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Abstract: The paper analyses the letter No. 29 in the edition by E. Kurtz and F.
Drexel, which was addressed to the emperor Constantine X Doukas by Michael Psgllos. On the
basis of the comparative analysis of data from the mentioned epistle and the Holy Scripture, it
is shown that the main theme of Psdllos letter was to draw a paralld between the Roman
emperor, theruler on Earth and God, the ruler of the Heavenly Kingdom.
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During the long history of the Byzantine Empire, epistolography was particularly
practiced within the circles of the Roman intelligentsia. In the period when the literary genres
were strictly obeying the form and pattern, the Byzantine epistle had a somewhat individual
character. After dealing with prescribed literary conventions, on the one hand, and imperial
absolutism on the other, a writer of epistles would ingtil into a certain epistle all of his talent
and erudition, and, in the end, he would give a personal mark to the epistle.

Epistles were mostly addressed to the Roman intellectua elite and they were read in
public, in front of educated listeners This also dictated the style of the letters. It depended on
the high position occupied by the addressee on the Byzantine hierarchal socia scale and the
content of the epistle? In addition, it depended on the character, education and skills of the
writer himself.

The following characteristics of the Byzantine epistle singled out as important and
highly valued: the laconic way of expression, or, in other words, conciseness (Spayvioyio),
dlarity (cogivein) and grace (yapic), thet is, the degance of style* As in other Byzantine
literary genres, the epistolography also gladly used antique and Biblical motives?

* This paper contains the results gathered in the project Christian Culture in the Balkans in the Middle
Ages: the Byzantine Empire, the Serbs and the Bulgarians from the 9" to the 15" century (No. 177015) of
the Ministry of Education, Science and Technologica Development of the Republic of Serbia

1 Munosanosuh 1979, 64.

2 PapomreBuh 1998b, 177. Margaret Mullett, in her Rhetoric, Theory and the Imperative of Performance:
Byzantium and Now, has paid specid attention to Roman audience for which the literary works were
intended, see Mullet 2002, 151-170.

3 Pamorresrh 1998a,34.

4 Panomesuh 1991, 158-159. The last feature of an epistle (ydpic) is Smultaneously one of the centra
theologicd terms. ydpic is a Greek word for God's grace (LXX Ex 11,3; 3,12) that is abundantly
bestowed upon men by Christ (Jn 1,16-17; Rom 5, 15-20; Gal 1,6.15...). Theologicaly educated
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In the Byzantine Empire letters were first and foremost used for communication
among friends, that is, for nurturing and strengthening friendships (p4ic).> Some Byzantine
letters are solely a stylistic exercise and the indicator of scholarly achievements of an
epistolographer. However, through alusions and metaphors, the letters were also used for
transferring certain messages.”

Within the rich literary legacy of Michael Psdllos, a brilliant Roman scholar of the
11" century, there is a preserved epistolographic collection consisting of letters addressed to
emperors who successively occupied the throne during Psellos' lifetime and work. The focus
of research in this paper refersto Psellos’ letter No. 29 in the edition by E. Kurtz and F. Drexl|
addressed to one of the emperors of the Doukas dynasty.

(Tod avrod) mpog tov Paciréa tov Aovkay

Opdg, 6nws xatatolud oov, OBeiotate Pooiled, kai olte cov tov Vreppai] KOKiov
0édoiko. oUte oov T0 UEyedog Tijc Woyiic TEPpika. A0 TOALGKIS GOl dNUNYopos Epéotnka. € yop
KO KOTOTANTIES TR ATOPOUIALQ KOAAEL TAV GPeTdv. GAL’ ¢ Beog ebuevig kol idewe Eotnrag
Kol 000 TG OEIMAV T0 TG AGUTNOOVOS DTEPPVES Kol ATEXVAS UdWV T0. Supote. Boppel Tws Ty
émigikeiav. alty yodv Koue mWOAAGKIG Onunyopov moliel kol Vmoywpodvia Epélxetor Kai
broateAlopevoy npéuo. Emdyetor.

Ao yodv érmi ool drépavia KaTavevonka TEPoTa. Bwog kal Padog, T0 UEV PpovioEwC,
70 0€ TATEWVWOEWG. GAL ™ OTE LEV €IS TO BWOG AvaveDow Ty kepalnv, IALyyLd Kol oKOTooVIA) Kol
0VK &Y. TAG AV EvaTeviow cov TQ) ATEIPQ PWTL ~ dTaw 0€ i 10 Pabog TG o1 UETPIOPPOTOVHG
EYKOW W DOTEP €IS Gyaves TEAAYOS. pukpod Jelv éliotaual TV Ppevady kal otk &w. Ts v
uavtov émotnpi{w. iva oov Géaowuar to. aBéata. & GPPHTOD CVYKPATEWMS. @ EVUEAODS TAV
Svavtiov uilewg. é&nqrocor peta GyyéAmv tals 1@V Gpetdv dotpomols kai tebéaocor ETO.
avlporwy 1@ AT TV 0V HOGY Kol NUEPE XPHUOTL T ETTNKAS DOTEP &V KEVIPQ TOIS
GVaKTOPIKOIS ONUELOIS KOl TOV TAVTO. KOKAOV TEPLOOEVEIS THG olkovuevns  iotaoar toic Apowyrv
avuimpoowmoe, mpoc v Hepouxiv fydvicar ddveury * avactélielc 1 fapPapov Opdooc, elto. on
TPOG TNV EOTEPOY YWPES ] UGILOV &V TabT( Kol TepimAelc 10v Edppdtny kol mopomAels
duetabétwe v lotpov. & Ppoyiovev Dynidv kol oteppdv. @ ueyéfovg dmeipov PHOEMG.
fivwoar 1@ Ge@, tais 100 vob mepiwmals épavns émi tijc kol Hudc molews. Tjj TEPLypapij 00
OWUOTOS 00 TEPIYPAPEL OE 1} TOU NAIOV avatodn]. dAA’ &xel kol 6 TijG éomépag KOKAOG. Kal OédoIKE
v ae év toig drpoig O PapPapog, Boppoduey d¢ ae Hueis Em T ueaoTNTog. 00 IéANBag Nuag
TPoIoTAUEVOS HUWY droppntols Povleduaot kai v TV GAWV TPOoTOTIiaV Ava{wVVOUEVOG.

Byzantine epistolographers, pursuing ydpic as an indigpensible festure of their epistles, implied dso the
theological dimension of epistolography as a means of conveying or participating in God's grace by
pondering at various theologica issues and motifs in their epistles. In the case of Psdlus, these motifs
were usualy used in his correspondence with Emperors, emphasizing their functiona parallels with the
Christ —the provider of grace.

5 Grinbart 2005, 78-103.

6 Grinbart 2005, 113-123. The concept of friendship was complex in the Byzantine Empire during the
11th century. It included the “elements of roleemodel friendships from the classic literature, but aso the
rough redlity of the political life, in which friends were allies and followers as much as soul mates,” see
Kazhdan — Congtable 1982, 28. About the concept of friendship in the Byzantine Empire see Mullett
1988, 3-24; Mullett 1999, 166-184. Michael Psdlos praised friendship as the highest form of human
relations. His letters contain detailed definitions of friendship, and rea caring for friends, see Tinnefeld
1973, 151-168. About Psellos understanding of friendship see JTro6apckuii 1978, 117-124.

7 Pamomeuh 1991, 155.
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0i0oUEY 60V TO, KPOPIO. TKEUUATA., ETLoTAUEDC 00V TAG AmoppnTovS PovAds. eitw 0 ueilov; Kol
ovtal oov ol voktepival mpog Oeov denoels domep dotpamai Tveg Elopyav. kol éoov Aavlavery
Enelyy, 10600T0V 08 PPUKTWPET Oeog Kol kKotapavi] mhot kaliotnot. @ 100 Baduarog. odte 1@V
DYNLOTEPWV GETTHKOS 00TE TAV EAATTOVWV HUEANKOGS. CAA v Tadtd T0lg T8 Omep MUV
EVIPLPQS TOVOIS. Kol oLVIPLPAY HUIV 0UKk draliols, GAAa v domida 01 ThS GPLoTepds
mpofolrouevog O1a. Tig OeC10¢ KOIVWVEIS HUTV TOD OVOCITIOV. KoL KPOTH PO, PIA0PPOCOVHS I0TOG,
omep o0 yebiioetai cor dvawbev ¢ Osioc kpatnp kol obpaviog. kai mnpwleing Tic voepdc
eVEPooOVIS Kol ovveaTialeins Bed, TAnpovuevos Tiic te dufpooios GHov kol ToD VEKTOPOG.

To Emperor Doukas

| am acquainted, oh divine basileus, with what kind of courage | step in front of you.
| am neither scared of your glaring halo, nor | tremble for your generosity, but | have many
times publicly spoken in your favour. And even though you dazze with the incomparable
beauty of your virtues, you are gtill as gentle and graceful as God. And who would dare, while
fearing your miraculous glow and coyly turning their eyes away, to describe your gentleness?
Snce it was gentleness that led me many times into publicly supporting you; and when | started
to move away (sc. from you), it would draw me (sc. to you) and when | withdrew it would
calmly pull me back (to you).

In you, | have perceived two infinite dimensions. Height and depth — the former in
your reasoning and the latter in your calmness. And when | raise my head to see the height (sc.
of your reason), my head spins and dark sets (sc. in front of my eyes), so | fedl lost. How can |
be able to look into your infinite light? And when | lean over the depth of your good reasoning,
itisasif | amdrifting over the open sea, I’mabout to lose my senses and disappear. How will |
keep myself to see all that which cannot be seen? Oh ungpeakable mixturel Oh harmonious
union of opposites The angels have questioned the lightning of your virtues and people have
seen mercy in your acts and your generosity for (sc. human) needs. You stand in your royal
palace asin a centre (sc. of the universe) and you encircle the entire universe. You confront the
Arabs, you fight the Persian army. You suppress the arrogance of barbarians, either when you
progress towards the West or you sail the Euphrates and unstoppably flow along the Danube.
Oh (sc. man), with your strong hands held high. Oh (sc. man) whose nature's size is
undetermined. You are united with God, rising above our city (sc. Byzantium) by your elevated
mind. The look of your body cannot describe the sunrise, but it can show the evening circle.
And the Barbarian was afraid of your hands, while we received courage from your shoulders.
You did not forget us, although you represent us in the unsaid plans and you veiled yoursdlf
with our protection. We know your secret thoughts, we are familiar with your unsaid plans.
Should | continue? And these night prayers of yours to God have lightened up like (sc. night)
lightning. And as much as (sc. you think) it is necessary to keep (sc. your prayers) unnoticed,
that much you are enlightened by God and (sc. they) become clear to all. Oh, wonder! You
neither departed from the highest ones, nor you neglected those of us who are small, but you
enjoyed the effort you had made for our benefit. And by making this effort you did not renounce
us, but you raised the shield in your left arm while using the right one to share the meal with
us. And you are holding the cup of mildness which is filled from above by the divine and
heavenly chalice. Shall you be filled with mental joy and shall you eat at the God' s table, full of
both ambrosia and nectar.

Comments
On the basis of the datawhich is provided by Psdllos' epistle No. 29 in the edition by

E. Kurtz and F. Drexdl, it is clear that it represents, in a certain sense, an encomium to one of
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the rulers from the Doukas dynasty. In accordance with that, its basic subject was the
celebration of the Basyleus' personality.

Michad Psellos dedicated the aforementioned letter to “emperor Doukas’ [(Tod
abtod) mpoc ov Paciréa tov Aodkav].® This could mean that the addressee is either Emperor
Constantine Doukas (1059-1067), or Michael VIl Doukas (1071-1078), the first-born son and
the air of Congtantine Doukas. Being that the epistolographer builds up the character of his
hero using the same motifs which are characterigtic for the emperor Congtantine X in
Chronographia and the imperial speeches (and they refer to the success in the battlefield, and
courage, righteousness, moderation, benevolence, piety and philanthropy of the emperor),” it
can righlt(l)y be concluded that Psellos addressed the given epistle to Congtantine X Doukas
himself.

The compositional structure of thisletter isthe following: in the introduction, Michael
Psellos notes that he is not afraid of the emperor’s nature, which is benevolent and merciful.
On the contrary, the epistolographer freely expresses himsdlf in public, while emphasising that
it has adways been for the benefit of the emperor (41.25-26 —42.1-7).

In the central part of the epistle, the writer praises emperor’s virtues. They include
reason, camness and courage. Besides this, Psdlos speaks positively about the emperor's
military politics concerning the three Byzantine fronts (42.8-25).

In the concluding part, the epistolographer points out the emperor’s modesty, piety and
philanthropy, which is particularly expressed in his care for the subjects of the Empire. On the
one hand, as the God's chosen one on Earth, Doukas defends the Roman people from the
externa palitical enemies. On the other hand, he equally shares histable with his fellow citizens,
thus showing that everyone is equa in front of God (42.25-30 — 43.1-12). Findly, due to the
ingtilled Chrigtian virtues, Psellos wishesfor Constantine X to est at God' stable (43.12-14).

It is certain that the composition of the given letter relies on the patterns of imperia
speeches which Michagl Psdllos, as an excellent proponent of the emperor’s will and state
ideology, composed for Constantine X Doukas.™*

Michael Psdllos starts the letter in medias res, without any polite addressing. At the
very beginning, he points out his remarkable learnedness which he has “many times’
(roAdéxig) put into the service of encomiums, his literary works, in order to propagate the
character and the merits of the Emperor Constantine Doukas. Psellos skilfully uses a universal
place of denying the personality of the writer in relation to the virtues and acts of the ruling
emperor, a mandatory motif of the encomium literary genre. However, encouraged by the
beauty of the emperor’s virtues (generosity, gentleness, grace) he dared to compose speeches
for him, and therefore save them from oblivion in this way, athough unworthy of the
emperor’s grandeur and rule.

8 Psdllos, Scripta minorall, No. 29, 41 ,,.

9 Psdlo, Cronografia |1, 296; 306-308; 310; 312; Psdlus, Orationes panagyricae, No. 9, 113 4 45114
53 Psdlus, Orationes panagyricae, No. 10, 115 1515116 1950, 116 445 Psdlus, Orationes
panagyricae, No. 14, 131 14 5132 57 3. Although some of the aforementioned virtues of Constantine
Doukas represent the traditional topoi of imperia speeches — wisdom (ppdvioig), fairness (dixouocivy),
moderation (coppocivy) and courage (avdpaio) — Michael Psdlosingists on themin al of his sourcesin
which he writes about Congtantine X. Psdlos does not describe Emperor Michael VII Doukas in this
manner neither in Chronographia, nor in his encomiums.

10 Cf. Polemis 1968, 33 and n. 41; JTio6apckuii 1978, 113; Karpozilos 1984, 27 and n. 88, 91; Griinbart
2005, 138, n. 10.

11 The pattern of imperia speeches was determined during the transition from the 3rd to 4th century A.D.
in the treatise by Menander Rhetor, see Hunger 1978, 88. About the compositional structure of the
encomium in detail see Pagoresuti 1982, 64.
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It is obvious that, in the introductory part, Psellos uses two common elements of
imperial speeches. It refers to solar metaphoric related to the ruler cult™ and traditional Roman
ideology according to which the emperor of the Byzantine Empire is the image and body of
God on Earth.* As the Sun shines on Earth, in the same way Doukas shines with the beauity of
his virtues and lights the Byzantines.

In the imperial speech No. 9 in the edition by G. Dennis, Michagl Psellos emphasises
God's help in the war against the enemies, by comparing Constantine X with the Sun.**
However, in the encomium No. 14, in the edition by Dennis, there is no explicit use of the
comparison between Constantine Doukas and the Sun. Still, by describing the attack by Oozo
onto the Byzantine territory, he compared Barbarians with the clouds which come from the
West trying to cover the Empire, that is, the emperor (i.e. the Sun) who rulesit.’®

In the central part of the letter, Psellos describes the virtues of Doukas, referring to the
New Testament, thus speaking of the “elevation” (Swog) of Constanting’ s mind and the “ depth”
(Baboc) of his calmness.’® In the Epistle of the Saint Apostle Paul to Ephesians there are all
four measures of Chrigt’s virtues: width, length, height and depth (z 70 mAdroc kai uijkog xoi
dwoc Kkai Paboc).”” Therefore, it is certain that the epistolographer compares Constantine X
with Jesus Christ, son of God; thistime (Michael) Psellos does that indirectly.

Michad Psellos emphasizes the emperor’s concern for his subjects, expressed
through his generosity, aluding to the Book of Exodus in which he claims that seeing God has
deadly consequences for aman.*® In the Gospel according to John there is the same claim that
God has never been seen by anyone and that thisis not possible.’® Theinteresting fact isthat, in
this instance, a learned court rhetorician directly compares himsalf with Moses and Emperor
Congtantine X with God. That is why it should be taken into account that an explicit
comparison of Emperor Congtantine X with the Old Testament’ s religious leader Moses is one
of 2Izsellos routine motifs in Chronographia and in imperia speeches dedicated to Constantine
X.

12 Psdlos, Scripta minora 11, 6p. 29, 42 55 Solar metaphoric in imperial speeches, one of the pagan
motifs which became an inseparable part of encomiums addressed to Roman Christian emperors,
originated from the speeches of the early Byzantine era. About the pagan topos of encomiums referring to
the comparison of Byzantine emperors with the Sun and the empresses with the Moon, see Pagomiesuh
1987, 81; Pagomesuh 1994, 8 and n. 5; Vries— van der Velden 1996, 239-256. Therefore, for example, in
the encomium No. 19 in the edition by Dennis, Michael Psdllos compares Emperor Romanos IV Diogenes
with the Sun, and the Augusta Eudokia Makrembolitissa, his wife, with the Moon: I7od mote draipeig o
Aoumpotorog 1§A10g, 6 uéyog tijs dAnbeiog pwothp; TS O¢ Kol KapTePEIs THY T00 KOGUOD GEANVY GROMTOV,
bp’ 7 épwrtictng koi v potileic loumpétepov, [Where do you go, the brightest Sun (sc. Emperor
Romanos), the great beacon of truth? How do you bear to be far from the Moon (sc. the Empress
Eudokia), which shines on me and which you enlighten even more?], see Psdllus, Orationes panagyricae,
No. 19, 180 ,5. The comparison of emperors with the Sun, and the empresses with the Moon was also
used by the writers from the Roman states which were created after 1204. In aletter by John Apokaukos
addressed to Maria Doukas, the wife of a ruler Theodore Doukas of Thessaloniki (1215-1230), she is
compared with the Moon and her husband with the Sun, see Ilene6urh 2008, 129.

13 Psdlos, Scripta minora II, No. 29, 42 5. About the politica ideology of the Byzantine Empire see
Octporopcku 1970a, 281-364; Octporopeku 1970b, 238-262; Ocrporopcku 1970c, 263-277.

14 Psdllus, Orationes panagyricae, No. 9, 113 5;_4;.

15 Psdllus, Orationes panagyricae, No. 14, 132 35 4.

16 Psdllos, Scripta minoraIl, No. 29, 42 g .

17 Eph 3,18.

18 Psdllos, Scripta minoraIl, No. 29, 42 1 15. LXX Ex 33,20

19Jn1,18

20 Psdlo, Cronografia I, 314; Psdlus, Orationes panagyricae, No. 10, 116 3 s, Psellus, Orationes
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The fact that Congtantine X Doukas was generous is confirmed by the following
Psdlos statement in Chronographia: “the emperor did not let anyone go empty-handed,
neither high ranking dignitaries, nor those dignitaries of the lower rank, nor lower ranking
clerks and craftsmen.”*

The epistolographer writes in an obvious flattering manner about the way in which
the Byzantine emperor, without leaving the imperial paace, expanded the borders of
oecumene, thanks to the success of his armies on the Danube and the Euphrates. According to
Psellos, Doukas defeated the Arabs and the Persians? It is most certain that the rhetorician
uses an archaic name for the Saljuk Turks — Persians®

The information that Michael Psellos provides in Chronographia about the military
politics of Constantine X Doukas are contradictory. He states that Doukas was very dedicated
to the problems of military organization, and that, therefore, he surpassed other emperors in
that regard, and that “not just once, he successfully accomplished tough military obligations
and crowned his head with victory wreaths.”?* Also, in theimperia speeches No. 9, No. 10 and
No. 14 in the edition by G. Dennis, Psallos described Constantine X Doukas as the expert in
military skills and strategy.®

However, in a different part of Chronographia, Michael Psdlos states that
Constantine X has pursued military policy of the Byzantine Empire in a bad way. Although he
finds excuses for the emperor by pointing out that the negative attitude of Doukas towards the
army has been the fault of his advisors who flatter him, Psellos emphasises that it is such
dtitude of the emperor towards his soldiers that led to the collaﬁse of the Roman state.®®
Historiographic scriptures of the 11" and the first half of the 12" century (The History by
Michael Attaleiates, Chronicle by Skylitzes Continuatus, Chronicle by John Zonaras) confirm
Psellos’ testimony about the poor military policy of Emperor Constantine X Doukas.”’

panagyricae, No. 14, 132 5—133 5, 55, 133 7571 It should be pointed out that, in the imperial speech No.
21 in the edition by G. Dennis addressed to Romanos IV Diogenes, Michael Psdlos indirectly compares
him to Moses, see Psdllus, Orationes panagyricae, No. 21, 185 ;,, 186 13 14. However, in the same speech,
the rhetorician dso compares Diogenes with Jesus Navin and Jesus Chrit, see Psdlus, Orationes
panagyricae, No. 21, 186 15, 186 54 »5. Being that this speech is interwoven with Biblica motifs, it seems
likely that Psdllos uses Moses as one of the Biblica heroes for comparing him with Romanos Diogenes
and not asamotif which is characteristic for the aforementioned emperor.

21 Psdllo, Cronografia ll, 306.

22 Psdllos, Scripta minorall, No. 29, 42 5 1.

23 It was not unusua that Roman writers use archaic names for peoples. Thus, for example, John
Kinnammos, a Byzantine historian of the 12t century, most often refersto the Serbs as the Ddmatians, the
Hungarians as Huns and Peons, and the Seljuk Turks as Persians, see BUHHJ IV (2007%): 3 (J. Kamh).

24 Psdlo, Cronografia ll, 294.

25 Psdlus, Orationes panagyricae, No. 9, 113 »,_4;; Psdlus, Orationes panagyricae, No. 10, 116 ,_x;
Psdllus, Orationes panagyricae, No. 14, 132 57 35; 132 505:—133 5060

26 Psdlo, Cronografia Il, 308-310. When it comes to Psdllos contradictory statements in two different
sources regarding the same question, it is certain that dl of his sentences “are used within specific
contexts, support that thesiswhich is being defended at the moment and rarely represents an unconditional
clam per se” Psdlos presentation is “adways directed towards a certain goal or agenda, and it dways
puts too much effort into proving an idea or hypothesis” Therefore, the context in which certain clam is
presented should aways be taken into account first, and then it can be evaluated whether that clam
represents a personal attitude and opinion of the writer.” See Munosanosuh 1979, 25.

27 Atal., 60; Scyl. Cont., 112-113; Zonaras IV, 199. Despite the poor assessment of the military policies
of Constantine X Doukas in historical sources, Jean-Claude Cheynet points out that this emperor managed
his army well: noted Byzantine officers continued their service to the state (except for those who were
retired!); besides this, only those officers who distinguished and proved themselves were promoted, which
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Continuing with syncrisis, by comparing the Byzantine ruler and the Most High,
Michadl Psellos uses the Old Testament’s expression of “highly raised arms’ (& Bpayiévaov
dymadv) of Constantine Doukas.?® Therefore, he associates him with Y ahweh who fought for
the Jews in the holy war, that is, the God-warrior: &ya Kipiog xai é&aéew dudc émo tije
ovvaorteiog T@v Alyorticov kai pboouat Duag éx tijs dovieiag kai Avtpwooual DuaS &v fpayiovi
dynid.”® Viewed from this perspective, the emperor-warrior Constantine X Doukas, firm in
his faith, was its defender and a consistent follower of Christian principles. Thisis particularly
reflected in his modesty: Doukas does not pray in front of his subjects, but he prays at night,
which is more honest. Thereby, Psellos compared once more Doukas with Jesus, alluding to
the Gospel according to Luke and Jesus’ prayer at the Mount of Olives*

Psellos uses the motif of Constantinople,® an inevitable motif of panegyrics, in order
to show that Congtantine Doukas is truly worthy of the Roman throne and that he is the
legitimate heir of Congtantine the Great, the founder of the capital city of the Byzantine
Empire. Doukas is protecting a Christian, Constantine's city from the invasive attacks of
godless Barbarians.

Another interesting fact is that Michael Psellos mentions Constantinople in only one
of the four speeches related to Constantine X Doukas which he wrote for this ruler (speeches
No. 9, 10, 14 in the edition by G. Dennis and the so-called minor encomium in the speech No.
8 in the same edition).* Thus, in the imperial speech No. 10 in the edition by Dennis, Michael
Psellos states that Constantine Doukas has crossed the entire universe in his conquest against
the barbarians. “he has dain some, he has attacked others, while he has brought upon some
other evil deedsto the third ones,” and it has al been done so that “his city (sc. Constantinople)
can enjoy freedom.”*

The question which remains open is what Psellos refers to in the analysed epistle
when he speaks about “untold plans’ (zag dmogpiirove Bovidg) and “secret thoughts’ (za
Kkpbgio oréupara) of Constantine X Doukas! ?* It is possible that in this way Psellos alludes to
certain moves of Constantine Doukas harmful to the Byzantine Empire, which some of his
subjects held against him. This could mean that the epistolographer defends the ruler in his
letter, with an explanation that these are in fact secret plans of the state authorities which are
not or cannot be officially presented or explained at the moment of Psdllos writing of the
epistle. However, the aforementioned can only be interpreted as the modesty of the ruler.
Although Congtantine X does not want for others to know about his pious deeds, they are
impossible to hide. Namely, it is righteous that the emperor who is true to his faith should
enjoy recognition for his good deeds. Therefore, Michad Psellos wishes for Emperor

indicated the principle of good management of affairs, Cheynet 1991, 69.

28 Psdllos, Scripta minoraIl, No. 29, 42 ,,.

29 LXX Eph 6,6.

30 Lk 22, 39-46.

31 Psdlos, Scripta minora II, No. 29, 42 » ». The motif of Constantinople was often used in encomiums
starting from the early Byzantine era until the fdl of the Byzantine Empire. About the motif of
Constantinople see Payiomesuh 1982, 70-72; Panomesuh 1987, 72—73, 82; Pajomesuh 1994, 9 and n. 8.
32 Iapanar; Cramenkosuh 2016, 53. By way of illustration, the idea about the elevated imperial capital
of the Romansiis present in three out of four Psellos speeches which he wrote for addressed to Romanos
1V Diogenes. For Romanos Diogenes, he composed encomiums No. 18, 19, 20 and 21 in the edition by
George Dennis. The motif of Congtantinopleis present in the first three aforementioned imperia speeches.
Psellus, Orationes panagyricae, No. 18, 176 , Psdllus, Orationes panagyricae, 6p. 19, 180 5 o 181 15 5.
Psdllus, Orationes panagyricae, No. 20, 183 14 19; 184 39 49

33 Psdlus, Orationes panagyricae, 116 »;_og.

34 Psdlos, Scripta minoraIl, No. 29, 43 5 .
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Congtantine X to be rewarded for perseverance in his faith, as one of the approved disciples of
Christ, and thus he should et at the God' stable.

* k%

The analysed data from the Psdllos’ letter No. 29 in the edition by E Kurtz and F.
Drexl, lead to the conclusion that its basic motive was to draw a parallel between the Roman
emperor Constantine X Doukas who rules the Empire on Earth and his archetype — God, the
ruler of heaven. This claim is supported by numerous quotes from the Holy Scripture.

It is a confirmed fact that Michael Psellos composed eight letters for the emperor
Congtantine X Doukas. Besides the analysed epistle No. 29 in the edition by E. Kurtz and F.
Drexl, there are letters No. 188 and 202 in the same edition, as well as the epistles No. 48, 52,
74, and 137 in the edition by K. N. Sathas.35 Although the epistles No. 52, 74 and 137 in
Sathas' edition have been interwoven with the occasional biblical motif, it is noticeable that the
elements from the Holy Scripture are dominant in the letter No. 29 in the edition by E. Kurtz
and F. Drexl. Therefore, it seems possible that Michagl Psellos composed the epistle No. 29 in
the aforementioned edition for the occasion of acertain religious holiday.
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Jacmuna llapanan CramenkoBuh

ICEJOBA TIOCJIAHUIIA (TOY AYTOY) ITPOX TON BAXIAEA TON AOYKAN.
BU3AHTUJCKH BACWIEBC, APXETHII BOT'A HA 3EMJbH

YnopehuBamem monmaraka u3 micMa 6poj 29 y mnamy E. Kypma n @. Jlpekcna koje
je Muxamno Ilcern, BpcHE pomejcku prmo3od u perop 11. Bexa, ymytuno mapy Koncrartury X
Jyxu u Ceeror nucma, yrBpheHo je na je ocHoBHa Tema IlcenmoBor mucma Omia mapaiena
n3mel)y BH3aHTHjCKOr Liapa, Bilajapa 3eMJbe U HEroBOr apxeruna bora, Bnamapa nebeckor
LIapCTBa.

IlcenoBa mocnaHuia mnpencraBiba, y oapeheHOM cMmucity, M3BECTaH EHKOMHOH
Koncrantuny X /lyku. Hbena ocHoBHa Tema Omiia je moxsajia BacHiieBcoBe JmuHocTH. [lopen
TOra, KOMIIO3WIIMja pa3MaTpaHor IMCMa OcClialka Ce Ha CXeMe LapcKux ToBopa Koje je
Muxanno IIcen cacraBno 3a Koncrantimaa X Jlyky. Tako Ilcenm xopucta obaBe3He MOTHBE
€HKOMHjaCTUUKOT KEGIDKEBHOT JKaHpa: OIINTE MECTO MOpHIama IHIIYEBE JMYHOCTH TpeEn
BpiMHama 1 fenuMa rapa KoncrantuHa X, conapHy MetadoprKy Be3aHy 3a BIaJapCcKu KyaT U
TpaIUIIMOHAIHY POMEjCKY UICOJIOTH]Y MpeMa K0joj je BU3aHTHjCKH Lap CIHKa U Iprinka bora
Ha 3eMJBH.

Nako je excrmrmrHO mopeheme mapa Koncrantuna Jlyke ca cTapo3aBeTHUM
BepckuM Bohom Mojcujem jeman o IlcenoBux He3aoOWIasHMX MOTHBA XpoHoepaghuje u
napckux rosopa nocsehennx Koncrantuny X, HHTEpEecaHTHO je TO IITO je y aHAIU3UPaHO]
TIOCJIAHHIIH IBOPCKH yU€HhaK ceOe MHAMPEKTHO yriopeano ¢ MojcujeM, a napa Koncranrina X
¢ borom.

Kaxko enemenTn u3 CBetor nmiucma JOMUHHPA]y Y mucMy 6poj 29 y m3namy E. Kypua
n ®. Jlpekcna, ynan ce MoryhuMm nma je Muxamno Ilcen cacraBno pa3smarpaHy MOCIAHHIY
MIOBOZIOM HEKOT BEPCKOT ITPa3HHUKA.
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