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TASSOS A. KAPLANIS

Women in the looking-glass;
the philogynous Dapontes (1713-1784)
within the misogynous tradition

of the Middle Ages

I have to admit from the very beginning that my presence here,' at a
round table consisting of specialists in the Greek Enlightenment, makes
me feel a bit uncomfortable; I specialize in late medieval / early modern
Greek vernacular literature (12th-17th c.) and I claim no specialty in the
field of the 18th century. What really brought me here is the fact that I
am challenged as a researcher’ by the works of the most important
poetical figure in the century of the Greek Enlightenment, i.e. Kaisarios
Dapontes, given that most of the problems concerning his works, their
importance and value, but even the various biographical problems of the
poet himself have not been yet sufficiently studied.® Furthermore,
Dapontes’ KaBpéntyg Ivvouxdy (Mirror of Women)* stands as a unique
example in the homonymous literary sub-genre of ‘Specula feminarum
(or better ‘dominarum),’ as far as Greek literature of the period 12th-
18th century is concerned, the only one® in fact which meets the strict
generic criteria established by Jénsson.” In my paper I will discuss the
genre, tracing also briefly the history of misogynist writing, and I will
conclude by considering Dapontes’ unusual place in this fradition.
Konstantinos Dapontes was born in 1713 on the island of Skopelos.®
He lived a rather eventful not to say adventurous life. He left Skopelos
in 1730 and went to Constantinople and from there to the Principalities
of Moldavia and Wallachia to serve as a secretary in the Courts of the
Phanariot Princes. He was charged with conspiracy against the Sublime
Porte and was imprisoned for twenty months in Constantinople
(27.3.1747-27.11.1748). In 1751, after two years of marriage, both his
wife and his newborn daughter died. He decided to become a monk. He
took orders (26.10.1753) and, renamed Kaisarios, moved to Piperi, a
deserted island near Skopelos, for three years and from there he went to
another monastery in Skopelos for a few months. After that he moved to
Mount Athos, to the Holy Monastery of Xeropotamou, and from there he
was sent to Wallachia to collect funds for the monastery. His journey
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lasted eight whole years (1757-1765). He returned to the Holy Mountain
in September 1765. For the next thirteen years (1765-1778), we find him
on Athos where he was mostly occupied with the writing of his own
works and the copying of manuscripts. In September 1778 he went back
to Skopelos where he stayed until 3.7.1784; during this period he
managed to reopen the monastery of Panagia Evangelistria and to partly
refurbish both the monastery and its chapels. After that he went back to
Xeropotamou where he died a few months later (4.12.1784).

In 1748, Dapontes begins to write, in jail, his Kafpéntyg Iuvarxdv.
I have reason to believe that the work was completed between 1751
(when his wife and daughter died) and 1753 (when he takes orders), or
even some time after 1753 when he was already a monk.? It was
published for the first time in 1766 in Leipzig with mistakes about which
Dapontes complains on several occasions.” It is not certain that a second
edition in Venice by Michael Glykes was ever released." The book has
never been critically edited in modern times."

To paraphrase what the late G.P. Savvidis once wrote,'® Dapontes, as
his surname significantly shows (Italian, da ponte), was a bridge-man:
an imaginary bridge connecting East and West, tradition and mod-
ernism, the erudite spirit and the popular feeling. I suppose there is no
need to argue here that although most elements of Dapontes’ poetry
continue the medieval tradition of Greek literature, he also represents, in
an almost exemplary way, the spirit and the values of his time.”” He
stands as a representative example of the heraldic emblem of the En-
lightenment as defined by Kant: ‘Aude sapere’. But not only does he
‘dare to know’; he also wants to transmit his knowledge to others. As
Voutieridis observed, ‘he writes about everything, just like Greeks of his
time had begun to want to know about everything, as much as they
could.”®

In 1766, when his Kafpéntyc TI'vvouxey is published, he has
already been a monk for 13 years. Most of the stories used in the book
emanate from the Holy Bible. He was aware of the rich tradition of the
Greek Middle Ages to which he had access through the monastery’s
library. It would be reasonable to suppose that his Mirror of Women
—especially if we put it in the context of its medieval predecessors—
should be another misogynous text. But it is not at all like that.

One of the assumptions governing our perception of the medieval
period is the dominating presence of anti-feminism. In fact, misogyny is
practically synonymous with the Middle Ages, although anti-feminine
criticism —or rather, prejudice— does not appear then for the first time.
Its sources can be traced back to the dawn of Greek culture, in Hesiod’s
poetry (750 BC), for instance, or in the iambics of Semonides of
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Amorgos (2nd half of the 7th c. BC). On the other hand, the discourse of
misogyny leads back into ancient Judaic law and it would not be an
exaggeration to say that, grosso modo, it constitutes something of a
universal cultural constant and certainly a universal textual dominant. As
R. Howard Bloch notes: “ The discourse of misogyny runs like a vein
[...] throughout medieval literature. Reaching back to the Old Testament
and to ancient Greece and extending through classical Hellenic, Judaic
and Roman traditions all the way to the fifteenth century, it dominates
ecclesiastical writings, letters, sermons, theological tracts, and discussions
and compilations of canon law; scientific works, as part of biological,
gynecological, and medical knowledge; folklore and philosophy.””
Examples are also to be found in most of the kinds of secular literature
of the Middle Ages, irrespective of whether written in Latin or Modern
European languages. Bloch again provides us with a set of examples
that could be easily expanded:™ the satires of the High Middle Ages, all
the works grouped under the rubric of ‘les genres du réalisme bour-
geois’: the comic tale or fabliau (including Middle English and Italian
versions), the animal fable, the comic theatre or farce; also debate poems
involving the virtues and vices of women and even certain mixed or
‘unclassifiable’ types, among which Jean de Meun's portion of the Roman
de la rose occupies a primary position, etc. Flowing in such a stream of
misogyny, Christine de Pisan complains in her Cité des dames in 1405: ‘I
could scarcely find a moral work by any author which didn’t devote
some chapter or paragraph to attacking the female sex.”’

The important thing that R. H. Bloch’s study, Medieval Misogyny and
the Invention of Western Romantic Love, brought to light is that “even those
types which historically have been considered to be the opposite of, or
liberating from, the dark age of medieval anti-feminism —the courtly
romance, lyric and lay— maintain a complicated relation to the he-
gemonic negative images of the feminine”.” In other words, he indicates
that the two competing discourses on the feminine —the misogynist and
the courtly— are the two different sides of the same coin and they serve
the same end by different means: control over women by men, church,
society. Of course the subject is a good deal more complicated, since it is
‘the product of a historical process, of material conditions and of a
contingent set of circumstances and even personalities, belonging to a
specific time and place’.”

Although his arguments provide an outstanding contribution to the
History of Ideas and the History of European Literature I have an
objection which is of a generic kind. Bloch mentions: ‘Like allegory
itself, to which it is particularly attracted, anti-feminism is both a genre
and a topos, [...] — a discourse visible across a broad spectrum of poetic
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es.”” As I had the opportunity to argue at the 1st European Congress
of Modern Greek Studies which took place in Berlin (2-4 October 1998),
anti-feminism or misogyny is not a literary genre.” I could accept the
term ‘topos’, though I find it relatively restrictive for such a phe-
nomenon; I would rather use this term for the exemplum of feminine
garrulity for instance, or for the proverbial phrase ‘Fumus et mulier et
stillicidia / expellunt hominem de domo propria’* as it first occurs in
Walter Mapes’s Golias or ‘[...] droppyng houses, and eek smoke, / and
chidyng wyves make men to flee / out of hir owene houses [...]" as it
appears in Geoffrey Chaucer’s Wife of Bath® — to use a famous example.

The term ‘discourse’ is more appropriate, but rhetorically rather
than generically descriptive. In order to use a genuine generic term I
would turn to Genette, who discovered in his Introduction a 1’architexte a
‘point of blindness’ in Aristotle’s Ilept ITomntixis. Aristotle, talking about
literary genres, mentions: ‘Otopépovot O& dAAMAwY TLaly: | Yoo Td v
Etéporg pLuetobon 7 T Etepa | 1@ ETEPWS kol pi) TOV adTOY TEdTOV.® (=
they differ in these three: they imitate either by different means or
different things or in a different and not the same way.) Genette, re-
reading Aristotle, argues that in order to find out a literary work’s genre
we need to know what is said, how it is said and by what means. Under
this spectrum, he constructs his generic system on three kinds of criteria:
thématiques (= &repa), modales (= £tépws), formelles (= év éréporg). 1
will not go into details; all I can say is that misogyny, according to a
generic system of this kind, is a ‘mode’ and not a genre.

As far as Greek vernacular literature is concerned, I have shown
elsewhere® that the generic term that should be used to describe the 26
relevant texts suggested as such by specialists is ‘xabpépteg yovauxwy’
(= ‘mirrors of women?), with reference of course to the popular medieval
genre of Specula. The term —in German ‘Weiberspiegel'— was first
used, in the context of Greek literature, in 1905 by Karl Krumbacher in
order to describe the late 15th-century Cretan poem Xvva&dotoy twy gu-
YEMXWY yuvouxwy xow TULOTATWY apxoviioowy (Register of Noble
Women)® —which in fact proved to be two poems: Xvva&dptov TwV ev-
YEVIXWY YOVOUXDY X0 TULLOTETWY apydvtioowy (Register of Noble Women)
and Erouvoc TV yuvarxay (Praise of Women). It was in 1960 that Gareth
Morgan, commenting on these two poems, first claimed that ‘the element
that is common to Sachlikis and these poems is misogyny. It is in the
misogynous poems of the Middle Ages and the Renaissance that we must
look for their sources’.® The main supporter of this theory in the 1990s
was the late Professor N.M. Panagiotakis, who rejects in practice the
term ‘mirrors of women' and uses the term ‘misogynous texts’ to de-
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scribe them generically.* My objection is not only that the latter is not a
generic term, as I suggested earlier; it is also a more realistic one: not all
the Greek texts suggested as belonging to the genre are misogynous, at

least not to the same extent.
In fact, the relevant texts® must be seen in a wider spectrum

extending from absolute absence of misogynous positions (that is the
case of @avatixéy e Pédov, The Plague of Rhodes, by Emmanuel
Georgilas Limenitis, for instance) to severe and unfair condemnation of
women (the case of Register, Praise of Women and the alphabetical poem
ASdu toy mpddtoy dvlpwmoy, Adam the First Man). Apart from these
three, the rest of the texts always include galleries of good women (with
the minimum example of the Holy Virgin) or at least a response to the
misogynous commonplaces.® There are even texts that surprisingly
defend women such as the Avfoc Xapitwy (Venice 1529; Greek version
of Fior di Virti) where the anonymous adaptor/translator writes: “I will
try to seek some poems of those prudent men who said good things
about them [i.e.- about women] and after that some poems of those who
said bad things and finally I will put these writings together and I will
give a real solution and they should hold their tongue those who say
bad things.”® I suppose that such a position could not be easily con-
sidered misogynous.

The term ‘mirrors of womenl with reference to the medieval literary
genre of Specula is much more flexible. It does not presume the ex-
istence of misogynous references nor does it exclude them. Of course
Krumbacher, who was a great Byzantinologist, was aware of the wide
dissemination of Specula in medieval European literature. In fact, the
mirror-titled books became a literary fashion in the 14th-15th century; a
fashion which survived into the 18th century at least. As Herbert Grabes
showed in his book The Mutable Glass. Mirror-imagery in titles and texts of
the Middle Ages and English Renaissance, “among the metaphorical book-
titles of this period, mirror-titles clearly enjoy special status: they are by
far the most frequent type of book-title in the Middle Ages after Liber
and Summa.”®

What Krumbacher was not aware of, because a more systematic
study of the subject only started in the 1970s, is that the mirror
metaphor in the literature of Specula is a very important element of the
genre and much more complicated than one can assume. Grabes has
studied the different mirror-conventions in literature and art including
the multiplicity of mirrors, the qualities and deficiencies of the mirror,
the image in the mirror, the mirror’s influence on the beholder and so
on.* And according to E.M. Jénsson, who in his study Le Miroir
. investigated the genesis of the genre of Speculum in the 12th century
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(see note 7 above), the presence of the word mirror in the title of the
book is the determining factor in classifying the book in the genre.

As far as Greek literature is concerned, almost none of the works
that we classify in the genre meets this requirement, but for the sake of
convention, it is best to retain this generic term. I said almost none; the
only work that fulfils Jénssor's strict generic condition is Dapontes’ Ko-
Opéntng I'uvarxwy. .

Dapontes dedicates the book to Eleni Mavrokordatou, the wife of
Gregorios Gikas the 3rd (1724-1777). He ends his dedication: “In the
women of this book I saw your image as in a mirror; and by comparison
I found it made in their image. Therefore it should be in between them
and it should appear alongside them in order to remain for ever and
ever praised next to them”.” It is obvious from the beginning that the
book will praise women instead of condemning them. And this is a real
shift from the commonplaces of the genre.

As far as the mirror-imagery is concerned Dapontes claims no
originality: “And just as we wuse the mirror for our external em-
bellishment we should use this mirror for our internal embellishment.
And just as the looking-glass is made of sand and mercury this one is
made of stories and truth. [...] And just as the mirror is to be found in
almost every house in order for people to look in it and to increase their
beauty and to embellish their ugliness, also this one has to be found
everywhere, so that people can read it, in order to correct their malice,
to increase their virtue and to delight their hearts. [...].” (see Appendix
II) But even when he appears to be very platitudinous he surprises us
pleasantly with his witty comments: ‘Women use mirrors the most —but
men also embellish themselves! (see Appendix II) The charge of
embellishment for women derives from John Chrysostom and it is one of
the commonplaces that occur very often in anti-feminine criticism.
Dapontes instead says that if this is to be considered a sin men are not
devoid of it.

I could present to you an exhaustive list of similar examples.
However, in view of the fact that the modern reader has very limited
access to Dapontes’ work (which practically means that my arguments
cannot be tested) and since it is impossible to include an accessible
edition of Kabpéntnc INuvvouxdy in this article, I feel obliged to restrict
myself to a single and last example from Dapontes’ prologue which can
be found in Appendix II: “After the most merciful God created the sky
and the earth and everything that exists on it he took some soil from the
earth and created Adam and put him in Paradise. And then he wanted
to create Eve in order to create a helper for him. So He created Eve and
gave her to Adam as she was worthy of him because she was like him.”
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Afterwards he compares Eleni Mavrokordatou with Evg b.ecause she is
worthy of her husband and a real helper to him. This is probably a
unique comparison in Greek literature. He daf'es to regard E.ve as a
positive image, before the fall of man. You will pro}aably rc-fah‘ze how
important this is if I remind you that other texts see in the biblical Eve
the Devil himself. And I refer even to texts that have a rather philo-
gynous position like Avfog Xapitwy; the anonymous adaptor /translator
who earlier told us that ‘those who say bad things about women should
hold their tongue’ clearly claims that Eve is the personification of bad
women and that the Holy Virgin is the personification of good ones.*

Apart from this, the general impression that one has after reading
Dapontes’ book is that, although he moralizes a lot, he dares to regard
both men and women as human beings. They are both subject to their
social roles but this does not indicate, by any means, an a priori de-
preciation of women. Dapontes’ standards apply for both men and
women; therefore, a person can be praised or condemned according to
his/her qualities or vices irrespective of whether that person is a man or
a woman. We have long departed from the period where a woman
would be held responsible for all evil just because of her sex...%

In comparison with the previous misogynous tradition, Dapontes
could indisputably be considered a philogynist. But not only is he
philogynous, he is also aware of it and he admits it: “Had there ever
been another philogynist, / the way I see it, you became the greatest one.
/ But, have courage, dont be afraid; this philogyny / is a virtuous work,
because it is a narration.” This passage is taken from another work of
Dapontes dedicated to women, the @avdpt I'vvouxcy. This work was
most probably completed in 1776, ten years after the Leipzig edition of
Kabpérnmg I'vvouxeyv, and it was never published — although Dapontes
wished it to be.”” Throughout the text, which includes one hundred and
fifty three stories of women,” this time more secular ones, Kaisarios
converses with his alter ego, Konstantinos. This practice, or ‘narrative
technique’ if you prefer, which also occurs in Kafpéntye Iuvouxdv,“ is
revealing of the conflict that Dapontes was experiencing for the biggest
part of his life; two different worlds, two contradictory ideologies, two
antagonistic potential ways of being are constantly fighting inside him:
the secular and the ascetic. The passage mentioned above is not ir-
relevant; his strange remark ‘this philogyny is a virtuous work, because
it is a narrationl can also be read as ‘there is another kind of philogyny,
which is not a virtuous work, because it is... real life’, as I would be
tempted to complete the sentence. This kind of ‘philogyny’ is also known
to him; it is called ‘womanizing’ or, to put it in his own words, ‘the-
lymania’.*® Dapontes’ weakness for women is well known;¥ how much
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this contributed to the formation of his philogynous positions would be
the subject of another, undoubtedly more psychoanalytical, approach.

Before concluding, I would like to say that, even though I had to
restrict myself to a very few but hopefully significant examples, I believe
that it has 'been made clear to the reader that the philogynous positions
expressed in Dapontes’ Kafpéntye Ivvauxcdy present a real shift from
the misogynous commonplaces that are often quoted in other texts of the
same genre. Of course, the book’s objective is moral; therefore, one
should expect to find in it the same conventional views of womer's social
identities, ‘which [...] are confined to their sexual roles’.“’ ‘Honorable’
women are stereotyped in Dapontes’ book too; “Gentleness, compassion,
and maternal love are among the innate virtues of the female sex. [...]
Women make children; hence they are responsible for the early up-
bringing of their offspring, including religious instruction and training in
manners. Moreover, since women are confined to the home and given
charge over domestic arrangements, they are also responsible for house-
hold management and maintenance and for overseeing the servants.
Obedience and chastity make them first dutiful daughters, then loyal
wives.”® Dapontes may dare to compare Eleni Mavrokordatou with the
biblical Eve, but the rest of his comparisons (see Appendix II) in general
recycle these same old stereotypes of ‘honorable’ women.

However, every now and then, one finds more original and daring
ideas that are far from reproducing the image of the confined housewife:
“Wouldrit you leave, were it possible, the Principality with great
pleasure and go with all possible dispatch like a thirsty doe to the Holy
Sepulchre and to the Holy Mountain, to pay due honor to those Holy
Lands and to give an account of (va totoptjoeig) the royal monasteries
and the hermitages and the heirlooms and holy relics that can be found
there?”. (see Appendix II) As we see, in this passage Dapontes relates
women to two very interesting activities: the pilgrimage and the com-
position of literary ‘proskynetaria’ (‘pilgrim books’). Inevitably one
wonders whether all this is just a conventional hypothesis or whether he
actually refers to common practices of his time. Of course, we know that
noble and educated women from the Principalities, Constantinople, and
elsewhere, were involved in social and literary activities in the same way
as their counterparts in Western Europe (and especially in France) were:
they would organize salons where the local intellectuals and members of
the upper class would converse with foreign diplomats,” and they would
translate books of literature, history, etc., from major European
languages.® But did they actually make the crucial step from translation
to original literary composition? That we do not know.

Even though this issue will have to remain open for the time being,
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it brings me closer to an aspect that should have been important for my
research; so far I have tried to localize Dapontes’ position towards
women, as expressed mainly in his Kafpéntng I'vvauxey, within its
literary and, more particularly, generic context, and that is with regard
to its past. But what about its present? Is the philogynous Dapontes an
exception or does he actually share and reproduce the commonplaces of
his own era? And what exactly are these commonplaces? What is the
image of the Woman within the context of the literature of the Greek
Enlightenment? A researcher who will try to give an answer to these
questions will find in his way two insurmountable obstacles: the first and
most important one is that a large number of texts of the Greek 18th
century, which could be used for such a study, lack critical editions; in
their present state, in old editions and dusty manuscripts, they remain to
a large extent inaccessible; the second obstacle is the lack of relevant
bibliography,” with most evident the lack of a monograph on womeris
position and representation in 18th-century Greek literature.”” Therefore,
given the present state of Greek Enlightenment studies, a researcher who
attempted to place an 18th-century literary work in its contemporary
context, would have two options: either to generalize and repeat the
same threadbare views that can be found in almost every reference book,
or to remain silent. I chose the latter as the more honest solution. Of
course, a third option is valid: to get hold of the texts and start pre-
paring their critical editions; but this was far beyond the purposes of
either a paper presented at a conference or an article published in a
scholarly journal. Undoubtedly, things have to improve and I am
confident that they will: the lively interest in womerns studies that exists
nowadays worldwide allows me at least to be optimistic for the future.
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APPENDIX I: DATING

Dapontes’ Mirror of Women, as we know, was published for the first, and
probably last, time in 1766 in Leipzig. But when was it actually written?
The text is a compilation of stories that emanate from the Holy Bible and
it seems that they were not all written at the same time. We know that
the first story of the book, the *Sacrifice of Jephtha’, was written during
Dapontes’ imprisonment in Constantinople and completed by its end
(27.11.1748): “Eteleuddn ev Xptote, Xptotod ypbévouve ythiove, / oxted
XL TECo0PAXOVTA, £l ETTTaXOT{OVG, / piva xotd NoéuPptov, ev ) Twy
Ewoo8iwv, / Tng Tohotdg pov uiaxic eE680L Twy autiwy.” (see Savvidis
1993, 138%™ = Dapontes 1766, I, 981!-14)

However, the rest of the stories were written some time later and, in
different parts of the book, we can find chronological data that can lead
to a more specific later dating. For example, in the following passage,
with reference to events that happened in July 1746 (see Savvidis 1995,
273 = Dapontes 1766, II, 290"**2: “Toiavta o Iodhog eixs xow siyo
mayetl [/ nuépeg dexatéooapoag eig To Mmoytog Zepdyt. /‘Etog and yev-
yoewg XpLotod ypovoug ythiovg / xou €€ xot tecoapdixovtal pE TOLG
ertoxooiovg ™), Dapontes comments: ‘mpdypato 0mwod éyvoay o Ye6-
vy 3Vo-tpiey / vo To et Twg éytvay Tpo Ypévwy Tploxthiny.” (see
Savvidis 1995, 2822”2 = Dapontes 1766, II, 296**)

Although this reference is still very vague, other excerpts from the
book confirm that Dapontes continued writing not only after November
1748, but also after January 1751. More specifically, in one of his usual
digressions, Dapontes decides to describe two dreams that he had: “Etet
amd YEWHOoEWS XpLoToh Xe6voug XtAloug, / oxT® xou TEGCAEEXOVTH WE
Toug emtaxociovg, / Kuploxh Enuépwun, évdexo Aexeufpiov” (see
Dapontes 1766, II, 4045 7) he had his first dream, and the second one
when he was “[...] si¢ 10 latpiapyetd xedévoug eig Toug ytAiovg, / xou
évor xol TEVTAXOVTOL ME TOUG emcToxoociovs, / ZéPPatov Enuepwdvovtog
Epueiov tov ayfov, / amdvew eig tog dexatpeic tov Iavovapiov.” (see
Dapontes 1766, II, 404%%1)

This last date provides us with a secure, but rather ‘higk, terminus
post quem for the completion of the work. However, I would like to note
the following: in the book’s last story, ‘Iotopia twv tpiwv maidwy’,
Dapontes describes the vanity of human life and sings monasticismis
praises, while at the same time he shows repentance for his previous
dissolute life and states his decision to turn over a new leaf and to follow
the path of God. (see Dapontes 1766, II, 428-429; especially 428%9: “Xapt-
TREVY] MOV €0V, TPOG TOV WOVOYEVY ooV, [ €0l Yivou peaitoia Std Tov
dovAevtiv cov. / Kat tédlw oov o tamevdg, utdoyeoty oov xévw, / od
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Mg OAUEPOY KL EpTEGS Gooy Tov V' amobéve, / vo @uAayBw 6co pTo-
0w, YLt Vo PNy opoptiow [ xon Tov Yiéy cov xou @6y A TOv TTo-
popyiow” and a bit further down, 428%%: “Kou étou W’ eEarybpooeg [0
Lord], omod ’pouvy movAnuévog / atég pov otov StdBoAov xot xoTo-
oxhaBouévoc. /| Kou p éByadeg xau p° éxopeg ovxi oxAdBov dixdv Zov,
| 0AN adeAPSY, ocAAG& LY, CAAG opbBpovéy Zov™) In addition he states
his decision to become a monk: “éxapo vo Topatnd® aATé@AGLY TOUL
x60pov* / 0 voug pov mAéov €otepEev, €xA’ o Aoyiopdg pouv” and
further down, 443¥%!: “Qc¢ m6te vo cooe BOOTH XOL VO OOG VTTOUEVE; /
Qc méte pe Tov Adyov oog va eipon xa vo uévew; / ®bye tov x6opov,
TomEé, X0 OVPE YO LOVAOELS, / PTG day GAAOLG TTEPLETODG OVELO XL
g0l puwvales: / Q, g epé tov dVoTnVov NrdTnoag, @ xéope;”. (see
Dapontes 1766, 1I, 425"%)

Furthermore, there is a passage that allows us, I believe, to take the
present tense used in it as referring to both the time of the narration and
the time of the composition of the work: “Né& Tig tov éxope xoxdv Tov
xOouov xot oxpeiov, / Tov x6opov Tov evyevxdy, x00d xTiplov Beiov. /
Né Swxti tov @edyopey eyd xt €00, Xopitwy. /| AAMéwg Tolog épevye
Topddeioov yopitwy;”. (see Dapontes 1766, I, 431%®) If this is the case,
then we can assume that the work’s completion took place some time
between October 1751 (when his wife died; see Kehagioglou 1986, 46)
and July 1753 (when he left Constantinople to go to Piperi; see
Kehagioglou 1986, 47), because this is the period during which Dapontes
takes the decision to become a monk.

Within this broad period, I would consider the year 1753 as the
most possible date for the work’s completion, because, according to
Dapontes’ personal testimony, this is the year when he actually made up
his mind: “Eig toug mevivta de xow Tpelg, eEAOOV oTOov gawtdy pov, /
otdOnxa x. cotoxdobnxo Tor TANON Twv xoxwv pov. / [I omit 4 lines]
Kot 10 tov xbéopov pétotov 8wy xow Aoyoprdoog, / kot ot Tov *6oUoL
TOAYRLOTO, XOAK, XOXA YOPTAOOG, / %ol XOOUOV oL eYXOoULo pe Sixot-
ov uonoog, / amd tov xéopov épuya, éonupov ayoamioac.” (see Savvidis
1995, 69'*71%) He might have finished it some time before or after he
took orders (26.10.1753) in Piperi, or probably during the first months
of his ‘lonely conduct’ (povoyuxn Staywyr), when he composes the major
part of the primary material that he later brings together and publishes
in his books: “Kat xévw olopdvayog xovtd dudpiov ypévoug, / iny oyt
ME TOVLG TPETTOVTOG LOVOYLXNAG TOVE TtOVOUGS, / Enyvtac xon cuvBétovtog
Ab6youg xou totoplog / xow Buvoug xar eyxmpia, xot Sd atiyovpyiog, /
Wg ELG TOUG TOROVG Paivovtan, LTEP Toug Séxa Gvtag, / omov, av (owg
ayordag, 0éAets Toug Bpet Intodvroag. / [I omit 2 lines] Zovtog xotd oh-
Betay pe dxpav novyiav, / exeivo omod HBeha, xau ue apeprpuvioy, / xou
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yodepovrag xat oxdgrovtag {wi ™ ainbeiq, / wg Aéyouvy, xapiobuev,
xoi pio Baotreio.” (see Savvidis 1995, 7074 54 71474¢) This period lasts
from, probably, April or May 1754 (“‘Epewo phvag éE-entéd avtdpo pe
ToUug GAAoUg, [/ g Béxa dvtag adeApolsg, Uixpols Te xow peYdAov.”
(see Savvidis 1995, 70*%); hence, if we take into account the fact that he
took orders on 26.10.1753, ‘six or seven months’ later is either April or
May 1754) up to 6.11.1756, when, after a quarrel with his Father
Superior, he is obliged to leave Piperi and move to Skopelos (“Etc toug
neviixovio xot €€, ) €xty Noeyufpiov, / sumixa eig ™y Zxdémelov,
eréel Tov Kvplov”; see Savvidis 1995, 787°%), Thus, November 1756 is
the terminus ante quem 1 would accept for the composition of the text.

Of course, the dedication to Eleni Mavrokordatou (see Appendix II)
that accompanies the 1766 Leipzig edition is dated 1.3.1763, and that
could be the lowest terminus ante quem for the book. But I believe that
only the dedication and, perhaps, the prologue were actually written in
1763, when he sent the book for publication; most probably, Dapontes
did make a selection of the material that would be included in the
edition, without composing anything new in addition. Given the literary
style of Dapontes, which is well known from all his works, it is most
unlikely that he added something in 1763 without any reference to more
recent events; very unlikely, indeed, that he would leave the whole
course of events from, say, 1753 up to 1763 without a single comment,
without a single autobiographical ‘digressior.

Thus, to conclude, I believe that Dapontes’ KoBpémtyg I'vvouxwy
was completed between 1753 and 1756, most probably in 1753 or 1754.

APPENDIX II: DEDICATION AND PROLOGUE

<Agiépwots>

Ty exAopumpotd ) *ot evoeBeatdty xupla xvpie EAévy Mavpoxopddtov,
ETTLQPAVESTATY 6Py Tou LdPmAotdtov owbévtouv maorng MoAdoBAaxiog
xvpiov xvpiov I'onyopiov Iwdavvov, ev Xptote T B ev TEdTTELY.

A@ob emoinoey 0 mavayabog Bedg Tov oLPAVEY Ko TNV YNV XL TTQ-
vta T gV owtofc, youy Aoy ard g yng / (£. 2v) émhaoe tov ASGu. xot
€00 aTOV eV TR Topadeiow. Oéhovtag 3¢ va TTAdoeL xot Ty Edav, ei-
Tie, ‘Tojowpey oty Ponddéy xat awtdy’, xow 00TwG ETAXCE AL TNV
Elav, kot é8wxev autiy T Ad4u, wg aklay avtd, xadb opoiov owte.
Ko oot 8¢ aEiwoev 0 OPLotog Bedg ot avéPoce Tov evoeféotatov
avBévtny eic Tov Tartptxdy awtob HBpGVoV, ATd TWY TOTELXWY AVTOV KOA-
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Twv APy xo EBoiey awTdv ev ) Beoppovpiite avbevtia te MoASo-
Broytog, BEAovTag vor Swoel awTe o déuvay opoioy avTe, TRV vLUETé-
pav EdwxEY EXAOUTPOTNTA, wg afloy X0l TEETOLOAY CUTE, ouoiw To
6poLoY TTPOoaPROCS o T okl To GOV amodolc, ke T XEPOA] TO
Sugdnpar. Vbev 6v / (. 3) tpdov evpEdvbnte Lpeic, o vopgioc ent T
voppn, 00Twg eVPEEVIN, cANG %o evppavbHoeTon Kbptog e’ vpiv. Tan-
TNV AOLTEOV x&ryed TNV Beotepmy) o avdElog prundeic opoldtyra, evoePe-
oTATN BOUVRL, TPOCPWVK TN 07) EXAXPTEOTNTL TNV Be0pLAy TodTNY GUA-
AOYTY %0 XOWWPEM] EXAOYTY TWY LOTOPLDY TwV TIAZ0Y BEOMPIAWY YUVOL-
XOV, 0oV 0 TEAL ¥PEVOG WG PGS0 wpado EBAKTTNOE XAl O VOULXGC Toot-
PGOELo0G WG xpivar eV eERVONoEY, we akioy T oy svoePeix xow TEE-
TTOVOAY, OOLL TO GLOLOY EQPAEUOCOS XAYW, XOL TO TILLOY OTTOVEU®Y MC
TO PLotoy T SLadNUaTL. ALOTL ELG TNV EXAQUTIPOTNTA GOV %O ELG CVTAS
PEYGANY avap@LBoing Bewpd opotdtrto o tog awtde ape-/ (f. 3v) tdég
e’ aAnbelog xow ydpittag. Eig Ty evyeveotdtny cov Yuyny elda exeivo
oTtoV eLg TNV evyevesTaTNY Ouyortépo Tov Iephde ebadpooca: 6t o exel-
v1 £0T607 euntelbeatdiTy] elg TOV TATEPX TYG KoL eBuaLdoln eig Tov Bedy,
N EXAOUTTPOTNG OOV OALYOTEQQY ELG TOVG Yovelg evTelbetoy €detEag xo
Ty xol evAdBetay; Kot av ey eBuoidobng wg exeivn, tng ypelog un
aTTaLTOVOTG, BEY ETOES Opwe Bbovoa Tw Bew Buoiay atvéoewg xot TPO-
o@PEPovoo. AUTY XOETOY YELAEWY %ot OQPOOALLY WG LEPOY OAOXAVTWUOL.
Etg tv owepoveatatny gov xapdiay BAET® exeivo 0ToD ELG TNV GLQEO-
VEOTATNY LWOAVYYNY Omopnoo” OTL ov exelvy) TLOTOTATY ECTAONXKEY €Lg
Tov dvdpa T %ot TV Ty ard v / (. 4) Cwiv pe Bodpo évtwy o
EXTTANELY ETTPOTIUNOEY, 1 EXAUUTTPOTNG 00V OALYOTEQR Sev NbeAeg TEOTL-
poel Sué Ty Ty poptovg Bovétoug xow Abaopods; Eig v evoefe-
TtV gov YvWpny Bewps exeivo omod sig v evoePeatdtny Ecbnp ue-
véAwe emaiveco, ATic xot ToL PootAéws To SOYUO ETATNOE XOL TNV (MY
extydOVELTE %Ol OUTW TNV (WY TWV 0LOEUAWY e@VAakey. H exAapmpod-
TN¢ oov oAy6TEPOY Sev Nbeheg StampaEet o awvTa 1o Sev Nbeieg Totov-
10TPoTWS PeEdel, tvor TNy Cwny evdg xal pévoL Yaploelg —xal (owg EX&-
otoec—; Ko av 1 Bawpooth Toudid xow 1 yevvaio IofA xow v mpoenTig
AefBpo, (hhe Belw uvodpevor, ebovdtwooy Tovg exHpoig Tov B0l xoun
Touv Aol Avtod xou av-/ (f. 4v) tév ehevbépwony, 1 exhopumTEdTNG GOV
dev éyelc Tov awtdy {AAoY; Auy Sev Exelg Tovg opartodg %ol Sk TovTo Hor-
VOITWVELS TOUG VONToUg ex0podc gov xal Tou Beod, Tov KOTUOY, TNV 0d-
x0o X0 ToV SLaorov, xoL TV PuYNY ATOAAKTTELS TNG XAXOLEYLOG CVTWY.
Ko ov 1 orylor Tohopwv avébpedey evoef g kot eEMaISEVOE RUAWG TOUG
ETTTA TTOld0g oWTNG xo TEPLBONTOVS Elg OAOY TOV %OOUOV XTEDELEEY, 1)
exAoptPOTNG 0oL Sev BéAeLc ovalBpédet o TTondorywYNoeL OpOlwg XOAWG
To Téxver 00 0 emovEdviog Tothe oe exdpLoe xou LEAAEL Vo oS Yopioet,
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Sté vou Tor avadelEete {Hoog eévog TNG UNTEIXNG XPETAG Xa exparyeio
¢ ToTELXG Twv SOENG T xou AopmpoTyTog; Kow av téhog mavtwy / (£.
5) 1 @LAbéooog exeivn Baoidooo ageioo To BootAeiov HABev eig Tov Zo-
AopAVTOL, Sté Vo ax0VoEL TNV GoPlay uTOL XL VoL LOTOPNOEL TNV S80Eav
70V, N EXAAUTIPGTYG GoL Sev HBeheg apioet, av fitov uvatdy, Ty avde-
yioy HETE Tdomg Yopds, xou RBEAEG LTAYEL UET ExPOG OTTOLING WG EAN-
@og Supoa eig Tov Aytov Taov xou eig to Aytov ‘0pog, Std var TTpooxv-
vAoELg TOUG aryloug exeivoug TOTOVG Xa VoL LOTOPNTELS To £V awToig Baot-
MxG& POVOOTHOLO xoL ooxNTAPLO o xetphAte xon dytoe Aeidovor; Avd
Ta0TOL TLAVTOL, EVXAEEGTATY] TTOOWDY YUVOUXWY TTPOCHWVE XL TTPOCPEOHL
oot Ty BiBAov ooy TV TEPBONTWY EXEIVOY YUVOLXWY, OL& TNV oMV
LeT TV opodTnTo xatd Ty aklay xou Ty mpoai- / (f. 5v) peow.
Eotébnxo yop xou eotoydodnxa eig autdg wody péon eig évar xoBpémtny
TNV EXOVA TNY 0N %ot TOPABAAAGY QUTAY TNV NUEA XOT ELXOVO VTV
xot opoilwoty. ‘OBey €mpeme vo efvor ev péop avTWV xot vor QafveTon
OMOV PET OUTWV XOL VO GUUTTOOOMUEVEL ETTOLVOLUEVY] OEl MET OUTWV.
pbéodeEat Tofvuy Tapaxahke petd yopds v BiBAov pov tadtny. Yrtdde-
Eat T0 evyevég ToUTOo BETPoV, TOV TTAVTLLOV TOVTOV X0POV TTPOUTT&vVTNOE,
eloeABe €tg TOv TTAvVTEPTVOV TOUTOV TTOPAdELooV. Apov TouE 0PHOALOVG
00V, EVTUXECTATY xLElo, o OE elg T0 Beowyég TOVTO HATOTTTPOV Kot
X0TOTITEL(OV oLVEXWG X0 BAETE YAPUOVIXWG OxL OLd va xoAAwTileoo,
6t eloan pe to xdArog g / (£. 6) Tamewwoswe oyt Std v otoMleoat,
6T eloot YE TNV GTOMY TNG CLEPPOTVWNG, 0UTE L& vo wpoilleaat, Gt ei-
GOt UE TNV TNG TPOOELYNG WEALOTNTA, AAX 0UTE SLé& vor Aapmtpdveoon, 4Tt
gloow pe v AapmEdTNTR NG EAENUOOVWG OAAL St va sv@paiveco
BAémovoa péoo Elg VT XL TNV ONV EXAAUTEOTATO XAl Vo XOLPEGOL
ouYYopebovon %ot vo. evbupels cuvodeovon xatl Vo eLXOELOTELC GLVL-
TRPYOVCX XAt 1) EXAXUTTOOTNG OOV X0t Vo ETLUEAE{TOL VoL €YELS, oy O)L Tl
TPwTelR, Opwg 0VBE T devTEPEin TWV EVIGEWY QLTWY YLVOUXGY, SOEA-
fovoo xou ouvoboa Tov Tavtodvvapov Oedv, €€ 00 Ttdoo Sdotg ayod xou
oy dwEnue TéAetov Tolg S0EALovot To LTEPVUVNTOY X0 LTEPEVSOEOY
6vopoa tou Totpdg xa Tov Yiob xou touv / (f. 6v) Ayiou Ilveduoatog, 61t
Avte mpénel mhoa d6Ex, T xot TEOOKVYNOLG, VUV Ko Gl Xou E1C TOUG
ULOVOG TV ALOVeRY, apy. adEY’ (1763). Maptiov mpw,.

Tns vuetépog exAoumpdTnTos

Evyétng dudrupog,
Katodprog Aandvree. [ (£. 7)
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<Hpooiutov>
Totg avaytveyoxovet o mapdy ayamyroic adedpoic ev Kupim yaipety.

KaAdv frov xou Aav xakév, adedgot, vo eBidlopey vo xdpopey KE TO
H€oov NG aPETAG TOV TV pag dEov v BAémouey tov Osdy xan vo
oLVOULAODUEY UE TOV by xat v dtdaorbpedo a6 Tov Osbv, 00 évexa
xou emAdobnuey, xabdg o Mwuoig, o ABpady xow o Nede ot dAAot ToL-
ovToL Tov TaAondy exeivov xawpéy. Enerdy dpwe tovto o téoov péya
xou opYokov xoAdy To voTEPRBNUEY Std TNV apéleiay xou amoEEvdoaueY
amd Adyov poag St TV ooy pog, xoaAdy Moy xav vo Brélopey var xdi-
HOPEV HE TO LEGOV TYG TTPOXOTNG TOV EAVTOV pog GELOY var xoTodayBd-
vopev ta Adyta Twv Aytwv Fpopddv xon tog totopiog Twy mohot®y, xadoe
o / (f. 7v) Xpvobatopog, o Tonybptoc, o Baotretog xow &AAot TopéuoLoL
Bedmvevotor aytot. Emetdn Spwe xot tovTto 10 voTtepnuey oL TohaiTtw-
poL xou EEEYACOUEY O TEAELWG EXAOOUEY TNV TTATPOTOPEIOTOV oL EVL-
Yeveatdtny exsivny YAdooay Twv EAMvey xat ypetalbpebo tohrpa Stdo-
OoX&AOVG xaL EENYNTAG, oV o PLalopey TOL AGYOL LG KO OLG ETILLEAOD -
uebo va avaywvooxopey tor BpAo ool elg TNV TwEWVAY OTANY pOG
YAWDOOOY PETEQPEOOOY XOL UETEQPEPXY LA WEPEAELOY TOV YEVOUC TUWV OL
petoyevéotepol Stddoxorot. Todtoug xayw, o eAdytotog, piundeic exo-
Tiooo o edLdAsEa péoa amd v Ioadowdy Tag TAEoV exAexTas totopiog
%o TG eobVoEa xo Tog eENYNoa Eig To amhovy. Emtpbobeoa 8¢ xaw avor-
x&twoo xow dAlog veotépog. Awati; Atd v aydmmy ooag, adeipot, otk
™V w@éAetdy oog, ayormntol, xot Std ploy ™ YPuyig TELENRY xoL avé-
Towoty Hotepov attd Toug BroTikoVg Bopvfoug Te xa TePLoToHOVS. Kat
T eobvleoor 6Aeg dtd otiywy Std TALov YALxOTHTa. Ovépaco &€ v
LOTOPLXAY TOdTNY o TTOLXiANY pou Trpaypoarteiay eig dHo PBLBAla Sunpnue-
v Kabpérntyy tev Tuvauxdy, wedy omod mept yovouxdv to me- / (f. 8)
[e]ptoodrepoy xatoyivetor xou Sinyeitot, xar wody omod Tov xabpémtny
TEPLOGOTEPOY CUTEG TOV METOXELPL{OVTOL —OTOALOVTOL OUKG KO AVOPES
gl awtév acimote BAEmovteg xow awtév ovd yelpog xatéxovtec—. Ot
xoBc Tov xabpéTtTov épyov xan TéNog eivat 0 eEwTePIndg oTOALoUOG, OO~
T XOL WTOY 0 £0WTEPXOC aToAopOS. Kot xabdg 0o xabpémtng exeivog
0 LEAWVOG ot Gppov yivetar xar LEEPGEYLEOV, VT Xot VTOHS O AOYLHOG
and totopiag xot v adjbetov. Kot xabog o owabntdg xabpémng yive-
Tow o 10 TALov xaBopoy %o axNAiSwToY LAAL, OUTW xoL 0 VONTOG -
TOG ot TNV A0V LEEAY XL ToveLPEOGLYOY DANY. Kot xabdg o xabpé-
TG evploxeton oxedév eig 6Aa ta oTitior, SLd vor TOV XOLTALovy ot T~
VTEG, VO TTEPLOGEVOLY TNV EVLUOPEIOY TOVG XoL VO EVPOPPLLOVY TNV AoYN-
piov Toug, 00Tw X0 ALTOE TEETEL TTAVTOL Yo evploxeToL, SL& vor Tov dtai-
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BdLovy oL TAVTEG, VO Stopfcdvovot Ty xoxiav Toug, vo awEdvouat Y
oPETHY TOLG %ot vo. evppaivovot Ty xapdiay Toug, BAéTovTEG TPOCETL
%o TIOALTLXEC Tvé veoavelg uTtoBéoeLs, eExxAnotaotixdg vovbeoiag, v-
oryyeAxdg totoplag xou Buvoug g Mavayiog xau / (£. 8v) to eEaipeTov
navTey xou TiLéTaToy, T Ay I1a6n tov Kvplov nuwv. AéEaobe ovv,
TOPOXOAD TavTog TamE®S, dexbeite mdvteg Ta VEOQOVY KOl ETLWQPENT
Toitor BBAL TTEQLYPMS Xot AVOYIVDOXETE TIPOTEYWG Xaut Leite Beopiiudg
xot TOATebESDE evoePg, va evTuYEiTE SLaATAVTOE KO LYLAIVNTE EVTV-
YOG o ayohdiofe Sinvexg xar SoEAInTeE Tov Bedv SovAtxwg, b va
oo 8oEdoeL xou 0 Bedg, ¢ Tpémnel Thoa S6Ex, TY o TEOOXVYNOLE ATO
oy YéAwY Te xou BTy, amd avatodwy NAov péxpt SLoUWY, ARé TOL YUV
%0t £WG TOU OLDVOG TWY LWVKV, BUNY.

Notes

' T would like to thank Professor Anna
Tabaki (University of Athens) for
her kind invitation to this round
table and Ariti S.A., especially its
director, Mr. John Kyrkos, for their
generous sponsorship which made
possible my participation in the Du-
blin conference. I am also grateful to
Dr. Nicholas Dombros (University of
Thessaloniki) and his wife Georgia
Iggilizi who first came up with the
idea of sponsoring me and sup-
ported it with all their heart. Last
but not least I would like to thank
my supervisor at the University of
Cambridge, Dr. David Holton, who
read my paper and made many
useful suggestions and corrections.

I feel obliged to comment here that
in most of the European languages
one would (still...) use the term
‘scientist’ both to present and to
define people who are involved in
humanistic studies. In the English-
speaking world, despite its political
correctness —which comes along
with the famous ‘New Order’ and
the modern face of capitalism, es-

~

pecially in the States— we are
denied this title and we become ‘re-
searchers’. The argument used to
defend this choice is that it i5 just a
matter of terminology and it does
not express by any means a de-
preciation for the ‘Humanities’. The
acceptance of such an argument pre-
sumes the acceptance of the thesis
that ‘language is innocent’. As far as
I am concerned, such an argument
is not acceptable; if it is just a mat-
ter of terminology, then this ter-
minology can easily be proved in-
correct, since it does not define
things properly nor does it describe
them accurately: people who are in-
volved in the so-called °Sciences’
(i.e. the exact or hard sciences) are
correctly called ‘scientists’ when they
simply study or teach ‘Sciences’ and
again correctly called ‘researchers’
only if they are involved in real
scientific research. Why then should
the ‘Humanities’ be restricted to
only one term? I am afraid it is
because we are not dealing with just
a matter of terminology but clearly
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with a matter of ideology: the de-
preciation and devaluation of the
‘Humanities’ in the modern world
can be easily demonstrated and we
all experience it daily: reduced
budgets, restricted new positions,
eliminated social role. Linguistic de-
preciation probably comes after all
this but we should at least defend
ourselves by retaining the ‘ho-
norific’ title of scientist. In this
paper, for the sake of convention, I
retained the term ‘researcher’ but I
hope it is obvious that I strenuously
oppose its logic.

*In the last 20 years, two editions of
Knrogs Xapitwy have been pub-
lished (see Savvidis 1995 and An-
gelou 1997) which unfortunately did
not contribute as much as one
would expect to the solution of the
various problems connected with
Dapontes’ works and life. Therefore,
the articles published by Keha-
gioglou and Kadas in the 1980s still
remain important (see Kehagioglou
1986 and Kadas 1988). All these
books and articles were not included
in the Bibliography of Greek Enlighten-
ment (see Apostolopoulos, Frangi-
skos, et al. 1998). I see no obvious
reason for this exclusion and I
suggest that they should be added in
a future second edition of the Bi-
bliography.

¢ See Dapontes 1766.

5 Defined as a sub-genre according to
thematic criteria (see Kaplanis 1999
and a more detailed analysis in Ka-
planis 1998). For a select biblio-
graphy on literary genres see Ka-
planis 1999, 299, n. 23; for a critical
bibliography on literary genres in
Greek see Angelatos 1997.

® At least with regard to this period
(12th-18th c.). There is another poet-
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ical work entitled ToaAéto srot I'v-
vouxwyv Kobpémtne / AAnbic xar Sy
¢gevms (a copy of which can be
found in the Biblioteca Academiei
Roméne [from here on: BAR], ms.
gr. 589) that is most probably from
the early 19th century, and there
might even be more works from
1800 onwards, but I have not ex-
panded my research into the 19th
and 20th centuries.

7 See Jénsson 1995. According to his

analysis, the presence of the word
‘mirror’ in the title of a medieval
literary work (usually ‘suivi d’un
substantif au génitif ou (un peu plus
tard) d’'un adjectif’; Jénsson 1995,
159) is by itself the most important
generic element that can allow us to
classify the work in the specific
literary genre. And, as he notes, that
is because “l’étude... a également
montré que le mot miroir n’est pas
seulement le véhicule d'une meta-
phore qui s’appuie sur un modeéle
complexe et désigne un ‘livre-mi-
roir’, mais devient également, dans
la premiére moitié du XII* siecle, le
lieu de jonction entre une structure
philosophique et des formes d’éla-
boration littéraire, qui organisent le
contenu de l'ceuvre en fonction
d’une vision particuliere du monde
ou de la destinée humaine. I parait
donc tout a fait légitime d’utiliser ce
mot comme un fil conducteur pour
explorer le développement du genre,
les relations des ‘miroirs’ postérieurs
avec les deux premiéres ceuvres, et
le rapport entre le modéle, la méta-
phore et le contenu dans les différ-
entes ‘miroirs’.” (see Jonsson 1995,
211-212)
®The data presented here are mainly
based on Kehagioglou 1986 and
Kadas 1988.



WOMEN IN THE LOOKING-GLASS

9 For a more systematic presentation
of all the data concerning the dating
of Kaboérntng Ivvouxwy see Appen-
dix L.

10 See for instance the text of ‘Eidnolg’

that accompanied all Dapontes’

books, as published in Savvidis’
edition of H Quoia tov Iepbde xou

Iotopioe Zwodvvns (see  Savvidis

1993, 184): “Kou emewdn to BiBAiov

pov, Kabpémtng yovouxov ovop.olo-

LEVOY, OTEOD TWEO VEWGTL, ELG TOLG

ytAiovg emtoxociovg eEvvtoet, etv-

ntwbn g Aupioy, o avtrypapeds, 1

o Tov TOTOL JLoPBwTNE, evébevoey

avtd 0 aovveidnTtog, To OStépbelpe,

TO OOYNKLOE, TNG TOTEWXNG ovoiog

%o Y&prtog To EYOUVWOE, xo GAAO

eE dAhov To éxoapev, GAAo Pdvo-

vtag, GAAa eBydrovtog, xol GAAo
oAAGlovtoac, xabwe N doxoppoaiivy,
avaBepd v, Tov vTayopevoe.” For
the changes that the editor Thomas

Mandakassis made and for a cor-

rected copy of Kabpéntng I'vvauxy

by Dapontes see Lambros 1905.

In the Xeropotamou manuscript no.

344, which includes autograph notes

of Dapontes that have been pub-

lished by Sotiris Kadas, we read:

‘AexepPplov tpity €otetha elg Beve-

tlow, €1g Tov otop Mo T'Avxn to- -

moypapov tov Kabpémtny twv Tu-
vauxwy / to BiffAlov pouv oot mpo EE
ETWY eTUTWON &g Auwpiay, vo TU-
nwby) ovy Bed xow TWpo elg Beve-
tiov. (see Kadas 1988, 220) Al-
though there is an inconsistency
between the year of the hand-note’s
heading, which is 1776, and the data
provided by the note itself (given
the fact that the date of the Leipzig
edition is 1766, the note must have
been written in 1772 since, ac-
cording to Dapontes, the book was
published in Leipzig ‘six years ago),
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nevertheless it provides us with
clear evidence that Dapontes was
planning a second, corrected edition
of KaBpérng I'vvouxdy.

Only its first two chapters were
critically edited by Savvidis and se-
parately published under the title H
Ouoia tov Iepbae xou Iotopior Xew-
odwvne (see Savvidis 1993).

See Savvidis 1991, 60: “yépupa
vonTy avapeoo oe Avatoln xor Ab-
on, Apxto xou MeonuPeia, oe xo-
OL.OYOVIXY] TIOAVTPOYLOGUVY] X0l TIVEL-
poTXy apLéPWaon, O QOTLON %Ol
dLapWTION, AOYLOoUVY xot AKIXOTN-
TO, TOPAS0CY] 0L VEOTEQLOUO, %O
oe ‘oY WEEAELRY XL YOPEY TNG
%x0pdloc’, XOTAUETNG OTOY AEYOUEVO
over Tov AlewTiopod pog.”
Dapontes himself claims that he
comes from a Venetian Daponte fam-
ily in his unpublished @avcpr I'v-
vouxwy. 1 copy here the text from
BAR ms. gr. 1545 (a Dapontes
autograph): “Kau tov St3&oxardy
oov 0€ Tov ev Bouxovpeatie / T'etp-
YLOV EYVOPLO0 €V Tw Movaotnie
[tov Ayiov XéfBa in marg.]. / Mé-
AloTto. TOV TOTEPOL 0OL® TIOAAG e
ayomovoey, | éheyeg T W eYévwn-
ogv, WG T600 pe Tovovoey. / AElog
0 TOTEPOG GOL NTOV O UoxaEiTNG /
exelvog, vot, o Ztépavog Aamévteg
ZxomeAitng. / M’ éheye Twg xotd-
yetar amd Touvg Aamovtéovg / Tng
Bevetiog dpyovtog evdo6Eovc  xou
apyotovs. / Me eime 8¢ o étt mg
e ™Y g PAwpevtiog / XUvodoy
EX TOL YEYOUG TOL WYV TIG €x Beve-
tlog, / xabdg xor &AdoL Gpyovrteg
o’ oAlag ovbevtiog, / Todhioc,
Iomaviog te %o dAdog eEovoiog. /
[8 lines omitted] Me eime mwg eoté-
Onxe xow Pryos Bevetiog / évocg ex
™ AamovTixng etodTYg QotAlog /
xol OTL 0 ToTéPag TOu elxe SlopL-
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opévov / exelfev ortnpéotov, eyypa-
pwg optopévoy.” (see BAR ms. gr.
1545, f. 211")

** Probably the first scholar who no-
ticed this was Voutieridis as early as
1933 (see Voutieridis 1934, 241-
242).

16 See Voutieridis 1933, 242: ‘[...] o
Aamévreg avtinpocswmedel 6oo Alyol
T0 Tvedpo Tng emoxng tov. [pdopet
Yi 6Aa, 6Twg oL ovyxoupvol ToL
Elnveg elyav apyioer vo 0érovve
va to pofoivovve bhe, 660 pTTOPOL-
oove.

7 See Bloch 1991, 7.

® See his thorough study on medieval
misogyny (Bloch 1991); for an
anthology of medieval misogynous
texts translated into English see
Blamires, et al. 1992.

9 See Brown-Grant 1999, 6.

2 See Bloch 1991, 8.

? See Bloch 1991, 11.

22 See Bloch 1991, 7.

% See Kaplanis 1999; especially 301,
304-306.

% For the form and the use of this
proverbial phrase, which also occurs
in medieval Greek vernacular litera-
ture, see Morgan 1960, 226. The
passage from Golias cited here is also
drawn from the same source.

* Wife of Bath’s Prologue, I11. 278-280.

% Aristotle, Poetics, 1. 3, 6-9.

? Genette explains the difference: “La
différence de statut entre genres et
modes est essentiellement la: les
genres sont des catégories propre-
ment littéraires, les modes sont des
catégories qui relévent de la lin-
guistique, ou plus exactement de ce
que I'on appelle aujourd’hui la prag-
matique” (Genette 1979, 68-69) and
more specifically further down: “épi-
que, par exemple, ne surplombe épo-
pée, roman, nouvelle, conte, etc., que si
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on I'entend comme mode (= narra-
tif); si on I'entend comme genre (=
épopée) et quon lui donne, comme
fait Hegel, un contenu thématique
spécifique, alors il ne contient plus le
romanesque, le fantastique, etc., il se
retrouve au méme niveau.” (Genette
1979, 72)

% See Kaplanis 1998 and Kaplanis 1999.

#®See Krumbacher 1905. The term
translated in Greek as ‘xafpérmtyg
yovouxwy was first used by Linos
Politis in a study about Apokopos (see
Politis 1953) and not by Kehagio-
glou as I claimed in Kaplanis 1999,
296 (however, Kehagioglou was in-
deed the first to use the term in its
demotic form ‘xoBpéptng).

% See Morgan 1960, 223-224.

% See Panagiotakis 1995a; especially
128-131 and Panagiotakis 1995b;
especially 314-317.

% For more details see Kaplanis 1999,
300.

¥ For more details see Kaplanis 1999,
302. In the select bibliography of
that article one should add Vas-
siliou’s study on Apokopos, where the
function of the mirror of women
which is included in Bergadis’ book
is discussed in detail (see Vassiliou
1993; especially 149-159).

% See Av0. yop., column 12: “mpwtov
Vo YUPEVOW TWA TOMHOTA TWV
Qeovipwy omol eimoy xoAdv O ow-
Tég xnou T6Te exelvwv Tov eimay xo-
x6v 8V autég xau To TéAog va Oéow
TEG YOOQPES OVTAPA ®oL Vo 3QOW
oAnbwiy Aboty, xou v xdpouvv TeG
YA®OOEG 0oV Aéyouvv xoxd.”

% Gee Grabes 1982, 19.

% See Grabes 1982.

¥ For the whole text of Dapontes’
dedication and prologue to Kafpé-
g Nuvasedy see Appendix 1I.

®See Av0. yop., column 14: ‘Kot
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ohnBwn Adoig évar vou 0pbroelg Toug
Aéyovg eToUTOVG, OTL TO EvOVTiOV
Ty yovouxwy Ntov N Eda, omod eln-
piwoe, xow T0 evovtiov awThg ATOY N
Hopbévog Moapla, omod exépdioey.’
Examples can be found in many
texts of the period 12th-18th cen-
tury. I quote here only one, which is
typical of the absolute social con-
demnation of women: “Wéyovol mé-
VTEG OL GOPOL TaG TOYNEAG Yuvaixag
| Twe EXOLY TEYYMY TO XOoxOV, EQYO-
YELPOY TO EQYOV, / YW OE Aéyw TOG
KOABG XOL TOG HOXAG OVTAUL, [ BLO-
Tt oudéy evploxetan doyog ovde-
uto.” (see Kakoulidi 1964, 112) Cf.
the section entitled ‘Xnpewdoete mwg
dixywg yuvouxdg timoteg dev yivetar
in Diakrousis’ Kpntixds II6Asuoc
(see Xerouhakis 1908, 67-69).

See BAR ms. gr. 1545, f. 203": “Av
eoTéOnxe TOTE GAAOG Evog QLAOYD-
g, / aAN ey®d xobwg Bwpw, xopu-
paiog ov eyivne. / Odpoel, dpwg, pun
@ofoV: TobTn M @LoyLvia / eivon
gpyov ayaBov, oti eivar totopio.” 1
have translated the word ‘iotopio’
as ‘narration in a broad sense and
in accordance with the translation of
the verb ‘totop®’ as ‘to give an ac-
count’ (see below). However, I have
to mention that Dapontes writes a
whole introductory essay in @avcdp:
TI'vyouxcdy about the sense of the
word ‘totopie’ which is worth study-
ing. Of course, it was impossible to
include it in this paper.

At one point, close to the end of the
work, he writes: ‘Xpdvoug ey k-
VT TEELS U0 CUYXEXWENUEVOS /| WC
un yNoTedwy, pn mevldy, un ueto-
vonuévog’ (see BAR ms. gr. 1545, f.
330). Since Dapontes was born in
1713, he must have been sixty three
years old in 1776.

‘Moaxéprog exeivog 3¢ omod v To
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TuTtwoeLl / g tov KaBpérnmyy Ivvou-
XY %L owTO OTOV *O0CUO VO TO OW-
oet’ and ‘Maxdaptog o Gvbpwog
oTod VO TO TUTIWOEL, / Vo OEVTEPW-
oel BE€PRona, Hoppw, xat vo tpLrtdoel’
(see Soulogiannis 1974, 36; I am
grateful to Professor George Keha-
gioglou who made available to me
his personal copy of Soulogiannis’
rare study).

This number is not entirely coin-
cidental: “Axéun Tpelg, TdTEP, VO
Tewg, va ovpmooobodol / mevvTo-
Tpelg o exotdy, xo S vor YEVOU-
oL / low pe Tt exotdy TEVTNXOVTO
xaL Tpla / T Papia ool Emioce
(yvwotq 7 wotopia) / Tétpog, mpo-
otaEel Tov XpLoToY" XOL ETOL TEQL-
xAelelg / xow toug PoApodsg GAovg
edw, €Tl € xou dewxvielg / xow opLh-
pév tov epdy Tpuadog e Ayiog, /
NG yépttt ypdpelg, Boppw, owtéc
tog  totopiog.” (see Soulogiannis
1974, 43)

With the only difference that in Ko-
Opémns the narrator, Xopitwy, con-
verses with his soul (Wuy).

The term is mentioned in Qavdpt
TIvveuxwy: “Hood mpwtdtonog vidg
ou& OnAvpoavioy / xbver xor TpwTO-
TOXLo, YEVEL xo evAoYioy. / AV -
TNV EXOOX %L EY® TAOVTOV XOlL Q-
yovtiow, / exépdioo &€ uUAOXNY Elg
eoounviov.” (see BAR, ms. gr.
1545, £. 302'-303)

Apart from the notorious passage
from Knmosc Xapitwy 9, 161-165
(“Ov tpdmelec TwY AXX®Y, TAOL-
olwv xot mevitwy, / eig xébe téTOV
xoL xopdv OAeg Sixég pouv MTov, /
XolL oL yuvaixeg Twv avtég, poll xt
ot Buyartépeg, / yuvaixeg, Ouyatépeg
pov OAeg pov teg nMpépeg. / Miow
yovaixow €xaoo, ot HPpa **ATOCTA -
dec”; see Savvidis 1995, 122-123), 1
quote here another excerpt from @o-
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vépt Tovaxdy (“Kotnyopdror Sv-
vortd exelvn n Avyvrtio / 6Tl TOAAY
tov Iwone eliocoev ev Big. / [ldoeg
popég efiooa eyw TeEC ESLXES WovL, /
xoi EEveC UOALOTOL EYW XOL TEG YEL-
téviooéc pov; /| Exeivn efiaocbnxe xu
eBlooey N podpy / St& To *AANOG TO
TOAD, omob xe TOYEL V& PBpet. / Epé-
va 3¢ xou yoTiooo oviowsg pe Bué-
oel, / BéBouo pe exépdioe, dev elvor
vo e yéoet. / Exelvn xow Sev fjxov-
og TOTE TO ‘un potyevoelc’, / eYw de
xofnuepwvé, ‘oAN odte va Topved-
oelg’. / H xéhootg, Aoy, avtig ei-
vou eAoppotépa [ amd TNy edhy

TASSOS A. KAPLANIS

“ See Desaive 1997, 265.

“ See Angelou’s very interesting study
on Madame Tyaniti (1994).

% See Angelou 1994, 375.

*In the Index of the Bibliography of
Greek Enlightenment (see Aposto-
lopoulos, Frangiskos, et al. 1998) the
entry ‘woman includes only three
references —unfortunately, Angelou’s
very useful article (see note 49
above) is not among them.

*® Kitromilides’ very interesting, but
not literary-orientated, study on ‘Wo-
manhood’ (see Kitromilides 1983) is
the single ‘swallow’ that, as we very

MOVL, VO, X0l OUYYVWROVECSTEQ.” well know, ‘does not make a
(see BAR ms. gr. 1545, f. 310Y) summer...’
4 See Nicholson 1997, 302.
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ITepiAndn

Téaoog A. KATIAANHE: Ot yuvaixeg uéoo atov Kabpépmy — O piioydvng Aamd-
vreg (17 13-1784) xat n ptooyvvixij napddoon tov Meoaiwve

Kauodiprog Aamtdvteg vmipEe 1 onpovTixdteEn EAAMNVIX] TTOWTIX] LOPPY TOL

18ov aucdva. To épyo Tov, mov ayaminxe Wiaitepo oty oy Tov, eival
oNuepa TopopeAnpévo: alyypoveg xpltixég exdboels, xatd xavéve, dev Exel
yvwpioel, eved mowida mTpofAjuata g Samovtikig cpyoftoypagiag mapoyué-
vouy owvepebvnto xou avertihvta. To dpbpo cuvvodilel ta mopilopata g péxet
TOoUde €psuvag YL TO SNULOLEYOS XaL EOTIALEL TV TTEOCOYN Tov otov Kaboénty
Toyouxadv (Awpia, 1766). To épyo eEetdleton ot0 YEVOAOYXS TAXGLO TOV OpMd-
vopou xait avlnpod otov 6Pwo Meoaiwva Aoyotexvixod eidovg, xabodg xor oe
OXE0M UE T AOYOTPOTILXY) TOPAUETPO TOL WLOOYLVIGUOD. Zvlnteiton 7 exdvo
™G yuvaixog €tol OTwg avadewxvieton péoo omd tov Kabpénty, xobng xow 1
6éom touv épyov péoa oY TEONYOLUEVY AoyoTeEXvix Tapddoon. Toe GAAn wio
@006 emBefotdveton 61t 0 Aamévteg eivor «EAVBPWTOG-YEPLEX»: TTAP& TIS TTOA-
AoTTAéG OQELAEG TOL OTY] UECOUWVIXY TTXPAS00Y], Tavw otnv omoia Paociletal,
AOTUPEPVEL TLAVTO VO OLTIOMOXPOVETAL Otd OTAY ¥, XOADTEQDL, VO TNV OVOLVED-
vet, xopifovtag TopdAnia To véo Tvebpa tng emoxng tov. To &pbpo guvodede-
Tol omd dV0 emipeTpo: 0TO TPEATO eTXELPEiTAL YPOVOAGYNON TNG OUYYPAPNS
Tov Kabpéntn Iuvvauxdv xou oto 8e0tepo exdidetanl 1 «AQLUEPWOLS» oL TO
«IIpooiutov» tov épyov, Thvw ota omolo, eAAeidel GLVOAXNG xELTIXNG EXBOGYC,
Baoiotnre xvplwg n emxeipnuatoroyion Tov dpbpov.
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