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EriNI-SoprH1A K1APIDOU

ON THE EPISTOLOGRAPHY OF MICHAEL GLYKAS

If Michael Glykas is well-known today, it is undoubtedly thanks primarily
to the BiffiAoc Xpovixn, his 12th-century chronicle of events from the
creation of the world to the death of Alexios I Komnenos (1118)%. Though
the historical value of this work is somewhat undermined by the fact that
all its main sources are basically known to us, the variety of the information
it contains and the author’s extensive commentaries on the creation of the
world and various events of Holy Writ have preserved a special place for the
BifAog Xpovixi in the framework of Middle Byzantine historiography.
Many questions concerning the identity and activity of Michael Glykas
are still open to debate today. According to the epigram in the codex of
the Klimadon Monastery that preserves his chronography? Glykas came
from the island of Corfu® and was at the height of his career during the

1. Michaelis Glycae Annales, ed. 1. BEkker [CSHB], Bonn 1836. On the text see S.
MavroMATI-K ATSouGianNorouLou, H Xpovoyoagia tov Miyand I'lvxd xair ot anyes g
(mepiodog 100 m.X.-1118 u.X.), diss., Thessaloniki 1984; EApem, H Atdaoxario mavrodasmnii
oV Miyoiqh Wedlov xat  Xpovoypagio tov Mixoqh Thuxrd, Bulavrivd 15(1989) 143-153;
Eapem, H E&anueoos tov Mok Thuxd: Mio exhoinevtiny] ETL0TNUOVIXY TQOYUOLTE(
tov 120v awddva, Bulavrivd 17 (1994) 7-70; more recently Ap. KarroziLos, Buvlavtivol
Totopixol xai Xpovoyodot, 11o¢-120¢ aidvag, v. 111, Athens 2009, 585-624.

2. T'Avxag 6 yodyag Miyanh to BifAriov... / Keoxvpas 10 Boéuua xat T00 x00uov 1o
Oatua (E. Th. TsoLakis, Buavtivol 1otopixol xat yoovoyodeot 11ov xair 120v aidva,
Thessaloniki 1974, 169, n. 2).

3. On the presence of elements of Corfiote dialect in Glykas’ poetry see H. PERNOT,
Remarques sur quelques formes byzantines. La dialecte de Corfou chez Glykas, in: Mélanges
offerts a M. Gustave Schlumberger, Paris 1924, 214-215. See also H. EIDENEIER, Zur Sprache
des Michael Glykas, BZ 61 (1968) 5-9.

Emwélera éxdoong Zryaianos Aamnakns, IBE/EIE
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170 EIRINI-SOPHIA KIAPIDOU

reign of the emperor Manuel I Komnenos (1143-1180), whom he served as
an imperial secretary. In addition, according to a bibliographical note in
the codex Marcianus gr. 402, he lived until the fall of Constantinople to
the Crusaders in 1204% In the year 1159 he was sentenced to prison, and
during his imprisonment in the Noumera of Constantinople he addressed at
least two vernacular poems to Manuel I, begging for his release’, as well as
a collection of twenty proverbs®. The reasons for Glykas’ incarceration are
not known, as it is not clear yet whether his imprisonment and the following
partial blinding were the result of his participation in Theodore Stypeiotes’
conspiracy against Manuel I Komnenos in the winter of 1158/1159, as O.
Kresten proposed in 19787, or should be connected with Glykas’ severe
criticism, in his Letter 40, of the emperor Manuel’s passion for astrology, as
was initially suggested by F. Chalandon® and later accepted by H.-G. Beck
and H. Hunger®. In any case, Glykas remained in prison until, probably, the
year 1164, as it appears from his second poem to the emperor, pleading
for his release, and it is presumed that not long afterwards he regained his
freedom and assumed the monk’s habit. Despite being sentenced to blinding
it appears that he was in a position to continue his work, and according to

4. TsoLAKIs, Bulavtivol totootxoi xai yoovoyodgot 11ov kot 120v aidva, 169.

5. Poem 1. Ztiyor ovg &yoaye xal Ov xateoxédn xaipov, ed. E. TH. TsoLAKIS,
Thessaloniki 1959 (see also note 12). Poem 2: Zriyot moo¢ 1OV faociréa xvpdv Mavouih
1OV Kouvnvov, 8te Aaumpds drd Ovyyolag otepavitne vaéotoeyey, in: KepdAara (as in
note 12), v. I, ovZ-pEa”. On Glykas’ description of life in a Byzantine prison in Poem 1 see
K. BourpARA, Ot BuCavrvéc puhaxée, in: Sp. N. Troianos (ed.), EyxAnua xar tiuwoio oto
Buviavtio, Athens 1997, 317-336 esp. 328-336. On the literary aspects of this poem rather
than its biographical readings see more in E. C. BourBoUHAKIS, ‘Political’ personae: the poem
from prison of Michael Glykas: Byzantine literature between fact and fiction, BMGS 31/1
(2007) 53-75.

6. [Avaywyn Snuotix@v tivwv dnt@v], in: KepdAaia (as in note 12), v. 1, oER"-omy’.

7. O. KRESTEN, Zum Sturz des Theodoros Styppeiotes, JOB 27 (1978) 49-103.

8. F. CHALANDON, Jean II Comnéne (1118-1143) et Manuel Comneéne (1143-1180),
v. 11, Paris 1912 (New York 1975), 204, n. 1.

9. H.-G. BEeck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich, Miinchen
1959, 654 (later, however, he seems to maintain a more cautious attitude towards Glykas’
identification with Sikidites; see IDEM, Geschichte der byzantinischen Volksliteratur, Miinchen
1971, 109, note 1); H. HUNGER, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner,
Miinchen 1978, v. I, 422-423.
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ON THE EPISTOLOGRAPHY OF MICHAEL GLYKAS 171

the prevailing view his chronicle and most - if not all - of his letters were
composed after his release!®.

Compared to the BifAog Xpovixn, the two vernacular poems addressed
toManuel I and toa certain degree the collection of proverbs, Michael Glykas’
epistolography is today the least studied part of his work. P. Magdalino
referred briefly to Glykas’ letters in his monograph on the emperor Manuel
I Komnenos, as did more recently A. Karpozilos, while acknowledging the
need for an extended special study!’

More specifically, Glykas’ epistolographic corpus consists of ninety-
five texts of theological content, which cover a total of 967 pages in the
old and unprocurable edition by Sophronios Eustratiadis!?, a generally
satisfactory edition with a rudimentary apparatus criticus and apparatus
fontium, but no obvious evidence of manuscript misreading. The Byzantine
text is accompanied by an extensive introduction, which is a significant
contribution to the study of Glykas’ life and work, as it marks the first
proposed identification of Michael Glykas with Michael Sikidites, the
monk who in the late 12th century sparked the theological controversy on
the corruptibility of the Eucharist!®. Furthermore, Eustratiadis’ edition
also included Glykas’ two poems, his collection of proverbs and two texts
directly relevant to Glykas’ life and work: a mittdxtov of Manuel I, where the
emperor defends his interest in astrology (Letter 40 is Glykas’ answer to that
letter)!®, and the twenty-seventh chapter of Nicetas Choniates’ ©@noavoog

10. See indicatively KarroziLos, Buiavtivoi Totopixol xai Xpovoyodgot, 11og-120g
aiwvag, 586, 601.

11. P. MacpaLiNo, The Empire of Manuel Komnenos, 1143-1180, Cambridge 1993,
370-382; KarroziLos, Buviavtivoi Totopitxol xai Xpovoyodgor, 11og-120¢ aidvag,
600-601.

12. Muyand tot T'dvxa, Eic tac amopias tiic Oclac Toapic Kepdiaia, ed. S.
EustrATIADIS, V. I, Athens 1906, v. II, Alexandria 1912. On previous editions of these letters
see KepdAata, v. 1, pg”-0ot” and N. B. Tomapakis, Buavtiviy Exitotoloyoapia ( Eicaywyi
eic v Bvlavtiviyy @idoroyiav 3), Athens 1969-1970 (Thessaloniki 1993), 152, 167.

13. On this matter see more in the following pages.

14. On Manuel I’s occupation with astrology see indicatively F. EVAGGELATOU-NOTARA,
‘Onoldv £0TL népog g dotpoloyiag roxilduevéy te xol amotedmatov (Aotpoloyia -
Aotpovouio xot ov oyeTwmés oviiMypelg xatd tov IB” awdva), in: N. Okonomipis (ed.),
To Buvldavtio xatd tov 120 aiwdva. Kavovixd Aixaio, xodtos xoi xowmvia, Athens
1991, 447-463; P. MacGpaLINO, L’Orthodoxie des astrologues. La science entre le dogme et
la divination a Byzance (VIle-XIVe siecle), Paris 2006, 109-132; Ipem, Occult Science
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172 EIRINI-SOPHIA KIAPIDOU

15 OpBodo&iug, regarding the controversy that raged at the end of the 12th
century over the corruptibility of the Eucharist®.

The indisputably precious work of Eustratiadis suffers, however, from
other problems in addition to the expected deficiencies of its time. I shall
mention only the most obvious of these:

(I) Of the fifty-five manuscripts mentioned by the editor that preserve
all or part of Glykas’ epistolography under either his name or that of John
Zonaras'®, Eustratiadis used only the seven codices (Paris. gr. 228 and Vind.
theol. gr. 155, 13th c.; Marc. gr. 111, 14th c.; Vind. hist. gr. 28, Vind. theol.
gr.- 47, Vind. theol. gr. 67 and Vind. theol. gr. 83, 16th c.) that were accessible
to him (five of them are held in the Austrian National Library in Vienna,
where Eustratiadis served as deacon of the Orthodox Church), which in his
estimation represent three successive revisions of the text!”. However, among
the forty-eight manuscripts that for practical reasons the editor was not able
to take into consideration's, there are two basic codices of the manuscript
tradition, the Athos Pantel. gr. 212 (13th c.) and the Mosq. 230 (= Mosgq.
Hist. Mus. Syn. gr. 219/230 Vlad., 1603), which preserve almost the whole
of Glykas’ epistolography’. And now a third manuscript, unknown to
Eustratiadis at the beginning of the 20th century, the codex Guelf. 73 Gud.

and Imperial Power in Byzantine History and Historiography (9th-12th Centuries), in: P.
MaGpAaLINO-M. Mavroupt (eds.), The occult sciences in Byzantium, Geneva 2006, 119-162,
especially 146-150; W. AbpLER, Did the Biblical Patriarchs Practice Astrology? Michael
Glykas and Manuel Komnenos I on Seth and Abraham, in: The occult sciences in Byzantium,
245-263. On Letter 40 see more in the following pages.

15. Touos €ixootog EBdouog. Tot avtot Xwvidtov. Ilepl 100 doyuatos t@v Oeimv
uvotnoimv. To T010TToV d0YUa EAQANON ETL TOV NUEQDV TOT fadiAéws xvpoD AreEiov TOT
EE Ayyédwv, @’ oU nal 1 GAwoig Eyeyover il modews (KepdAata, v. I, 7).

16. On the rich and complex manuscript tradition of Glykas’ epistolography see
Kepdlaia, v. 1, ovy”-ohe” and K. KRUMBACHER, Michael Glykas. Eine Skizze seiner Biographie
und seiner litterarischen Tétigkeit nebst einem unedierten Gedichte und Briefe desselben,
Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch -philologische
Klasse 3 (1894) 399-400, where three additional manuscripts are mentioned.

17. In his review on Eustratiadis’ edition Kurtz rejects the editor’s assumption that
Glykas himself was aware of the various editions of his letters [see E. KurTtz, review on
Muyand tot I'\vxa, Eic tag amopiag tijs Osias Noagis Kepdlaia, ed. S. EUSTRATIADIS, V. 1,
Athens 1906, in: BZ 17 (1908) 168].

18. Kepdlaia, v. I, prot’-ohe".

19. See Kurtz’s review, 167.
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ON THE EPISTOLOGRAPHY OF MICHAEL GLYKAS 173

gr- (15th c.), which preserves ninety-one of Glykas’ letters, should be included
among the best manuscripts of his work?. Today, therefore, it is questionable
whether Eustratiadis’ edition was based on the best manuscripts and thus
many important issues as to the titles and the names of the addressees are
still open to debate.

(IT) The editor also admits that he was not always able to trace Glykas’
sources, for many of them were still unedited in his time?. But even in
the case of identified citations, quotation marks often open inside the text
without ever closing and vice versa, which leaves the reader uncertain as to
the exact beginning and end of a certain passage and, more importantly,
whether Glykas copied the source texts faithfully or rephrased them from
memory, a highly interesting distinction as regards his scholarship and
method of composition.

(ITI) In the titles of Letters 86, 87 and 88 the recipient’s name is
replaced by the phrase T® avt®, which is unsatisfactory since no addressee
is specified in either of the two preceding letters (Letters 85 and 84), and
while Letter 83 is indeed explicitly addressed to the monk Alypios®, to me
that is insufficient evidence for accepting Eustratiadis’ assumption that
Alypios was also the intended recipient of Letters 86, 87 and 88%. Given,
moreover, that these three letters are preserved in the same order in the main
codices of Eustratiadis’ edition, a parallel study of the whole manuscript
tradition is essential.

To sum up, despite the fact that Eustratiadis’ edition seems to repro-
duce Glykas’ text adequately and therefore permits a fairly safe study of
his epistolographic work, it cannot be considered as the final edition. On
the contrary, the need for a new modern edition of the text that takes into
account the entire rich manuscript tradition, especially in reference to
issues connected with the arrangement of the letters in the corpus, their
superscriptions and the names of the recipients, is imperative.

20. See L. AviLuskiNna, The Theological Chapters of Michael Glykas in the Codex Guelf.
73 Gudian gr., in: Proceedings of the 22nd International Congress of Byzantine Studies,
Abstracts of Free Communications, v. 111, Sofia 2011, 157-158.

21. Kepdiata, v. 1, 0"

22. Kepdiaia, v. 11, 383-402.

23. Kepadiaia, v. 11, 346-347.

24. Kepdiara, v. 1, v&".
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174 EIRINI-SOPHIA KIAPIDOU

By far the largest group of these ninety-five letters correspond to the
title of Eustratiadis’ edition (MyanA tov I'Avxa, Eic 10¢ amooiac g
Oeiac Toapic Kepdlawa), for they aim at providing persuasive answers
to various theological issues that derive from the reading of the Old and
New Testaments® or arise in the daily lives of monks and ordinary faithful
Christians?. Thus, without ignoring the major controversial theological issues
of the day (azymes?, filioque?, 6 matijo wov ueifwvuov éoti*, corruptibility

25. See indicatively Letter 4 To tyuiwtdteo uovoyd xvo® MaSiuw t@ Zuevidty. Ei
x0N TEOTEx e TOIS A§yovowy, 8TL TEOOoRALEOV Eiyxe TO OMUA xOl xaT GOXAS O GvOpWIOC,
xol OTL QUOLKXOTS VTEXELTO XAl TOO THS TaQafdoews mdbeot, xal 6Tl fodOLV aioOnTny év
rapadeiow fobie, xal 8t ovxij 1O E¥Aov Tiic yvdoewe v, d¢ éxeivol paow (Kepdiaia,
v. I, 11-60); Letter 48 T tiutwtdto povoyd xvo@d Neidw. Ei xoi) moooéyey toic Afyovow
8t ueta 10 é€etvoviobijvar 1o Eufovov thv vogoav Yuylv Séxeobal eiwbe (Kepdlaia, v.
11, 46-51); Letter 51 T( tiuiwtdto uovay®d xvod Hoala. ITegl 100 md¢ S 10 £dayyerixdv
xal Ogiov éxdaufdvery ontov 1O AEyov «o0T0¢ HuaeTeY i) 0i yovelc atTod, iva TvEAdS
yevvnOi» (KepdAaia, v. 11, 62-68); Letter 54 T Tiuiwtdto uovay® xvod®d Xaoitwvi.
Ei yon moooéyev t0ls Aéyovowv 0T igoels 0 XptoT10s mopd Tovdaiols xexeLpoToVNTAL
(KegpdAaia, v. 11, 92-107) etc.

26.See indicatively Letter 19 T Tyt tdto uovayd »vod Hoata. Ei xoh mooosyey toig
AEYOVOLY OTL O TO HOVAXLKOV QUPLEVVIUEVOS KOl GYLOV OYTUA TNVIXATTA TOV TANUUEAELDV
aUT0D TEAEOV ATAALAOOETAL, XAV €V T® TEAEL THS LTS aUTOT TO TOLoDTOV POATN Aafeiv
(KegdAata, v. 1, 225-239); Letter 46 Td tiutwtdtom povayd xvod Meletio ¢ Koitomovio.
Ei yon moooéxewv t0ic Aéyovorv, 6Tl 0Ux émdavayxes nuiv 10 év Tetoadomapaoxevais
vnoteveLy, 1ot Kvpiov A€yovtos 6Tt ov T gioepyoueva »owvol tov dvlpwmov, dALL To
8Eeoyoueva (Kepdlaa, v. 11, 30-36); Letter 94 Td timiotdto povoyd xved Toovvixio
@ Toauuatix®. Ei yoh moooéxewv toic AEyovory 8Tt xal ONUEQOV Ol AYPAUEVOL VEXQOT
Grdbaptol gior xabd xal 10 TEOTEQOV, %Al 3TL OONVEY QUETOWS ETTL TOIS GTOLYOUEVOLS
ovx &Eeotv (Kepdlaia, v. 11, 445-452) etc.

27. Letter 29 T tyuiwtdte uovayd xvo® Maiuw 1@ Zuevidty. Ei yoi) moooéxewy
1015 Aéyovowv, 8t Aafav 0 Xototog dlvuov év tj] Eoméoq Tiic ueydins Iumtns wg xal thHg
£00Tiic 10T mdoya vixadta 6fifev éotnxuiac 1O oixeiov ndoya étéleoev (Kepdlaia, v.
I, 293-334).

28. Letter 30 T® av1®. I1eQl x0Noe®V TIvmv, OTL €x HOVOU TOT TATOOS, OV UNY *al €x
0T ViOoT TO TVETUX TO AYLOV EXTOQEVETOL XAl OTL OV TAVTOV ATOOTOAN XAl EXTOQEVOLS
(KegpdAaa, v. 1, 335-360).

29. Letter 79 To tyuiwtdto povayd xal otvAitny xvod Twdvvy @ Zwaity. Ei xoh
TOOOEXELY TOTS AEyovoty 8tTL TV evayyeMxnv oviy Thv ot Ayovoav «6 matio wov
uelwv uov éotiv», o0 Séov éxdaufdvecbal xai xat avTod 10 10D X10TOD TO AVODITIVOY,
uag otong tic vmootdoews (Kepdiaia, v. 11, 275-315).
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ON THE EPISTOLOGRAPHY OF MICHAEL GLYKAS 175

of the Eucharist®), Michael Glykas’ epistolography mainly concerns the
logical questions of ordinary Christians about life, death, sin and salvation
after death, that arise as a result of certain obscurities and contradictions
in the context of formal Church teaching. Glykas endeavours to solve these
problems with the help of his deep knowledge of the ecclesiastical sources,
interpreting them with a strong dose of common sense and good will. This is
the main feature common to all his letters, which also display several similar
principles of composition: for example, the subject of each letter is defined at
the outset, often in a cautiously written preface, after which Glykas begins
to develop his argument, quoting extensively, and chiefly, from Christian
literature®! and sometimes from various secular Byzantine sources as well*

30. Letter 59 "Ent xai todto nmoontar €ite @Oapti éotv 1 &yia 100 XoL0TOU
UETAAN YIS eiTe xal dpbaptoc (KepdAaia, v. 11, 133-135); Letter 84 T TLutwtdTo) HOVay®d
»vo® Toavvixio 1@ Foouuatixd. AToAoynTixov éx HEQOVS TOOS TOV UOVAYOV EXEIVOV TOV
amoxaléoavra xarodoSovs nuag, émeitdn Aéyouev 8t 6 ThHs mEOOEoEWS EOTOS TOLOTTOS
éoti natd @Uo, omoia N 1 Gyia o Xo1oto® odeE 1 éml ToT uvoTixoD Seimvov T0ic
uabnraic gic Bodor dobeioa (Kepdiaia, v. 11, 348-379).

31. See for example Letter 8: 'Eq’ oi¢c nwdonxrac, 60LdTATE GVEQ, TMS €x VEXODY
avaotijooviar T TV GvOpdTwY, AEywv, oduata, xal moiw TH OYXAUaTL, xai & EoTi
SLapood dpEevos Te xal OnAeos, dunyavia xal NUAS o0 uixod TOAVY 1101 XATEXEL HOULOOV
@’ @ xal mEOS Loy VoS 0V ExousV e0XEQMDS ML TOUTOLS AOxELOW SoTvVal OOL... AL EmeLdn
roatavayrdlels Téws Nuas éxl uéoov mEobetvai oot & TV SLaAneOEvimy aylwy ontd, g
Evtetlev Emyvaval o€ Tic € 7| SUvVauULS aUT@OV xal Orws ExAaufdvely adtd xon xal Ti
TO OUVaYOUEVOV Exelbev Nuiv, 160V xatamelOeic Exeis moOs T0TTO, XAl un POVAOUEVOVS,
nuag. Kai i oAy, mpod t@V dAAwV aUT® 1@ Ostotdt® mEO0YES ABavaoiy- €v yao 10i¢
mp0s Avtioyov Kepalaiols olitw Aéywv eliontal «domep éva dvlpowmov émoinoev am’
Goyic 6 Oedc, ofitwe év T malyyeveoiaq TAvTec €ic GvOPWTOS AVIoTAUEDa» TOVTEDTL
maoo avOpmITOU gixwv ouoia éotot TOTE TiS TOD AdU €iXOVOS XAl TAATEWS ®Ol UEYEOOUS
xol oxUOTOS. Atd 0Ux 0TIV €V Tf] Avaotdoel dooev xal OfjAv, o0 uixQ0g xal ueyags, ov
uéhag xai Eavhos, ov Sidpooa mESowTd TE ®al oxHuaTO». SaEdc uEv otv évraiba 6
Osioc ovtoc ESetEev avip ... (KepdAaia, v. I, 89,5-12).

32. For example in his Letter 56 (T( tuiwtdte povoy® xvo@® Nextaoio. ITegl
100 Tovda eite 1R ayyovy évaméue, xato v edayyelxiy iotopiav, €ite ueTd TADTA
émibijoas, @¢ paoi tives, V6o meQLEmeoe xal oTTw 1O T0D Bilov Téhog é56Eato) Glykas
cites the chronicle of George Kedrinos as well (Historiarum Compendium, ed. 1. BEKKER,
Berlin 1838-1839, 345,14-20): ITooc &€ ve toic €ipnuévors, 6oLbTate Gvep, xal T( TEQL TOU
Tovda enotv 6 yoovoyodgogs éxeivos T'ewpytoc 6 Kedonvog eidéval foulouai oe 81 eidnorv-
A€yeL yao OTL TOAALL TAQAXAAOVUEVOS VO TOV ArOOTOAWY O Tovdag, @ote mQooeAOeTY

%ol Padelv uerdvoiav ovx NOEANOeV- €@ @ nal Grovoac St aveliipOn 6 Xoiotoc émi
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176 EIRINI-SOPHIA KIAPIDOU

Every time Glykas adds a new argument, citing the relevant passages, he also
repeats his basic thesis (several repetitions of this kind can be traced in the
text, especially in the longer letters)®. In addition, there are also continuously
interjected forms of address to the correspondents (&vOowme t0D G0,
Gyannté, Oeoeinele dvep, OOLHOTATE EVEQ, NYATNUEVE UOL TATEQ, AOEAQE,
001 TATE AVEQ, Oela nal ieot xe@aln, Tiuia xal ieod xepalinetc.)*, as well
as exhortations to them not to let their thoughts stray (ui BoouBo®, uij Toic
EvOev xaxelOev e0pLoxOUEVOLS XAl AAL ETTA OLNYOVUEVOLS GTTEQLOXETTOS
vdvolye o0¢ Grodg etc.), but to pay full attention to Glykas’ words (Soa
VOUVEYDS, TOOOEYE, AROVE, TOOOYES Tf] AxorovOiq o0 Adyou etc.) and
be totally persuaded by his arguments (u3) o0v émi wAéov dueiBaile, uy
amioter toic Aeyouévoig etc.). These set phrases and many others (S0¢
&l TOUTOLS ATOXQLOLY, OVUEVOUY TAVIWS OTUEVOUY, GUIYXAVOV TAVIWS
aufxavov etc.) are constantly repeated in different letters, reinforcing the
sense of unity of the epistolographic corpus. The letters usually conclude
with a short epilogue, where Glykas restates his basic thesis, encouraging his
correspondent to adopt it in the name of God. At this particular point in his
letters he frequently refers to the illness that prevents him from continuing
his writing (Apxel tooavta- 1) yio ToUx0VON NUAS VOOOS TAEIW AEYELY OV
ovyxweEel)*, most probably implying the health problems due to his partial
blindness.

The most prominent feature of Glykas’ epistolography, however, is the
continuous citation of selected excerpts from Byzantine ecclesiastical and
secular sources, most of the time direct (i.e. with acknowledgement of the
author and sometimes the title of the work followed by the specific passage
either copied verbatim or paraphrased), on rare occasions allusive (i.e. a
whole passage or single phrase taken from an obviously specific source

T000UTOV WYxWON, Wote xal péoov Aaxijoor. Kal meol uev tis uatatoloyias tavtng
otitws (KepdAara, v. 11, 117,1-7).

33. See indicatively Kai eiye un faoivn t0g axods, uixoov éxavaiiypouci oot tOv
Aoyov (Letter 8, KepdAaia, v. 1, 113,16-17); Ei BovAet 8¢ nal atOic éxalva]inmtéov 1OV
Aoyov (Letter 84, KepdAara, v. 11, 372,11) etc.

34. For the typical forms of address in Byzantine epistolography, including the letters
of Glykas, see M. GRUNBART, Formen der Anrede im byzantinischen Brief vom 6. bis zum 12.
Jahrhundert, [WBS 25], Wien 2005.

35. See Letter 20 (KepdAaia, v. 1, 246,24-25), Letter 67 (KegpdAaia, v. 11, 207,3-4),
Letter 69 (KegpdAaia, v. 11, 229,5-6), Letter 91 (KepdAaia, v. 11, 417,4-5 ) etc.
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without, however, naming either the source or its author). Recording and
studying all these passages in relation to those embodied in the BiffiAog
Xoovixi and to a minor degree the two vernacular poems is expected to
complete our knowledge of Glykas’ education and reading interests, that
is, which texts he had studied and how he had evaluated, interpreted and,
finally, used them in the context of his work - in other words his own
method of letter writing. The systematic citation of certain excerpts or
groups of excerpts in similar contexts in different letters indicates that
Glykas based his argumentation concerning specific issues on specific texts
and in the same circumstances was able to recall them verbatim (either the
texts themselves or his paraphrase of them) and often in the same order®.
It would therefore seem logical to assume that Glykas had arranged his own
corpus of theological notes, which he consulted for his letters - and why
not for his chronicle as well? Apart from this, his perception of Christian
literature is clear and often repeated: one should read the Holy Scriptures
carefully and receptively, always interpreting them with the help of common
sense®”. Glykas himself often tries to explain their various contradictions by
enriching his argumentation with philological commentary,

36. See for example KegdAata, v. 11, 33,13-35,22 in Letter 46 (T® Tiutwtdto) povayd
#vo® Meletiow 1@ Kottomovdw. Ei yon moooéyety 1ols A€yovowy, 6T oUx Emdvaryxes Nulv
70 év TeToadomapaorevais vioTeveLy, ToU Kupiov AyovTos 6Tt 0U T¢ Ei0EQYOUEVA XOLVOT
1OV dvBowmov, GArl T éEcoxdueva) and KepdAawa, v. 11, 322,18-327,11 in Letter 81 (T®
TLOTATE uovax®d xvod Twavvixio t® Toauuoatixd. Ei xoN moooéxewv 10ic Aéyovotv
Ot 0Ux €Seott xatadvewv év ye Tetoddt xai Ilapaoxevi) T Ti VNOTELQS, €L %Al TUXN
OUUTEOETY aUTAIC olavOnmote SeomoTixNV E0QTHV).

37. See for example Letter 11: undé xate 10 yoduua uovov éméoyov ta Oeia Ontd.
Voa yap vovveyws, 01t xai Tives €tepol TOUTO TAOOVTES, €IS AOYLOUOVS GTOTOVS
&EenviioOnoav. Oi uev yop évoduatov givar tov Oedv xald fuac édoyudtioav- Eteool &
xal T Onoia voepav Exewv Yuynv vaelAipact, 100 Oco 610V AroUoaVTES TO TETELVYL
xal T0b¢ ixOvac evAoyovvroc ... (Kepdiawa, v. 1, 145,10-18); b 8¢ uh) mapoSevtindc thv
Oelav énéoyov Foagnv, undé 1oic uev 1@V S16aoxdAwV TEOTEXELY aiQOT, TOVS O& TAUPOEAY
ATEQLORENTWSG KAl ATOOTOEQPETHL, —TOVTO YOO OUx AxivOUvOov— GAAD mAVTOS OUOT
omovdale ovufipdlery xaloOeris, ws v évi xal @ avt® Aainoavras I[vevuati. Ei &
®ol SLaQVEV (0ws mEOS GAAAOVS doxoToL, ul) ToUS S1dAoKAAOVS AVTOUS, GAAL TOVS
%0EoVS aitLd nal T modyuata ... Keodijoar yio ol ovtol xaté 1OV paxdoiov Iadiov
AravTags unyavouevol, oixovoulx®dc Tolc modyuaot Uete@pépovio .. (Kepdiata, v. 1,
147,10-17).

38. See indicatively Letter 29 (T® tiuiwtdto uovay® »vo®d Ma&iue t@ JSuevidty.
Ei yon moooéxewv tois Aéyovowv, 6Tt Aafav 6 Xoiotos dlvuov év t) éoméoq Tig ueydins
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As a result, however, of his constant citations of other sources, most of
Glykas’ letters extend to numerous pages, despite the well-known precept
that letters should be brief*. This is disorienting to the modern scholar, who
is somewhat puzzled as to their genre: are they indeed letters or may they be
considered as theological speeches/treatises in epistolary form?*° The term
“theological chapters” (obviously following the title of the modern edition)
that often appears, without further clarification, in the limited secondary
bibliography on Michael Glykas’ epistolography is to me not particularly
helpful in this regard.

It is undeniable that sixty-nine of the ninety-five texts comprising
Glykas’ corpus have the basic external features of a letter: the recipient’s
name is superscribed, the body of the letter contains repeated forms of
address to him, stating his profession and often indicating Glykas’ connecti-
on with him, while there are, moreover, a preface and a rather standard
epilogue, written all in simple but definitely careful language. On the other
hand, regardless of how strange such a systematic quoting of other texts in
the context of a letter may seem to be, this method of writing is perfectly
suited to Glykas’ obvious aim: to explain to the recipients of his texts as
comprehensibly and convincingly as possible all the issues they are inte-
rested in, most likely taking into consideration their level of education and

Iéuntng w¢ xal tis £€00TiS TOT mdoya Tyvixadta 6fbev éotnrviag 10 oixegiov wdoya
Etéleoev): €l Yl xal 6 Oenydpos Aovxas ovx e0TaQAOEXTA GOXET TU TOOELENUEVA TOLETV
—cAOe, Aéywv, 1 fuéoa @V aliuwv 1) xatovuévn mdoya, év f &8¢t T mdoya OvecOaL»—
GAN oD% éml ToUTe ot Statapdtrecbal xon. TO yoo NAOsv éviatla, Osocixele Gveo, GvTi
100 Eyydc v, ém Ovpaic N, 6 Stadnpleic évvonoe Oetoc matio. ‘OOev nal xalds TV
10V Gliuwv quéoav, émi Ovoaic Eyyitovoav, EALOETV O nandotoc sime Aovxdac QIAEL Yo
TOAAAXLS TO UETQ PoayV EpioTaoBol TEOTOOXBUEVL 1S TON TaEOVTa xatovoudteobal-
%Ol 8 ol ml yuvauxoc ddvovone nAOev 6 ToxeTOC avTiic Aéyewy eidOauev, i xal uimm
v xvolav idwuev doav évotaoay 1ot toxetod avtic(KepdAaia, v.1,296,1-11). And below
in the same letter: 1) 6€ ve s ayias ['oagis éounveia te xal éEnynois 1 émt ITtodeuaiov
100 PLAASEAQOU YeYOVUIQ TOQX TOV ELOOUNXOVTA XAl TAETOV TL TOV ELQNUEVODY TH OHOTTD
NUOV CUVVTEAET TOV YA deToV deToV EEESWHEY EAANVIXT) YoV} TO O dlvua dlvua- xal TO
Youiov Youiov- xal otite 10 100 doTov dvoua Toic Gluuoig Edwxev EvariidE, oUtT av o
10OV GEUuwv Toic dotoic EméOnxey, dAA0 mdviwe eival OV dotov eidvia xal 1 dfuuov
&repov (Kepdlaia, v. 1, 314,6-13).

39. See Tomapakis, Buéavtivi) Exiotoloyoagia, 89-94.

40. «&miotohpaior Beoloyral moayuoteiow 1 «xepdlao» in Kepdiawa, v. I, o
«hOyor év €idel EmoToA®V» in TomaDAKIS, Bulavtivi) Emiotoloyoagia, 25.
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familiarity with the relevant texts*, as well as their often limited access to
most of them, for the recipients were usually simple monks*. If one accepts
the assumption that Glykas’ writings are basically letters, the next logical
question is whether these are philological-didactic letters®, namely texts
written without necessarily a direct cause but intended later to be gathered
into a single corpus, or whether they are private-philological letters that were
composed for a specific reason and later incorporated into a broader corpus.
Those of Glykas’ letters that bear their recipients’ names seem to belong to
the second category, for they reply to a former letter** or discussion®. It also
appears that Glykas maintained correspondence, or at least had frequent
personal contacts, with most of his letters’ recipients, as a result of which
the preserved texts were composed. In several cases Glykas states that he is
actually writing a letter*® or that there will be soon a second letter on the

41. There is a sense that Glykas cites many more passages with specific references in
letters he addresses to educated correspondents. See for example Letter 52 Td tiutwtdto
uovax®m xvo®d Aeovrio t@ Eyxielotw. Ei yon moooéxewv toic A€yovoty 6TiL uetavoiq meol
10 TéA0og 6 Zorouwv éxoroato (Kepdlaia, v. 11, 69-77), for whom Glykas says moAvuadi) te
dvdpa dvra xal meipav 0 T TV)OTOoAY éoYNrdTa Td YoSve (69,13-14).

42. On the profile of Glykas’ correspondents see more in the following pages.

43. See HUNGER, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur, 1, 204.

44, See Letter 5: Ei 6& xal 10070 nabeiv émiinteic, doidtate dveg ... (Kepdlaia, v. 1,
61,6); Letter 29: O mepl 1@V Gliumv Adyoc, @ Osio xal icod xepaly, xal molloic Epbaoce
TOOTEQOV %Al TOAAAKIS EEETAOOTN VAL PLAOTIUOTEQOV TE %Al VYNAOTEQOV ... Exelva toivuy
avayvwbu, xal v yYAOTTOY Neovnuévny EEeis VmeQ udyoaioav S{oTouoV Tas TV AVTLOIX®Y
00l XEPAAOS GATOTEUVOVOQY ... AAM Emeidn) xal o’ Nudv ovAlafdg tivag éyyaoaydnval
o0l TEOL TOUTWV MOEANOAS ... G’ DV EXETVOL TOIC UETAYEVEOTEQOLS HATEAMTOV OAlya TV
ovAreEduevor, uet evdafelag 8tL moAATS oTéLLoueY 16N T Ocopidion oov (Kepddaia, v.
1, 293,8-294,8) etc.

45. See for example Letter 47: Kai oqueoov é0wtnbévtes mapld tiic 07 00L0TNTOG,
&l xatalvewv év xpéati ovyywoeovueda mapeumirtovons év nuéoa Tetoddr TUXOV
Tapaoxevi] Tic ayias 100 XototoD I'evvioews, §j xal ETEQag olag 61 Tivos SeomoTIXT|S
TavnyUoews, Totavtny Emipéooucey, i xal auabeic éouev, v andxoiow (Kepdlaia, v.
11, 37,6-10).

46. See Letter 54: Kai tatita uév eic tooottov, @ Osiotate évep, 8ti und émi mAéov
ioxvouev 10 igoov émeSepydoaobar yoduua tis Ocopirias cov odpxivolr yao OVTeES
NUETS XOL XOUOL CUQOUEVOY PEQOVTES POOVINUL, TDS VYNAOTEQWY ypoueda vonudtwv;
(KepdArata, v. 11, 107,10-13).
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same topic?. In addition to these particular points, if one reads in parallel
Glykas’ letters to different people on the same topic, small differences in the
analysis may be detected, tailored to the particular recipient, his education,
his emotional condition, and even his personal relationship with Glykas.
The most characteristic example is of course his consolatory Letter 57 T7
TEQLITOONTW AVEYLA TOT XA TOLOT KAl AYIOV NUDV AVOEVTOU Xl faTIAEMS
xvod Ogodipa GOvuovon opodoa xal v EQVTHS AmOYLVWOXOUON Ow-
moiav 81 Ov étoAunce @ovov émi tve yvvaixl {nlotumias Evexev®,
whose content is totally adapted to the particular case, as Glykas dwells
on examples of Byzantine emperors involved in murders (John Tzimiskes,
Theodosios, Maurikios) with the rationale that he is comforting a member of
the imperial family, who may reasonably find the consolation more readily
in the similar experience of former emperors. Equally interesting, however,
is Letter 81, addressed to a beloved correspondent® (T tiutwtdTe wovaxd
2vo® Toavvixio 1@ Foauuatix®) on the question Ei yoh moooyewv 10ic
A€yovory Ot oUx EEeott xatalvery év ye Tetoddt xal I[Tapaoxevi) T¢ Tig
vnotelag, €l xal TUyN CVUTEOETV adTalc 0lavOnmote SeomoTixi)v E00TNHV).
In its epilogue Glykas says that if the monks (of Ioannikios’ monastery in
particular?) wish to be proven @iAddeAigor udiiov sivar xai paiveobai i
@iAavtot, they should allow those among them who for health reasons are
unable to remain totally without food until the ninth hour*® to have a light

47. See again Letter 54: Ti 6¢ 10 eilitdoLov xal 6xws avTO ®aTEXEL XOLOTOG, €V AAAQ
2alO@ ToULEVTEOY, iye xal 00évog Nuiv rapdoyn 6 Xoiotéc (Kepdlaa, v. 11, 107,17-18).
This second letter is not preserved. However, in his Letter 36 to Constantine Palaiologos
Glykas says Ot 6¢ tavta oUtws éxer xal 6Tt QUOLX@G AOYQ® TOOOEOTL ONUEQOV NUIV 1)
yévvnoig, n atiEnois, adtos 6 Odavatog, v ETEpw AOYw, elye xal dwoel 0OEvos Nuiv 6 O,
SnAwbioetal ool mhatvtepov (Kepdiaia, v. 1, 413,25-414,3) and he refers to the exact
following Letter 37 (T avtd. Ei xoi moooéxewv 10ic Afyovow St Som Umdxettal 1) £vog
éxdotov 1@V avBodmwv Lw1]), where indeed he deals with this topic in forty-five pages
(KepdAata, v. 1, 416-461).

48. Kepdalawa, v. 11, 118-127.

49. Five letters of Glykas® epistolographic corpus are addressed to him (Letters 78,
81, 84, 90, 94). It is obvious that there was a correspondence between the two men; see for
example the prologue of Letter 81: ‘Ot ugv odv, 6oidtate dveo, év vnoteia Sudyewy 6 moTdg
Ogeilel Aaog év te Tetoddt xal Ilapaoxevy), ovuEnuL TOTTO XAY® ®Ol 0UX AVTIAEY® TOIS
émipeoouévors 1o mapd tic oiic do1otntog... (KepdAaia, v. 11, 322,7-10).

50. IToAAoOl Yo €i %0l SOXOTOL X AT TO PALYOUEVOV VYIS EXELY, GAAL TOOOTTOV EUua O]
TOUATE PEQOVOLY, DOTE XAl Tf] TUYOVON TOOPATEL UETAPAAAECOOT TE KOl ueTATOEMETOAL.
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meal, as was probably the case with Ioannikios himself*'. Nevertheless, the
fact that Glykas appears elsewhere to adopt a rather stricter approach to
the Wednesday and Friday fasts shows that not all of his letters are equally
impersonally didactic, but display shades of thought connected apparently
with the situation of his correspondents®. To me, therefore, Glykas seems for
the most part to have written original letters in real circumstances, replying
to specific questions from specific people who apparently admired him and
respected his theological education. He later gathered and revised all these
letters in order to compile a handbook of popular theology, which is what his
collection of letters actually is. In this context he must have formed the stan-
dardized superscription to each letter, naming it as xepdAatov of his book*

OVxoTV SixaLoV E0TL TOVS TOLOUTOUS Xl XATAAVELY E0TILV OTe TNV EvATnY UmaALdTTELY
te TV Slartav, xal mapauvlias, ws dvvauts, to vevoonxos aiotv. Kal un voutle totto
ROTAPOOVNOLY Elval TOV GmootoMx®dv StatdEewy-.. T{ 0OV éml ToUTOIS 0TIV €imeiv; €i
Bovdovrar ui) Enuiotiobat xater woAU, xal gl mooaLEoTVTAL PIAGSEALPOL HAALOY Eival xal
paiveoOal i pidavTol, oToyiTwoay T0UTE 1) T xavovl, @ viv DxoTiOnuL xol 76 0Ty O
A€yw; TOTS 0UTWS GVvemTNOElWS TTEQL TNV AYOL THS EVATNG WOAS VNOTELQY OLOXELUEVOLS, (VAL
yivntou TeQL TO UECOV TiiS WS didxoLotls, ws St xAvouatog 61jfev Tomov aroomiovoa
xol OUTM UIXQD TIVL YOUD XAl OALYOOTH TOUATL EQVTOVS Of TOLOTTOL TAEAUVONOAUEVOL
XOLQOVTES TNV TEAEIQY TEQLUEVOVOLY EDw)IQY, (VO xOLV]] OUVEOTIOODOLY xal melBouatl v
Kvoip a¢ éav &yoyylotws xal UET eVXAQLOTIAS GVAUEVWOLY, €L XAl Ul TOV [OWV EXEIVOLS,
GAN 00V Hixoot Selv TV avtdv émtevEoviat-.. (KepdAaia, v. 11, 338,23-341,10).

51. T assume that the initial reason of Ioannikios’ letter to Glykas was his disagreement
with his monastery on how strictly one should fast on Wednesdays and Fridays; see Ei 8¢
TaUTA TOVTOV EXEL TOV TOOTOV, ML Tf] YEVEOAIW AOLTOV NUEQX TOT AVTOWTOD XAl OWTHOOS
nuav oot Xototot i xon xai Aéyewv; émeldn Tetoddt Tijc ELOOUAOOS NUEQQ OVUTECETV
avThv ¢ 600¢ ETuye QUAGEOUEY; Goa Té TS EvATNG €M aUT]) #al v vNoTel S1aTEAETOUEY,
£ nal Soxel T00TO T0IC NyoUuEvolc Nuav; otx &ywye oluar (Kepdiaia, v. 11, 332,3-8).

52. See indicatively Letter 46 Td tiutwtdto uovay®d xvo®d Meletiow 1@ KoittomovAm.
Ei yon moooéxewv 10ic A€yovolv, 6Tt 0Ux Emdvayxes Nuiv 10 év TeTtoadomapaoxevals
vnotevewy, tot Kvpiov A€yovtos 6Tt oU T €iloeQyoueva »xowvol tov dvlowmov, AALd To.
8Eeoyousva (Kepalawa, v. 11, 30-36), the single letter that Glykas addresses to him.

53. See Letter 59: xaOa 61 xal év ETEQW xepaAaie mwEOS TO TEAEL TNHS PiPAov TaUTNS
6vtL 10 el ToUTOV nabfjoet mAatvtepov (KepdAaia, v. 11, 134,1-2); namely in the extended
Letter 85 on the same topic (T® TOTATE HOVaXD *VO® Twavvixiey @ ToauUATIX®.
ATOLOYNTIXROV €X UEQOVS TTOOS TOV UOVAXOV EXEIVOV TOV Amoxaléoavta xaxo0d050vs
fuéc, émeldiy Aéyouev 8t 6 tiic mEoOEoEWS GOTOC TOLOTTOC €0TL #aTdL QPUOLY, dmola 7V 1
ayia 100 Xp10t00 00p& 1 €l TOT uVoTIXO0T SelVOU TOIS uadnTais eig fodotv dobgioa.
(KegpdAata, v. 11, 348-379).
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and adding the name of its recipient and a synopsis of its content®%. At this
point, too, he must have incorporated the few internal references between
different chapters®’, while he could have also deleted the most personal refe-
rences in his letters - if there ever were such -, keeping only the frequent
allusions to his illness.

This sense of Glykas’ care for the composition of his epistolographic
corpus is therefore to a point undermined by some basic issues in its
organisation: for example, the fact that entire passages are repeated
verbatim in different chapters, or even more that the criterion for the
classification of the letters is unclear>, since they are arranged neither by
content or by recipient while it is also difficult to confirm the possibility of
a chronological classification, customary in most Byzantine collections of
letters®’, for only a few of Glykas’ letters contain chronological indicators™,
As I intend to examine the problems of dating Glykas’ epistolography in a
separate article, here I shall refer only to two highly interesting passages:
(I) the epilogue of Letter 16 (T@ avtd - i.e. T® TWOTAT® LOVAYD RVOD
‘Hoato-. ITeol 100 mids el mpods Tovdaiovs dmavtayv, nvixa xal udAiov
Exelvol 1O xatd Xo1oT1oV émiyelpotol dtaotoépery uvotiotov) and (IT) the
prologue of Letter 43 (T® tuiwtdto povay® xvo® Ovovpoiw. Ilepl Tig
TETOQUOPQOV dmTaciac v 6 mpo@itne eidev Teleniiid, xal Smwe avThy
eic tov¢ Téooapac Evayysiiotac éEeAdfovto).

Passage I

Kal tavto uév eic tooovtov,  Osiotate dveo, 811 unde mieiw yodgey
ioyvouev, moAdoic, wc oide Kvptoc, GOuuiac PeEAEUVOLS xaTaxevTOUUEVOL.

54. With the exception of Letter 57: the information in its title that Theodora committed
a murder {nAotvmiog évexev does not ensue from the letter itself.

55. Except from Letter 59 (see above note 53) see also Letter 21 (@¢ 6 Adyog év toig
&umpoobev Ede1&ev (Kepdlawa, v. 1, 248,23; namely in Letters 8 and 9) and Letter 91 (&i
Povlel, xepdlaiov avdyvmbi O 0yO0NKOOTOV- XAl YOO EXELOE TOV TEQL TOUTOV AOYOV
evonoelg tAatvtepov uot xal oagéotepov (Kepdiata, v. 11, 417,2-4).

56. New evidence may come up from the study of the whole manuscript tradition,
though such a prospect does not emerge in the relevant reports of Kurtz (review, 168-169)
and recently AviLuskiNA (Theological Chapters, 158).

57. See KRUMBACHER, Michael Glykas, 441 and Kurtz, review, 168-169.

58. This is the reason why Eustratiadis speaks about the corpus’ random arrangement.
See more in KepdAaia, v. 1, ve’-ECand 70’- y01” for the Letters 3, 4, 16, 23, 40, 53, 57, 59,
61, 79, 84 and 98.
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Kai €l un tog ieots Pifrovs ava xeioag eiyouev xavievbev ol uixolv
Etovyauev avayvsy, tdya av ayxovn xonoduevor xai avtot 10U LNV
xaxmc annAldynuev....*

Passage 11

“Edel ugv fuac, adeAqps Ovovpole, oic xal naAlov yovia xal ox6Toc
T0_&miTiutov, éyywvialewv et xad éavtols xal ovoTtéAleoBal xal xata
T0VG év Xepipq Patodyovs maviedel dpwvig xatéxeobal. Ei yop éxelvol
TS ®ath QUow oTwuviias mapadosws EmiAaviavoviar xol demvol
yivovtal TEAE0V, ATe THC TOV ExETOE VOATWYV Ui GVEXOUEVOL YWUEEWS, TOAAD
UarLov nueic €xt TAE0V EOTL OLYNOQIUEY XATEYVYUEVOL TE TR TTS AOvuiag
OVTES YELUDVL XL VEXQDV AuEVOV EVTEDOEY 0VSEV dtaxeiuevor®.

Why are these passages important? Because in a letter collection totally
devoid of personal references, the presence of these two passages and their
clear confession of Glykas’ poor psychological state is highly surprising.
At the same time, we should also bear in mind that this explicit statement
of &Ouuia (the word appears in both these letters), which would have led
Glykas even to contemplate death, did he not find consolation to his books,
comes from the mouth of a monk, since according to the prevailing view
these letters were written after his release from prison, when he had adopted
the monastic habit. The same atmosphere, however, in a similar context
of darkness and isolation, is described in detail in Glykas’ first vernacular
poem from prison®. If these two letters exude the same atmosphere of prison,
which is vividly depicted in the two vernacular poems, and were therefore
written during his incarceration, a new perspective on Glykas’ life opens
up, as they may indicate that Glykas had some theological education and
renown even at that time, both of which were enhanced over the following
years (more correspondents, deeper knowledge of the ecclesiastical texts,
discussion of more difficult theological issues, etc.).

59. Kepdlawa, v. 1, 215,14-17.

60. Kepdlawa, v. 11, 12,6-13.

61. See indicatively ‘O 6¢ AnOeic év puiaxi) mAjoelL xamvoD xal ox0TovS | ExeL TOVS
TOVOUS UET a¥TOD mAvTOTE OUVoLXoDVTOS (ZTi)olL 0l¢ Eyoaye xald OV xateoyEOn xaLpov,
ed. TsoLAkis, lines 109-110); fArets, arijo€ ue 1 xoAt, 10 11 Aad®d ovx é&evow | éBoaocev
1 xaEdla uov, wagéxel ovOEY faotdlm: | v ddow i TETOAV ®al AvOd, v Toiow Oéoua
usya, | @rd otevoywoeiag wov vi avi€w tov éavtov uov- (lines 285-288); ‘Omov deoudr
xal xdxwois xal vépoc dOvuiag (line 326). See additionally [Avaywyh Snuotixd®v Tivov
ontav], ed. S. EUSTRATIADIS, no 16, line 350: xai undé Cijv vouioavtes xeiuevov év yovia.
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An equally important issue, however, as far as the structure of Glykas’
epistolographic corpus is concerned, is the fact that interspersed among the
sixty-nine chapters addressed to specific recipients there are also twenty-six
others®?, mostly short and of various content, with no recipient named on their
superscription and only the subject stated, usually after the opening phrase
“Eti xal tovto nmopntair®. The forms of address in most of these letters®
do not help us identify their recipients, presupposed merely by the common
second-person verbal phrases present here as in the other chapters®. On the
other hand, many of these texts close with Glykas’ customary reference to
his illness®® or a similar excuse for his short treatment of the topic®. In short,
with the exception of the absence of the recipient’s name and their somewhat
different titles, these texts are harmoniously incorporated into Glykas’
corpus as far as their composition, content and language are concerned;
and the question that naturally arises is whether they are actually letters,
from the manuscript tradition of which the recipients’ names were simply
at some point omitted, or separate treatises that Glykas added later with a
view to completing his theological handbook by covering issues that had
not been raised by his correspondents but which he wished to analyse in a
broader theological work. It is indeed a fact that several of these chapters
deal with topics not treated elsewhere®®; there are, however, also those which

62. Letters 12, 14, 17, 18, 27, 28, 32, 33, 34, 35, 41, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 64, 66, 67, 85, 89,
92 (?), 93, 96, 97, 98.

63. See for example Letter 14 "E7t xal T00T0 RroontoL, €0 XOTO TV TODTNV NUEQAY
TAQNYAYe TO YOS 0 Oe0g, TIVOS EVEXEV XATA TNV TETAQTNY TOVUS QWOTIOAS EONULOTVQYNOEV
(KepdAaia, v. 1, 167,2-4).

64. téxvov not girtatov (Letter 67, KegpdAata, v. 11, 201,8-9), Osoeixele dvep (Letter
34, KepdAawa, v. 1, 373,3), evyevéotate dvep (Letter 58, KepdAawa, v. 11, 132,3), dyannté
(Letter 59, KepdAaia, v. 11, 133,4. 133,12; Letter 59, KepdAaia, v. 11, 156,4), icoa xepalri
(Letter 60, KepdAaia, v. 11, 136,7) etc.

65. See indicatively Letter 59: Evpnoeis yao..., €iye xadoberis éEetdoeis To0 Adyov
v Svvauy (Kepdiawa, v. 11, 133,18-20), TIARY uh émiotvyvdong @ Ay undé Baopd 56&st
oot xal gopTixov 10 AeyOsv (KepdAaia, v. 11, 134,14-15) etc.

66. See for example Letter 67: Apxel oot Tooavita: 1 YA T10UX0VO0 NUAS VOOOS TAEL®
Aéyewv 00 ovyyweel (KepdAawa, v. 11, 207,3-4).

67. See for example Letter 85: Apxel tooavta- mAeiw xal yao 6 X0 TEQL TOUTOU
Aéyewv 00 ovyyweel (KepdAaia, v. 11, 382,25-26).

68. See Letter 18 Emre&iynois 1dv év 1@ Oeiw telovusvav rovtod (Kepdiaia, v.
I, 222-224) or Letter 64 Kal t00T0 mEOS TOIC GAAOIS MwopntTaL, €i xatd TAvVTa XALOOV
ovvageiais xexofiobat tois duolvyoirs ovx é&eotv (Kepdiaia, v. 11, 175-179).
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repeat issues already presented, possibly better and more extensively, in
another letter®. Chapter 12, the only one in Glykas’ corpus that corresponds
to its title’s question’®, may also be the only text for which we can assume
with relevant certainty that its initial version was a rhetorical speech and
not a letter, for Glykas declares from its beginning that he is recording
the oral answer he gave in person to a question 70?0 xQaTatoU xai &yiov
nuav faoctAéwc’™, while the emperor’s reaction is described in the end of the
text’?. The above-mentioned evidence in connection with the absence of any
form of address in Chapter 12 reinforces the assumption that the rest of the
chapters in this category had initially been letters. This matter, however,
needs further study on the basis also of the entire manuscript tradition.
Based on the other sixty-nine letters that name their recipients, we
can say that Glykas had a circle of twenty-six correspondents. The great
majority are monks, whose identification is rather difficult since most of
them are mentioned in the titles of the letters by their first names alone
(Alypios, Barlaam, Esaias, presumably a second Esaias’, Leontios, Neilos,

69. See for example Letter 59 (KegdAata, v. 11, 133-135) compared with Letter 84
(KegdAata, v. 11, 348-379) regarding the corruptibility of the Eucharist, or Letter 93
(KepdAata, v. 11, 436-444) compared with Letter 37 (KepdAata, v. 1, 416-461) regarding
Divine Providence.

70. Tivog Evexev év éoydtois xaupols éoaox@ln 6 Kvptos xat dvati ul moArd
TOOTEQOV €IS TOV XOOUOV EANAVOE nal ya el mpolafwv émoinoe ToTTo, 0Ux Qv €5 ayvoiag
6 GmetpomAnOig éxeivoc Aaoc év Goefeia natéivoe thv Lwijv (Kepdiata, v. 1, 150-154).

71. Kai 10010 100 %0Qtaiol xal ayiov Nudv faciAéws Examopotvios oUtw xal
Aéyovrog éav émi owTNnOia TV AvOPBIWV 1) TOD O0D AdYoU YEyovev évavipdanois, Stati
Ut TOAAD TEOTEQOV QTN EYEVETO, OTE ROl AVTOVS EXEIVOUS EmLyvdval TOV Kupiov, 600t
O dyvoirav v aoefeiqt TOV BlOV XATEOTOEYAV; TOLAUTNY EVAOTLOV AUTOD TV GTOXQLOLY
érovjoauev Afyovres. (KepdAaia, v. 1, 150,7-12). Glykas obviously refers to Manuel I
Komnenos even though he does not name him (see also Letter 40 Avramoloyntixdv éx
UEQOVS TOOS TNV EYXELOLOOETOQV aVTD YOUENV TOT XQaTALOD XAl Ayiov NUAY factiéws
#»vpo® Mavouvnl to0 Kouvnvod...).

72. Kol nueic uev totavtny éml 1@ Groonuatt SeSMHRAUEY TNV GTOXOLOLY- O O& TANONS
TAONS OVVETEWS PaoIAeDS oD% ml mAEov GvTémeoe, uGAAov uEv odv dmeonydoato o0
Oeot 100710 % 0i¢ 0ie TOSTOUC OixoVouTioavToc (Kepddaia, v. 1, 153,22-154,4).

73. 1 tend to consider that there are two different Esaias, as there are obvious stylistic
differences between the eight mostly lengthy letters T tiuiwtdro uovayd »vod Hoaio
(Letters 10, 11, 15, 16, 19, 47, 51 and 65 indicate a close relation and frequent correspondence
between the two men) and the three shorter ones T® TUWIOTATO WOVAXD %ol SOUEOTIX®
xvo® Hoaia (Letters 20, 21 and 24). Moreover, if they were the same person there would
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Nektarios, Nikolaos, Onoufrios, Myron Panagiotes’, Stephen, Chariton).
Even the five monks whose family names are given (Gregory Akropolites”,
John Aspiotes’, Meletios Kritopoulos, John Sinaites, Maximos Smeniotes)
and the one yoauuatixoc” (Ioannikios Grammatikos) are totally unknown
to us from other sources. However, the great number of letters written to
them, the warmth of the forms of address in the superscriptions and the
body of these letters, as well as other references in the text’, indicate that
Glykas maintained close relations with all these men and was recognized as
an important theologian of his time, despite his provocative position on the
corruptibility of the Eucharist (if we accept his identification with Michael
Sikidites)?.

By contrast, it is considerably easier to identify the higher-ranking
Byzantines who corresponded with Glykas. All of them belong to the
upper class and are members of the restricted circle surrounding Manuel 1
Komnenos, to which Glykas was apparently close, despite having once fallen

have been no need to add the recipient’s name in the superscription to Letter 20 (i.e. T®
TWLOTATE wovayd xal Soueotixe xvo® Hoalw), as Letter 19 is addressed T( tiutwtdto
wovay® xvo® ‘Hoaio and therefore the phrase T adt@® would have been enough.

74. He was presumably from the monastery at to ITavayiov on the Golden Horn
(MacpaLiNo, Manuel Komnenos, 373).

75. Member of the Akropolites family, whose name probably derives from their place
of residence, namely the acropolis in Constantinople; see ODB, v. 1, entry Akropolites (A.
KAZHDAN).

76. Or Aspietes, according to the codex Taur. 193. Member of the Aspietes family, an
Armenian lineage in Byzantine service from at least the late 11th century; see ODB, v. 1,
entry Aspietes (A. KAZHDAN).

77. The term ypappatirdg indicates an educated man, a scribe or secretary. It is
possible that it replaced the term &onxeftig in the Komnenian Era. It could also mean the
the secretary of a monastery; see ODB, v. 2, entry Grammatikos (A. KAZHDAN).

78. See for example Letter 30: “Eyeic tooadta xal mao fudv, @ Oeia xal ieodl
HEQAAT], xaTQ ONV UEV EPeoLy 0VSQU®dS, OTL XAl XaTd TAQOSOV AVTEYQdPn TAUTA Tf)
Osoq@idie oov, moldaic w¢ 0ide Kvptog OAPeoL #aTaTouyousévav Nudyv, €@ @ xal ovy
inaver S0&eie Supason ToocoTTOV YUy xal Exxalouévn T w60 o0 Ivevuatoc. ITAYy oide
%al amo utxeot omvoijpos 1 0N pueyalovola Ueyay UmTaVATTELY TVOOOV XAVTEVOEV TV
TEQLXEYVUEVNY ATAVTAYOD SLAAVELY AYAVV, TAOTAY TE XATAAOUTOUVELY YUXNV XAl AOORTOV
QWTOC EUTITAGY- 00 YEVOLTO natamodavew &¢ del xal fuac év Xorotd Tnoot 14 Kvoiw
nuGY, @ 17 80&a gic Tods aidvag v aidvov- auijv (Kepdlata, v. 1, 360,7-16).

79. On this matter see more in the following pages.
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foul of the emperor. Letter 40 is addressed to Manuel I Komnenos himself®,
Letter 57 to his beloved niece Theodora®!, Letter 63 to his nephew Alexios
Kontostefanos®?, Letter 26 to his familiar Nikephoros Sinaites, Letters 23
and 53 to the uéyag érarpeidoyns and oefaotog John Doukas®, Letter 44
to Andronikos Palaiologos® and four long letters (Letters 36, 37, 42, 76) to
the wavoéfaoctoc and oefaotogc Constantine Palaiologos®®, whom Glykas
admired for his powerful theological education and gentle soul®®.

The absence of the other known Byzantine scholars of the period and
of any members of the civil bureaucracy or the ecclesiastical hierarchy is
definitely curious and needs to be explained. P. Magdalino®’ gives a persuasive
justification: the other scholars may have rejected him because of his plain

80. On this letter see more in the following pages.

81. Manuel had at least five nieces with the same name (see KRUMBACHER, Michael
Glykas, 425-433 and MAGDALINO, Manuel Komnenos, XV). KRUMBACHER and EUSTRATIADIS
(KepdAata, v. 1, yo’-3"), assume that Glykas’ recipient is Theodora Komnene, daughter of
Andronikos Komnenos (the second son of John II Komnenos) and wife of Henry of Babenberg
(see more in K. Barzos, ‘H yeveadoyia t@v Kouvnvav, 11, Thessaloniki 1984, 171-189).
MaGpALINO (Manuel Komnenos, 548; see also Kurtz’s review, 170), on the other hand,
thinks she was the daughter of Manuel’s sister Maria, while Barzos (H yevealoyia t@v
Kouvnvav, 11, 417-434) identifies her with the daughter of Manuel’s other sister Eudokia,
who was also his mistress.

82. He was the son of Manuel’s sister Anna and Stephen Kontostephanos. See more
in KRUMBACHER, Michael Glykas, 435-437 and Barzos, ‘H yevealoyia t@v Kouvnvav, 11,
222-248.

83. See KRUMBACHER, Michael Glykas, 424-425 and D.I. Poremis, The Doukai. A
Contribution to Byzantine Prosopography, London 1968, 127-130; Polemis falsely identifies
him with érapyos John Doukas Kamateros [see more in P. KARLIN-HAYTER, 99. Jean Doukas,
Byzantion 42(1972) 259-265; A.P. Kazupan, John Doukas - An Attempt at De-identification,
Le parole e le idée 11 (1969) 242-247 and A.F. StoNg, The Grand Hetaireiarch John Doukas:
The Career of a Twelfth-Century Soldier and Diplomat, Byzantion 69 (1999) 145-164].

84. See KRuMBACHER, Michael Glykas, 425.

85. He was the brother of George Palaiologos, Manuel’s ambassandor in 1163 to
the Hungarians. On his false identification with the emperor Constantine IX Palaiologos
(1448-1453) see KRUMBACHER, Michael Glykas, 439-441.

86. See Letter 36: GAL oUyi xal 0& T( wdher T0UTE oUVEKETOAL oluat, molvuali Te
dvdpa 6vra xai Toic icpoic v Iatéomv évieOoauuévov ovyyoduuaow (Kepdlowa, v. 1,
379,11-12), evye tiic Gyadiic cov Yuyiic, Unéoevye ToT 30000 dov poovijuatoc (Kepdaia,
v. 1, 380,1-2).

87. MacpaLINO, Manuel Komnenos, 374-375.

BYZANTINA YMMEIKTA 21 (2011) 169-193



188 EIRINI-SOPHIA KIAPIDOU

and unpretentious prose, which did not conform to their aesthetic ideal; the
highly placed laymen may have avoided him on account of his imprisonment;
while the ecclesiastical hierarchy was most probably angry with him because
Glykas was usurping their function in interpreting Orthodox doctrine. To
a degree, this logical argument explains Glykas’ social isolation. At this
point, however, another perspective should be considered: if Glykas has not
incorporated all his correspondence in his collection, but only those letters
with a specific theological content, our list of his addressees is incomplete
and our conjectures become uncertain.

It is a fact that only four of Glykas’ ninety-five letters have to date
apparently been studied in terms of their special content: Letter 40, Glykas’
famous refutation of Manuel I Komnenos’ defence of astrology, Letters 59
and 84 on Glykas’ position on the corruptibility of the Eucharist, and Letter
57 to Manuel’s niece Theodora, whom Glykas tries to console for the murder
she committed out of jealousy. Among other things this reality also causes
misconceptions concerning Glykas’ life, and in the following paragraphs I
shall focus briefly on the most characteristic example, the famous Letter
40.

According to the prevailing scholarly view, Michael Glykas should
be identified with the monk Michael Sikidites, who was responsible for
the theological controversy in the late 12th century on the corruptibility
of the Eucharist, for he argued that the Body and Blood of Christ offered
during the sacrament of the Holy Eucharist do not contain Christ’s soul
and mind and are, therefore, corruptible, just like the body and blood of
Jesus before the Resurrection. Though this identification fills in certain gaps
in Glykas’ biography, mainly for the period after his imprisonment, and is
based on strong arguments (among them the above-mentioned Letters 59
and 84, which express precisely the theological position that led to Sikidites’
condemnation by the Council of Constantinople in the year 1199/1200), it
nonetheless raises certain other questions that need further discussion in the
light of the entire corpus of Glykas’ letters.

“The great problem”, according to P. Magdalino®, one of those scholars
who maintain a rather cautious attitude towards Glykas’ identification
with Sikidites, without however rejecting it, “is how to reconcile the
uncompromisingly Patristic theologian and critic of astrology” -namely

88. MacGpaLINO, Manuel Komnenos, 380.
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Glykas- “with the sorcerer who put a spell on an unfortunate boatman and
conjured up demons in a bath-house to torment his fellow bathers”, namely
Sikidites. This is how Sikidites is portrayed in Nicetas Choniates’ history,
perhaps echoing distorted and fabricated evidence that was used in his
trial®. “We could think”, Magdalino proposes, “that after his trial Sikidites
became a reformed character, rejecting his old interests with the zeal of a
convert” and therefore later composed Letter 40.

From my point of view the key phrase is “uncompromising critic
of astrology”, which is based precisely on the well-known Letter 40, the
third in a series of letters. More specifically, a monk from the Pantokrator
Monastery accused Manuel of impiety because of his love of astrology (first
letter, lost today). Manuel answers him with a second letter® and the third
(Letter 40) is Glykas” answer to the emperor: AvTiamoAoyntixdv éx uépovs
TOOS TNV EYYELOLOBEToOY QUTH yoa@ny TOU xoaTaLlol xal Gylov Hudv
Baocidéws xvoot Mavouvnd 1ot Kouvnvo®, thv dmoAlvOeioav mpog Tiva
UOVOYOV EMUEUPAUEVOV OV ULXQODS aVT® OLd Ye TO THS GOTEOAOYIAS
udanuo xol prAoveixotoav TO ToL00TOV ovoTioactal udfnua uotxais
xail yoaguxaic Grodei&eor’. A number of different issues are associated
with this letter of Glykas, the most significant of all being its dating. The
superscription implies that Manuel is still alive, and nothing more, while
the absolute lack of chronological evidence in the body of the letter leaves
modern scholars a large margin of interpretation. Consequently, those who
see in Letter 40 the reason for Glykas’ imprisonment®? date it before the year
1159, when Glykas was still a layman and most probably imperial secretary.
Eustratiadis, on the other hand, places this letter at the end of Manuel I’s
reign (1143-1180), shortly before his death (24.9.1080), on the grounds that
that was when the emperor finally renounced astrology®’. To the logical

89. See Nicetae Choniatae Historia, ed. J.-L. vaN DIETEN, Berlin-New York 1975,
148,14-149,16 ; MaGpALINO, Manuel Komnenos, 380.

90. ITittdxtov éxS00ev mapdt TOU AOLOUOV PACIAEWS TOT TOQPUEOYEVYVHTOV XVQOT
MavouvnA 1ot Kouvnvos- yvaun xai eL01N0eL XAl TOV EALOYIUDY GOYLEQEMY KL CUYHANTIXDV
GOXOVTIWV, TOAMDV YEuov VYnAdv xai avayxaiwv Oemonudtwv, GToAoyntixov meog
yoaenv tivog wovayot malativov tig uovic tod Iavtoxpdto00s, T TS GOTOOVOULXTS
éxvns raxilovoav xal Goéetav droxatovoav 1o uddnua (Kepdiaia, v. 1, EU-x07).

91. Kepdlaia, v. 1, 476-500.

92. See above notes 8 and 9.

93. See Kepdlaia, v. 1, 10",
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question that arises in this case, namely how Glykas dares to cross swords
with the emperor again after having spent many years in prison and been
released only with great difficulty, O. Kresten formulates a reasonable
assumption: with Letter 40 Glykas finds the opportunity to revenge himself
on the emperor for all the harm he had done him, while at the same time
restoring his reputation, damaged after his imprisonment, with a written
text®’. In the same framework D. George underlines Glykas’ methodical
effort to demolish the emperor’s argumentation, which sought to redeem his
reputation in the eyes of posterity®. Nevertheless, after a careful reading of
this letter one realizes that in fact Glykas is criticizing, in a highly ironic way,
the misreading of sources on which Manuel bases his argumentation and not
his occupation with astrology per se. I cite a characteristic excerpt: Avtixa
yao amopio ovvelur mwepl tod ‘EPpaiov éxeivov, Ov 0 uéyas BaoileLog,
Nvixa mpos Kvpiov éEedfjuet, tig iepas xolvupfnboas nEimoev- i yo éun
Birog iatoov te dtayopevel 1oV Tovdaiov xal 6Tl T opuyud T00 ayiov
SLl XELPOG EXETVOS TOOOOTY MYV, TOV TOD UEYALOV TEOEYyVwxe Bavatov. To
O¢ éyyxelpotobév uot yoduua ponuatixov avtov amoxalel xal 0Tt TAlg
TOV AOTOWYV TAQUONUELHOEDTL TNV TOT Ayiov TPOEYVWw uetdotaoty. Kol
0v TOUTO UOvov, GALC &) xal TOV UEYOY QUVTOV TOQELOAYEL TUVOLVOTVTA
1) To0 ‘Efoaiov uabnuatixi éxiotiun xal aAnbi tadtny droxalovvra,
mAelovd e T0UTOV GAAC Hal mOoLoTVTA nal Aéyovta, wv 1 éun BiBAoc
ovdauot ueuvnuévn evpioxetatl. "H yoiv éopaluévws Exel to xat avTny
xal wAEov 0vVOEv, 1) TV dtapoviay TavTnV Oeoamevdijval Toaxald®™.
And the rest of the letter goes on in a similar way, to my mind indicating
more a cautious reader and a well-educated, confident scholar than a
theologian and sworn enemy of astrology. In this context I tend to accept an
earlier date for Letter 40.

At the same time, however, in a second letter®”, Glykas appears to be
more flexible towards astrology, even using an argument similar to the one

94. KresTEN, Theodoros Styppeiotes, 93-95.

95. D. GeEorGE, Manuel I Komnenos and Michael Glycas: A Twelfth-Century Defense
and Refutation of Astrology, Part 1, Culture and Cosmos 5.1 (Spring/Summer 2001), 3- 48;
see especially 36.

96. Kepddawa, v. 1, 477,8-23.

97. Letter 39 T tywiwtdto uovay®d xvo® Alvmio t@ Eyxieiote. Ei yon v
uoOnquatixny émotiuny Grotodmaiov nyeiobar wavrdaraot (Kepdiaa, v. 1, 468-475).
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Manuel used in his own letter®®, namely, that medicine and astrology are
alike instruments given by God to mankind for its survival after the Fall®

and people should use them with measure!®

, while if astrology is condemned
by the Church Fathers it is because of people mostly make improper use of
it'% In other words, in Letter 39 Glykas recognizes the value of astrology
as a helpful tool for humankind, on condition that they use it wisely.!?? Thus
the above mentioned reservation of P. Magdalino against identifying Glykas
with Sikidites may to a degree be answered, for a careful reading of Letter 40
in connection with Letter 39 indicates that Glykas actually has not always
rejected astrology as completely as we may think today'®.

To sum up, Michael Glykas’ collection of ninety-five letters proves to

be a core element of his work, and one that needs to be studied as a whole

98. See for example ‘H yp elxaip0¢ ToUTWV X0T01S %l €Ux0N0TOS, EE GeQLEéQyov
YIVOUEVY) TOOTOV TEOS 0ixovouiay TV xalf EQutov, oUx E0TIV GOEPeLa, xabms oU elonxag.
Tdg te yap dedouévag ¥md OoD SVVAUELS TOTS GOTOOLS, TUS XOAOELS XAl TAS TOLOTNTAS XAl
T8 GO TOUTWY TEOoNUALVOUEVA ErLyvaoxel. H uévrol mapdyonois €v toite avagaivetat,
dtav U EmuAoems TOIS GOTOOLS TOOTOULADOT TIVES, S Ol TO OTOLYELWUATLXO TOLOVVTES
xal® Ov Sfta Adyov xal oi Gotpoldyor udyor Aéyovrai... (Kepdiaia, v. 1, of’, 12-19);
OUtw xal Tois TOV AOTEQWV SUVAUEDLY €L YONOETUL TIS EVOEXOUEVIIS XL XATA TNV EVIOANY
100 OcoD UyLaivovtt Aoyiou@... oty Guaotdvov didoetar (Kegpdiata, v. I, 7', 1-5); O
youv oUtw vodv xal eV0EfDS Exdaufdvov TOV TiS ONUIOVOYIXTS TEOVOIAS VOUOV Xl
ooV, 008Ev 1 mpooxpovUel O (Kepdrata, v. 1, °, 21-22).

99. Ofitw uev obv xail 1O TEOENTIXOV éxelvo xal Ogiov xdoioua OV EvOowmov
amoAéoavta, COQIaY TE XAl YVOOLY EXEIVNY AQALOEDEVTO UETA TNV TAQABAOCLY, OV GQTXE
TOIS GVONTOLS XTNVEDL TEAEOV QUTOV mapafdiieclal, AL w¢ elwbe T mAVTIOQ COPHDS
0ixX0VOUDYV, OV ULXQDS %Al €V TOUTOLS TOV EXTALXOTO TAQEUVONTATO Oi1dt THS TOV AOTOWY
xuwvijoeds e xal td&ews (Kepdlawa, v. 1, 474,18-23).

100. Oide yao dxoiBoc 1 ol ueyaldvora, O¢ 1 IOV TOAYUATOV TAQAYONOLS, OV UNV 1
EUXAL00S X0NOLS AVT@V TOIS i€001S xavooLv nOEtntat. Kail ti xon moAdd Aéyewv; e xal Thv
ToLaUTNY Oeiay VEQYETIY TOOS NUETEQAY AOPAAELQLY EIYOUEY xal OV TEOS AOETNOLY TOT
0e6wx0TOS VTV, 0UX AV ETL TOCOVTOV EQPQOVTLOEY, WS EXETOEV NUAS ATOOTAOELEY O TAOV
ieoav Iatéowv xatdroyos (KepdAaia, v. 1, 473,10-16).

101. mooyvwortixiv 8¢ Tiva toic avhowmois évéedoobar Svvaurv, xaba xai ghdoag
0 Adyoc vréderev, 00 toooTTOV Améoixe, OU jv aitiav eioNxauey, €l xal TaEX TOV ayiwv
Iatéowv évaoyoieloBar ToUTOLS 0V oVYYwEOoUueda, 6Tl undé xata Aoyov 6000V avTolc
amoxowueba (Kepdraia, v. 1, 475,11-15).

102. See also Letter 36, KepdAaia, v. 1, 394,6 and forth.

103. See also MacpaLiNo, L’Orthodoxie des astrologues, 123-126.
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and in conjunction with his better-known chronicle, so that more light can

be shed on the ambiguous data of this scholar’s highly interesting life and
thought as well as the literary production of the Byzantine 12th century.
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ON THE EPISTOLOGRAPHY OF MICHAEL GLYKAS

If Michael Glykas is well-known today, it is undoubtedly thanks
primarily to the BifAoc Xpovixi, his 12th-century chronicle of events from
the creation of the world to the death of Alexios I Komnenos. Compared
to this chronicle as well as Glykas’ two vernacular poems addressed to
the emperor Manuel I Komnenos and to a certain degree his collection of
proverbs, Glykas’ epistolographic corpus is the least studied part of his
work. It consists of ninety-five texts of theological content, which aim at
providing monks or higher-ranking Byzantines with persuasive answers
to various theological issues that derive from the reading of the Old and
New Testaments or arise in the daily lives of monks and ordinary faithful
Christians. Glykas’ argumentation in all these texts is based on the constant
citation of mostly ecclesiastical sources and their interpretation with a
strong dose of common sense and good will.

The current paper focuses on Glykas’ epistolography, wishing to
emphasize that it is a core element of his work, and one that needs to be
studied as a whole and in conjunction with his better-known chronicle,
so that more light can be shed on the ambiguous data of this scholar’s
highly interesting life and thought as well as the literary production of the
Byzantine 12th century.
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