tomov also ends the same way in each

source, but on ITo.

Ex. 9.4: Use of the bareia with an ison and an apostrophos at the end of the phrase

“— . ]
XD DD == HCx w3 D D - \&—"

"_._‘_'—.—-.——

™M-N - M - NV E- E-TN OL-L- 0OV Vi) - T - pn-Tv

225 Translation: “Come now, one and all, in faith let us celebrate the annual memorial of the
Fathers before the Law, Abraham and those with him. Let us honor as is right the tribe of Judah, and
let us extol the Servants in Babylon, the Trinity's image, who extinguished the furnace fire, and also
Daniel. As we unerringly cling to the predictions of the Prophets, together with Isaiah we cry out in a
loud voice, Behold the Virgin will conceive in the womb, and she will bear a Son, Emmanuel, which
means God is with us.” Translation by Fr. Seraphim Dedes. http://www.agesinitiatives.com/dcs/
public/dcs/p/s/2016/12/11/ma/gr-en/se.m12.d.11.ma.pdf. Date accessed November 12, 2016.
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http://www.agesinitiatives.com/dcs/

The major difference is seen in Markos’s transcription, where additional phrase
breaks occur on the texts dravreg, karéyovres (the ones who have) and Ajwerou (the

one who receives). This divides the doxastikon as follows:

Aedte amavteg (Av) *

motdg Tovnyvpicouey (F'a)*

Tawv mpo vopov [Hatépwv (Ia)

ABpoadap Kol TdV 6OV avTd (At)

Trv émoov pvqunv (o)) *

Tod Tovda v Ay, (Av)

a&loc tymoopev (F'a) *

To0¢ &v Bafuidvt [Toidag, (At)

ToV¢ oPécavtag TV év kapio eAdya, (Fa) *
¢ ¢ Tpuadog tomov (TTa) *

oLV 1@ AavinA evpnunocopev (Fa) *

v [Ipoentdv Tdc Tpoppnoelg (At)
AcQUADG KOTELOVTES, (Al) *

petd tod ‘Hootov (Av)

peyoropmvog ponoopev (o) *

Toov 1| [TapBévoc, &v yaotpi Myyetar, (Av) *
kot té€eton Yiov tov 'Eppavooni (Fa) *

0 €0t ped Mudv 6 Oede. (Fa)

Each of these phrases is also approached in the same fashion by a descending
melodic line, followed by an ison and an apostrophos. This is clearly an intentional
pregnant pause. If one looks at the orthography, it seems logical to create these

breaks, since this phrase descends in the same manner as the others, with the only
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exception that xazéyovreg (“the ones who have”) and Angwerar (“the one who

receives”) are without the additional klasmata (see Ex. 9.5)

Ex. 9.5: The ending of the phrase without a klasma

KaTEYovTes

Gregorios and Chourmouzios

¢

A4Y

(

S T Y e

(

a-0Qa-A®OC KAT -€ - £~ Y0 - OV-TEC WHE

Markos
s e - e
g k- ~ B B \ i
4 e,
@ ——
- oQa-AWG KAT -€ - €~ X0- OV—TE-ES ME
iqyeron
Gregorios
e T T G R w o= S S
~— = ~—

Ls < P

[-80v n Tlap-6e- vo-0G ev ya-otpL-L An - n-Ye- €-1atL
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Markos

AN ~ > > ~
e — 3 XD T T D — w o— > O\ —S
N ~ a4
) .‘_.m_
-

[- Sov m Map-0Be- vo-0¢ ev ya-otpl-1 An-n-YPe- €- taL-oL

It does seem possible that Markos wanted to emphasize the text more, implying that
his reason was based on style. This also seems logical considering the meaning of
the texts: this hymn commemorates the birth of Christ.

With regard to the MBN, in both instances in Fig. 9.4 and Fig. 9.5, each

phrase corresponding to the transcription ends with the continuous elepharon.

Fig. 9.4: MBN where the transcription indicates the phrase ending without a klasma

N S }-\-—‘ 3~ Q..'.“
\ ot \\ ™
“—G'Q“ V wilag A 71‘6 fos

Fig. 9.5: Another transcription indicating the phrase ending without a klasma

Wi \ " 55 OO B ———
. e T iy ——— N —

e T ot e\ N

,41 ? NN % %‘tyvs v e cer

#‘-——l\

— '\ g \v e\ ——% s\

,7\"4\7"4\/7\9&1?%"30 o oy
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This is also seen in the other modes as well. In each instance, Markos ends the
phrase with a bareia, an ison, and an apostrophos. Gregorios and Chourmouzios do
have this same transcription, but do not end as often with either an apostrophos

alone or an apostrophos with a klasma.

The Enhancement of an Accent within the Middle of a Melodic Phrase

As noted in other modes and again seen in Barys, it is not unusual to see a
difference in how the accent of a word is emphasized when the doxastika are
compared. Showing the accent on a syllable by means of a raised pitch is typically
seen in Western music as well. Additionally, a syllable can be emphasized by
extending the duration of a note, or, as is the case in Byzantine chant, through the
exegesis of certain neumes by the chanter, or their unambiguous presentation in
notation by the composer. This is comparable to compositions in Western music
from the Baroque era where the composer’s intention is not completely spelled out,
but left to be interpreted by the performer.

This occurs within this doxastikon. A simplified pattern of two descending
notes, each with a klasma, can be seen on the texts zpo vouov and Afpacu. These
descending notes occur in the middle of a melodic phrase. Markos and Gregorios
both use the two consecutive apostrophes with the klasmata that are approached first
by a lower pitch. They do not show any particular emphasis on any of the texts.
While the extension of the note as it reaches its melodic peak does slightly
emphasize the syllable, Chourmouzios decorates it by dividing the two-beat note in

a way that could be interpreted as a written-out analysis (Ex. 9.6).
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Ex. 9.6: Different approaches to the neume combination of the oligon, the petasti,
and a klasma

Gregorios and Markos

)

TwV PO — VO - LoV o - «

Chourmouzios

TV mTPO—VvVO - O-uovU Ta- A

Gregorios and Markos

—_ 3
AN 4

)

A-Bpa-ap Kot
Chourmouzios
\ \I; g
— e, — ) D
f) pr

M:

o

A-Bpa-a - a-opkat
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Without further information, it is not possible to know if a chanter using Gregorios’s
and Markos’s music at that time would automatically know to chant the klasma like
Chourmouzios wrote it, or if Chourmouzios just presented it in this fashion as a

stylistic difference rather than for an orthographic purpose.

The Homalon
There is only one homalon presented in this doxastikon and only by
Gregorios. It is placed on the word motdc (faithfully) and analyzed differently by

both Chourmouzios and Markos (Ex. 9.7).

Ex. 9.7: Use of the homalon by Gregorios

Gregorios

[Tt - otwg T

Chourmouzios

-

-
—\ —t = &

—

)

[li-otw -w - W - WG T
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Markos

[IL-otw - W -wG T

Due to the repetition of the same pitch, and because it is vocal music, both
analyses would require a performance with either a type of glottal stop or tremolo.
This example is also interesting as a clear indication of how stylistic differences can
contribute to variations found in transcriptions, and as a consequence, to the further
evolution of music; one single neume can have multiple interpretations. When
reviewing the MBN, it is consistent to other modes with regard to the homalon
being shown in the notation. The transcriptions in Ex. 9.7 are also consistent with

findings in other modes.

The Petasti and Antikenoma

One major difference seen between Markos’s transcription and those of
Gregorios and Chourmouzios is in two areas where Markos has analyzed a petasti
and in three areas where he has used them (Ex. 9.8). Each analysis appears to be

more neumatic than those of Gregorios and Chourmouzios.
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Ex. 9.8: The dotted antikenoma in Barys mode with the MBN as it appears in
conjunction with each fragment

a) Markos:

MmX-oa-TeE- €- €—-E-E-€E- POV

Gregorios and Chourmouzios:

=
\ D D <0 H= 2>

o)

MX-A-TE-E- E—E-E- E-POV

, )
i T
__} = 1(9!!.’

London MS 11718:

b) Markos:
-
\\f ™ Dw (SN
0D
) I
5
€-TN-1M-0L - L - L-L-0V
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Gregorios and Chourmouzios:

é

\

\\\\))333

6-
€- Tn -0oL- L -0v
r ? .y .
\F\-_—‘ - “\l
- “

& (s » OV/
London MS 17718: . 2

c) Markos:
— = ==
Yo
D))

a—-& - 1 -1-1- 1 -®—®¢

Gregorios and Chourmouzios:
L__Q:-_r T ) e— \\

g \

o

a—-E& - 1— 1- 1-0-0g

gl T

-

London MS 17718: Loy ws
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d) Markos:

)
EV KO - a-jul-L-L-L=-VWw

Gregorios and Chourmouzios:

G

\

EV KO - UL- L—-V®

I\ R X e
}V ~r

London MS 17718: "(’ :‘P m/q P o

e) Markos:

e —— —— — . ;
2 i=ESE
L;jL._. b »

oV Tw Aa-vi-n- 1N -n-NMA

Gregorios and Chourmouzios:

e = =2 = 5

N
%ji%—- =

ouwTw Aax-vi-1n- 1n-1n-MA
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% I e e . Vi

. 5w 7«: oM Pl 9w
London MS 17718: 3 P ¥ ")\

The MBN with regard each of these fragments can be read as follows:

a. Lygisma b. Piesma c. Tromiko d. Piesma e. Tromiko

In each situation, the individual who acknowledged the qualitative neumes becomes
apparent. Markos uses a dotted antikenoma in sections a, b, and d, where Gregorios
and Chourmouzios use a petasti. In sections ¢ and e, Gregorios and Chourmouzios
use an antikenoma (without a dot) and Markos analyzes the antikenoma, but not
with a klasma. In areas where Markos uses the antikenoma without a dot, it is

consistent as:

Apostrophos versus Elaphron

Markos’s correction to Gregorios’s Doxastarion includes a different interpretation
on the texts Bafvidvi, tééetor, and the phrase uera oo (EX. 9.9). The notations for
both Bafvidvi and tééetou are identical in the treatment of the orthography. Markos
uses an elaphron for the third note, whereas Gregorios and Chourmouzios use an

apostrophos.
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Ex. 9.9: The use of an apostrophos versus an elaphron in a melodic formula

a) Gregorios and Chourmouzios

DR >
. 22N 5 S,

Tougev PBa - a-a-fu
TALKOL TE-€-€- €-EE

Markos

(S S S\ W

o

Tougey PBa - a-a-fu
TALKOL TE-E-€-€- &€

b) Gregorios and Chourmouzios

.
(— DY 2
s—x SDC

A 3

A

HE -TA - - O- 0L TOV

Markos

-
— (\—“ —>C

o)

HE-TA - - TOL
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On uera oo Markos uses the same orthographic pattern as on the other two texts.
Gregorios and Chourmouzios also use the elaphron, but they produce a rhythmic
difference with Markos by using the digorgon. This is the only area in this doxastika
where the digorgon is used, a realization that makes explicit the final ‘G’ that most
cantors would sing between repetition of the eighth-note Fs in Markos’s version.??®
As the only doxastika to be accompanied by music in the mode Barys, there
are multiple differences found between Gregorios, Chourmouzios, and Markos.
These vary from orthographic to possibly stylistic differences in the notation to

preferences as to whether or not to show a realization.

228 | thank Alexander Lingas for this observation.
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Chapter 10: The Plagal of the Fourth Mode

The doxastika and theotokia that are written in the plagal of the fourth mode are all
based on Nn (Do). The mode is a diatonic mode and according to Chourmouzios

would be based on the intervals of 12-9-7 as seen in Fig. 10.1%’

Fig. 10.1: Diagram of the plagal of the fourth mode according to Chourmouzios

Bou'

12

Nn
A

General Observations
Of all of the modes, there are fewer differences found between Markos and
Gregorios in the plagal of the fourth mode, but the most consistent differences are

similar to those in the other modes. These involve two and three consecutive

22 Terzopoulos, Introduction to the New Method, 42-43.
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apostrophes that tend to occur towards the end of melodic phrases; the use of the
petasti, the homalon, and the dotted antikenoma by Markos; and the use of the
elaphron by Chourmouzios and Markos. In addition, the most common place at
which all three sources differ is at the medial cadences.

Ex. 10.1 shows a very typical ending by Gregorios where the staff notation
acknowledges the possible exegesis. Markos gives his consistent approach in the
same instance. Chourmouzios, on the other hand, does not use a petasti, but instead

does the same transcription with a digorgon.

Ex. 10.1: Three different approaches to a melodic formula at the end of a

phrase??®

Gregorios I S

npecfev-€ - £-v

Chourmouzios C et >
De—

I —
o
L L

.
npecPev-€ - € - v

r
Markos e e

— —,
e "

(3
npecfev-€ - € - L

228 This example is from Tepwatvie vouriic. Gregorios, p. 10, Chourmouzios, p. 7, Markos,
4r.
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The MBN in manuscripts London MS 11718 and Bucharest MS 48m include a

piesma (Fig. 10.2).

Fig 10.2: MBN for the plagal of the fourth mode at the end of a melodic phrase
London MS 17718, 39v

Q; -

Le v -

While Gregorios appears to provide the simplified transcription from the MBN,
Chourmouzios seems to recognize the piesma by writing out a realization. As far as
Markos is concerned, it appears that he has analyzed Gregorios in a similar manner
that we have seen in previous chapters, and that he was closer to Gregorios’s

transcription than the MBN, although he did not use a lower neighbor tone in this

case.

The Petasti without the Continuous Elaphron
There are other areas where Markos uses a petasti with a klasma while Gregorios
and Chourmouzios do not, as in Ex. 10.2. Here both Gregorios and Chourmouzios

show a realization with an anticipation.
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Ex. 10.2: Exegesis of a petasti with a klasma in the plagal of the fourth mode in the

229
NAM
Gregorios Camnn | © .
————
paKa - « - a -
-l
Markos <> 35

ﬁ_'_ﬁ

paKax - a - aO -

In these instances, they are not located at the end but in the middle of a musical
phrase. Each version maintains two beats. Additionally, it is important that this is
the most frequently occurring difference found between Gregorios and Markos in
this mode.

The MBN shows similarity to Markos’s version as seen in Fig. 10.3. In this
example there is also the quality sign, the psephiston, which is not included in the
NAM.

Fig. 10.3: The petasti in MBN

London MS 17718, 39v

=\
e

ot L= ]

%9 Ibid.
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The notation matches Markos’s transcription without the rhythmic indications.
Gregorios’s transcription appears to be a realization of the petasti. This is notable,
because typically, as seen in the other modes, a realization is provided by Markos
and/or Chourmouzios in the instances where Gregorios chooses not to, and in most

cases Gregorios has shown consistency by not providing a realization.

The Use of the Homalon

One of the most common findings is Gregorios’s use of the homalon —. In these
same instances, Markos has provided a similar orthography, substituting the
homalon for an antikenoma.

Ex. 10.3: Use of the homalon by Gregorios in the plagal of the fourth mode®®

6.

¢ev -yog

Gregorios

b

-
A > >

b

-l’ 2

L {ev - EU - YOG

Chourmouzios

e

Markos —

)

(v - YOG

20 This example is from 0i ¢ dxdpmwv Aaydvwv. Gregorios, p. 21, Chourmouzios, p. 15,
Markos, 7v.
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Similar to other modes, Chourmouzios has provides a realization as shown in EX.
10.3. Generally, there are fewer differences between all three sources in this mode
than in the others and the differences found are similar to those found in the other

modes.
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Chapter 11: Conclusions

Are notational systems imperfect if they fail to communicate the sweetness
of a melody as it wraps itself around the listener’s ear? Can a notation be so perfect
that it can convey a feeling that has the physical ability to ingrain itself into the
singer’s breath? As poetic as this might sound, musicians, poets, theorists, and
human beings generally have struggled with the ability to communicate in a way
that keeps the underlying message from being lost, forgotten or misinterpreted.
Reforming a notation means something is lost and something is gained. It could

even be compared to translating one language into another.

Orthographic Differences
The reformation of MBN did not come without criticism. This is due to the
reformers’ systematic approach of removing certain qualitative neumes and melodic
formulae that existed in older Byzantine notation. Although the NAM did provide a
more precise notational system, the methodology of transcribing from the MBN to
the NAM varied with regard to the realizations of neumes from the older notation:
what to keep, what to change, what to omit, and what to realize were all questions
and decisions made when transcribing from one notation to another.

After a thorough investigation of the differences between the transcriptions of
the Doxastarion of Petros Peloponnesios into the NAM by Gregorios,
Chourmouzios, and Markos, | compared the differences to the MBN of Petros

Peloponnesios’s Doxastarion in the manuscripts London, British Library, Add. MS
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17718, and Bucharest, Stavropoleos Monastery, MS 48m. The following
observations were made:

I Certain qualitative neumes in the NAM are used in place of a variety

of modal formulae and neumes found in the MBN.

Il. The realization of an older neume was written out, but not always the

same way, nor were Gregorios, Chourmouzios, and Markos always
in agreement.

IIl.  There are some neumes and/or signs that were used in some modes

more than in others.

IV.  Very few discrepancies were found with regard to fthorai.

I have evaluated each of the findings above, recognizing the fact that this music, the
art of psaltiki, is a living, breathing tradition, and that oral-aural tradition can be
subjective and is subject to change.

It is known that even before the approval of the NAM in 1814, efforts were
being made to explicity render the contour of melodies through notation. In the time
period leading up to the reform, neumes that were hindering the learning process for
new musicians were already being removed. ! The reform removed neumes like
the piesma, the lygisma, the tromikon, the strepton, and the parakletike. While this
was the general idea of the reformation, in most cases they either exist in the NAM
as realizations or have been replaced by other qualitative neumes that allow the
performer to realize the metrophonia. In instances where a realization has been
provided, only musicians who have been made aware of these neumes - through
study or oral tradition - will recognize them in the NAM. For example, the lygisma

and tromikon are seen consistently in every mode of the MBN original version of

Petros’s Doxastarion, but quite often no realization was given in the transcription

81 Stroumpakis, “Nikolaos Docheiarites,” 215. See also Gregorios Stathis, H eériynonc tic
rataidg folovriviic onusioypagiog (Athens: University of Athens, 1978), 91.
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into the NAM. This was true more specifically in the transcriptions by Gregorios.
Additionally, in some cases the transcriber removed any evidence of the qualitative
neumes’ existence in the MBN and only the contour of the melody remained. In
addition, it was also found, specifically in Markos’s Doxastarion, that what might
appear to be a realization in the NAM, was not truly an exegesis, but rather an
embellishment of stylistic variation without any association to the MBN.

One of the unexpected discoveries was a concept | refer to as neume
consolidation. This *“one-size-fits-all” strategy is seen most often in the
transcriptions of Gregorios and Chourmouzios, in areas where various, yet specific
melodic fragments have been transcribed as one standard neume combination (Ex.

11.1).

Ex. 11.1: Chourmouzios’s neume combination of an oligon, the kentimata, and the
gorgon followed by an apostrophos

Chourmouzios Gregorios

'E.|I=-
1
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Ex. 11.1 might seem extreme, but does make sense, because one of the purposes of
the NAM was to reduce the burdensome quantity of qualitative neumes, thus

shortening the melodic formulae. Here Chourmouzios is providing the realization

=5

How much or how little to analyze neumes is the question asked both in

in the same instance where Gregorios may use other neumes.

performance practice and when transcribing from MBN to Chrysanthine or even
Western staff notation. If quality signs in the music are left “as is” without the
exegesis of the metrophonia, it gives the performer the ability to perform it as he or
she is chanting. This is comparable to playing a Corelli sonata, where one has the
flexibility to add ornamentation to particular measures, which need not be played
the same way twice, but stays within the rules of voice-leading in regards to melodic
decoration, consonant and dissonant harmonies, and so on.

Whether the realization is written out in the transcription or performed as it
is being chanted, the realization itself can potentially produce a variable number of
outcomes depending upon the neumes that are realized and the oral tradition in
whichthe chanter has studied. This was discovered in the comparisons made here,
because the realization of an older neume might be written out, but not always the
same way — even if no difference was found in the MBN - nor were Gregorios,
Chormouzios, and Markos always in agreement.

In reviewing the transcriptions of Gregorios, Chourmouzios, and Markos in
comparison with London MS 17718 and Bucharest MS 48m, the following

situations were encountered:
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* Gregorios more often than Chourmouzios or Markos was more
conservative in his indication of the sort of notes a chanter might add to
notate a thesis. While he did maintain the contour of the melody, a chanter,
generations later, would not know that the melody could be realized.
Additionally, Gregorios was less likely in some cases to take the option of

doubling time values, unlike Chourmouzios and Markos.

» Chourmouzios, more often than Gregorios or Markos, had areas where his
orthography was very close, if not identical, to the MBN. Additionally, when

he did write out the realization, it was also closest to the MBN.

» Markos’s scribal practice was somewhat different, with four distinct
scenarios:

1. Markos = Gregorios. Areas where he was in agreement with
Gregorios, but not Chourmouzios — providing little to no
exegesis.

2. Markos = Chourmouzios. Areas where he was in
agreement with Chourmouzios, but not Gregorios, by writing
out an identical realization.

3. Areas where it seems like Markos realized Gregorios’s
transcription with no connection to the MBN nor to
Chourmouzios’s transcription. In these cases, Markos added
embellishments where they did not appear in the MBN -
possibly over-analyzing, as in the children’s “telephone”
game.?

4. Markos added embellishments. Areas that appear to be new
composition or ornamentation that reflect neither the

232 Game in which everyone sits in a circle. One sentence is whispered in their neighbor’s
ear and carried around the circle until it is revealed by the last person. If the middle manuscript
initiates the melody, then it is transcribed. If someone bases their transcription on a transcription, the
story or in this case melody changes or evolves.
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manuscripts  nor  Gregorios’s  or  Chourmouzios’s
transcriptions.

Considering scenario 3, it seems more likely that Markos only had access to
Gregorios’s transcription and of course the yphos by means of oral tradition from

his teacher, Manuel Protopsaltis.

Some Neumes and/or Signs Appear More Often in Some Modes than in Others

One of the unique and yet unexpected findings in this study was that the method of
working by mode led to the discovery of ways to distinguish one mode from another
by orthography, but not in regard to melody. This is almost like saying, “in the key
of F Major we see more quarter notes.” Of course, we do not see this in Western
music, but here with regard to Gregorios (G), Chourmouzios (C) and Markos (M), it
is worth mentioning:

The first mode — The majority of the discrepancies between G and M are found in
the middle of musical phrases and not at the opening or the ending. This shows
consistency in the melodic formulas ending the phrases in this mode. With G, there
is significant use of three consecutive apostrophes.

The second mode — M writes out more of the exegesis, reflecting a more elaborate
style of transcription. There is also more consistency with Markos in this mode than
in the others, as far as the realized melodic formula. G and C are mostly in
agreement, and where C is not in agreement with G, he is in agreement with M.
Probably the most pronounced difference in this mode is that M doubles the
rhythmic value of the opening phrases with a klasma on the first three to five
pitches, where G and C do not. G and M use a parakalesma more often in this mode
simultaneously than other modes. M uses a dotted antikenoma more than G and C in
second mode.

The third mode — There is more consistency between G and M, more than some
other modes, but this is not to say they are in agreement with one another. On the
other hand, C shows more variations — conflicting with G, than in other modes. G
uses the parakalesma and the dotted antikenomata more. He is also seen using three
consecutive oliga with klasmata more in this mode than others.

165



The fourth mode — There are more discrepancies where all three are in
disagreement with one another than in any other mode. Most of the discrepancies
concern the homalon.

The plagal of the first mode — There is one doxastikon, O éxi t@v koélrnwv, where
G and C are in complete agreement. Overall, G writes out realizations more than C
and M, and more in this mode than in any other. On the contrary, M is seen using
little to no written analysis.

The plagal of the second mode — There are a significant number of discrepancies
between G, C, and M. Normally C either agrees with C or M, but in this case, he has
more variations that appear independent of transcription choices from C and M.
More remarkably we see C using a digorgon in this mode more than in any other. In
fact, it is not commonly seen by C or M either.

The Barys mode — Less can be noted about this mode, since the Doxastaria of G, C
and M share only a single sticheron written in the Barys mode. The main
observation is that G only uses one homalon. This might seem trivial, but it is seen
with more frequency in other modes.

The plagal of the fourth mode — There are fewer differences between M, C, and G
in this mode than in any other. With G, there is more use of the homalon and with
M, there is more use of the antikenomata.

Very Few Discrepancies Found with Regard to the Fthorai

Between G, C, and M, there are very few discrepancies found with regard to the
placement of the fthorai. Chants in the first mode had more than others where there
were three areas where the fthoras were not in agreement, but only two were
significant enough to have an effect on the melody — or rather a fragment of a

phrase.

Markos Domestikos’s Claim
In the title of the Doxastarion of Markos, it states that his intent is to make
corrections to Gregorios’s Doxastarion, modifying Gregorios’s exegesis according

to the tradition of his own teacher, Manuel. Even though Byzantine music, first and
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foremost, had and still has a living oral tradition, chanters sought to represent that
tradition by using the notation of the NAM. It is not without flaws, of course, since
no notation is the perfect notation in that it cannot truly grasp every nuance of the
composer’s intention. As a musicologist, quite often we look to the manuscripts to
show us more about the compositional process or stylistic preferences of a
composer. A composer might want his composition to be performed with a certain
level of precision or exact reproduction.

I compare this to the Baroque era of Western music, where the cadenza was
improvised — requiring a certain amount of skill and background knowledge by the
performer. Less than century later, composers such as Mozart wrote out their
cadenzas, expecting the performer to follows his composition and removing the
element of improvisation.

One of the beautiful aspects of Byzantine notation is that it indeed allows for
the performer to make a decision about how and when to perform the exegesis. In
this aspect, the NAM allows for the continuation of the oral-aural tradition, because
it allows the musician to answer the “how” it is performed — including the more
subjective qualitative neumes, which can be passed on from teacher to student.
While the Three Teachers most likely wanted the NAM to allow for this living
tradition to continue — as opposed to being used to preserve a composition for exact
reproduction - the fact that Markos’s version exists with its claim, is evidence that
there was a desire to preserve a composer’s or teacher’s style and his preferences

with regard to “when” an exegesis was performed.
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In this case, writing out the realization gives us a better insight as to the style
and perhaps background knowledge of the musician. Markos thus added and/or
removed neumes that best reflected his teacher’s style. However, is the NAM truly
capable of exact preservation in this sense?

While Chourmouzios and Markos did choose to write out the realizations,
there are areas in their transcriptions where further realizations could be performed.
For instance, these would include areas where a dotted antikenoma was added, or
even the realization of two apostrophes that follow a bareia as mentioned in
previous chapters. On the other hand, by not writing out the realizations, as was the
case in many instances of Gregorios’s transcription, the older neumes that are not
used in the NAM can go unnoticed, and “when” to realize or not realize a neume is
uncertain... but yet, that in itself is the beauty of the music and the notation.

If the goal of the NAM was to improve the ability to chant Byzantine music
with all of its nuances, modes, and so on, in a way that makes it easier for the young
psaltes and for the tradition to continue, then it was and is successful. | as a female
protopsaltis can attest to that first-hand. By musicologists, the Doxastarion of
Markos Domestikos should be considered a document that helps us to understand
the nature of the oral tradition, as well as the relationship between the written texts
and their vocal rendering during the early years of use of the NAM. If there is a
desire truly to preserve the melodies in an exact replication, then another reform

should be considered.
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Appendix |

Index of the Doxastarion of Markos Domestikos
(x = Not included, but found in other Doxastaria)?**

Type Incipit Mode Markos
September
Doxastikon Ocela xapLg MA 2 1r
Kai Nyn "0 Nvevpatt Aylw cuvnupeévog MA 2 1v
Doxastikon “Oole Ndtep, Kahnv Ehevpeg KApaKa na 1l 2r
Kai Nyn I Bagled ! 2v
Doxastikon 'Ek 0lTng ayabng 2 3r
Kai Nyn O appntw codua NA 4 3v
Doxastikon | Tepwaolvng vopikng nA 4 4r
Doxastikon | Q¢ kaBapdc iepel’g 2 4y
Doxastikon ILEPOV, O TOIG WOEPOLG BPOVOLS EMAVONAUOUEVOS O MA 2 5r
Doxastikon AsUte dnavteg niotol MA 4 5v
Doxastikon AUTn uépa Kupiou MA 2 6V
Doxastikon 0 pakapia dudg na 1l 7r
Doxastikon Ol £§ AKAPTIWY AQYOVWY NA 4 7v
Doxastikon IRUEpoV 1) mavauwpoc Ayvi 2 8v
Doxastikon | T1jv pvunv to@v Eykawiwv MA 2 or
Doxastikon Inuepov ELAov EédavepwBn MA2 9v
Doxastikon  |Tov éykawiopov TEAODVTEG 2 9v
Kai Nyn BOe10g BoauPOg €V yI) KPUTITOUEVOG 2 10v
Doxastikon Mpog GEQUTOV EMAvVAyou AVBpwIE 3 11r
Kai Nyn XpLoté O OO NUQWV 3 11v
Doxastikon AeUte dmavta ta £€8vn 2 12r
Doxastikon  |‘Ovnep narat Mwuoig NA 4 13r
Doxastikon THUEPOV IPOEPXETAL O ZTAUpSC To Kuplou MA 2 13v
Doxastikon  |'H SinvBilopévn taig apetaig MA 2 14v
Kai Nyn ‘O teTpanEépatog KOOUOG MA2 15r
Doxastikon MNaoa yA@aooa KweloBw mpog evdniay NA 4 15r
Doxastikon 'Ek defLiov oD Fwtipog MA 2 15v
Kai Nyn Irjpepov 1O GuTOV THC Lwiig MA 2 16v
Doxastikon 'Ek otelpeuolong ofpepov vnduog MA 2 17r
Doxastikon Ayyehog, £K OTELPWTIKOV WSiwvw iponAdeg Bamtiotd MA 2 17v
Doxastikon  |'H FAloaBet cuvélaBe Tov Npodpopov T)g XapLtog MA 4 18v
Doxastikon  |Tov uiov Tig Bpovtig 2 19r
Doxastikon Amndatole Xploton MA 2 20r
Doxastikon Evayyehota Twavvn M\ 4 21r

233 |n areas where the term “Kai nyn” is used, these are stichera idiomela that begin with
“Kai N9v” and preceeds the chant itself. Note that in some cases they are referred to as Theotokion
(when the content is regarding the Virgin Mary) or Stavrotheotokion (when the content is regarding
the Holy Cross).
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Type Incipit Mode Markos
October
Doxastikon  |T&g puotkag anpepov tod Mvevpatog MA 2 21r
Doxastikon  |TAv £€Tclov LVAPNY GrLepov 4 21v
Doxastikon  |Ta@v aylwv Natépwyv 6 xopog MA 4 22v
Doxastikon ST LEPOV OUYKOAEITOL TJUAG MA 2 23v
Doxastikon "EXeL pEv ) Belotatn cou Yuyn MA 4 24v
Doxastikon  |Tov Adyyalg KAnpwoduevov 4 25r
November
Doxastikon Tuyxapnte NUiv, &nacal ot Twv Ayyelwv taflapyiol MA 2 26r
Kai Nyn ZUYXAPNTE ULV, &Tacal ol TV NapBEvwy YopooTaoial MA 2 26V
Doxastikon Qg tafLapyne kal mpouaxog MA 4 27r
Doxastikon 0'Tmou EmoKLdaon 1) XapLg cou Apxayyehe MA1 27v
Doxastikon "Oote tplopdikap, Qywitate MNdtep MA 2 28r
Doxastikon TAATIYE YpucObwvoc MA 2 28v
Doxastikon Xpuogolg Eneot MA 4 29r
Doxastikon  |Meta to teybnval oe MA 4 29v
Doxastikon Ipepov T otidn v Moty guveABovTa MA 2 30r
Doxastikon IAKEPOV T VO TPOCAYETOL 2 31r
Doxastikon Blov ctlAov Enoknuévn 2 32r
Doxastikon  [Tiv té@v ixBuwv aypav 4 32v
Kai Nyn Hoala xopeue 4 33r
Doxastikon  |Tov cuvaipova Métpou 3 33y
Doxastikon  |TOv kfpuka tiic ioTtewg MA 4 34r
Kai Nyn 'Ynodeol BnOAeE MA 4 35r
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December

Type Incipit Mode Markos
Doxastikon Matpida, Yévog MA 2 35v
Doxastikon | ABAnTKTV O6evc00a 05OV MnA 2 35v
Doxastikon  |To kat eikova TnpRoag MA 2 36r
Doxastikon Twv Movaotwy MA 4 37r
Doxastikon  |"Oote Ndtep, eic nGoav trv Thv £EfABev 0 $BAYyOC MA 2 37v
Doxastikon lepapyv TNV KOAAOVHY MA 2 38r
Kai Nyn ZnnAalov eVtpeni{ou MA 2 38v
Doxastikon AvBpwrie to0 O=ol MA 2 39v
Kai Nyn "AvUpdeUTe MapBeve MA 2 39v
Doxastikon FOATIOWEV £V COATILYYL ACUATWY MA 1 40r
Kai Nyn TO AndAONTOV TO1§ AYYEAOLG 2 41v
Doxastikon IHpEPOV £K OITNG TOD Aauid 2 42r
Doxastikon ‘O £mi TV KOAWY MA 1 42r
Doxastikon ‘Ooie Ndtep pakdple, Znupidwv codpe 1 42v
Doxastikon lepapyv 10 Belov 2 43r
Doxastikon "I60U Kapog 2 43v
Doxastikon "Oote Natep, lepdpya Goidipe 4 44r
Doxastikon ToU¢ nipd tol vopou Natépag MA 2 44v
Doxastikon TV Nponatépwy 3 45r
Doxastikon AgUTE AMAVTEC, TIOTWC TAVNYUplowEY Bapucg 45v
Doxastikon  |AavifA avilp MA 2 46r
Doxastikon Xaipete Npodntal Tipiot 2 46v
Doxastikon Tcov VOULKOV SLEoyLatwy 0 cUAAOYOG MA 4 47r
Doxastikon Ocodope Tyvarie MA 4 47v
Doxastikon  |'Q i) oTEROGG 1 48r
Doxastikon ‘EyyiZeL 0 Xplotdg MA 2 48v
Kai Nyn ZNAGG Te Kol mdp MA 2 48v
Stichera BnOAsEy £Toludiou MA 4 49r
Stichera NOV podnTIKA TIPOPONGLE 3 49v
Doxastikon Tade Aéyel Twond M\ 4 50r
Stichera 0UT0¢ O Ob¢ U@V, oL AoyLoBroetal £TEPOC POG AUTY) MA 2 50v
Stichera Mpo tfic yevvnoewg MA 4 51r
Doxastikon Twond, eine Nuiv 3 51v
Stichera AeUTe TILOTOL EMOPBOUEY EVOEWC 1 52r
Stichera Axoue ovpave kal vwtiZou 1) y) 4 52v
Doxastikon AeUTe Xplotodopol Aaoi Katibwev Ma 1 53r
Stichera ‘EéemAntteto O Hpwang Bapug 53v
Stichera ‘Ote Twong 2 54r
Doxastikon Inuepov yevvatol £k MapBevou MA 2 55r
Doxastikon AUYOUCTOU HovapXoavtog 2 55v
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December Continued

Type Incipit Mode Markos
Doxastikon Evdpavant Tepoucainu 4 561
Kai Nyn InnAaiw mapwKknoag 4 57r
Doxastikon  |'‘Orte kaipdg MA 2 57v
Theotokion |IAuepov O Xplotog 2 58r
Doxastikon Ao év DioTolg O MA 2 58v
Doxastikon ‘Ev BnkBAeép cuvédpapov MNotlpévec MA 4 59r
Doxastikon IAUEPOV 1] AOPATOG HUOLE MA 2 59v
Doxastikon MvrnV MteAoUpEY MA 2 60r
Doxastikon  |Tepéwv uvaun MA 2 60r
Kai Nyn Xopevouow AyyehoL TAVIEC £V 0UPAV© MA 2 60v
Doxastikon Alua, kal mop MA 4 60v
Doxastikon  |Tc Baolhel kal AEOTIOTI) TOD MAVTOG 2 61r
Theotokion |Méeya kal napddoov 2 61v
Doxastikon Mp@rtog kal év Maptuow MA 2 62r
Doxastikon Mpwtoudptuc AmOaToAE MA1 62v
Kai Nyn AKOTGANTITOV TO TEAOULEVOV Mi 1 63r
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Type Incipit Mode Markos
January
Doxastikon Yodiag épaotig yevopevog Oote nad 64r
Kai Nyn Fuykatafaivwv 0 Zwtrp na4 64v
Doxastikon 0TV XApLv TV Baupdtwy Ma2 65r
Kai Nyn OUK £nnoxuven o navdyabog Oedg Mi 4 65v
Doxastikon 'E€ex0€n 1 xdpig €v xelleai oov MA2 65v
Stichera ZAHEPOV TV DEATWY nad 66r
Stichera Q¢ avBpwog £V MoTapw MA 4 661
Doxastikon Mpoég TV pwvrv ToL BowVTog £V TN £PriH@ naa 66V
Stichera 'H 1o Npodpduou Kai Bantiotov nA4 67r
Stichera 'H Tpudig 0 Oedg v 4 67v
Doxastikon EpXOUEVOC UETA GUPKOC nal 68r
Stichera Tdabe Aéyel KOpLog nA4 68v
Stichera ZRpepov n PaApLKA mpodnTeia naz2 69r
Doxastikon Ti avayattilelg oov ta Doarta @ ‘lopddvn Nal 69v
Stichera Qdppog NV kaTdeLv Bapic 70v
Stichera “OTe MPOC AVTOV £pxopevov O Mpoddpopog 2 70v
Doxastikon YrekAwag kapav tw Npodpouw 2 72r
Doxastikon Tov ek mtapBevnAlov MA 2 72r
Doxastikon Napata Topdavia Mna2 72v
Kai Nyn Inuepov 0 Xplotog £v lopdavn 2 73r
Stichera Quwvn Kupiou na4 73v
Doxastikon "Evoapke Auxve, Npddpoue Tov Twtjpog naz2 73v
Kai Nyn Bed¢ Noyoc eneddvn év oapki MA2 74r
Doxastikon ()¢ tov MNvebpatog £paotrc 4 74v
Kai Nyn AeUTE pnowpeda Tée dpovipoug Mapbévouc 4 75r
Doxastikon Ovpavodpopw empdg Oxnuatt Bsonéoie nA4 75v
Doxastikon Xpotov tov Tepapynv naz2 76r
Doxastikon MaAw nuiv 3 76v
Doxastikon To pgya kAeog twv Tepswy 3 77r
Doxastikon AdplepwBeic T Bew £k KOWOC PNTPLKIG 3 7iv
Doxastikon "Oote Natep, oUk E6wkac Unvov 0oig OPOaALoIg nal 78r
Doxastikon "H ypriyopoc yAwood oou npdc Stbaokahioy Mi 4 78v
Doxastikon Tag kapbiag Twv motwv nA 4 79r
Doxastikon TAv AUpav tov Mvedpatog 1 79r
Doxastikon OUK £8eL oe XpuoOOTOpE 4 79v
Doxastikon MNatep Xpuoootous 4 20v
Doxastikon Zripepov ai Ppuyai TV ynyevav 2 81r
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Type Incipit Mode Markos
February
Doxastikon A’volyecBw 1| TTUAN MA 2 81v
Doxastikon |0 Toi¢ XepouBi £moyoluevog nA 4 82r
Doxastikon 0 év xepol mpecPuTikaic MA 2 83r
March
Doxastikon AmneotdAn &€ ovpavo MA 2 83v
Doxastikon  |ZAuepov xapag EvayyElla 4 84r
Doxastikon TO A Al@WVOCG LUCTIPLOV 2 85r
April
Doxastikon  |Aflwc ToD ovopatog nA 2 85v
Doxastikon  |Tév voepdv addapavra 4 86V
Doxastikon Avetelhe 10 éap MA1l 87r
May
Doxastikon MAouciwv swpewv 2 87v
Doxastikon YENaG GaEWOTATOV, KOUNTNG E0TEPWTATOC MA 4 88v
Doxastikon |0 tév Avaktwy ‘Avaf kal Ocog nA 4 89r
June
Doxastikon  |Zrjuepov 100 GwTtoC 0 AUXVOG nA 2 89v
Kai Nyn H EAlcdBet cuvélaBe tov MpdSpopov nA 2 90r
Doxastikon  |H ealou viv tob Npodrtou 1) dwvn MnA 4 90v
Kai Nyn BAéme tAv EModBeT nA 4 91v
Doxastikon A’otnp actépwv Npodpopog MA 2 92r
Doxastikon TO tput) g Epwtroswg 4 92r
Doxastikon E’0pTH yapHoouvog nA 2 93r
Doxastikon H navoentog v AmootoAwy MA 2 93v
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Type Incipit Mode Markos
July
Doxastikon Dpéva kaBdpavtes Kal vodv 2 94r
Doxastikon Qg otédavov Unep 2 94v
Doxastikon A'TIOOTOAMK@V TTapadooEWY 3 95r
Doxastikon Aelte TV 0pBo&AEwy T cloTNA MA2 96r
Doxastikon Mpodpta kfpué Xplotod MA 2 96v
Doxastikon | T(v Mpodntiv tolc Akpaipovag MA 4 97r
Doxastikon  |AeUte nfoa 1) ktiolg nA 4 97v
Doxastikon AéUte dhondpBevol MAvTeC 2 98r
Doxastikon MapBevopdptng aBAndops MA 2 98v
Doxastikon Aelte mavra tfic yiic @ népata MA 2 98v
Doxastikon  |Ev noAet o0 @00 U@y 2 99r
Doxastikon  |E&haule onepov MA 2 99v
Doxastikon  |Mntpwnv Gyamrcag eUoEBslav nA 4 100r
Doxastikon Iiuepov EEEAappe 4 100V
August

Doxastikon Ol Aylol MakkaBaiol Tw Tupavva EAeyov MA 4 101r
Doxastikon | Tov katd MakkaBaiwv 4 101v
Kai Nyn 0' guppayioag Kuple 4 102r
Doxastikon Mpotunv Thv Avdctaow tfv chv MA 2 103v
Doxastikon Métpw Kai Twdvvn MA 2 104r
Doxastikon Mapghapev O XpLotdg MA 4 104v
Doxastikon Qeapyi veupatt 1 105v
Doxastikon | Orte £€e6runoac Osotoke Napdeve 4 105v
Doxastikon  |TH) aBavdtw cou Kolunost MA2 107r
Doxastikon reveBAlwV TEAOUUEVWV MA 2 108r
Doxastikon Mpo6pole 1o TWTPog MA 4 108v
Doxastikon NéAv "Hpwbidg palvetal MA 2 109r
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Type Incipit Mode Markos
TPIQAIOY
Doxastikon Mavtokpdatwp Kbple M4 111r
Doxastikon BeBapniévwy TV OGBaALOV HOU €K TV AVORLLV HLOU MAl 111v
Doxastikon  |Tolg €€ Epywv kauyrosot Mi4 111v
Doxastikon "0 nécwv Ayabliv 2 112r
Doxastikon Thg matpikiic Swpedq MA2 112v
Doxastikon  |Mdtep dyaBé MA2 113r
Doxastikon Opnv kai 68Vpopal MA4 113v
Doxastikon "Apxn Kol kal Undotactg MA2 114r
Doxastikon Q¢ GvBog papaivetatl 2 114v
Doxastikon ‘Ortav TiBwvtal Bpdvol M4 115r
Doxastikon Olpot pédawva Puxn M4 115v
Doxastikon MpokaBdpwpev Eautoug adehdol 1 116v
Doxastikon ‘ExaBiosv Adapu MA2 117r
Doxastikon EEsBAON ASAU MA2 117v
Doxastikon “EdBaoce Kalpog MA2 118v
Stichera Nnotevovteg A8eAd00 CLWUATIKWG MA4 119r
Stichera AeUte TLoTOL EMepyacwpeBa NAl 119v
Doxastikon 'H Xapd¢ 1] yevvroel mAnpwoaca 2 120r
Doxastikon 01 &€ aoeBelg 2 120v
Doxastikon MwoTg T Kalpw TR Eykpatelog MA2 121v
Stichera THV MVeU LaTIKAV NNOTELQV VIOTEUGWEV 1 122r
Stichera NOV KaLpog eUMPOCEEKTOC 4 122v
Doxastikon "Oole tplopdkap, Aywwtate Natep MA2 122v
Doxastikon H ypritopog yAOGod gou Tipoc Sldackaliav M4 123r
Doxastikon Tolc £v oKATEL MA2 123r
Stichera Acwtwe Slaomelpag 4 123v
Stichera Acwrtou 8iknv anéotnv Bopug 124r
Doxastikon Thv ObnAddpova yvwunv M4 124r
Stichera H t@v ayab@v npotevog Nnoteia 4 125r
Stichera Ol &V KPUTTT( APETAC £pyalopevol MA1 125v
Doxastikon INUEPOV O ATPOOLTOG T 0LTIA MA4 126r
Stichera Toig n&BeoL 60O AWCOC Bapug 127r
Doxastikon "Oate Ndrep tiic dwviic tol EVayyehiou MA1 127r
Doxastikon Tov éniyr)¢ "Ayyehov 2 127v
Doxastikon AeDTe épyacwpeba 1 128r
Stichera Toic TV UV AoyLopiv NA4 128v
Stichera Q¢ &€ Tepouvoahip MA2 129r
Doxastikon  [MA@ooav 1jv ovk Eyvw 4 130r
Doxastikon EBaupatoupynoe XpLoTe TOU ETOUPOL TOU 1] SUVOULG 4 130v
Doxastikon TA tfic Yuxfic Bnpedpata 2 130v
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Type Incipit Mode Markos
Doxastikon  [OUk £otwv i} Baotheia 1ol Ogol 1 131r
Stichera MAoVotog év maBeowy Undpywy nal 131v
Stichera Tnv buxwodeAn M\4 132v
Doxastikon  |'Emiotdg T pvipatt Aafdpou 0 IwThp NPV MA4 132v
Kai Nyn TNV YuxwoeAf] mAnpwoavteg TECOUPAKOTTAV MA4 133r
Doxastikon  |Méya kai mapddoov Babpa 2 134r
Doxastikon  [Zrjpepov 1) xdpig ToD ayiou Mvevpatog MA2 134r
Doxastikon  [Npo €€ nuepwv MA2 134v
Stichera Xaipe kai eDdpaivou MOMG ZLWV MA4 135r
Stichera "HABev 0 Twtl)p ofjpepov MA4 135v
Stichera 'O toi¢ XepouPip émoyouevog MA4 136r
Stichera 'Ex Balwv kai kKAGSwv 2 1361
Stichera DoBepdy 1O Euneciv 3 136v
Stichera Juvaywyn ovnpa Kol LotXaAic Bapug 137r
Stichera "Epyopevoc o Kiplog 1 137v
Stichera ®Oacavteg motol MAl 138r
Doxastikon KOple, £pyOuevog pog to Nabog M\l 138v
Stichera KUple, TPpOC TO LUCTHPLOV TO ATIOOONTOV TG O1)¢ OIKOVO MAL 139r
Stichera KUple, T TEAEWTATO PPOVETV nMal 139v
Stichera Tig EnpavBelong oukig SLa TV akapmiav MA4 140r
Doxastikon  |Agutépav Ebav v Alyurtiayv NnA4 140r
Stichera ‘Ev taig AapnpotnoL v Aylwv cou 1 140v
Stichera 'O 1) Wuyng pabupia vuotagag 2 141r
Doxastikon  |[To0 kpuavtog t0 tdAavtov 4 141v
Stichera AeUte miotol, énepyacwpeBa mpoBUUWE T AeoTOTh MA2 141y
Stichera ‘Orav A8 ¢ ev 5081 pet’ AyyeMKk@v Auvapewv MA2 142v
Stichera ‘O Nupélog 6 KAANEL wpaiog MA2 142v
Doxastikon  |T600 ool T0 T@Aavtov Bapug 143r
Stichera I& TOV TG MapOEvou Yiov 1 143v
Stichera TO moAutiuntov pipov 1 144r
Stichera ‘Ore 1) dpaptwlog 1 144r
Stichera 0 g Touda aBMOTNTOG 1 144y
Doxastikon  |'H apaptwiog é8paype mpoc o pupov mpldoacdal 2 145r
Kai Nyn ‘H BeBublopévn T apaptia MA2 145y
Stichera IuepoV O XpLOTOG MA2 146r
Stichera "Hn\woev 1) Népvn MA2 146r
Stichera MpoofABe Muvr) uowdng kal BeBopPopwpévn MA2 146v
Stichera 'H aneyvwopévn 81d tov Biov MA2 147r
Doxastikon  |KUpLe, 1] &v moAAai dpaptiag meputecotoa Muvi MA4 147r
Stichera JUVTPEYEL AOLOV 2 148v
Stichera Tolbag O napdavopoc Kople 2 149r
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Type Incipit Mode Markos
Stichera Toldag 6 mpodotng 60ALOG WV 2 149v
Stichera Toubacg 6 5ovAog Kol 56ALOC 2 149v
Doxastikon ‘Ov eknpugev Auvov Hoalag 2 150r
Stichera ZAUEPOV TO KOTA TOD XPLOTOD Novnpov cuvhxen cuvedp Mh4 150v
Stichera npepov O Toudag MA4 151r
Stichera O Tpomog cou 50ALOTNTOG YEUEL MA4 152r
Stichera Mnéeic co motol nA4 152v
Kai Nyn MuoTtaywy@v cou Kiple Toug MaBntac MA1 153r
Doxastikon révvnpua exudvaov MA2 154r
Stichera Apyxovteg Aadv cuvixbnoav MA4 154v
Stichera AGyov mapavopov nA4 154v
Stichera TAg AigONOELg U@V MA4 154v
Doxastikon MapOEVog ETEKEC ATIELPOYALE MA4 155r
Stichera "Edpape Aéywv 6 Toudag MA2 155r
Stichera ‘Ev £AéeL OV @bV Bepanelowey MA2 155v
Doxastikon Ov €tekeg NapBeve AvepunveLTWE Mh2 156r
Stichera Ald Aatapou thv éyepolv Kople 2 156r
Stichera "Ev @ Seinvew oou Xplote 0 Bedg 2 156r
Stichera Twavvry épwtnoavit Kupte 2 156v
Stichera Elg tplakovta apyupla Kiple 2 156v
Stichera ‘Ev 1@ NUTTipi 00U XpLoTé 0 Oedg 2 157r
Stichera IpNyopEeiTe Kai TpoceVXECOE 2 157r
Doxastikon Aldowaov amd Kwsuvwy 2 157r
Kathisma ‘Ev t@ Selnmvw tovg Mabntag Slatpéduwv Bapug 157v
Stichera Inpepov 0 Tovdag MAl 157v
Stichera IAuepov O Toldac, mapamnoleital MAl 158r
Stichera TV phaderdiav KTnowueda 1 158v
Doxastikon Asbofaopéva nepi co 1 159r
Stichera ‘O padntig tod Albackdlou MA2 159r
Stichera Inpepov éAeyev O Ktiotng OUpavoD Kat yig MA2 159r
Doxastikon ‘Haoontwe, én’éoxatwv cuhhaBoioa MA2 159v
Stichera Inuepov ypnyopet 0 Toudag Bapug 159v
Stichera INLEPOV T OTAUPQ TTPOCHAWGOV Bapuc 160r
Stichera KOple €mi TO TAB0¢ TO £KOVGLOV MAPAYEVOUEVOS Bapucg 160v
Doxastikon Xaipe OcotdKe Bapug 160v
Kathisma Moidcg oe tpomog Touda Bapucg 161r
Stichera Toig UM BODGL O TOPAVOUOLG MA4 161r
Stichera Tpltov apvnodpevoc 6 Metpog nA4 161v
Doxastikon ‘Q¢ mUANV cwthRpLov nA4 162r
Stichera Eimate mopdvopuol 2 162r
Stichera ITaupwBntw ékpalov 2 162v
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Type Incipit Mode Markos
Doxastikon ‘Ot 00K €xopev magonoiay 2 162v
Stichera "Eotnoav T TpLakovTa apyupla 3 163r
Stichera "Edwkav 6i¢ 10 Bpwpd pou xohnv 3 163v
Doxastikon Ol £€ £0v@v DUVODUEV 08 OEOTOKE (yVI 3 163v
Kathisma 'Q nwg Tovsag O MOTE Gou LABNTHAC nA4 163v
Stichera ‘O avaBaiopevog d@g wg ipdtiov MA2 164r
Stichera ‘O paéntig npvicato MA2 164v
Stichera Eiprjveucov Tov Kaopov MA2 164v
Stichera Avtl ayabiov MA2 164v
Stichera 'Enti T mpodooia MA2 165r
Stichera OuUte y1) wg £é0eioBn MA2 165v
Doxastikon Qedv £k ool capkwhévia MA2 165v
Stichera Tade AéyeL KUplog toig loudaiolg NMA4 165v
Stichera Iuepov To0 NaoD TO KATamETAoH MA4 166v
Stichera Ot vopoBetat toL Topani NMi4 166v
Doxastikon Xaipe 17 TUAN ToL Bachéwg TG 50ENG MA4 167r
Kathisma 'Ote napeotng 1 Kaiada 0 Bedg NMi4 167r
Stichera To abpoiapa twv Toudaiwv MA2 167v
Stichera 'Ov navta dpiooel kal TpepeL MA2 168r
Doxastikon OE0TOKE 1] TEKODOO MA2 168r
Stichera Kuple, O TOV Anjotuv guvodolndpov AaBwv MA4 168v
Stichera MKpAV WAV adikev O ANOTHE &V TW OTAUPE nA4 168v
Doxastikon Xaipe 1] €L’ Ayyéhou NMA4 169r
Stichera I1)UepoOV KpeETOL £l EUAOU MA2 169r
Stichera Mr) o TouSaiol éoptaowpEV MA2 169v
Stichera ‘O taupdg oou Kuple MA2 170r
Doxastikon ‘O pwod og KpeUApEVOV MA2 170r
Kathisma E€nydpacac UaES 4 170r
Beattitudes  [Awx E0Aou 6 ASdu 4 170v-172r
Doxastikon Tov Natepa kal Yidv 4 172r
Kai Nyn T1)v Mntépa gou XpLoTE 4 172v
Stichera AUO kal movnpa énoinoev 3 172v
Stichera "EkaoTov MEAOG TG AyLOg 00U 0OPKOG 3 173v
Stichera ITOUPWEEVTOC 0OU XpLOTE 3 174r
Doxastikon ‘EE£Buoav pe Tox ipatd pou MA2 174v
Kai Nyn ToV vatdv pou E6wka ei¢ LOOTIyWoLY MA2 175r
Stichera Naoa 1) Ktiolg 1 175v
Stichera NaOC UOGEPAC Kal TapAvouog 2 175v
Stichera Ifuepov o€ Bewpoboa 2 176r
Stichera Eni £0Aou BAEmouoa 2 176v
Doxastikon Kuple, avaBalvovtdg gou &V T oTaupw MA4 177r
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Type Incipit Mode Markos
Kai Nyn "Hé&n pdmntetal kdAapog Anodpdcewc nA4 177v
Stichera Inuepov to0 NaoD TO KATAMETACMA MA4 177v
Stichera Q¢ npdBatov énl adayrv MA4 178r
Doxastikon Tolg cuANaBODGL OE MAPAVOUOLG MA4 178r
Stichera ALG tov poBov tav Toudalwy M4 178v
Stichera Mpo ol TIUiov cou ITaupol MA4 179r
Doxastikon ‘EAkopevoc émi otaupod MA1 179v
Stichera Tabe Aeyel KUpuog toig Toubalolig nA4 180r
Stichera Ot vopoBetat tot Topani M4 180v
Doxastikon AgUTE XploTodOpol Aol kaTidweV MAl 181r
Stichera Odaupog v KATLEELV Bapucg 182r
Stichera 'Ote o€ Itaupw mpocHAwWoay Mopavouol 2 182r
Doxastikon IrUepOV KpEUATOL &TTL EEAOU MA2 182v
Stichera IpepoV O AEGTIOTNG TG KTIOEWS MA2 183v
Doxastikon "0 TOG 1) MOPAVOHLOG CUVOYWYN MA2 184r
Kai Nyn DoBepov kai mapadofov Muotrplov MA2 185r
Doxastikon 3¢ Tov AvaBarAOpEvov MA1 185v
Stichera Tr)LEPOV CUVEXEL TAGOG 2 186v
Stichera Ti 10 Opwpevov BEapa 2 187r
Stichera AgUte (BwHEV TNV IWNV U@V 2 187r
Stichera ‘Hthoato Tword MA2 187v
Doxastikon Trv orjUePOV LLOTIKWG MA2 188r
Stichera Inuepov 6 Adng otévwy Bok M4 188v
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Type Incipit Mode Markos
PENTECOSTARION
Doxastikon | Avootacewg 1juépa nMal 189v
Doxastikon T BUPWV KEKAELOUEVWV MA2 190r
Doxastikon  |QW\avBpwre, péya nMal 190v
Doxastikon MEB T)UEPAG OKTW MA2 191r
Doxastikon Al pupodopol yuvaikeg OpBpou Babéog MA2 191v
Doxastikon AveBn 0 TnooUg MA1 192r
Doxastikon  |'Ev 11] aTod tov coAopwv NMA4 193r
Doxastikon Kiple, Tov Mapdiutov nA4 193v
Doxastikon TG ‘Eoptig MA2 194r
Doxastikon MeooUong T1¢ £0pTNG MA4 194v
Doxastikon  |QwtioBevieg adeidol 4 194v
Doxastikon Mapa 1O dpéap toL Takwp MA2 195r
Doxastikon Q¢ wdBng év capkwv év T FTaupw MA4 195r
Doxastikon  |'H mnyr) g {wapyiag MA2 196r
Doxastikon Kuple, mapaywv év ] 08w nal 196v
Doxastikon  |Awatocuvng 1]\ vonté MA4 197v
Doxastikon  [Tig AaAnoel NMA4 198r
Doxastikon TV KOATIWY TV TTATPLKQY MA2 198v
Doxastikon  |AvéBn 6 Oedg MA2 199r
Doxastikon  ['Etéx@nc, ¢ avtog 8éhncag 2 199v
Doxastikon  [AeDte Aaol, TV Tploundotatoy NMA4 199v
Doxastikon r\aoat moTte cuvexednoav MA4 200v
Doxastikon BaglAel oUpavie, Mapakinte MA2 201r
Doxastikon MevTnKooTnV £0pTAlopev 4 201r
Doxastikon r@aoat 0T aAOYEVOV 4 201v
Doxastikon Mavta xopnyel 1@ Nvedua 16 Aylov 4 201v
Doxastikon Maptipwyv Beiog xopog MA2 202r
Doxastikon  |AsUte miotol, ofuepov MA2 202v
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Appendix 11

INDEX OF THE DOXASTIKA AND THEOTOKIA FOR FIXED FEAST DAYS
GREGORIOS (G), MARKOS (M) AND CHOURMOUZIOS (C) ARRANGED ACCORDING TO MODE

Incipit Mode Gregorios Markos Chourmouzios
FIRST MODE

"Oote Nétep pakdpis, Inupibuwv codé 1 p. 128 42v p. 86

‘(2 T1)¢ 0TENOGC 1 p. 146 48r p. 96
AguTe TILOTOL £ MAPBWUEVEY 1 p. 161 52r p. 105
Trw AUpav Tov MNvedpatog 1 p. 253 79r p. 165
Beapyiw velpatt 1 p. 342 | missing p. 227
OeapyLwve EVHATL 1 p. 347 105v p. 230

SECOND MODE

‘Ex 0i{ng dyabng 2 p.7 3r p.5
¢ kaBapog iepelig 2 p. 11 4y p. 8
Ifpepov 1] mavapwpog Ayvr 2 p. 24 8v p. 16
TOv EyrawIopOV TEAODVTEC 2 p. 28 9v p.19
Ociog Bnoaupog £V Y] KPUTITOUEVOG 2 p. 29 10v p. 20
AegUte dmavta T £8vn 2 p. 35 12r p. 24
Tov uiov t)¢ Bpoveig 2 p. 55 19r p. 37
Ijpepov Tw Vo MpogdyeTal 2 p. 91 31r p. 62
Xappoviklic tf mavnyipel 2 p.93 missing p. 63
Biov axihov éEnoknuévn 2 p. 95 32r p. 64
To anopontov toig Ayyéholg 2 p. 125 41v p. 83
Erjpepov £k OIng tov Aavid 2 p. 127 42r p. 85
Tepapyv 10 Belov 2 p. 130 43p missing
‘1500 Kapae 2 p. 132 43y p. 87
Xaipete mpodriral Tipwoy 2 p. 142 46v missing
AlyolaTou povapyfoavtog 2 p. 173 55v p. 113
Adfa év Uihiotolg Oem 2 p. 181 58r p. 118
Tw Baowel kal Aeomotn) Tov navidg 2 p. 191 61r p. 125
Meya kan napadofov 2 p. 193 61v p. 126
TmékAwag képav tw Npodpdpw 2 p. 229 72r p. 149
Iipepov O Xplotoc £v lopddvn 2 p. 231 73r p. 150
Ifpepov ai YPuyai TV ynyeviov 2 p. 259 81r p. 169
TO an’ aiwvog puathiplov 2 p. 273 85r p. 179
Mhouoiwv Swpswv 2 p. 282 87v p. 186
(Opéva kaBdpavieg kai vouv 2 p. 303 94r p. 201
Q¢ otédavov Unep 2 p. 305 94v p. 202
AéUte prondpBevol névieg 2 p. 316 98r p. 210
‘Ev néket 1ol Ocol Auiv 2 p. 319 99r p. 212
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INDEX OF THE DOXASTIKA AND THEOTOKIA FOR FIXED FEAST DAYS
GREGORIOS (G), MARKOS (M) AND CHOURMOUZIOS (C) ARRANGED ACCORDING TO MODE

Incipit Mode Gregorios Markos Chourmouzios
THIRD MODE

Mpoég oeauTOV EMavdyou avBpwre 3 p. 31 11r p. 21
XpLote O OEOg 1)UV 3 p. 32 11v p. 22
Tov guvaipova Nétpou 3 p. 100 33v p. 67
Tv Nponatdpuwv 3 p. 137 45r p. 90
Twond, iné uiv 3 p. 159 S51v p. 104
MNéhw npiv 3 p. 243 7ev p. 158
To péya kheog T Tepswv 3 p. 245 77r p. 159
Adiepwbeic T O £k KOMAg UTPLKIg 3 p. 247 77v p. 161
A Tootohkwv napaddoswy 3 p. 307 95r p. 204
FOURTH MODE

TV £TAOLOV UV NV GHEPOV 4 p. 63 21v p. 43
Tov Aoyyalc kAnpwodpevov 4 p. 74 25r p. 50
Tiv v ixBdwv dypav 4 p. 97 32v p. 65
Hoala yopeus 4 p. 99 33r p. 66
"Oote Ndrep, lepapya doibipe 4 p. 133 44r p. 88
EvdpavBntt Tepovoainu 4 p. 175 56r p.114
Innhaic mapwknaag 4 p. 178 57r p. 116
)¢ tov MNMvebpatog £paotrig 4 p. 236 74v p. 154
AcUte pupnowpeda tag dpovipouc Napbévoug 4 p. 238 75r p. 154
Ovk £6g1 os Xpuobdotops 4 p. 254 79v p. 166
MNatep Xpuoodotope 4 p. 257 80v p. 168
Infuepov xapag Evayyéhia 4 p. 269 84r p. 177
Tov voepov adduavta 4 p. 277 86v p. 182
TG tpiTTl) TAC EpWTHOEWC 4 p. 297 92r p. 197
Inuepov Eehappe 4 p. 325 100v p. 216
Tov katd Makkafaiwy 4 p. 330 101v p. 219
0' guppayioac Kople 4 p. 331 102r p. 220
"Ore éfebrjunoac Oeotoke MNapbéve 4 p. 351 107r p. 233
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INDEX OF THE DOXASTIKA AND THEOTOKIA FOR FIXED FEAST DAYS
GREGORIOS (G), MARKOS (M) AND CHOURMOUZIOS (C) ARRANGED ACCORDING TO MODE

Incipit Mode Gregorios Markos Chourmouzios
PLAGAL FIRST MODE

"Oote Nédep, kohiv £bevpec kAipaka Al p.3 2r p.3
ZU Baowew Ml p.5 2v p. 4
() pokapia Sudg Mal p. 19 7r p. 14
O'nou émokidon 1] xapig cou Apydyyshe M1 p. 81 27v p. 55
ToAnicwHey £v oaAnLyyL XOUATWY M1 p. 121 40r p. 81
O éni twv kOAwv Mal p. 128 42r p. 85
AsUte Xplotoddpol Aaoi katibwpey Al p. 164 53r p. 107
Mpwtopdptug Andotole Ml p. 196 62v p. 128
AkatdAnmrov 0 tehobpevov MAl p. 198 63r p. 129
‘Epyopevoc petd oapkoc M1 p. 215 68r p. 140
Ti avayautilelg cou o U8ata w ‘lopSdvn MAl p. 220 69v p. 143
Tnv xeipd gou v dpapévav MAl p. 226 | missing p. 147
"Oate Ndtep, otk £dwkac Unvov goig OpBarpoic Al p. 248 78r p. 162
Avételhe 1O Eap NAl p. 279 87r p. 183
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INDEX OF THE DOXASTIKA AND THEOTOKIA FOR FIXED FEAST DAYS
GREGORIOS (G), MARKOS (M) AND CHOURMQOUZIOS (C) ARRANGED ACCORDING TO MODE

Incipit Mode Gregorios Markos Chourmouzios
PLAGAL SECOND MODE

Ocia yapig MA 2 p.1 1r p.1
*0 Nvedpatt Ayiw cuvnupévoc Mi 2 p.2 1v p.2
Ifpepov, O Toig woepoic Bpovolg émavanauopevog Beog MA 2 p.13 Sr p. 10
At Npépa Kupiou na 2 p. 18 6v p. 13
T pvipny twv Eykawiwy M 2 p. 25 9r p. 18
Inuepov £0Aov £davepwdn nA 2 p. 26 9y missing
Irjlepov TipoEpxeTal O Ztaupog tol Kupiou a2 p. 39 13v p. 27
"H &uqvBiopévn taig cpetaig MA 2 p. 41 14v p. 28
O tetpanéparog kKOOPOG MA 2 p. 42 15r p. 29
‘Ek 5efuov Tob Iwtnpog MA 2 p. 45 15v p.31
Zrjpepov To putov TG Lwilg MA 2 p. 47 16v p. 32
‘Ex oteipevoliong arfjuepov vndlog Ma2 p. 49 17r p. 33
Ayyedog, £k oTEPWTIKWY wiwvw ponAbeg Bantotd M 2 p. 51 17v p. 35
Andotole Xplotov Ma 2 p. 59 20r p. 39
TG QUOTIKAE O1)UEPOV TOU MVEdUaTOg Ma 2 p. 62 21r p. 42
Z1)HEPOV OUYKAAELTAL UAC M 2 p. 69 23v p. 47
Tuyydpnte nuiv, anacot al twv Ayyehwv tafiapyiot nA 2 p. 76 26r p. 52
Tuyxapnte Nuiv, anooal ai wwv NapBévwy yopootasiat ni 2 p. 78 26v p. 53
"Oole tplopdkap, Ayuwtare MNétep M2 p. 83 28r p. 56
Tahmuyé ypuooduwvog MA 2 p. 84 28v p. 57
Irjpepov Té otign twv Niotov guvehBovta MA 2 p. 89 30r p. 60
Matpida, yévog M2 p. 106 35v p. 71
ABAntwkiv 06evioaoa 066V nA 2 p. 107 35v p.72
TO kat elkdva TnpRoag M 2 p. 108 36r p.73
"Oote Natep, eic ndoav tiv thv ££F{ABev 0 pBOYyoC nA 2 p. 112 37v p. 75
Tepapyv v KaAhoviv Ma 2 p. 114 38r p. 76
Infatov sUtpenilou Mh 2 p. 116 38v p.78
‘AvBpwre tol O=ol ni 2 p. 118 39y p. 79
‘Avopdeute Napbeve MA 2 p. 119 39v p. 80
ToU¢ mpo 1ol vopou Matépag M2 p. 135 4dv p. 89
AavifA avip MA 2 p. 141 46r p. 93
‘Eyyilel 0 Xplotédg MA 2 amo Au p. 148 48v p. 97
ZnAog Te Kal mop MA 2 ek tou Nn| p. 149 48v p. 98
Ifuepov yevvatal £k NapBévou M 2 p. 170 55r p. 111
Ote katpog MA2 p. 179 57v p. 117
Aofa sw Yotolg ni 2 p. 183 58v p. 119
Irjuepov 1] adpatog $loLg MA 2 p. 185 59v p.121
Mvrjpnv emteAoDpev MA2 p. 187 60r p. 122
Tepéwv pvrpn MA 2 p. 188 60r p. 123
XopeUouow Ayyelol mavtec £v olpav MA2 p. 189 60v p. 123
Mpwroc kai év Mdptuow Mh 2 p. 194 62r p. 127
*Otiv xapwv twv Baupdtwy MA2 p. 204 65r p. 133
EEex0En 1 xdpig €v xeikeal oou nA 2 p. 207 65v p.135
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INDEX OF THE DOXASTIKA AND THEOTOKIA FOR FIXED FEAST DAYS
GREGORIOQS (G), MARKOS (M) AND CHOURMOQUZIOS (C) ARRANGED ACCORDING TO MODE

Incipit Mode Gregorios Markos Chourmouzios
PLAGAL SECOND MODE continued

Tov ek MNapBevou rhlov MA 2 missing 72r missing
Népara Topddvia MNA2 p. 230 72v p. 149
“Evoapke Aoyve, Npodpops tov Iwtipog MA 2 p. 233 73v p. 152
Qco¢ Ndyog emeddvn év oapki M2 p. 234 74r p. 152
XplotoL tov Tepdpynv MA 2 p. 242 76r p. 157
A'volyéaBw fj miAn MA 2 p. 261 81v p. 171
0 £v yepoi npeoPutikaig MA 2 p. 266 83r p. 174
Ancotéhn ££ olpavon MA 2 p. 267 83v p. 175
Afiwc ToL Ovopatog MA 2 p. 275 85v p. 181
Irjpepov ToU PwTtog O Alyvog A2 p. 289 89v p. 191
H EModBet cuvéhape tov Mpodpopov MA 2 p. 290 90r p. 192
A'otip aotépwv MNpddpopoc MA 2 p. 296 92r p. 196
E'optn yappoouvog MA 2 p. 299 93r p. 198
H'navoentoc tv Anootoéiwy M 2 p. 301 93v p. 199
AeUte tiiv 6pBodotwy 16 ohotnua MA2 p. 309 96r p. 205
Mpodnra krijpu§ Xploton A 2 p. 312 96v p. 207
NapBevopdptnc xBAnddpe MA 2 p. 318 98v p. 211
AgUte mavra thc yic 1é néparta MA 2 p. 320 98v p. 213
‘E&éhapbe onpepov MA 2 p. 322 99v p. 214
Mpotunv thv Avactaocw thy oniv MA 2 p. 336 103v p. 223
Nétpw kai Twdvvn M 2 p. 338 104r p. 224
T1) &Bavdtw cou Kourjost MA2 p. 354 108r p. 235
leveBAhiwv Tedoupévwy MA 2 p. 357 108v p. 237
MdaAw "Hpwbiag paivetal MA 2 p. 360 109v p. 239
BARYS

Iﬂsl’!ts AMAVTEC, TUOTWE avNyuplowpey [ Bapug [ p. 135 45v ] p. 91
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INDEX OF THE DOXASTIKA AND THEOTOKIA FOR FIXED FEAST DAYS
GREGORIOS (G), MARKOS (M) AND CHOURMOUZIOS (C) ARRANGED ACCORDING TO MODE

Incipit Mode Gregorios Markos Chourmouzios

PLAGAL FOURTH MODE

O appntw codla na4 p.8 3v p.6

Tepwaolvng vopxg na 4 p. 10 4r p.7

AeUTe (mavteg moTol na 4 p. 15 Sv p. 11
01 £§ akdipriwy Aayoviwv nA 4 p. 21 v p. 15
‘Ovrnep nahat Mwuaoig nA 4 p. 38 13r p. 26
Naoa ydwooa kveioBw mpdc evdnuiav na 4 p. 44 15r p. 30
‘H FAdoafet ouvedaPe tov Mpodpopov T ydpitog M\ 4 p. 54 18v p. 36
Evayyshiotd Twdvvn nA 4 p. 60 21r p. 40
Toov Qyiwv Natépwv O xopoc na 4 p. 66 22v p. 45
"ExeL pév ) Bewotdn oou Juxn na4 p. 72 24y p. 48
Q¢ tadiapyng kol mpopayog nA 4 p. 80 27r p. 54
Xpuoéolg Eneal na 4 p. 85 29r p. 58
Metd o TexBivai oe N 4 p. 87 29v p. 59
Tov kripuka ThHg MiaTEWC na4 p. 102 34r p. 68
‘Yroefal Bnbledpn nA 4 p. 104 35r p. 70
Towv Movagtaw na 4 p. 111 37r p. 74
Taowv vopkawv Sidaypdtwy 0 alioyoc na 4 p. 143 a7r p. 94
Ocodope Tyvdrie nA 4 p. 145 47v p. 95
Tabde Aéysl Tworjd na4 p. 154 50r p. 101
‘Ev BnkBAeépn ouveSpapov Mowpévec na4 p. 184 59r p. 120
Alpa, kai mop na 4 p. 190 60v p. 124
Zodiag £paati); yevopevog Oale na4d p. 201 64r p. 131
Zuykatapaiviv 0 Zwtip na4 p. 203 64v p. 133
0UK énnoy0ven O maviyaBog Oedg nA 4 p. 206 65v p. 134
Mpég TV dwviiv ToL Bowvtog £V T1 £prpw nA 4 p. 210 66V p. 137
Ovpavobpopw Emupac oyrjpatt Becnéote nA 4 p. 240 75v p. 156
'H ypriyopog yAwoaod gou mpdc Sibaokahiav na 4 p. 250 78v p. 163
Tacg kapbiac Twv oty na4 p. 251 79r p. 164
O toig XepouBip énoyolpevog nA 4 p. 263 82r p. 172
FEhac baswotatov, kopiTne EomEpwTaTog na 4 p. 284 88v p. 188
O twv Avéktwy ‘Ava kal O¢oc nA 4 p. 286 89r p. 189
H aalou viv Tob NpodrTtou 1) dwvi nA 4 p. 292 90v p. 193
BAéme tiv 'EAcd@Bet na 4 p. 295 91y p. 195
TGv Mpodntiv Tolg Gkpaipovag MA 4 p. 313 97r p. 208
AeUte ndoa 1) ktiowg na 4 p. 314 97v p. 209
Mntpikiv Ayarnrjoac sUoéBelav nA 4 p. 323 100r p. 215
Ol Aylot MakkaBaiot tw tupdvv gheyov nA 4 p. 328 101r p. 218
NapéhaBev 0 Xprotdc nA 4 p. 340 104v p. 226
Npodpope tov Zwtpog na4 p. 358 109r p. 238
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Appendix 111

Doxastarion of Markos Domestikos

Private Collection of Georgios Chatzitheodorou, MS s.s., folios 1r-204r

Images made available with his kind permission.

(File begins on the next page.)
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1r=2r

189



2v-4r

190



4v-6r

191



6Vv-8r

192



8v-10r

193



10v-12r

194



12v-14r

195



14v-16r

196



16v-18r

197



18v-20r

198



20v-22r

199



22v-24r

200



24v-26r

201



26v-28r

202



28v-30r

203



30v-32r

204



32v-34r

205



34v-36r

206



36v-38r




38v-40r

208



40v-42r

209



42v-44r

210



44v-46r

211



46v-48r

212



48v-50r

213



50v-52r

214



52v-54r

215



54v-56r

216



56v-58r

217



58v-60r

218



60v-62r

219



62v-64r

220



64v-66r

221



66Vv-68r

222



68v-70r

223



70v-72r

224



T2v-T4r

225



T4v-76r

226



76v-78r

227



78v-80r

228



80v-82r

229



82v-84r

230



84v-86r

231



86v-88r

232



88v-90r

233



90v-92r

234



92v-94r

235



94v-96r

236



96v-98r

237



98v-100r

238



100v-102r

239



102v-104r

240



104v-106r

241



106v-108r

242



108v-110r

243



110v-112r

244



112v-114r

245



114v-116r

246



116v-118r

247



118v-120r

248



120v-122r

249



122v-124r

250



124v-126r

251



126v-128r

252



128v-130r

253



130v-132r

254



132v-134r

255



134v-136r

256



136v-138r

257



138v-140r

258



140v-142r

259



142v-144r

260



144v-146r

261



146v-148r

262



148v-150r

263



150v-152r

264



152v-154r

265



154v-156r

266



156v-158r

267



158v-160r

268



160v-162r

269



162v-164r

270



164v-166r

271



166v-168r

272



168v-170r

273



170v-172r

274



172v-174r

275



174v-176r

276



176v-178r

277



178v-180r

278



180v-182r

279



182v-184r

280



184v-186r

281



186v-188r

282



188v-190r

283



190v-192r

284



192v-194r

285



194v-196r

286



196v-198r

287



198v-200r

288



200v-202r

289



202v-204r
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Appendix IV
Index of the Doxastaria of Petros Peloponnesios:
London, British Library, Add. MS 17718 (ca. 1775), and Bucharest,

Stavropoleos Monastery, MS 48m (1775)
An index of the compositions in each manuscript
according to month and festal period and by folio

Incipit Markos ms17718 ms 48
September

Beia yapic 1r 361 4r
"0 [vedpatt Ayiw ovvippévog 1v 36v 4v
“Ooue [latep, kadnv £pevpeg KApaka 2r 37r 5r
X0 Bagihev 2v 37v 5v
Fk 0ilng ayabng 3r 38v 6r
O aponTw copin 3v 39r 6v
Tepwaivng vopukng 4r 39v 7r
g kabapog iepeig 4y 40v 8r
Enpepov, 0 Toig woepoig Bpovolg émavamavopevog Oeog 5r 41v 10v
AgUTE AMAVTEG TOTOL 5v 42r 11r
AUTH 1pépa Kupiov 6v 43v 12v
0 pakapia Sudg 7r 44r 13r
01 £f axdpmwv Aayovwv v 45r 13v
LAUEPOV 1] Tavapmpos Ayviy 8v 45v 14v
Tiv pvijpny tv Eykaiviov 9r 46v 15r
Iuepov Ludov E@avepwbn 9v 47r 15v
TOV EYKAVITLOV TEAOUVTES 9y 47v 15v
Bciog Boaupog £v Y1) KpUTTOEVOG 10v 48r 16v
[1pog oequTOV EMavayou avlpwme 11r 48v 17r
Xploté 6 Bedg Nuwv 11v 49v 17v
AgvTe amavta T £Bvn 12r 50r 18r
Ovmep méda Mwoang 13r 51v 19v
Lpepov TpogpyeTal 0 XTavpog Tov Kupilou 13v 52r 20r
H 8mvbiopévn Taig apetaig 14v 53r 20v
O teTpamépatos KOGHOG 15r 53v 21r
llaoa ydwooa kiveloOw mpog evgnpiav 15r S54r 21v
‘Ex 8e€ov Tov EwTtijpog 15v 551 22v
ZAUEPOV TO QYUTOV TG Twi)g 16v 56r 23r
‘Ex ateipevoong afpepov viybiog 17r 56v 24r
Ayyehog, £k oTelpwTIKQV wSiwvo TporjAbeg Bantiotd 17v 57v 24v
H Edoafet ouvédaBe tov IpdSpopov s x&pitog 18v 58v 25v
Tov viov ¢ BpovTig 19r 59v 261
AmooTtode Xplotov 20r 61r 27v
Evayyehiota Twdavwn 21r 61v 28r
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Incipit Markos ms17718 ms 48
October

Tag puotucag anpepov tov Mvedpatog 21r 62r 28v
Tiv eTnoov pviunv onpepov 21v 62v 29r
Tov ayiwv [arépwv 6 yopog 22v 64r 30r
Z1HEPOV CLUYKUAEITUL TJHAG 23v 65r 31r
"Eyet pév i Ogiotdtn oov Yuyy 24v 66V 32r
Tov Adyyaig kKAnpwaodpevov 25r 67r 33r
November

Zuyyapnte nuiv, anmacal al Twv Ayyédwv tafiapyio 26r 68v 8v
Tuyxapnte nuiv, anaoat at towv HapOivwv yopootaoia 26v 69r 9v
(¢ Tadiapyne Kol Tpodpayoc 27r 69v 10r
0'mov MoK 1) Xapig gou ApyayyeAs 27v 70v 34r
‘Oaoie tpiopdxap, Gyuotate Mitep 28r 71r 34v
YaATyE ypuoo@mwvoc 28v 71v 35r
Xpuogoic Emeat 29r 72r 351
MeTd 16 TexOvai o 29v 72v 36r
Inuepov @ otign twv [liotwv cuvedBovta 30r 73v 36v
ZHEPOV T Vaw TpoodyeTal 31r 74v 37v
Xappovik®g T Tavnyvpel missing  |75r 38r
Biov abdov efnoxknuévn 32r 76v 39r
Tiv twv xBOwv aypav 32v 77r 39v
Hoala yopeve 33r 77v 40r
Tov cuvaipova [TEtpou 33v 78v 40v
Tov kijpuka Tf¢ ToTEWC 34r 79r 41v
Ymodetou BnOAegp 35r 80r 42r
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December

Incipit Markos ms 17718 ms 48
Tatpida, yévog 35v 80v 42v
AOAnTiknv o dsuoadov 35v 80v 43r

To katel KovaTnpnoog 36r 81v 43v
Twv povaoTmy 37r B2v 44v
‘Oaie [atep, eic nGoav v yiv 37v 83r 45r
lepapytov TAV kKaAioviv 38r 83v 45v
SmnAciov 38v 84v 46v
‘AvBpwte Tol Beol 39v 85v 47r
AvOpgevte HapOéve 39v 85v 47v
LaATOWUEY £V CAATIY AT UATWY 40r sov 48v

Té dmoppntov 41v 88r 49v
Inuepov ek piEng tou Aaffd 42r 88v 50v
OEMTWV KOATTWY 42r 89r S50v
"Oaie [ldtep paxdpie, Emupidwv cogs 42v 89r 51r
lepapyiv T6 Delov 43r 90r 52r
18500 Kalpoe 43v 90v 52v
"Ooie atep, lepdpya doiiue 44r 91r 53v
ToUc mpd Tol vopou latépac 44v 92r 54v
TGv [lpomatopwy 45r 92v 551
AeVTE GTAVTEC A5y 93r 55v
Aavifh avip 461 94r 561
Xalpete Mpo@RTHL TIHLOL 46v 94y 56V
Twv VoKWY 47r 95r 57r
Beodwpe lyvartie Tov Lov 47v 95v 57v

{1 Tng otEpUg 48r 961 58v
Eyyilel, Xplotog 48v 96v 59r
Znioc te kat Hupkata daye 48v 97r missing
Bn0leiu Etotudlov 49r 97v missing
Nuv Tpo@nTIKn 49y 98r missing
Tade Aéyel 50r 99r missing
OvTog Beog 50v 99v missing
I1pd ThC yEVWHAGEWC 51r 100r missing
lwong e quwv S51v 101r missing
Aevte moTtol emapbwpev evBewc 52r 101v missing
AKOVE, oupave 52v 102v missing
AeVTE yprato@opot Aaol 53r 103r missing
EfemAteto o Hpwéng 53v 103v missing
Ote lwong, lMapbive S54r 104r missing
Yhpepov yevvdral ek HapOgvou 55r 105r missing
AUyoUoTou HOVApPXIoavVTOG 55v 1061 59v
Ey@pav OnTuepovsainu 561 107r 60r
Imylal wmapuwKoug 57r 108r 6lv
Ote koupog 57v 108v 61v
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December Continued

Incipit Markos ms17718 ms 48
Irjuepov Xplotog 58r 109v 62v
Abka év Oilatolg Osw 58v 110r 63r
Ev BnOAesp 59r 110v 63v
ZNUEPOV O QOPATOC 59v 111r 63v
Mviunv emite 60r 111v 64v
IepEwv pvijun 60r 112r 651
Xopevovoiv Ayyedol 60v 112r 651
Alpa Kol Top 60v 112v 65V
Ty BaglAel kol SEGTOTN TOV 61r 113r 661
Méya kal Tapadotov 61v 114r 66V
[pawrog kai ev Mdaprtusiv 62r 114v 67r
[pwtopdptuc AmocTole 62v 115r 671
Axata'AnmTov 6G3r 116r GBv
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Incipit Markos ms17718 ms 48
January

Yogiag épactig yevopevog Oaie 64r 117r 69v
Euykatafaivav 0 Zotip 64v 117v 70r
"0tV xapiv T@v Bavpdtwoy 65r 118r 70v
Ovk émnoyuvin o maviyabog Oeog 65v X 71r
‘E&ex0En 1 xépis &v xeideoi oov 65v 118v missing
Inuepov Twv L8ATWY 661 119r 71v

Q¢ avBpwmog év Totapw 661 119v missing
1IpGg THY (pwvijv Tow BowvTog £v T1) £pripa 66V 120r missing
'H touv [Ipodpdpov kai Bantiotov 67r 120v missing
‘H Tpuag 0 0g0g 1uwv 67v 121v missing
‘Epyouevog petd oapkog 68r 122r missing
Tade Aéyel Kvploc 68v 122v missing
Euepov n Wadpikn mpo@nTeia 69r 123r missing
Ti aveyontilelg oov Ta Béate @ “lopddvn 69v 124r missing
Oaufog v katideiy 70v 125r missing
"Ote mpdg aTov Epyouevov o [pddpopog 70v 125r missing
Thv xeipd oov v dpapévny Missing |126r missing
Tréxdvag kapav Tw lpodpopw 72r 127r 72r

Tov gk mapBevnilov 72r missing missing
Népata TopSavia 72v 127r 72v
Iqpepov 0 Xpiotog v Topddvn 73r 127v 73r
Dwvn Kuplov 73v 128r 72v
‘Evaapike Adyve, [IpdSpops Tov Zwrpog 73v 128v 73v
Be0g AOY0G ETEQQVN €V OUpPKL 74r 129r 74r

)¢ tov [vevpatog €paotng 74v 129v T4v
Agvte ppnompeba Tag @povipoug Mapbévoug 75r 130r 75v
Ovpavodpopw empag oxnpatt Beonicie 75v 131r 761
XpioTov Tov Tepdapynv 76r 131v 76v
[TaAwv nuiv 76v 132r 771

To péya wAfog Tav Tepéwv 77r 133r 77v
A@epwbsic T O £k KOIALAG HNTPLKIG 77v 133v 78v
"Ooe [ldtep, 0k EdwKag DTIVOV 6ol o@BaApoig 78r 134r 79r

'H ypriyopog yAdwaod ocov mpog SiSaokaliicy 78v 134v 79v
Tag kapdiag Twv mMoTwy 79r 135r 79v
Trv Avpav Tov [vedpartog 79r 135v 80v
0vk édeL og Xpuodatops 79v 136v 81r
[latep XpuodoToue 80v 137v 82r
Inuepov al Yuyal Ty ynysvwv 81r 138r 82v
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Incipit Markos ms17718 ms 48
February

"AvoryéoBo 1 moAn 81lv 138v 83r
0 Toi¢ Xepoufip émoyodpevog 82r 139r 84v
0 £v yepai mpeafuTikaic 83r 140v 84r
March

AmeoTadn €& ovpavon 83v 141r 85r
Enpepov xapag Evayygiia 84r 142r 86r
To an’ aiwvaeg puatiplov 85r 143r 87v
April

A&lwe ToL ovopatog 85v 144r 88v
‘Tov voepov adapavrta 86V 144v 89r
AVETEIAE TO Eap 87r 145v 89v
May

[TAovaiwy Swpewv 87v 146v 90v
YEAQC (PAEVOTUTOV, KOUNTNC ETIEPWHTATOC 88v 147r 91v
0 tawv Avaxktwv "Avad kai ©6og 89r 148r 92r
June

ENHEPOV TOV (PTOG O AVY¥VOg 89v 149r 93r
H EAdioafer ouvédafe tov [Ipodpopov 90r 149v 93v
H calov vov tov Mpopitou 1) puvi 90v 150r 94r
Biéme Tyv Elcafer 91v 151r 95r
A'otp actépwv [Ipodpopog 92r 151v 95v
T® Tpitt@ Thc Epwmicemc 92r 152r missing
E'opti] yappocuvog 93r 152v 96v
H'mavoentog TGV AToaTodwy 93v 153v 97v
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Incipit Markos ms17718 ms 48
July

Dpéva kKabapavteg Kal vouv 94r 154r 98r
(1¢ oTé@avov DTIEP 94v 155r 99r
A'moaTodk@V Tapaddcewv 95r 155v 99v
Aglte TV 0pBo8OEwY TO olioTh K 961 156v 100r
Tpopnta kijpuE Xplaton 96v 157v 101r
TGv Mpogytiv Tolc Aipainovac 97r 157v 101v
Ag0te méow 1) KTiog 97v 158r 102r
AT @uromdplevol TévTeg 98r 159r 103r
MapBevoudptne albinedpe 98v 159v 103v
Aglte mhvta ThC yiic T@ mépata 98v 160r 103v
‘Ev mérel ol Ozol Auiv 99r 160v 104v
‘Efédaple onjuepov 99v 161r 105r
MnTpiknv ayamioog eUoEpeiav 100r 161v missing
Euepov EEEdampe 100v 162r missing
August

Of Aytol Makkafaiot Ta Tupavva éxeyov 101r 163r 1061
Tov katd Makkafaiwy 101v 163v 106v
0" guppaynoac Kopie 102r 164r 107r
Ilpoturyv AV Avdatasiv ThV v 103v 1661 109r
[lETpw kal Twdvvn 104r 166v 109v
lapedafev 0 XpiaTtoc 104v 167v 110r
Beapyiw veEDUaTL 105v 168r 111r
"Ore Eedjunoag Oeotore MapOéve 105v 169v 114v
T abavatw gov Kowprjoel 107r 171r 1161
['eveOAimv TEAOLUEVWY 108r 172r 116v
lIpodpope Tov XwTijpog 108v 172v 117v
[TéAv "Hpwdike paivetal 109r 173r 118r
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Incipit Markos ms17718 ms 48

TPIQAIOY

Mavrtokpdtwp Kople 111r 73v 119r
Bepapnuévwv Tav odbBaAp@y HOU £K TV VOOV [LoU 111v 74r 119r
Tafc £ Epywv kauyroeoL 111v 74r 119v
"0 ndcwv AyaBlv 112r 75r 120r
Thg natpikiig dwpedc 112v 75v 120v
Ndrep Ayadé 113r 76r 121r
Opnvi kal 080popaL 113v 76v 121v
"Apyr pot kal UmdoTacic 114r 77v 122r
Q¢ avBoc papaivetal 114v 77v 122r
‘Ortav TiBwvtal Bpovol 115r 78v 123r
Oipol pédawa Ypuxn 115v 79r 124r
MNpokaBdpwpey fautdug (xdeidol 116v 80r 125r
‘ExaBioev Abap 117r 81r 125v
‘EEepAntn o Adan 117v 81lv 126r
"Egpfaoe kaipog 118v 82v 127r
NnoTedovTeg ABEAPOO GWUATIKWS 119r 83v 128v
Agvte motol emepyacwpelo 119v 84r 129r
'H Xaplc 1A yevvioel mAnpoosaco 120r 185r 129v
O1 e§ aoefeig 120v 185v 130v
Mwang Tw Kalpw T1) éykpatelag 121v 186v 131v
Trv vevpatikiv NnoTeiav viioTEVGWLUEY 122r 188r 132v
NUOV Kalpog ENTPOCSEKTOG 122v 188v 133r
"Ooie tplopdxap, Gywwtate [dtep 122v 188v 133v
'H ypntopog yhweoa cov mpog Sidaokaiicy 123r 189r 134r
Tolc év akoOTEL 123r 189v 134r
Acwmtwe Slaomeipag 123v 190v 1351
AowmTov Siknv améotnv 124r 191r 135v
Thv UmAd@pova yvaunv 124r 191r 136r
H taov ayabov mpodEevog Nnoteia 125r 192r 136v
Ol £V KPUTIT® ApeTES Epyalopevol 125v 193r 138r
LUEPOV O ATPOGITOC TH] OUGTI 126r 193v 138v
Toig maBea1 SobAwoag 127r 194v 139v
"Ooie Mdtep thc pwvfic Tol Ebayysliov 127r 195r 140r
Tov emi ynjg "Ayyslov 127v 195v 140v
AgvTe epyacwpeba 128r 1961 141r
Tolc TV Eudv Aoyigudv 128v 197v 142v
¢ e§ TepoOoainu 129r 198r 143r
I'Awooav 1jv oLk Eyvam 130r 199r 144r
‘Efcupatoipynos Xpiate Tol Etaupol aov ) Sivapic 130w 199v 144v
T thc Yuxfic Bnpedpata 130v 200r 145r
0Uk Eotiv ) Baoiheia tol Ozol 131r 200r 145v
[TAovoioc Ev m&Beoy Umdpywv 131v 201r 146v
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Incipit Markos ms17718 ms 48

Trv Yruxwpein 132v 201v 147v
‘Emotag to pyijpartt Aafdpov o Xwtp jpuav 132v 202r 147v
TAv YuyweeAf] TAnpwoavteg TeooapakooTiv 133r 202v 148r
Méya kal mapddofov Oavpe 134r 203v 149r
Ejpuepov 1] xdpig Tov ayiov [lvebpatog 134r 204v 149v
Ilpd €€ uepwv 134v 204v 150r
Xaipe kai evgpaivov moAig Eiwv 135r 205r 150v
"HABev 6 ZwThp ofuepov 135v 205v 151r
'O 1oig xepouPip EmoyovpEVOg 136r 205v 151v
'Ex Baiwv kai kAGSwv 136r 206r 152r
Mofepdv TO Epmesiv 136v 206v 152v
Zuvaywyn Tovhpa Kol potyalic 137r 207r 153r
‘Epyopevog o Koplog 137v 207v 153v
DOGoavTeC MIGTOL 138r 208v 154v
Kvpie, eépyopevog mpog o [abog 138v 209r 155r
Kupig, Tpog 1O puotiplov To amdO0nTov Ti)G 61)¢ 0IKoVopiag 139r 209v 156r
KUplie, Tk TEAEWTAT (PPOVELY 139v 210v 156v
Tiig EnpavOeiong oukng S T akapioy 140r 211r 157r
Agvtépav Ebav Tijv Aiyumtiav 140r 211v 157v
‘Ev talc Aaumpotnol Tiv Ayiwv oov 140v 211v 158r
‘O 111 Wuyig 6abupia vuotdtag 141r 212r 158v
To0 kpUWavTog TO Tdhaviov 141v 212v 159r
Aevte muotoi, énepyacwpefa npoBupwe To Asonotn 141v 213r 159r
‘Otav EAB1)g €v 6081 peT Ayyehkwv AuVApewY 142v 214r 160r
O Nupgioc 0 kaMeL wpaiog 142v 214v 160v
T600 ool 16 Tahavtov 143r 215r 161r
& Tov TG MapBEvou Yidv 143v 215v 161v
To noAvtipntov pwopov 144r 216r 162r
‘Ore 1) apaptwiode 144r 216r 162v
0 ¢ Tolba abhéTnTog 144v 217v 163r
H apaptwdoc E8papie mpdc 1o pOpov mpidoacBal 145r 217v 163v
‘H BeBuBlopévn 1] apaptia 145v 217v 164r
Ifuepov O XpLotog 1461 218r 164v
"HrAwgev 1] Noépvn 1461 218v 165r
MNpoonABe Nuvi duowdng kai BeBopPopwpévn 146v 219r 165r
H aneyvwopévn b1 tov Bilov 147r 219v 165v
KUpLg, 1] €v moMhaig apaptiag neputesovoa Muvr 147r 220r 166v
Fuvtpeyel houov 148v 221r 167v
Tolbag O napdvopog Kiple 149r 221v 168r
Tolbag O npoddtng S6Aiog (v 149v 222v 168v
Tolbag 6 Sovhog kai S6ALog 149v 222v 169r
Ov gxknpuiev Apvov Hoalog 150r 223v 170r
IAMEPOV TO KUTA TOU XpLOTOU Tovhpov auvhxen cuvédplov 150v 224r 170v
Ifuepov 0 Téubacg 151r 224v 171r
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Incipit Markos ms17718 ms 48
0 tpodnog oou SoAOTNTOC YEUEL 152r 2261 172v
Mnéeig w muotoi 152v 226v 173r
Mugataywywv gou Kiple ol Mabntdg 153r 227r 174r
Féwwnua eX8vov 154r 228r 174v
Apyovreg Aawv ouvrixBnoav 154v 229r 175v
Aoyov napavopov 154v 229r 175v
Tog algbrioeLg 1wV 154v 229r 176r
NapBEvog ETEKEC AMELPOYALE 155r 229v 176v
“Edpape Aéywy O Toldag 155r 230r 176v
‘Ev éAéeL TOV @by BepansUowHEY 155v 230r 177r
Ov étexeg NapBéve aveppnveltwg 1561 230v 177r
Aud Aaldipou TAv éyepav KOple 156r 230v 177v
‘Ev 1w 8einvw oou Xploté 0 Oedg 156r 231r 178r
Twdvvn épwrtigavt Kiple 156v 231r 178v
Eig tpLakovra apylpla Kople 156v 231v 178v
‘Ev 1w Nuttijpt oov Xploté 0 Oedg 157r missing missing
[pnyopeite kai npooel)ecbe 157r missing missing
Aldowoov and kwduvwv 157r 232v 178v
‘Ev tw Seinv tovg MaBntag Suatpeduwv 157v 232v 178v
Inpepov 0 Tovbag 157v 233r 179v
Irjuepov 0 lTovdag, mapanolsital 158r 233v 179v
Tijv pthaderdiav kinowpeda 158v 234r 180r
Aebotaopéva mepi oon 159r 234v 180v
O paénrig tov Abaokdiou 159r 234v 180v
Irjpepov £Acyev 0 Kriotng Ovpavow kai yig 159r 235r 181r
Haogontwe, en’ éoxatwv oculapovoa 159v 235v 181v
Inuepov ypnyopel 0 lovdag 159v 235v 181v
I1)UEPOV T OTAUPW NMPOoHAwaay 160r 236r 182r
KUplLe €L 1O ABOE TO £KOVGLOV TIAPAYEVOLEVOC 160v 236V 182v
Xaips Os0ToKE 160v 237r 183r
MNotog os tponog Tovda 161r 237r 183r
Toic aulhafoval o mapavopoLg 161r 238r 183v
Tpitov cipvnodpevoc 6 Nétpoc 161v 238v missing
"Qc mOAnv cwThplov 162r 238v 184v
Einate napdvopol 162r 239r missing
Itaupwlnitw ékpalov 162v 239r 185r
‘Ot oUk £x0pev aoonoiav 162v 239y 185v
"Eotnoav td tpidkovta apylpla 163r 240r 186r
"Ebwkav 8i¢ 10 Bprpd pou Xohiv 163v 240r 186v
01 £€ £éBvv DPVODEY O DEOTOKE ayvr 163v 240v 186v
0 e Tobdag 0 noté cou padntrg 163v 240v 187r
O avaparopevog G we IpaTov 164r 241r 187r
O pabntig pviicato 164v 241v 188r
Eipriveuoov Tév Kéapov 164v 241v 188r
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Incipit Markos ms17718 ms 48
Avti ayaBav 164v 242r 188r
'Enti 1] npobooia 165r missing 188v
OUTE y1) g £0eiodn 165v missing 189r
BOedv ik ool capkwbévia 165v missing 189r
Tade Aéyel Kplog tolg Toudaiolg 165v missing 189v
SApepov Tol Naol T6 KATAmETao o 166v missing 190r
Ot vopoBétal Tov Tapanh 166v missing 190v
Xaipe 1) TOAn to0 Baoewg Tg 66€ng 167r missing 191r
'Orte napéotng tw Kaidda & Bede 167r missing 191r
To aBpotopa twv Toudaiwy 167v missing 191v
‘Ov navra dpioost kai Tpépet 168r missing 192r
O£0TAKE 1) TEKODTA 168r missing 192v
Kopie, 0 Tdv Anjotiv cuvodoundpov Aapuv 168v missing 192v
Mukpdv Gwvriv adrkev 0 ATjoTrg £V TG 0TAUpQ 168v missing 193r
Xaipe 1) L’ Ayyédou 169r missing 193r
I1juEpov kpepatal £7ti EAou 169r missing 193v
M) g Toudaiol £oprdowpev 169v missing 194r
O Itaupde cou Kiple 170r missing 194v
O pad og Kpepdpevoy 170r missing 195r
Eényopacag 1juag 170r missing 195r
Ak E0Aou O Abdp 170v-172r |missing 195v
Tov Natépa kal Yiov 172r missing missing
Tiv Mntépa oou Xploté 172v missing missing
Abo kai movnpd émoinoev 172v missing missing
‘Exaotov péhog Tij¢ ayiag oou oaprag 173v missing 199r
ITaUpWEEVTOC GOU XpLoTé 174r missing 199v
‘E&éduodv pe Tar IHaTId pou 174v missing 200v
TOv vToV Hou ESwKA EL¢ HaoTiywoly 175r missing 200v
Néioa 1] Kriolg 175v missing 201r
Maog Suooefnc kal mapavopog 175v missing 201v
Inuepov of Bewpoioa 1761 missing 202r
'Eni £0hovu BAémovoa 176v missing 202v
Kuple, avaBaivovtog oou ev Tw otavpw 177r missing 203r
"H6n pantetal kdAapog anodacewg 177v missing 203v
Ifuepov Tow NaoD TO KaTanétaopa 177v missing 204r
) mpoPatov £nl adaynv 178r missing 204r
Toic oulafovol 6 MTapavouoLg 178r missing 204v
Al tov dopov Tav Touvdaiwy 178v missing 205r
Mpo Tov THiou gov Itaupon 179r missing 205v
‘EAxdpevoc éni otaupo 179v missing 2061
Tdbe Aéyel Kbplog toig Toudaiolg 180r missing 206v
Ot vopoBétal tov Topani 180v missing 207v
AeDTe XpLotodhopot haoi KaTibwpey 181r missing 208r
Odpupog 1V KATIOELV 182r missing 208v
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Incipit Markos ms17718 ms 48
‘Ore o€ Ztavpa npooniwoav mapdvopoL 182r missing 209r
IAMEPOV KPEUATAL ETIL EEAOU 182v missing 209v
IrjHepoV O AEOTIOTNG TG KTIOEWS 183v missing 210v
() nwg 1] Mapavopog ouvaywyr 184r missing 211v
Qofepov kal mapddofov MuaTrplov 185r missing 212v
I¢ tov avafaiidpevov 185v missing 213v
INuepov oUVEXEL TadOg 186v missing 214v
Ti tO Opwpevov Béapa 187r missing 215r
AeUTE (Bwpev THV WV 1wy 187r missing 215v
‘Hticato Twond 187v missing 2161
TV orjpepov HUOTIKGG 188r missing 216v
Ifjuepov 0 Abng otévv Bo 188v missing 217v
Incipit Markos ms17718 ms 48
Pentecostarion

Avaotagewg 1fuépa 189v missing 219r
Tw Bupav KEKAELOHEVWV 190r missing 219v
DuhavBpwre, péya 190v missing 220r
M£8 1juépag OKTw 191r missing 220v
Al pupoddpol yuvaikes OpBpou BaBéog 191v missing 221r
AvERn 6 Thaoug 192r missing 222r
‘Ev 11] otod Tov gohopawv 193r missing 223v
Kople, Tov Mapdhutov 193v missing 224r
Tig Eoptrg 194r missing 224v
MegoUong T1)g £0pTI|g 194v missing 2251
DwtioBévteg adeddol 194v missing 225v
Napa 1o dppéap tov Takwp 195r missing 2261
(¢ wdBng eV oapKwv £V T ITaupw 195r missing missing
‘H niny g {wapyiog 1961 missing 226v
Kupte, mapaywv £v 1] 0bw 196v missing 227r
Akatoovng 1jALE vonte 197v missing 228v
Tig AaAjost 198r missing 229r
Twv KOAMWY TV MATPLKWV 198v missing 229v
AvEPRn O Bedg 199r missing 230v
‘Etéx0ng, we avtog 110EAnocag 199v missing 230v
AgUTE AQo, TI)V TPLOUTIOTTATOV 199v missing 231r
I\wooal moTé cuveXEBnoav 200v missing 232v
Baothev ovpdvie, Napdkinte 201r missing 233r
NevtnkoaTiv £opTalopusy 201r missing 233v
Mwooat ot ahloyevov 201v missing missing
Mavta xopnyel T MNvedpa T Aylov 201v missing 234r
Maptopwy Belog yopog 202r missing 234v
AgUTE TuaTol, arfjuEpov 202v missing 235r
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Glossary

Anastasimatarion: A music book that is divided by mode and contains the ordinary
Resurrection hymns of Saturday vespers and Sunday matins.

Doxastarion (plural Doxastaria): A music book that contains the doxastika,
theotokia, and other troparia of fixed and movable feast days.

Doxastikon (plural doxastika): A troparion (Gloria) that praises God, the Virgin
Mary, a saint, or a feast day. It is typically preceded by the “Glory to the Father”
(A6Ea TTatpi).

Exegesis: Transcriptions of melodies within MBN.

Fthora: A modal symbol that denotes a change in the scale and/or genus within a
piece of music; a modulation of tetrachord.

Heirmologic: A style of one to two notes per syllable. It also refers to the melodic
style of the Heirmologion.

Heirmologion: A music book that contains the model stanzas of kanons. It may also
include other model melodies: makarismoi, stichera automela, exaposteilaria and
anavathmoi.

Holy Synod: The highest governing body of the Orthodox Church.

Lambadarios: In a hierarchical system of psaltis, this position is considered second
to Protopsaltis. This is also a title that can be given (often replacing the chanter’s
last name, i.e. Petros Lambadarios).

Melos: A fully realized melody, as chanted. See Metrophonia.

Menaion: A set of twelve liturgical books, one for each month. Each book contains
the services of vespers, matins, and the Liturgy for each day of the year, as well as

the texts of the troparia for fixed feast days.

Metrophonia: This term is in contrast to melos, because it is an unrealized or
abstract melody.

Octoechos: The eight modes of Byzantine chant.

Orthography: This term as used here refers to the representation of sound by
written or printed symbols in a way that is considered acceptable.

Parallagi: The solfége system used in Byzantine chant.
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Pentecostarion: While this is also a liturgical book, it is referred to in this
dissertation as both a music book and a time period. The music book contains the
music that covers the time period from Pascha or Easter (the Resurrection service)
through the Sunday of All Saints, which occurs on the Sunday after Pentecost in the
Orthodox Church.

Prosomoia (singular prosomion): Texts that are sung to “model” melodies.

Psaltiki: The art of chanting according to the vocal tradition of the Greek Orthodox
Church,

Psaltis: A cantor or chanter in the Orthodox Church.
Stichera: A general term for verses in Orthodox church music.

Sticheraric: A more melismatic style of setting text with more than three notes per
syllable.

Sticherarion: A music book that pre-dates the creation of the Doxastarion. It
contains doxastika and theotokia, as well as the hymns (stichera) that are between
the verses of psalms in the services of Vespers and Matins.

Theotokion (pl. theotokia): A hymn dedicated to the Virgin Mary that can be found
in the doxastarion. It sometimes begins with the verse “both now and ever and unto
the ages of ages. Amen.”

Thesis (pl. theseis): Melodic formulae specific to each mode and their branches.
Triodion: Also a liturgical book, but referred to in this dissertation as both a music
book and a time period. The music book contains the music for the Sunday of the
Publican and the Pharisee through Great Saturday of Holy Week.

Troparion: A general term that refers to almost any hymn chanted with or without
a psalmic verse.
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