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Abstract 

In this dissertation I explore Byzantine metre, within the framework of the modern linguistic 

theory of information structure. I have done this in a corpus of Byzantine book epigrams, 

in order to come to more generic conclusions about Byzantine poetic texts in general. My 

focus is mainly on the two typically medieval metres (i.e. the dodecasyllable and the 

political verse) and their variants. The findings discussed are divided into two main 

categories: quantitative and qualititative conclusions.  

The quantitative conclusions are the results of my tagging in my own subdatabase, which 

is part of the larger Database of Byzantine Book Epigrams. I have tagged several 

characteristics in my corpus, in order to search for the linguistic properties of a metrical 

colon (‘What makes a colon tick?’), based on the idea that metrical cola function in a similar 

way to Information Units. Indeed, the theory of Information Units states that spoken 

language is never pronounced in long sentences, but rather in short ‘spurts’ or ‘chunks’. 

These ‘chunks’ (Information Units) have a cognitive basis, since they emanate from a 

restriction in our short-term memory. On the other hand, we find that medieval metres 

exhibit a tendency to be divided into prosodic ‘chunks’ as wel: i.e. cola. Indeed, the 

similarity between the two has been studied several times and implies that metrical cola also 

have a cognitive aspect to them. Against this background, I have gone searching for 

different signposts of information structure within the epigrams in my corpus, in order to 

objectively identify these cola/IUs.  

The qualitative conclusions are spread over two chapter. In Chapter 6 I have investigated 

some of the more formulaic epigrams in my corpus from closerby, with the similarity 

between cola and IUs in mind. Indeed, several book epigrams are somewhere in between 

oral and written texts in terms of their transmission, and therefore exhibit a host of metrical 

(and other) mistakes. I have explained the emergence of these mistakes, which are 

understandable if you keep in mind that metrical cola function as IUs. In Chapter 7, I have 

studied the vague line between poetry and prose, since many epigrams do not seem to be 

clearly one or the other. As it turns out, the Byzantines themselves did not have a clear 

terminology to separate the two themselves, so we might be trying to impose modern labels 

to medieval texts.  

All in all, these book epigrams have proven to be a true window into the minds of the 

scribes that produced them, and have given us some glimpses of what happened there at the 

moment of verse production.  
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Samenvatting 

In deze thesis onderzoek ik Byzantijns metrum, binnen het framework van de moderne, 

linguïstische theorie van informatiestructuur. Ik heb dit toegepast in een corpus van 

Byzantijnse boekepigrammen, met het oog op meer algemene conclusies over Byzantijnse 

poëzie in het algemeen. Mijn focus lag vooral bij de twee typisch middeleeuwse metra (de 

dodecasyllabe en de politikos stichos) en hun varianten. Mijn bevindingen zijn 

onderverdeeld in twee overkoepelende categorieën: kwantitatieve en kwalitatieve 

conclusies.  

De kwantitatieve conclusies zijn het resultaat van het taggen in mijn eigen subdatabase, 

die een onderdeel vormt van de grotere ‘Database of Byzantine Book Epigrams’. Ik heb 

hierin verschillende eigenschappen getagd, waarmee ik op zoek kon gaan naar de 

linguïstische karakteristieken die een metrisch colon afbakenen (‘Wat maakt een colon een 

colon?’), gebaseerd op het idee dat metrische cola op een gelijkaardige manier functioneren 

als Information Units. De theorie van Information Units stelt immers dat gesproken taal 

nooit in lange zinnen wordt uitgesproken, maar eerder in korte stukjes. Deze stukjes 

(Information Units) hebben een cognitieve basis, aangezien ze een gevolg zijn van een 

beperking van ons korte-termijngeheugen. Aan de andere kant van het verhaal zien we dat 

middeleeuwse metra de neiging hadden om ook in prosodische stukjes onderverdeeld te 

worden: de cola. De gelijkenis tussen de twee concepten is al vaker bestudeerd en zou 

impliceren dat metrische cola ook een cognitief aspect hebben. Tegen deze achtergrond heb 

ik verscheidene signalen voor informatiestructuur gezocht in de epigrammen in mijn 

corpus, zodat ik op een objectieve manier deze cola/IUs zou kunnen identificeren.  

Mijn kwalitatieve conclusies heb opgesplitst in twee hoofdstukken. In hoofdstuk 6 heb 

ik nader onderzoek gedaan naar de meer formulaire epigrammen in mijn corpus, met in het 

achterhoofd de gelijkenis tussen cola en IUs. Immers, verschillende boekepigrammen 

bevinden zich ergens tussen oraal en geschreven teksten in, als we kijken naar hun 

overlevering. Daarom bevatten ze een groot aantal metrische (en ook andere) fouten. Ik heb 

veel van deze fouten kunnen verklaren, want ze zijn begrijpelijk als je in gedachten houdt 

dat metrische cola functioneren zoals Information Units. In hoofdstuk 7 heb ik dan ook de 

vage grens tussen poëzie en proza bestudeerd, aangezien veel epigrammen niet duidelijk tot 

de ene of the andere categorie behoren. Wat blijkt, is dat de Byzantijnen zelf geen duidelijke 

terminologie hadden om de twee van elkaar te onderscheiden. We proberen dus wellicht 

moderne labels op middeleeuwse teksten te forceren.  

Kortom, via deze boekepigrammen zijn we in staat gebleken iets meer in de hoofden van 

de scribenten te kijken die ze schreven, en we hebben een glimp opgevangen van wat er in 

hen omging bij het produceren van verzen.  
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Preface 

Τις ἄν σε προσβλέψειε φιλτάτη βίβλε· 

Τίς ἐντύχοι σοι· τίς δ᾽ ἂν εἰς χεῖρας λάβοι· 

Οὔτως ἔχει φόβος με τῆς ἀχρησίας· 

Κἄν τι προσείη χρήσιμον τοῖς σοῖς λόγοις:+ 

 (DBBE 17278, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 676, f. IIv) 

 

My dear book, who will look at you?  

Who will read you? Who will take you in their hands? 

So much does the fear grip me that you may not be used 

Even if something useful may be present in your words.1 

 

This dissertation is the end result of a long evolution that started all the way back in 

highschool, with a profound love for the Greek language. It was therefore without any doubt 

that I started my master in Greek and Latin language and literature in 2011 at Ghent 

University. During my studies in Ghent, I realized that linguistics was where my passion 

really resided (How does language work? Where did this or that feature come from?), and 

so, when Mark asked me to consider a PhD on the linguistic side of the large DBBE project 

in 2015, I gladly took that chance.  

Within the context of the DBBE project, I was left to choose which part of the texts in 

the DBBE I wanted to study specifically. Linguistics is a very large field of research, and 

the world of Medieval Greek linguistics in particular was still very much wide open (see 

Janse 1996-7). Most linguistic investigation was done on the Medieval vernacular language, 

but the study of poetry and the so-called ‘Literary Koinè’ (Hinterberger 2014) was generally 

lacking at the time. One important exception to this was the work of Marc Lauxtermann, 

and it is his work that nudged me in the direction of metrical investigation. Another 

important person for the framework of my research was Jorie Soltic, who was my colleague 

 

                                           
1 Translation: Bernard 2014: 59.  
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and with whom I shared an office. It was her work about the πολιτικὸς στίχος poetry and 

the Information Units that definitively set me on the path to this dissertation.  

These two influences led me to the approach that can be seen in thesis, that is, where 

medieval metrics and modern linguistics are combined. Conversely, much of the additional 

research and information in my dissertation has accumulated organically in the course of 

the years. It was while browsing through the DBBE, reading the texts and bumping into 

interesting case (or getting them sent to me by the wonderful colleagues at the DBBE) that 

all of the ‘qualitative’ conclusions came into being (cf. Chapters 6 and 7).  

This thesis is very much a reflection of what has always peaked my interest in the study 

of language, that is, to understand how a language works. What happened in the heads of 

the speakers/writers when they were producing their texts? Mistakes and irregularities are 

especially illuminating in this context, because they can highlight how and where things 

went wrong, and therefore how ‘correct’ or ‘regular’ language is usually produced. This is 

why I have stressed the investigation of mistakes and deviations in my dissertation. 

Additionally, I think every ancient language researcher is in a way looking for the real 

people behind their texts, and I feel like many of the scribal book epigrams do just that: they 

give us a glimpse into the head of the people that wrote them. That is what has made my 

own research so very fascinating and why I have enjoyed working with these texts every 

step along the way.  

Fascinating though my subject may be, the process of writing has not always been easy 

or smooth by any means. Apart from the personal problems that were preventing Mark from 

being the supervisor he would perhaps have liked to be, there is of course also the global 

pandemic to keep in mind. Because of this, my last year as a PhD student has been quite 

difficult at moments. I am talking about a limited access to the library, a lack of live contact 

with colleagues and supervisors, and (attempting to) working from home in the presence of 

a (very active!) toddler and the absence of the safety net of family and friends. Bumpy 

though the road may have been, I am grateful to have been able to finish this dissertation, a 

feat that has been a combined effort with all the wonderful people mentioned in my 

acknowledgements. Τέλος καλό, όλα καλά, so I hope that the finished product is indeed 

καλό and makes up for the issues encountered along the way.  
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Introduction 

Συνοπτικήν ὡς δυνατὸν καὶ γνησίαν, 

Δήλωσιν ἣν ἔθηκε τοῦ μυστηρίου, 

Ὁ φιλαδελφείας μακάριος γράφων, 

Ἄκουε συνετῶς· δέχου φιλοφρόνως:· + 

(DBBE 30636, Paris, BnF, Coisl. 106, f. 187r) 

 

Listen carefully and accept kindly 

This explanation of the mystery, 

As brief as possible and truthful, 

That the scribe, Makarios of Philadelphia, has put forth. 

 

 

This PhD dissertation is about Byzantine metre from the margins. With this, I of course 

refer to the physically ‘marginal’ place of many book epigrams, which were often written 

in liminal spaces, in between and alongside texts (Bernard & Demoen 2019). Yet I also 

refer to the title of the project that was granted by the Special Research Fund of Ghent 

University, under whose flag I started this PhD in 2015: Poetry from the Margins. Literary, 

Linguistic, Philological and Cultural-Historical Analysis of a New Corpus of Byzantine 

Book Epigrams, 800-1453.1 In the first place, therefore, this thesis is all about book 

epigrams.  

Additionally, ‘Byzantine metre from the margins’ also points to the conceptually 

marginal place of Byzantine metre in much of the scientific research of the past. As such, 

this dissertation takes metre out of the margins and places it at the centre of attention. Since 

 

                                           
1 For more information see, https://research.flw.ugent.be/nl/projects/poetry-margins-literary-linguistic-

philological-and-cultural-historical-analysis-new-corpus.  

https://research.flw.ugent.be/nl/projects/poetry-margins-literary-linguistic-philological-and-cultural-historical-analysis-new-corpus
https://research.flw.ugent.be/nl/projects/poetry-margins-literary-linguistic-philological-and-cultural-historical-analysis-new-corpus


 

2 

metre is an essential characteristic of Byzantine poetry, our understanding of it is essential 

for the appreciation of and insight in these texts.  

Yet, while this marginalisation of the Byzantine metres generally holds true, I do wish 

to acknowledge, from the outset, the one major exception: that is, the fenomenal Appendix 

Metrica to Lauxtermann’s Byzantine Poetry from Pisides to Geometres II (2019). In this 

work, Lauxtermann goes into far more depth about Byzantine metres and poetic texts than 

I ever could here and his texts thus stands as the key reference work. I have applied many 

of his concepts and ideas to my research corpus.  

This dissertation, then, is about poetic language and how it functioned in the Byzantine 

period. It therefore seeks to answer a number of questions: Why is it that the corpus of book 

epigrams exhibits so many irregularities, in metre but also in orthography and morphology? 

Why is it that we find so many more book epigrams in Byzantine manuscripts, than in Latin 

manuscripts (Bernard & Demoen 2019: 407)? How easy was it for less-educated Byzantines 

to produce these texts? In short,  how should we read and understand these unique texts in 

their medieval context? In order to answer these questions, the main question that first 

needed to be answered was: Is it feasible to claim that the metrical cola in my corpus 

function in the same way as IUs do, as others have claimed before me? Indeed, if the answer 

to this research question is positive, this gives us new insights into the functioning, 

production and processing of Byzantine poetry, which leads to a different understanding of 

the texs in my corpus.  

The corpus studied here will be outlined in greater detail in Chapter 1, but for now it 

should be noted that it does tend towards certain metres and exhibits some other metrical 

idiosyncrasies. I have focused mainly on the dodecasyllable and the political verse, since 

together they comprise 72,6% of the epigrams in the Database of Byzantine Book Epigrams, 

and this does not even take into account the epigrams that are made up of a mixture of 

metres, which mostly contain at least one of these two metres as well. Since they are so well 

represented in my corpus, they will naturally take the main stage in this thesis, with the 

dodecasyllable playing the leading role.  

As well as introducing the research corpus, in Chapter 1 I will establish what I mean by 

book epigrams before offering some wider background to Byzantine book culture, including 

commenting on literacy, the reverence for books, and reading out loud. The first chapter 

ends by establishing the status quaestionis of Byzantine metre, first outlining scholarship to 

date then looking in more detail at its defining qualities. This includes noting the two 

categories of quantitative and isosyllabic or accentual metres and commenting on their 

different language, before considering the varying roles of the caesura, the accent, prosody, 

pure iambs, and octo- and heptasyllables.  

Having outlined the wider background to book epigrams and Byzantine metre, in Chapter 

2 I will offer a brief introduction to the theoretical frameworks that are of importance for 

my dissertation. Most notably, this includes so-called information units, which are the units 

out of which spoken language is built up – the “spurts of vocalisation” (Chafe 1987: 1) that 
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are a reflection of the cognitive mechanisms in the heads of speakers. These ‘chunks’ of 

speech can be connected to our short-term memory, which can only focus on the equivalent 

of approximately four words at a time (Chafe 1994: 69). In this chapter I will also establish 

the wider theoretical framework in terms of research on discourse markers and particles.  

In Chapter 3 I will explore the concept of the metrical colon, first outlining previous 

scholarship before considering its link with the IU. Here I argue that we can therefore 

attribute certain cognitive and pragmatic characteristics to the cola of our texts, because 

they too are linked to the limitations of our short-term memory, in much the same way as 

IUs. Finally, having established that the IU can be applied to both written and oral texts, the 

chapter closes with a brief comment on the issue of orality. 

Chapter 4 completes the theoretical background as I complicate the reading offered in 

Chapter 3. Here I will consider word order, topic and focus, object clitic pronouns, and the 

focus hypothesis, including light verbs and clitic doubling. I will then finish by looking at 

topic and focus in IUs and metrical cola. 

Thus, by bringing together the necessary background information and establishing the 

linguistic framework, as well as establishing its application to Medieval Greek text, I can 

study the word order and information structure of book epigrams in terms of their 

segmentation into cola. This can give us more insight into the cognitive patterns of the 

information flow and, consequently, help us understand how the cola/IUs are structured 

within the verse. 

With this theoretical background in place, in chapter 5 I will turn to more specific cases 

from my own tagged research corpus, which will be illustrated in several epigrams. I will 

delve more deeply into the concepts of caesurae, syntax, apostrophes and appositions, 

particles (most notably τε (καί), δέ, and γάρ), enjambments, object clitic pronouns, and 

punctuation. Lauxtermann’s ‘diaereses’ also receive more attention here. All of these are 

meaningful in the understanding of the syntax and semantics of metrical cola and can be 

considered as signposts of the information structure in the verse, which has allowed me to 

draw conclusions about their functioning as information units.  

Chapters 6 and 7 focus on a specific subset of book epigrams: formulae, poetry and 

oratory, within context of Byzantine metre, of course. Indeed, this is where I take a closer 

look at the epigrams that have a deviating metre and that could be branded as ‘wrong’. I 

have looked at the mechanisms behind the deviations and tried to see them as variations 

instead, giving us information about how these poems came into being. I will first have a 

closer look at several popular formulae in book epigrams and how they travelled from one 

manuscript to another, before I then explore two specific and popular formulaic epigrams— 

ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν and the ἡ μὲν χείρ ἡ γράψασα-type—in the case studies in (6.2 and 

6.3).  

In chapter 7, I will consider rhythmical prose and the connection it has to metre, 

questioning whether we should divide Byzantine texts into either poetry or prose, or 

whether the division is merely a modern one. In this I refer to the perception-oriented theory 
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of metre, covering the role of the reader or listener, and noting that one or two deviations 

do not hamper a metrical perception. I also note the connection with our short-term memory 

and consider the flexibility of Byzantine readers/receivers, arguing that they were, in the 

first place, perceivers of cola. Here I demonstrate that my hypothesis holds, noting that the 

dodecasyllable and the political verse, where the longest possible cola are respectively 

seven and eight syllables long, as well as with the hexameter, where the latest possible 

caesura implies that there is a maximum of ten syllables in one colon, is very similar to the 

limited cognitive capacity that leads to the use of IUs in spoken language.   

In the second half of Chapter 7 I look at rhetorical texts, considering the role of Asianism 

in Byzantine oratory. Here I argue that we must make a distinction between metre and 

prosody on the one hand, and rhythm or harmony on the other. Rhythm is where prose and 

poetry meet, but poetry takes this rhythm to a higher level and perfects it by fitting it into a 

scheme, with all of the epigrams studied striving for some sort of rhythm. 

As such, several pragmatic aspects of the texts in my research corpus will be highlighted, 

with a focus on the production and reception of poetry. Several signposts of information 

and metrical structure will be explained and illustrated, and I will focus on how these two 

structures essentially coincide. This will then be applied to two case studies, as well as to 

the more general concepts of prose and poetry. The synergy between form and content in 

Byzantine poetry will thus be pointed out and emphasised. 
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Chapter 1  

Status quaestionis  

 
This chapter aims at briefly representing the status quaestionis of four important aspects of 

this dissertation: book epigrams, the corpus on which my research is based, Byzantine book 

culture, and Byzantine metre. In doing so, I do not intend to offer a complete overview; 

rather, I will highlight the features and concepts that are necessary to understand the 

dissertation that follows. Beginning with an introduction to book epigrams, I will then 

introduce the corpus under study and note some important aspects about its use. I will then 

look at Byzantine book culture more widely, before finally outlining the scholarship on the 

Byzantine metres and noting its key qualities. 

 

 

1.1. Book Epigrams 

 

First and foremost, let us consider the corpus that this entire research is based on: Byzantine 

book epigrams. Beginning with a description and definition of what book epigrams are, I 

will then outline some of their basic characteristics.   

 

1.1.1 What are book epigrams?  

To begin, an epi-gram (ἐπί-γραμμα) is quite literally an in-scription.1 This definition is also 

in accordance with what the Byzantine Souda says about them (Adler 1928-38: 352, no. 

2270), where the entry on ‘Epigrams’ defines them as follows: ‘πάντα τὰ ἐπιγράφομενά 

τισι, κἂν μὴ ἐν μέτροις εἰρημένα, ἐπιγράμματα λέγεται’ ‘Epigram: everything that has been 

written onto something, even if it is not expressed in metre, is called an epigram’. This is, 

 

                                           
1 First translation for ἐπίγραμμα from LSJ is ‘inscription’ (Liddell et al. 1966).  
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however, the etymological definition of an epigram and not the literary one (Lauxtermann 

2003: 26), since it includes literally everything that has been inscribed.  

For the Byzantines, that which has been inscribed encompassed a wide range of things. 

Indeed, they came into contact with poetry in the shape of inscriptions every day, ranging 

in form from those on buildings to those on a variety of objects (Bernard 2014: 62). 

Bernard and Demoen have suggested that this ubiquity can be attributed to Byzantine 

culture’s tendency to attach metrical texts to meaningful objects (2019: 404), which 

Magdalino (2012) has described as  the ‘epigrammatical habit’ of the Byzantines. This habit 

extended to epigrams on objects of art and on monuments (Rhoby 2009, 2010, 2014), as 

well as to book epigrams, because books were meaningful objects par excellence and were 

revered in many areas of Byzantine society (Bernard & Demoen 2019: 404). Thus, book 

epigrams are, quite simply, epigrams on books.  

However, Byzantines themselves rarely used the term ‘epigram’ for their own literary 

texts; rather, they tended to used it to refer to classical epigrams (for their own epigrams 

they used the terms στίχοι or ἴαμβοι, cf. Rhoby 2009). They did use the term epigram for 

metrical inscriptions (i.e., the original, etymological meaning of epigram mentioned above) 

and book epigrams, which are repeatedly referred to as ἐπιγράμματα. It seems that book 

epigrams were very much perceived as in-scriptions in the same way as other inscriptions, 

as they similarly often exhibit a title starting with εἰς (‘on’).  

The very first mention of a book epigram by a Byzantine author occurs in Photius’ 

Bibliotheca. Here, he mentions a poem he found that accompanies and discusses the works 

of Lucian, which he calls τὸ τῆς βίβλου ἐπίγραμμα (Bibl. 128; cf. Bernard & Demoen 2019: 

411). This is quite literally a “book epigram”. In this small piece of text Photius already 

draws attention to two of the most important characteristics of a book epigram: it 

accompanies and discusses a certain main text.  

These same characteristics have also been noticed by Kominis, who explored several 

texts that he called τὰ ἐν βίβλοις καὶ εἰς βίβλους [...] ἐπιγράμματα ‘epigrams in and on 

books’ (1966: 38). 

However, this warrants comparison with Bernard and Demoen’s observation that ‘not all 

epigrams found in books are book epigrams’ (2019: 405). Indeed, there are several 

manuscripts with collections of epigrams that were originally inscribed on other objects. 

Even though their function is the same as the function of book epigrams – that is, they 

clarify, motivate, and present the object – these are not book epigrams, as they were not 

originally inscribed on a manuscript. Their subject is consequently not the book .   

The first scholar to use ‘book epigram’ as a technical term was Cameron (1993: 289, 

333); however, it was Lauxtermann who was the first to give book epigrams a definition, 

which runs as follows: ‘Book epigrams are poems that are intimately related to the 

production of literary texts and manuscripts’ (2003: 197).  

Thus, we can now say that book epigrams are inscribed upon a manuscript and have this 

manuscript as their subject, in the same way as other epigrams have the object on which 
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they are inscribed as their subject. Furthermore, because Bernard and Demoen (2012a) 

estimate that 10% of all preserved Byzantine manuscripts contain at least one book epigram, 

we can see that they are a rather indispensable part of manuscript study. 

 

1.1.2 Characteristics 

Beyond this definition, we can also note some basic background facts related to book 

epigrams. For instance, book epigrams are almost always anonymous and very hard to date, 

since they are sometimes added by a later hand to the manuscript. Second, there are visual 

characteristics that apply to of some book epigrams; specifically, Rhoby (2018a: 45) notes 

that they are often very decorative, sometimes accompany a miniature illustration or are 

framed by decorative frameworks. Many book epigrams are also written in the so-called 

Auszeichnungsmajuskel (Hunger 1977 & 1989 113; Stefec 2009; Rhoby 2018: 75–91), 

which is a monumental font  that is derived from stone inscriptions. Not all book epigrams 

were intended to be visual, but a significant amount were. 

From a more literary perspective, book epigrams can also be defined as metrical paratexts 

(Genette 1987: 7-10) or ‘poésies à la marge’ (Odorico 2012). They are metrical, because 

they are written in a certain metre, in verses, and they are paratexts, since they occur in 

liminal positions in the manuscript, introducing or concluding the main text and functioning 

as a bridge between the outside world of the reader and the inside world of the text.  

However, the language of Byzantine book epigrams is diverse and complex. It is situated 

predominantly in the high register, which differed substantially from the spoken language 

of the time. Hinterberger calls this kind of language, which falls between 

classicising/atticising and vernacular texts, ‘Schriftkoine’ (2006) or ‘literary Koine’ (2014), 

and mentions that most Byzantine texts are written in this sort of middle register. The book 

epigrams studied in this thesis mostly display this ‘literary  Koine’, but some occurrences 

show more variety, ranging from very archaising or atticising epigrams to more ‘vernacular’ 

ones that were easier to read, even for the less educated. 

These differences in an epigram’s register are often connected with a poem's metre. Some 

metres typically exhibit a more archaic language than the others and thus book epigrams 

exhibit a host of different metres too. Dodecasyllables are by far the most popular metre in 

the corpus (70% of all occurrences)  and will therefore also dominate this thesis. We also 

find hexameters and elegiacs, political verses and anacreontics, along with many more, 

which I will explore in more detail in 1.4.1 below.  

In summary, we can say that apart from the fact that book epigrams are found in 

manuscripts, that they have their subject related to these manuscripts, and that they are all 

written in metre, it is very hard to pinpoint any more general characteristics. In fact, they 

are a very complex and diverse set of texts in terms of date, form, content, length, and 

language.   
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1.2. The Research Corpus 

 

I will now offer the key background to the corpus on which this research was based. 

Beginning with a summary of the Database of Byzantine Book Epigrams, I will then explain 

my sub-corpus and how it was derived from that larger database. Finally, I will add some 

notes on issues relating to the use of this database. 

1.2.1. The Database of Byzantine Book Epigrams  

The very first comprehensive collection of book epigrams of the Byzantine world is the 

Database of Byzantine Book Epigrams (henceforth DBBE), a project based at Ghent 

University. The database has been ongoing since 2010,2 is freely consultable online 

(www.dbbe.ugent.be), and is the most comprehensible  collection  of these kinds of texts. 

The beginning of the project has also jumpstarted a series of studies on book epigrams by 

collaborators of the project.3 

As of 23 October 2021, the DBBE contained no fewer than 11,815 occurrences of book 

epigrams, dispersed over 4,349 manuscripts from across the globe. These manuscripts date 

from the 8th to the 15th century, thereby spanning almost the entire Medieval Greek period. 

The texts themselves range from one-liners to epigrams of 200 or more verses, whilst their 

content spans solemn prayers over meticulous paraphrases or heart-felt laudations on a 

classical author, to stern warnings against violating the manuscript. Some were written 

hastily (and are therefore hardly legible), while others are nothing less than pieces of art. 

1.2.2. The Research Corpus  

I have been lucky enough  to be able to tap into this textual treasure and use it for my own 

research purposes. Yet, because the research in this dissertation is a combination of 

quantitative and qualitative investigations, it was necessary to construct a database for my 

 

                                           
2 Initial funding was provided by the Hercules Foundation of the Flemish Government. From 2015 

onwards, funds came from the Special Research Fund of Ghent University. In 2021, an extension tot 

his funding was achieved.  
3 Bentein, Bernard, Demoen & De Groote (2009, 2010); Bentein & Bernard (2011), Bentein & Demoen 

(2012), Bernard & Demoen (2012a, 2012b, 2019); Bértola (2018, 2021a, 2021b); Boeten (2019, 2020); 

Boeten & Janse (2018); Boeten & De Groot (2019); De Groot (2018, 2020); De Vos, De Groot & 

Rouckhout (2019); Demoen (2010, 2013, 2019a; 2019b; 2021a; 2021b; 2021c); Demoen & Somers 

(2016); Meesters (2016a, 2016b, 2018, 2020); Meesters, Praet, Bernard & Demoen (2016); Meesters & 

Ricceri (2018); Ricceri (2019; 2021a; 2021b); Ricceri & Meesters (2021); Tomadaki (2018a; 2018b; 

2019; forthcoming); Tomadaki & van Opstall (2019). 
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own purposes to allow me to produce the quantitative results. For this reason, I have 

established a small sub-database that, as it were, parasitises the larger DBBE database.  

My own sub-database consists of the tags that I have added directly onto the texts in the 

DBBE. As such, the texts that I have been working on are the same ones that are in the 

database and are not doubles or replicas, which means that they are always up to date. This 

was necessary since the DBBE is continuously in progress; that is, many epigrams are added 

on a daily basis and some are deleted or updated when a new manuscript or copy is found. 

It would therefore cause too many issues if my own database were separate from the main 

database, which is why the sub-database system was chosen.  

I have not read and tagged all 11,647 epigrams in the DBBE database. This number was 

far too large for a qualitative close reading within a reasonable timespan. Instead, 

approximately 3,500 epigrams have been analysed and tagged in the sub-database. This 

amounts to around 15,000 verses.4 To begin with, only the isosyllabic epigrams (i.e., those 

written in dodecasyllables and political verses) are of interest in the context of my 

dissertation, so only these have been taken into account. To some extent, this already 

reduced the number of texts to be tagged. Additionally, more than 3,500 epigrams would 

most likely not have added any extra information to the quantitative research of the corpus, 

so 3,500 seemed like a reasonable number that was also attainable within the time limits of 

my doctorate .  

When deciding how to choose my sub-corpus, there were several possibilities for criteria, 

all of which had their advantages and disadvantages. Whichever I chose, there would always 

be certain groups of epigrams that were left out or overlooked. In the end, I have chosen to 

select my analysed texts by the cities where manuscripts are held. In the DBBE database, 

occurrences are assigned to the manuscripts they were found in, and these manuscripts are 

all linked to the library where they are currently held. I chose to research the texts in 

manuscripts from Florence, Athos, the Vatican, and Paris for the simple reason that these 

are the cities with the most manuscripts within the database. As such, I wanted to compile 

a corpus that was evenly distributed both chronologically and content-wise, collecting 

epigrams of varied length and different genres, with no predisposition or bias in any way. 

If I had chosen, for instance, only a certain genre, such as the scribe-related epigrams, this 

would a priori exclude certain content and even registers. As such, I aimed at a sub-corpus 

that was a good representation of the larger corpus of the database, but I am aware that this 

has its downsides—as would most approaches. 

 

                                           
4 The mean number of verses per epigram is 4.3. 
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1.2.3. Using Texts from the DBBE 

A key feature of the Database DBBE is that it distinguishes between ‘occurrences’ and 

‘types’: ‘occurrences’ are individual epigrams exactly as they are found in the manuscript 

(errors, quirks, and punctuation marks included) and ‘types’ are some sort of normalised 

‘super-texts’, an umbrella under which one or more variants of the same text are collected. 

The DBBE website defines ‘types’ as ‘book epigrams independently of how exactly they 

occur in the manuscripts’, further noting that they are ‘often – yet not always – regrouping 

several occurrences that have an identical or at least very similar text’. It also notes that ‘if 

available, the text of a type is drawn from a critical edition. If not, it is a normalised version 

of a single representative occurrence’ (Database of Byzantine Book Epigrams, 2020). 

Generally speaking, I have used the occurrences from the DBBE, rather than the types, 

because this allowed me to account for idiosyncrasies of the texts, such as punctuation, 

spelling, or metrical mistakes, and other visual aspects from the manuscript. Whenever it 

was available and/or relevant, I have added a screenshot of the manuscript folio in question 

to the examples cited. Conversely, when the types are cited instead, this is always clearly 

indicated. 

It is also fitting  to briefly explain the transcription rules and symbols used in the DBBE, 

since I will frequently refer to them in my cited examples. Because the examples cited in 

this dissertation are for the most part ‘occurrences’, their transcriptions reflect the original 

text in the manuscript as much as possible. This includes orthographical, grammatical, and 

metrical errors. Abbreviations and nomina sacra are resolved, with the missing part of the 

text within parentheses; for instance, ‘θ(εο)ῦ’. There is a normalisation of majuscule and 

minuscule letters, but the punctuation is maintained as it is written in the manuscript. This 

includes signs that indicate the beginning or ending of the poem, such as ‘+’ or ‘:-’. 

Additionally, the DBBE often find includes vertical lines in the middle of the verse (|) to 

indicate that the line is interrupted at that point in the manuscript but the metrical verse runs 

on. However, this is the one sign that I have eliminated from all my examples, because it 

would cause too much confusion with the indication that I use for the caesura (||).  

Finally, another aspect of the DBBE’s formatting is worth raising here. Book epigrams 

can be subdivided into categories or classes, as does Lauxtermann (2003: 197–-198), who 

divides them according to function, and draws a distinction between colophon verses, 

dedicatory verses, and laudatory verses. However, the DBBE differentiates between six 

genres instead of three: scribe-related (= colophon verses), patron-related (= dedicatory 
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verses), author-related (= laudatory verses), reader-related,5  text-related,6  and image-

related epigrams. Of course, one and the same epigram can belong to two or more categories 

at once.   

Finally, the tags that were entered into the database will be elaborated on in Chapter 5, 

as all of them are signposts and indicators of information structure as well as of the metrical 

structure of the text. These are: caesurae, syntactic structure, particles/P2 words, 

apostrophes and appositions, enjambments, and OCPs. Translations to Greek texts or 

examples of book epigrams are always mine, unless stated otherwise.   

 

In conclusion, my research corpus relies heavily on the DBBE database and aims to 

represent it to a certain extent. I have compiled a subdatabase that draws on the larger DBBE 

database, but is much smaller and collects texts that reflects the variety of the DBBE as 

much as possible. As such, the corpus I have worked with aims to be representative of book 

epigrams in general.  

 

 

1.3 Byzantine Book Culture 

 

Now that I have clarified what I mean by book epigrams and identified the research corpus 

for this thesis, I will briefly outline Byzantine book culture, because without an 

understanding of this, we cannot really understand book epigrams.7 I will first explain the 

importance of widespread literacy in Byzantine society and comment on the nature of the 

available reading material. I will then briefly acknowledge the reverence for books and the 

permeation of book culture throughout that society as a whole, before briefly commenting 

on the importance of texts being read out loud. 

 

1.3.1 Byzantine Literacy 

An  important background aspect to Byzantine book culture is the relatively widespread 

ability of the Byzantines to read and write. Cavallo acknowledges that although there were 

still considerable numbers of illiterate people, especially in more rural areas , but the number 

 

                                           
5   These are epigrams talking about the action of reading. Bentein and& Demoen (2012: 70) call them 

‘recommendatory epigrams’ because they advise the reader about reading the text. 
6   Bentein and& Demoen (2012: 70) call these ‘title epigrams’, but they are not only titles. Text-related 

epigrams include texts that signal the end of the main text or a metrical paraphrase of the main text. 

Meesters (2017) calls them ‘structuring epigrams’. 
7 Hunger (1989), Cavallo (2006), Bianconi (2006) and Bernard (2014) give more complete overviews on 

this subject.  
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of people knowing the rudiments of reading and writing was nevertheless strikingly high 

(2006: 6). 

However, as Cavallo (2006: 29) has also noted, this widespread literacy was not 

accompanied by higher education. Rather, learning to read and produce letters was part of 

a very basic Byzantine education, sometimes even in more rural areas. Thus, the rates of 

literacy were higher in Byzantine society than in many other medieval societies. 

The most basic form of language education was taught by a γραμματιστής and was 

therefore available locally, even in rural areas, as there would be several local people to 

learn it from. The majuscule letters were the first to be learned, and only later would 

minuscules be taught, which led to certain people only being able to read majuscule and 

being at a loss when encountering minuscule texts. In this regard, Hunger (1989: 80) 

mentions the subscriptions under the patriarchate registers from Constantinople, where 

some people signed their names very hesitantly, clumsily, or sometimes entirely in 

majuscules. These people could form letters, but that was about it. Interestingly, this meant 

that even these barely literate people were able to read the inscriptions scattered across 

buildings, walls, and mosaics all over the Byzantine world, as these were inscribed in 

majuscule. 

This language education was also extended to children, as noted by Hunger (1989: 77), 

who mentions a manuscript8 where children are admonished to learn how to write, abide by 

grammatical rules, and obtain the ability for textual understanding/explaining (ἑρμενεύειν), 

always with particular attention to reading out loud. In this manuscript, a specific mention 

also goes to the ἀντίστοιχα, which are words that sound the same due to itacism but are 

written differently and have a different meaning. This is significant in our corpus, as many 

epigrams display orthographic mistakes, usually due to itacism.  

Literacy was also considered an important skill as being able to read and write was a 

fundamental means to acquiring a position in civil, military, or ecclesiastical society (see 

Hunger 1989: 79, 89 ff). These positions were not only eagerly sought, but also quite 

numerous. Indeed, as Byzantium was the heir to the Roman empire, it was based on a highly 

bureaucratic system, and so the written word was at its very foundation. Conversely, many 

clerics functioned within the Byzantine bureaucratic and ecclesiastic system with only an 

elementary ability to read or write, but were familiar with minuscule letters as well. They 

were not highly literate and were often unsure about spelling, but they were still far removed 

from the semi-analphabets who only wrote majuscules. 

 

This valuing of literacy for bureaucratic ends can be partially tied in with the cult and 

prestige of what the Byzantines called οἱ λόγοι (see Bernard 2014: 41ff.), a term that refers 

to contemporary discursive practices.  

 

                                           
8  Cod. Vindob. Theol. gr. 243, f. 62r–v. 
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Additionally, Hunger (1989: 89) mentions that the act of copying or writing was 

something that carried a certain amount of prestige, and even saints or evangelists were 

depicted whilst writing (as is illustrated by the cover of this thesis, where we see the 

evangelist Luke in the process of writing). Thus, not only was being able to read something 

to be proud of, the act of writing itself was also considered an honourable pastime. 

Additionally, a striking example of how ingrained reading and writing was in Byzantine 

society are the hymns of Romanos the Melodist, who often uses writing-related metaphors 

(Cavallo 2006: 25-26). For instance, in one of his hymns, Romanos describes how Mary, 

after the birth of Christ, puts a petition for the salvation of humanity in Jesus’s manger, and 

Jesus instantly signs it, agreeing to its fulfilment. In another, a leper asks Jesus for help, but 

he simultaneously writes a petition ‘within his soul’ and thus issues a πρόσταγμα, a 

document typically used for more profane petitions. Since these religious hymns were also 

(and perhaps even prominently) aimed at people of lower social status, we must assume that 

this culture of issuing documents, signing petitions, and reading inscriptions permeated 

through all layers of Byzantine society. 

We can see, then, that this basic education led to a group of semi-literate people, who 

were able to read and write in its most basic form, but not much more than that. This then 

leads us to ask, what did all these (semi-)literate people read? 

It speaks for itself that the reading material that was mostly in circulation – and was 

usually used in educational settings –, consisted of religious texts (especially the Church 

fathers). However, Cavallo (2006: 4ff) mentions that secular, ancient texts were also an 

essential part of the παίδευσις and were highly esteemed in the intellectual circles. Homer, 

of course, was very often used in a classroom setting; however, there were warnings issued 

against using classical texts, since they were of course pagan by nature (for more on this, 

see: Cavallo 2006: 5). This is reflected in our corpus of book epigrams, where by far the 

majority accompany religious main texts, and those that are written next to antique, pagan 

texts usually compensate for this by exhibiting religious explanations or justifications. 

This high-brow reading material means that the linguistic register that was taught at 

school was the higher-end Greek of Hinterberger’s ‘Literary Koine’ mentioned above. Yet, 

however artificial and standardised this language may have been, it was not static or sterile, 

because it kept on being revitalised and renewed by those who produced it (cf. Cuomo 2017: 

452, who calls it a ‘sociolect sui generis’). This is proven time and again in the DBBE 

corpus, as it exhibits certain indications for language change, all the while maintaining its 

artificial and antique colour. 

 

1.3.2 Reverence for Books 

Bianconi (2006: 15) has already pointed out that Byzantium had established a privileged 

relationship (‘un rapport priviligié’) with the written word, and that it was books, in their 

now canonical form of the parchment codex, that had become prevalent and ‘presque  

obsessive dans la société byzantine et dans son système de representations’. 
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Bernard and Demoen concur and note that: ‘books fulfilled a ceremonial function in the 

holy liturgy and were often put on display’ (2019: 404). Furthermore, as well as being 

objects of study and intense collaboration among intellectuals, they commanded respect and 

brought spiritual enlightenment and edification (2019: 404). 

This near-reverence for books can be partially explained by religious motivations, since 

books were considered to be a materialisation of the Christian Word (Λόγος, see Bernard 

& Demoen 2019: 404). Yet, as well as this spiritual meaning, the more profane fact remains 

that they were also exceptionally expensive and therefore precious (Wilson 1975; Schreiner 

1990: 331–-344; Gamillscheg 1993; Ronconi 2011). In short, books were very important  

in Byzantine culture and were treated with respect. 

However, as I have noted above, the other side of the story, according to Bernard and 

Demoen, is that Byzantines had the habit of inscribing metrical texts upon meaningful 

objects. They mention an interesting anecdote from a letter by John Tzetzes (Ep. 479),  ), 

who tells the story of how he had to intervene in a conflict, caused by a young man who 

had written iambs on an official tax document, foolishly trying to boast his intelligence, and 

leading to the official’s refusal to sign the document. This anecdote goes to show that 

inscriptions were very common on certain important objects (though not all, as the young 

man in question discovered), and that there were many literate and semi-literate scribes who 

wanted to display their wit in this way. Taking together the importance of books on the one 

hand, and the Byzantine habit to inscribe epigrams upon meaningful objects on the other, it 

is ‘only natural that the book epigram is a frequent and prominent genre in Byzantium’ 

(Bernard and Demoen 2019: 404).   

 

1.3.3 Reading Out Loud 

A final important aspect to Byzantine book culture that should be mentioned at this point, 

is the fact that books were not read silently and individually, as we are used to today. 

Instead, texts were usually read out loud: “La lecture à Byzance est dominée par la voix” 

(Cavallo 2006: 7, cf. Hunger 1989: 125 and Bernard 2018: 38). As I have already 

mentioned, one of the main points of the earliest Byzantine education was learning to read 

out loud. Indeed, much of the interpretation or meaning of a text depended on its 

pronunciation. For the Byzantines, a text only came to life when it was being used, which, 

as Lauxtermann (2003: 56) notes, means its ‘rhythm does not exist on paper’, rather, ‘it 

comes to life only when it is heard’. This is even more so for metrical texts, which 

Lauxtermann refers to as ‘Ohrenpoesie’, i.e. ‘poetry for the ears’ (2019: 284). 

One of the reasons why we know that the Byzantines read their texts out loud is through 

the analysis of the punctuation used in Byzantine manuscripts. Punctuation itself served 

 

                                           
9   Edition: Leone (1972). 
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many purposes, but one was to indicate where to breathe and how to inflect the voice 

(Bernard 2014: 76ff; see Reinsch 2008). As Cavallo has noted:  

“… une analyse de la punctuation autographe ou transmise … a mis en évidence 

qu’elle [la langue écrite] répondait à un système adapté aux modulations de la voix et 

donc á l’écoute, et non pas á une lecture silencieuse ou visuelle.”  (2006: 47) 

Within the DBBE corpus, it is common for a punctuation mark to occur within the verse, 

as well as at the end, to indicate the caesura or another break in pronunciation. The following 

example is from the late 11th to early 12th century, and refers to the evangelist John:   

 
 

(1) Βροντῆς τὸν υ(ἱὸ)ν. τίς βροτῶν μὴ θαυμάση· 

ἀεὶ γὰρ οὗτος, ὡς ἐν ἀρχῆ τὸν λόγον· 

τῶ πατρὶ δεικνὺς, καὶ πρὶν οὐσιωμένον· 

πάλιν τὸν αὐτὸν, γηγενὴ πεφηνότα· 

τρανοῖ θεουργὸν, κ(αὶ) παθητὸν σαρκίω: 

(DBBE 16981, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. Gr. 756, f. 237r) 

 

Which mortal does not admire the son of thunder?  

Because he shows that the Word, as in the beginning,  

Was also earlier one being with the father,  

And then clarifies again that this Word became earthbound,  

A miracle worker and able to suffer in the flesh.  

 

While we see that the verse end is consistently indicated by a τελεία, a high dot, the 

caesura exhibits a ὑποστιγμή (a low dot or comma). I will further analyse what these 

different types of punctuation stand for in 4.8, but for now it is clear that this punctuation 

does not (only) separate sentences or clauses from one another; rather, it serves an additional 

purpose, related to the pronunciation of the metre.10 What is more, the punctuation is often 

also a reflection of the cognitive templates by which the scribe experienced the rhythm in 

his text, as Bernard puts it (2018: 25), or even the unintentional result of reciting verses 

while they were being transcribed (2018: 29). This proves that the Byzantines were very 

 

                                           
10 For an overview on punctuation and accentuation in Byzantine manuscripts, see Giannouli 2011.  
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conscious about the rhythmical patterns of their texts, but also that these verses were meant 

to be read out loud – albeit that they are written down.  

 

In conclusion to this very brief background survey of Byzantine book culture, we can 

say that the written text held a very special place in Byzantine society, leading to the large 

number of book epigrams we find in the DBBE. Moreover, the Byzantine audience was 

larger than the reading audience in the west, as literacy rates were fairly high. Additionally, 

the fact that these texts were meant to be read out loud is meaningful, as will be explored 

later in this dissertation. All of this paints a very clear picture of a bibliophile society (see 

Grünbart 2004), where book epigrams were very much the centre of attention, despite being 

what we might call poetry from the margins. 

 

 

 

1.4 The Byzantine Metres 
 

The fourth important background aspect of this thesis pertains to the Byzantine metres. In 

the following I will first offer an overview of the relevant scholarship to date, before looking 

at their characteristic qualities. This includes acknowledging the two categories of 

quantitative and isosyllabic metres and a note that the language used in isosyllabic metres 

is quite different from the language in quantitative metres. I will then consider the varying 

roles of the caesura, the accent, prosody, pure iambs, and octo- and heptasyllables. 

 

1.4.1 Scholarship on the Byzantine Metres 

To begin, we should acknowledge the fact that the Byzantine marginalisation of and 

silence on their own metres is very striking and certainly hampers research on the metres of 

this period (Lauxtermann 1998: 12–-13;, Valiavitcharska 2013: 16; Bernard 2014: 213 ff & 

2018: 14). The Byzantine metricians wrote deploringly little about their own metres and did 

not mention, for instance, the Binnenschluß or accent regulation of their isosyllabic metres 

at all, since their sole interest seemed to lie in classical prosody. This makes some sense, 

considering that this was the part that metrical students would have to study most 

thoroughly, because the prosody was long lost to the Byzantine ear and did no longer not 

caome naturally anymore (see Lauxtermann 1998: 10–11).   

The earliest Byzantine metricians (Elias Monachos and the Anonymous Metrician, both 

9th century) mention only four metres: dactyls (hexameters), elegiacs, iambs, and 
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anacreontics under the header ‘τὰ πολιτευόμενα μέτρα’11 (Lauxtermann 1998: 12). The 

iambs are described as though they are still the classical iambic trimeter, but the examples 

that are cited are usually Byzantine authors who wrote in early dodecasyllables. This 

tendency continued into the later Byzantine period. Michael Psellos (Poem. 6)12 advises his 

students to fill their iambic trimeters with spondees, which was an automatic consequence 

of the fact that the Byzantines no longer allowed resolutions (where two short prosodic units 

replace one long one). In effect, he was thus advising his students to write dodecasyllables, 

but was still invariably treating them as though they are iambic trimeters (Bernard 2014: 

216). 

On the other hand, political verses are never mentioned by any metrician and were mostly 

not even considered to be a metre at all. A remarkable exception is this marginal note to a 

hymn by Symeon the New Theologian (Hörandner 1995: 285): 

 

Οὗτοι εἰσὶν στίχοι πολιτικοί, τῶν δὲ πολιτικῶν στίχων οἱ μὲν εἰσι πεντεκαιδεκασύλλαβοι, οἱ δὲ 

δωδεκασύλλαβοι˙ ἐν τούτοις τοίνυν τοῖς πολιτικοῖς στίχοις οὐ χρὴ ζητεῖν π[ό]δας σπονδείους τ[ε καὶ] 

ἰάμβους καὶ πυρριχίους, ἀλλὰ μόνον τὸ εὔρυθμον τοῦ λ[όγ]ου καὶ τὸ ὀρθὸν ἔν τε συντάξει καὶ τῇ 

συνεπομένῃ ἄλλῃ τῷ πεζῷ λόγῳ ἀκολουθίᾳ 

 

These are the political verses, some of the political verses are decapentasyllables, but others are 

dodecasyllables. Now in these political verses you must not look for spondaic or iambic or pyrrhic 

feet, but only for the good rhythm of the words and the right order in the arrangement and the sequence 

of words in other respects more in accordance with prose. 

 

In other words, the political verse is indeed called a στίχος, i.e. a verse, but it is 

fundamentally akin to the πεζός λόγος, i.e. prose, with τὸ εὔρθυμον, a certain ‘good 

rhythm’, forming its very core. John Mauropous famously calls the political verse an 

‘unmetrical metre’ in one of his epigrams: μέτρον δ’ ἄμετρον οὐδαμῶς μέτρον (Epigram 

34.5). Maximus Planudes follows this sentiment later on in his grammatical treatise Περὶ 

γραμματικῆς διάλογος (Jeffreys 1974).13 Because of all this, more information about the 

production of Byzantine metrics can be gained from Byzantine orators than from metricians 

(Valiavitcharska 2013; Lauxtermann 2019).  

Compounding this marginalisation by the Byzantines, later research on the Byzantine 

metres for the sake of the Byzantine metres themselves, without comparison with 

predecessors or successors, has only recently made a meaningful beginning. This is because, 

for a long time, Byzantine metre was deemed to be inferior to classical metre. Krumbacher, 

for instance, considered Byzantine poetry to be completely worthless, writing that poetry in 

 

                                           
11 ‘The metres that are still in current use’. 
12   Edition: Westerink (1992). 
13 Bachmann (1828): 3–101.  
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the true sense of the word (‘im wahren Sinne des Wortes’) was not known to the Byzantines 

and never existed among them (18972: 639). This opinion was shared with many of his 

contemporary scholars. Hilberg (1886: 291–308, see Lauxtermann 2019: 266) classified 

Greek poets into three categories: the classics, the epigones (i.e. the Byzantine authors that 

did a ‘decent’ job of producing antique metre), and the ‘blundering idiots’ who butchered 

the classical metre. The dodecasyllable, for instance, was often done away with as a 

simplified derivative of the more eloquent iambic trimeter and the political verse was mostly 

studied from a Modern Greek perspective and considered of an entirely different calibre 

from the classical metres.14  

 

Moving forward to the 20th and 21st centuries, Paul Maas (1903) instigated the examination 

of the Byzantine metres, with much of the later work undertaken by Jeffreys (1974), 

Mackridge (1990), Lauxtermann (1998, 1999, 2019), Rhoby (2011), and Bernard (2018). 

Most of the research concerning the dodecasyllable focuses on the development from the 

(post)classical iambic trimeter to its Byzantine counterpart and especially on the loss of 

prosody and the obligatory penultimate stress pattern at the end of the verse (Maas 1903; 

Rhoby 2011). The strong inner caesura (or Binnenschluß, as Maas called it) has not received 

much attention and thus the colometry of this metre has rarely been investigated, the main 

exception being Lauxtermann (1999 & 2019). Research concerning the political verse, on 

the other hand, has concentrated on its origin as a composite verse (Hörandner 1995: 280ff; 

Jeffreys 1974; Lauxtermann 1999); that is, as a combination of an octosyllable and a 

heptasyllable, which explains the fixed caesura after the eighth syllable.  

Despite these studies, little to no work has been done on other Byzantine metres, 

such as the hexameter, elegiac, or anacreontic. The main exceptions to this are Jeffreys 

(2019) on the hexameter and Lauxtermann (2019) on all Byzantine metres. For a more 

detailed description of Byzantine metre, I therefore refer to this latter survey study.  

Byzantine scholars should not, however, fall into the same pitfall as the Byzantine 

metricians did. For too long the study of Byzantine metre has been focused solely on 

prosody, and while this is an interesting subject in itself, it does not reflect the mechanisms 

and characteristics of Byzantine metre at all, since it leaves out, for instance, the function 

of rhythm (εὐρυθμία, see Lauxtermann 1998 and the scholion cited above), which was a 

vital and central part of Byzantine verses. However, the lack of contemporary information 

about Byzantine metres compels us to discover much of the norms and rules for these metres 

 

                                           
14 For more about political verse, see Jeffreys (2014).   
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from empirical research of corpora, rather than from contemporary meta-studies. It is this 

gap that this dissertation will focus on.  

1.4.2 The Qualities of Byzantine Metres  

Drawing on this background research, I will now identify key aspects of the Byzantine 

metres. I will first note the two categories of quantitative and isosyllabic metres and 

comment on their different language. I will then consider the varying roles of the caesura, 

the accent, prosody, pure iambs, and octo- and heptasyllables. 

 

Quantitative and Isosyllabic Metres 

In general, we can subdivide the metres used in Byzantine texts into two categories: 

quantitative and isosyllabic metres. Hörandner (1995) and Lauxtermann (2003: 131) 

recognise a tipping point around the year 600 A.D., where isosyllabic metres began to be 

more prevalent. Quantitative metres (including hexameter and elegiac15) are of less 

importance for this dissertation, and so I will here concentrate on introducing isosyllabic 

metres. 

   

Isosyllabic or accentual metres are metres that are much more typical for the Byzantine 

period and are not (primarily) based on a linguistic characteristic that had disappeared 

centuries before; that is, the distinction between long and short syllables which is intimately 

connected with the loss of vowel-length distinctions and the associated shift from a pitch to 

a stress accent (Horrocks 2010: 160 ff). The iambic pattern, which lies at the basis of the 

dodecasyllable,16 has always been considered to stand more closely to spoken language than 

other metres (see Arist. Po. 1449a 24–29), so it is maybe no surprise that the dodecasyllable 

has turned out to be the most popular metre for Byzantine book epigrams. Generally 

speaking, our corpus contains verses of twelve syllables (the dodecasyllable) or fifteen 

syllables (the political verse),17 both of which are considered to be isosyllabic. Isosyllabic 

metres are sometimes also called ‘accentual’ or ‘isometric’ instead. 

The language used in isosyllabic metres is quite different from the language in 

quantitative metres. Since the isosyllabic metres generally do not require as high an 

education as the quantitative ones (one basically only needs to be able to write and count), 

 

                                           
15 Hexameters and elegiacs respectively take up 23% and 3.5% of the epigrams in the DBBE. 
16 On the history of the Byzantine dodecasyllable see Lauxtermann (2019: 288-291). 
17 In the DBBE, 70% of the epigrams are written in dodecasyllables, while 2.6% are political verses. This 

does not take into account, however, the many book epigrams that contain a mixture of metres, but that almost 

always also contain at least one of these two metres.  
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less-educated scribes could and did produce such verses. The language is therefore not as 

artificial and archaic, while still maintaining some classicising characteristics. However, as 

Hinterberger has observed, ‘the vocabulary of the dodecasyllable ranges from highly 

classicizing to koine, while in terms of morphology it is more consistently classicizing. The 

language of the politikos stichos stretches from koine to the vernacular’ (2019: 40). 

The language used in dodecasyllables seems to reflect a more widely spoken Koine 

Greek, which was accessible to more classes of the population than the archaic Greek of the 

hexameter. Returning to the ‘Schriftkoine’ (2006) or ‘literary Koine’ (2014) mentioned 

above, Hinterberger defines the Byzantine Koine as texts that avoid both outdated (archaic) 

characteristics as well as modern language (2019: 39). He also warns against seeing the 

Byzantine use of vocabulary or morphology as ‘faulty’, instead emphasising that ‘in 

principle the language of Byzantine poetry is of course “correct”’ (2019: 41) since it is 

merely based on and not equated with archaic language use.  

However, not all isosyllabic epigrams exhibit the same linguistic register. Within the 

dodecasyllables we see a rather large range, from very classicising to a more or less 

‘vernaculising’ language.18 This contrast is demonstrated in the following examples, the 

first (2 a) of which is a 15th-century epigram that contains words like ᾆσμα, μελωδέει, 

φέριστος and Δαμασκόθεν, which suggest more archaic language. A second example (2 b) 

from the 13th century not only exhibits words that are much simpler but is also witness to 

numerous orthographical errors and abbreviations. A third example (2 c) is an epigram in 

political verse from the 15th century, exhibiting more vernacular characteristics such as 

στὸν/στήν, δεν, νά, μέ, and τώρα (written as τόρα). Additionally, τίβοτες instead τίποτες 

suggests a certain influence from spoken language.  

 

(2) a.  Πρώτιστον ᾆσμα τῷ θεῷ μελωδέει 

λύσαντι τὰς κλεῖς τῶν νεκρῶν καὶ τὰς πέδας 

Ἰωάννης φέριστος ἐκ Δαμασκόθεν, 

οὗ πᾶσιν ἀνάστασιν ἡ χάρις λέγει. 

(DBBE 21860, Athos, Monè Ibèron 159, f. 64r) 

 

Ioannes, the best from Damascus,  

sings the very first song to God,  

Who loosens the bars and shackles of the dead,  

Of whose resurrection the grace talks to everyone.  

 

 

 

                                           
18 For more about register in Byzantine learned texts, see Hinterberger (2014).  
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b.  ὧσπερ ξένη χέροντες, ἡδῆν π(ατ)ρίδα· 

καὶ η θαλατ(τέ)βοντες του ευρῆν λημέ(νας?). 

οῦτος καὶ ἡ γράφοντες εὔρην βηβλῆου τελος. 

(DBBE 17726, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana Vat. gr. 169, f. 100v) 

 

Just like strangers rejoice in seeing their fatherland, 

And those at sea in finding a harbour,  

So do writers in finding the end of their book.  

 

c.  Τὰ δύο βιβλία τοῦ Μωϋσῆ· τόρα ξετελειοθῆκα.  

στὸν τόπον αὐτὸν τὸν ἔρχησα· τίβοτες δεν ἀφῆκα :  

Γεωργίτζη Χούμνος μὲ σπουδή ἐβάλθηκεν νὰ γράψη.  

Στὴν γένεσιν καὶ ἔξοδον· σε ῥῆμαν νὰ τὴν τάξιν. 

(DBBE 20928, London, British Library Add. 40724, f. 137v) 

 

The two books of Moses are now ready  

in the place where I started [them], I left nothing out.  

Georgitzis Choumnos set out to write [them] with zeal  

and to turn Genesis and Exodus into rhyme.19 

 

These three examples illustrate the broad spectrum in register that occurs in isosyllabic book 

epigrams, which can go from a more ‘epic’ language all the way to vernacular language.  

 

Caesura 

Apart from their isosyllaby, an equally important, if not vital, characteristic is the metrical 

pause or caesura that prosodically breaks the verse into two parts. For reasons of clarity and 

custom, I still use the term ‘caesura’ in this dissertation, but it must be noted that this is not 

exactly the same kind of caesura as in quantitative metres and has been variously labelled 

by scholars. For instance, Maas (1903) calls the inner caesura in the dodecasyllable 

Binnenschluß, as he correctly believes the nature of the dodecasyllabic pause to be different 

from the caesura in prosodic metres. Indeed, in classical Greek the caesura is simply a place 

in the verse where a word can end, without entirely disrupting the synapheia of the verse.20 

In isosyllabic poetry, however, the caesura completely breaks up the verse in every sense 

and leaves us with two hemistichs or half-verses (Maas 1903; Janse 2012). Bernard (2018: 

28) instead suggests the term ‘internal verse pause’ for these same reasons. Using yet 

another term, West (1982: 5f.) calls the caesura a ‘regular word end’, which often coincides 

 

                                           
19 Translation corrected by Marc Lauxtermann.  
20 For alternative conceptions of the caesura in quantitative metres such as the hexameter see Bakker (1990, 

1997) and Janse (1998, 2012, 2020). 
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with a ‘frequent syntactic division’, which is how we can identify them: as a place between 

two words where the syntactic sentence frequently ends.  

Finally, Lauxtermann (2019: 353) defines the caesura as ‘a medium pause in Byzantine 

isometric poetry’ that is ‘not as strong as line end, but it comes close, especially in political 

verse and the paired octosyllable where internal enjambment is generally avoided.’ He also 

points to the absolute and fundamental importance of the caesura in isosyllabic metres, by 

stating that these metres are not even recognisable as verse without the caesura 

(Lauxtermann 2019: 315, see also West 1982: 35). Lauxtermann (2019) uses the 

abbreviation ‘C’ followed by the number of syllables that precede the caesura to indicate 

them in his examples (e.g., C5 or C7). This is the practice I will follow in this dissertation.  

In general, we can clearly see that the caesura is an essential aspect of Byzantine 

poetry, which is why it will also take centre stage in Chapter 4 of this text. The two resulting 

hemistichs of the verse, the cola, will receive further detailed attention in Chapter 3.21  

 

Accent 

Isosyllabic verse types also have a stress accent that is regulated to some extent, which is 

the reason why they are sometimes also called ‘accentual metres’. In both the 

dodecasyllable and political verse, the stress is always on the paenultimate syllable of the 

verse. What is more, the accent on the seventh syllable of the dodecasyllable is usually 

avoided whenever the caesura is on C7, and the accent on the third syllable tends to be 

avoided whenever the caesura is on C5 (Bernard 2018: 14). Additionally, in political verse, 

we also have an antepaenultimate or ultimate stress immediately preceding the caesura. As 

such, we could say that one of the differences between quantitative and isosyllabic metres 

is that the latter rely heavily on the word accent, whilst this is of no importance in the former. 

However, the accentual pattern is still merely secondary to the isosyllaby.22 

 

Prosody 

It is important to note that many dodecasyllables (but never political verses) also exhibit a 

certain quantitative prosody. E. Jeffreys has explained that Byzantine verse composition 

used two different approaches to metre, which could be applied separately or together: these 

are the prosodic, ‘which respected the ancient vowel quantities’, and the accentual, ‘which 

used the stress patterns of normal speech’ (2019: 95). Indeed, we find an iambic pattern in 

many of the higher register book epigrams (x-˘-x-˘-x-˘x, see Lauxtermann 2019: 269), but 

 

                                           
21 For more about the Aristotelean concept of the ‘period’ in relation to the colon, see Fowler (1982) and 

Innes (1994).  
22 Lauxtermann (2019: 319): ‘In late antique poetry, isosyllaby comes first; stress regulation, second.’   
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this was a feature that only had a visual effect, since this would no longer be recognised as 

a pattern by the ear, and even then it was only understandable for the trained and highly 

educated eye. Lauxtermann corroborates this:  

 

Prosody was a badge of honour for Byzantine poets: though they were unable to hear the 

difference between long and short syllables, most of them did their utmost to write 

prosodically faultless verses. Some were very good at it, but no poet after late Late Antiquity, 

which ends with the reign of Herakleios, produced verses without at least some metrical 

‘mistakes’. (Lauxtermann 2019: 267) 

 

It thus was a display of literacy, a game only visible on parchment (Maas 1903; Bernard 

2014); hence, Lauxtermann (2019: 284) calls it ‘Augenpoesie’.  

In the DBBE corpus of book epigrams, 70% of all dodecasyllabic epigrams are also 

prosodically iambic.23 This is a fairly large portion, even if it is not 100%. However, a 

considerable portion of my corpus are epigrams that do not seem to consider the prosody, 

but the metre is otherwise perfectly correct.24 However, we should bear Lauxtermann’s 

cautioning comments in mind, as he suggests that because it was not the poet’s intention to 

‘compose prosodic iambics, ionics and hemiambs in the first place’, we cannot ‘fault these 

poems for being unprosodic’ (2019: 271).25  

 

Pure Iambs 

It is interesting to note in this respect that the term ‘dodecasyllable’ is a modern one and 

that no Byzantine ever referred to this metre as such (Rhoby 2011: 118 ff.). They instead 

called it ἴαμβος or ἰαμβικὸς στίχος, without making any distinction with classical iambs. 

An interesting illustration of this is Psellos, who compares the iambs of Pisides with those 

of Euripides, thus blissfully ignoring the fact that they are not using the same iambs at all 

(Lauxtermann 1998: 28 ff.). The grammarian Aristonicus (1st c. B.C.) was the first to use 

the word δωδεκασύλλαβος, not to denote what we now call a dodecasyllable, however, but 

referring to an Iliadic hexameter that was built out of six spondees (and thus effectively 

consisted of twelve syllables).26 The first time the term was used to denote an iambic 

 

                                           
23 Of the 3,534 dodecasyllabic epigrams in the corpus, 2,472 are prosodically iambic.  
24 Lauxtermann (2019) mentions six genres where the unprosodic dodecasyllable was often used after Pisides 

established it: verse inscriptions, gnomic epigrams, fables, entertaining tales, religious poetry, and book 

epigrams. It is therefore certainly no surprise that a large portion of our corpus contains unprosodic verses.  
25 He goes on to note that this ‘is a bit like blaming cubist painters for not being more realistic, or atonal 

composers for not adopting the harmonies of late romanticism’. 
26 Edition: Friedländer (19652).  
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trimeter was in a late Byzantine appendix to the Hippiatrica, dating from the 14th-century.27 

Here it was used in a very similar way to how it was used by Aristonicus; that is, to indicate 

an iambic verse that happens to have twelve syllables because it has no resolutions.28 In no 

way did it therefore systematically refer to an entire metre. The first to use the term 

dodecasyllable in the modern, encompassing sense, was Paul Maas (1903).  

Lauxtermann (1998), however, states that the Byzantines did have a specific way of 

denoting their dodecasyllables; that is, with the term καθαρὸς ἴαμβος, ‘pure iamb’. Its 

origins lie with George Pisides (Rhoby 2011: 118 ff.), who was the first to consistently 

avoid resolutions (and therefore make each verse twelve syllables) and to make the ends of 

his verse paroxytonic. As such, Pisides is often considered to be the ‘father’ of the Byzantine 

dodecasyllable. Furthermore, it is because of the fact that these iambs had no resolutions 

that the Byzantines called them καθαρός—as opposed to other iambs that did still have 

resolutions. According to Lauxtermann (1998: 16-19), this does not suggest that they 

considered it to be a metre sui generi, but merely a specific kind of iamb, whilst at the same 

time ensuring clear continuity with ancient tradition.  

 

Octo- and Heptasyllables 

As well as the dodecasyllable and political verse, my corpus also contains an isosyllabic 

metre that Lauxtermann (1999: 14–15) has called the ‘octosyllable’, in line with the term 

‘dodecasyllable’. Byzantine metricians and many contemporary scholars have called this 

metre ‘anacreontic’, but the fact is that it has very little to do with ancient anacreontics and 

has simply become an isosyllabic metre instead. Lauxtermann (2019: 371ff) mentions that 

the only real difference between an anacreontic and an octosyllable is the fact that 

anacreontics are prosodic, while octosyllables are not. Calling octosyllables ‘anacreontics’ 

is therefore equally as anachronistic as calling dodecasyllables ‘iambic trimeters’.29  

Few octosyllables occur in the DBBE, though we have some, such as the following 

example in a psalterium from the year 1346.  

 

(5)      ·:· νέω λαῶ χ(ριστὸ)ς λέγει.  

παρανομίας προτέρου:-30 

(DBBE 23339, Athos, Monè Ibèron 1364, f. 126r) 

 

 

                                           
27 Edition: Oder and Hoppe (19712).   
28 A resolution is when, in quantitative metre, one long syllable could be replaced by two shorter ones. 
29 There are some quantitative anacreontics written in the Byzantine period, as is illustrated in the so-called 

Anthologia Barberina (see Lauxtermann 2003). However, these do not occur in our corpus of Byzantine book 

epigrams and they are very sparse in the rest of Byzantine literature as well.  
30 Other examples are DBBE 938, 4770, 7270, and 8934.  
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Christ speaks to the young people  

Of earlier transgression 

 

We also find some heptasyllables in the DBBE. These are poems with seven-syllable verses, 

such as the following 15th-century epigram that functions as a probatio calami. 

 

(6)      + ἄρξου χείρ μου ἀγαθή· 

γράφε γράματα καλὰ· 

μι δαρρεῖς καὶ λοιποιθης· 

(καὶ) εἰς τὸν φόρον ἐντραπης· 

(DBBE 24891, Vatican City, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1717, f. 133v)  

 

Begin, good hand of mine, 

write beautiful letters, 

so you are not beaten and hurt. 

and later feel regret. 31  

 

Example 6 is one of the many occurrences of this type in the DBBE (34, to be precise) that 

all exhibit more or less the same verses and the same words. Additionally, note that in the 

last verse of this example, the line is eight syllables again instead of seven.  

These octo- and heptasyllables not only occur in book epigrams, but also exist in other 

Byzantine epigrams, as is mentioned by Rhoby (2010b: 317). He cites a dedicatory 

inscription found in a church in Macedonia, where one line in the otherwise dodecasyllabic 

epigram suddenly displays eight syllables instead. Thus, he argues, it is ‘not a mutilated 

dodecasyllable but an intentionally placed octosyllable’, composed especially so to fit in 

the physical space, which did not allow this particular verse to be any longer. Our epigrams 

do not have this limited space as a reason for eight- or seven-syllable verses; rather, they 

must have been intentionally composed this way.   

Lauxtermann (2019: 290) mentions that octosyllables occur as early as Late Antiquity. 

They are very interesting case studies, because they basically consist of the same eight 

syllables as the first part of a political verse, and they are often paired in twos (Lauxtermann 

1999: 45 ff., 2019: 371–372). This suggests that there is some connection between the 

existence of octosyllables and the emergence of political verses; it also corroborates the fact 

that the half-verse or colon is a ‘self-contained syntactical and logical unit’ (Lauxtermann 

1998: 21) that could operate on its own to a certain extent.  

Additionally, as we will see, the pairing of two shorter verse types, or ταίρισμα 

(Mackridge 1990), is a fundamental concept in understanding Byzantine metrics. As 

Lauxtermann puts it: ‘Pairing is in fact a characteristic feature of practically all the instances 

 

                                           
31 Translation by Maria Tomadaki, Lev Shadrin, and Floris Bernard (https://dbbe.ugent.be/types/5030, last 

accessed 15/01/2021).  

https://dbbe.ugent.be/types/5030
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of accentual poetry from the fourth through the tenth centuries’ (1999: 51). This explains 

the emergence of the political verse as a pairing of an octo- and a heptasyllable. The 

principle of pairing therefore suggests that the production of any verse is the result of a 

cognitive process that combines cola into a larger verse type, and it can also help explain 

the occurrence of deviating verse types within an otherwise-standard metrical text. I will 

offer more detail on this in Chapter 4. 

  

1.5 Summary 

 

In short, we can safely say that the Byzantine metrical system is a very diverse landscape. 

With book epigrams, a large part of this variety is captured within one corpus. In what 

follows, I will focus especially on the dodecasyllabic epigrams within this wide range, and 

provide some more insight in and a better understanding of the cognitive production and 

functioning of this metre within my set of texts. Essentially, I have studied the intrinsic 

qualities of the dodecasyllable, without much focus on the origins or later emanations 

thereof.  

Having now established the necessary background context and the need for corpus-

driven analysis, as we will see in Chapter 2, a modern approach to these medieval metres 

can help us understand them in a more profound way. 
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Chapter 2. 

Theoretical Framework 

 

 

 

In Chapter 1 I introduced the properties of the Byzantine metres, as this was necessary 

before I can outline the key theoretical framework used in this thesis. Having set up this 

background, in this chapter I will explore the concept of information units (IUs) in the 

context of the theory of information structure. I will then focus on introducing discourse 

markers and particles, since these will later be a key indicator of information structure. This 

chapter thereby seeks to outline the theoretical framework that I will later employ in my 

analysis of the corpus of Byzantine book epigrams.  

2.1 Information Units 

In this first section of my theoretical framework, I will cover the concept of information 

units (IUs), drawing from the field of cognitive linguistics, in order to come to a basic 

understanding of what they are and how we can recognize them. First I will cover the state 

of scholarschip on information units, before looking at their characteristics, which include 

prosody, semantics, syntax and parataxis.  

 

2.1.1 Scholarship on Information Structure and Information Units 

The theory of information structure belongs to functional or cognitive linguistics and studies 

spontaneous data in their natural context (Féry & Ishirhara 2019). A related term is therefore 

pragmatics (Soltic 2015: 39), which Mey (1998b: 724, see Scheppers 2011: xii) has defined 

as ‘the study of language in a human context of use’. Slings has also asserted that it ‘focuses 
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on the rules and tendencies of language as a function of communication’ (1992: 95). As 

such, both information structure and pragmatics centre on the study of ‘real’ live language, 

strongly anchored in the context of use, but they also centre on the ‘structuring of 

information’ and ‘information packaging’ (Chafe 1976).32 This is where the concept of 

information units apply. Indeed, as Soltic (2015: 40) has already pointed out, the 

information unit is ‘now the standard unit of analysis in most [information structure]-based 

studies’. 

In this dissertation, I will not go deeply into the different studies and concepts that 

belong to the theory of information structure, since it has already been called a 

‘terminological minefield’ (Hedberg 2006: 105). There is also already an immense amount 

of secondary literature on this subject, which would be too much to include here or in any 

PhD research in general. Moreover, this dissertation seeks to research Byzantine book 

epigrams, rather than to fine-tune a theoretical framework. In my opinion, theory should 

serve practice and not the other way around.  

What I can say, though, is that as a subfield of information structure and pragmatic 

studies, the concept of information units lends itself perfectly to my research purpose. It has 

been extensively studied, with one of its main pioneers being Wallace Chafe, whose work 

is still relevant today.33 Despite later research on Ancient Greek,34 Chafe is still an important 

and interesting starting point, especially because, as Krifka has noted, ‘in his seminal paper 

on notions of IS of 1976, Chafe introduced the notion of packaging of the information 

conveyed in an utterance that, to my mind, still provides useful guidance for our 

understanding of IS’ (2006: 2). 

What does the concept of information units refer to? At its core, language is a system 

of communication designed to organise thought and information (Chafe 2018: 130). The 

flow of information in a discourse can be seen as coextensive with the flow of thought a 

speaker wants to share with their interlocutor(s). According to Chafe (2018: 1, 20), the flow 

of thought runs parallel with the flow of consciousness in the mind of the speaker. The focus 

of consciousness changes rapidly, as thoughts flow through consciousness, ‘its transient 

quality reflected in an obvious way in language, where the idea of an event or state is 

typically expressed for only a second or two before the speaker moves on’ (Chafe 2018: 

35). In spoken language, ‘a minimal thought is usually coextensive with a single intonation 

unit’ (2018: 62), intonation units being defined as ‘a sequence of words combined under a 

 

                                           
32 Cf. Chafe (1996: 53-186; 2018: 23-67). 
33 In particular Chafe (1976, 1980, 1982, 1987, 1988, 1993, 1994, 1996, 1998, 2001, 2018). 
34 Cf. Bakker (1990, 1991a, 1991b, 1993, 1997), Janse (1991, 1993, 1998a, 2012, 2020), Slings (1992, 1997, 

2002, 2020), Scheppers (2011). 
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single, coherent intonation contour, usually preceded by a pause’ (Chafe 1987: 22). In short, 

intonation units are the short ‘chunks’ out of which spoken speech is built up. This functions 

primarily on a cognitive level and is connected to our short-term memory, which can only 

focus on approximately seven words at a time (Miller 1956, see Chafe 1987: 22 and Bakker 

1997a: 47). 

However, there is no uniform name for the concept in scientific literature. These units 

have been variously called sentence segments (Janse 1991, 1993a), intonation groups 

(Cruttenden 19972), intonation(al) phrases (Selkirk 1984; Nespor & Vogel 1986), and tone 

units (Crystal 1975; Brazil 19972). Chafe has called them spurts of vocalisation (Chafe 

1987: 1), but in earlier publications has also referred to intonation units or idea units (1994: 

53–70; 2018: 57–66), the former obviously referring to the form, the latter to the content of 

such verbalised minimal thoughts (see Chafe 2018: 61–62 on ‘ideas and their types’). Slings 

(1999: 62), however, settled on the term information unit for so-called dead languages—

such as Ancient and Medieval Greek—a term he borrowed from Halliday (1985: 273–277), 

who had also called them tone groups. As both terms represent two sides of the same coin, 

I will henceforth use the abbreviation IU (plural IUs) to refer to the ‘intonation/information 

unit’, thus emphasising the inseparable connection of the form and content of such units.  

As hinted at above with Slings’ study of ‘dead’ languages, IUs have been studied 

beyond spoken English. For instance, Chafe also successfully applied this theory to Seneca 

(a native American language) and other researchers administered the concept to a host of 

other languages: Japanese (Clancy, Suzuki, Tao, & Thompson 1996; Iwasaki 1993; 

Matsumoto 2000 & 2003), Chinese Mandarin (Tao 1996), Taiwanese Mandarin (Tseng 

2006 & 2008), Thai (Iwasaki 1996), Korean (Kim 1999), Finnish (Helasvuo 2001), Hebrew 

(Amir, Silber-Varod, & Izre’el 2004; Izre’el 2005), and Sasak (Wouk 2008). This seems to 

suggest at least some universality for the phenomenon, and as Chafe has observed, ‘it 

appears to be true of all languages that the flow of spontaneous speech can be segmented 

into intonation units of this kind’ (2018: 58; see Chafe 1987, 1994).   

Yet this wide applicability of IU study extends even beyond spoken languages, as it 

has also been applied to fundamentally written languages. Janse (1991, 1993, 1998, 2003, 

2012, 2020), Bakker (1990, 1991a, 1991b, 1993, 1997), and Slings (1992, 1997, 2002) have 

successfully administered the theory to the hexameters of Greek Homeric poetry, while 

Soltic (2015) applied it to the language of the medieval romances in political verse. This 

suggests that it is indeed feasible to use the concept of IUs on the written language of 

Byzantine poetic texts. 
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2.1.2 Characteristics of the IU 

What are the exact properties of an IU and how can we recognise one? Chafe mentions that 

globally speaking an IU (‘sentence segment’) consists of approximately four words (Chafe 

1994: 65), which does not yet allow us to determine where an IU begins or ends. Cruttenden 

(19972) mentions three criteria to identify an IU: intonation (a ‘clause-final intonation 

contour’), pause, and syntax. Indeed, he writes that ‘syntactically there is a tendency for 

idea units to consist of a single clause: one verb with whatever accompanying noun phrases 

are associated with it’ (Cruttenden 19972: 14). He also adds that they very often start with 

a conjunction (and, but, so). However, since a pause is basically a part of the intonation, we 

can take these two characteristics together. Soltic additionally distinguishes an extra 

semantic and paratactic dimension to the IU, noting that it ‘has been conceived as a 

prosodic, a semantic and a syntactic unit’ and that ‘it has also been established that IUs tend 

to be linked to each other paratactically’ (2015: 43). Each of these four components will be 

discussed in greater depth in what follows.  

 

Prosody  

As the term intonation unit, which was chosen by Chafe (1987: 22), already suggests, IUs 

are primarily defined based on their prosody or intonation. However, purely phonetically or 

physically, it can be quite hard to identify IUs by ear (Chafe 1994), which is why detailed 

recordings of speech are used to determine several prosodic criteria. These may include 

anacrusis (an unstressed beginning of an IU, followed by a stressed syllable or word),35 a 

change in pitch, a change in duration (lengthening or shortening of sounds, called 

respectively acceleration and deceleration), a change in intensity or loudness, or, most 

importantly, a breathing pause (Cruttenden 19972: 30). Even though the breathing pause is 

neither a necessary nor a fulfilling requirement for an IU, it is a very telling and prominent 

characteristic. As we will see, this characteristic will prove to be important in our 

application of the theory of IUs to Byzantine metre. Another such telling characteristic is 

the terminal pitch contour, which is consistent in IUs (Chafe 1994). This includes a change 

in pitch to signal the end of one IU and therefore the subsequent beginning of a new one.  

 

Semantics 

Another term that Chafe chose for the IU is the idea unit, which reflects the importance of 

semantic unity. Soltic (2015: 43) explains that ‘semantically, an IU usually expresses one 

 

                                           
35 Related to this is the fact that IUs often start with a laryngealisation or ‘fry’ of the voice, meaning with a 

somewhat crackling voice (Chafe 1994).  
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idea and thus also constitutes a sense-unit’. This feeds into the cognitive aspect of the theory 

of IUs, since ‘the short speech units reflect the limited amount of (new) ideas on which our 

mind can consciously focus’ (Soltic 2015: 43) and takes into account the fact that ‘speech 

is inseparable from our consciousness’ (Ong 1982: 9). IUs are easier for speakers to produce 

than complete, elaborate sentences would ever be, because, among other reasons, IUs grant 

speakers more time to structure their thoughts and grant them the opportunity to make 

mistakes and create irregularities without this being registered by the listener.  

 

Syntax 

Bakker (1990: 4) indicated that the spoken discourse of IUs has its own syntax, which is 

very different from written syntax. However, we must not completely discard the traditional 

sentence syntax, since IUs often coincide with syntactical units of this traditional syntax, as 

is stated by Johnstone (20082: 68), who notes that ‘these bursts [IUs] often consist of a 

single grammatical phrase or clause’, and Chafe (1994: 65), who notes that ‘many 

substantive intonation units have the grammatical form of single clauses’. This is not always 

the case, but by far the majority of IUs are also syntactical or grammatical clauses or 

phrases. Chafe (1994) mentions that 60% of IUs are a single clause and also says that 

clauses are in general prototypical IUs (1980: 40). Brown and Yule (1983: 159) say the 

same thing about phrases, while Croft (1995) even claims that 97% of English IUs are 

syntactical units.  

Chafe has also written on this topic in terms of speakers’ intentions, noting that ‘it 

appears that speakers aim at verbalizing a focus of consciousness in the format of a clause, 

although […] they are often forced to spread the clause across several intonation units’ 

(Chafe 1994: 66). This is what Givón (1984: 258–263) means when he writes about the ‘one 

chunk per clause principle’ and what Du Bois (1987: 819) refers to when writing about the 

‘one new argument constraint’. Speakers are restricted to formulating one argument and 

therefore one clause in an IU. This is of course very much connected with the semantic 

unity of the IU since syntax is always ancillary to semantics. According to Chafe, it is 

exactly this convergence of syntax and prosody that suggests that the IU is ‘a unit of some 

importance’ (1994: 139–140).  

 

Parataxis 

IUs never occur in a vacuum but always stand in correlation with the surrounding IUs, thus 

forming a larger utterance. Slings (1999: 73) mentions that there is a simple linear parataxis 

of IUs, with one being simply put after the other, without any clear hierarchy. This is why 

spoken discourse is often referred to as being a stream or flow of words or information. This 

is also the source of Pawley and Syder’s (1983) ‘one clause at a time’ rule, which states that 
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language comes to us in little bits and at a consistent pace,36 strung together like pearls on 

a string. All of this is very much connected to spoken language, because as Fleischman 

points out, ‘one of the most widely recognized features of oral narrative, artistic or 

conversational, is its paratactic organization’ (1985: 862).  

Often, this parataxis happens without any explicit conjunctions, but other times they 

are linked by very simple ones, such as and in English. Chafe (1988: 10) states that in 

English 50% of the connectives between IUs are simply and, and Brown and Yule (1983: 

6) add but, then, and sometimes if to this list. For Homeric hexameters, this seems to be the 

postpositive particle δέ. Additionally, Ong (1982: 36f) mentions the preference for additive 

instead of subordinating structures as a characteristic of oral language, which is 

corroborated by Hofmann (19513: 105), who mentions coordination as the most 

conspicuous feature of spoken language. It is therefore no surprise that IUs are mostly 

connected paratactically with coordinating conjunctions.  

A slightly unrelated, but interesting fact to notice in this regard, is that this parataxis 

of units of meaning is something that is also very prominent in music—mostly classical 

music, but also native American Seneca music (Chafe 1994). As such, IUs unite spoken and 

sung language. This of course ties in with the rhythmical properties of metrical and poetic 

texts as well, which were also ‘performed’ in a certain way.  

As I have mentioned, all of this refers to spoken language, since IUs originated out of 

the observation of oral language, but in my corpus it became very clear that the coordination 

of units by words such as καί (mostly) and δέ (sometimes) is a golden rule. This can be seen 

in example 7, which is a scribe-related epigram from the year 1452.  

 

 

 

(7)  Ἅγιε δα(υὶ)δ, ||C5 προφῆτ(α) τοῦ κ(υρίο)υ· 

Τοῦ γράψαντός σου, ||C5 τὸ παρόντα βιβλίον· 

Μέμνησαι πάντως, ||C5 Τῶν πολλῶν μου σφαλμάτων·  

Τοῦ ταπεινού τε, ||C5 ἀμαρτωλοῦ καὶ θύτου· 

Παπὰ δὲ μάρκου, ||C5 ἐπίκλειν παυλοπούλου·   5 

 

                                           
36 This of course also ties back to the syntactical properties of the IU that were mentioned earlier.  
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Ἔλαβε δὲ τέλος, ||C6 μηνὸς τοῦ ὀκτωβρίου·   

Δὺς δὲ δέκα· ||C4 καὶ δύο τοῦ παρόντος· 

Καὶ τοῦ ἔτους τρέχοντος, ||C7 χιλίους τετρακοσίους· 

Καὶ πεντήκοντα· ||C5 τρέχοντος πρώτου τοῦδε:-37 

(DBBE 21818, Sinaï, Monè tès Hagias Aikaterinès, gr. 27, f. 508r) 

 

Holy David, prophet of the Lord,  

Always remember especially my many errors,  

Me, who has written your book here in front of you,  

Me, the lowly sinner and priest,  

Of Markos Paulopoulos the priest.  

The book was finished in the month of October 

On the twenty-second day 

And of the running year one thousand four hundred 

And fifty, in the first running year thereof.38  

 

Here, we see that the scribe has consistently indicated not only the end of the verse, but also 

the end of the first colon by means of punctuation marks. The repeated presence of δέ and 

καί is striking and can even be seen as an additional indicator of the position of the caesura, 

with δέ always occurring in the second position of a colon, and καί often introducing a new 

clause or word group. The simple parataxis and seemingly repetitious occurrence of 

coordinating connectives is quite common in many Byzantine isosyllabic book epigrams. 

Also note that vv. 6 and 7 are respectively hyper- and hypometrical, which explains the 

strange positioning of their caesurae.  

To summarize, IUs have four prominent properties: they can be recognized by their 

prosody, their semantic and syntactic unity, and their preference for parataxis. Most of these 

characteristics can be compared to Byzantine metre, where the metrical colon is also a unit 

of prosodic, semantic and syntactic unity. Before exploring the resemblance between IUs 

and cola in Chapter 3, I will now first introduce discourse markers (DMs) and particles, 

since they are key indicators of information structure and will play a central role from 

Chapter 4 onwards.  

 

 

                                           
37 DBBE 5676, Sinai, Monè tès hag. Aikaterinès, gr. 27, f. 508r.  
38 This refers to the year 1452, which is corroborated by an extra inscription in lighter ink underneath this 

epigram. Many thanks to Floris Bernard for his help with interpreting this, and with the correction of the 

translation as well. For more about dating in verses, see Rhoby (2015).  
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2.2 Discourse Markers and Particles 

 

Discourse markers (or DMs) and particles are also important concepts in the context of this 

dissertation. Even though DMs are often studied under the banner of information structure, 

it is important to note that the concept also finds its way into other theoretical fields, such 

as generative linguistics, sociolinguistics, and language acquisition (Schourup 1999: 228; 

Soltic 2015: 52). They are essential in structuring information and therefore certainly 

deserve a place in this thesis.  

 

2.2.1 Scholarship on Discourse Markers 

Fischer (2006: 1) notes that it is impossible to find your way in the jungle of publications 

on DMs, which is an indication of how many different definitions exist. As Fraser (1999) 

mentions, there is a multitude of other names given to these words ranging from discourse 

operators over discourse particles to pragmatic markers. Soltic (2015: 52) calls them ‘a 

class of elements which contribute little to the conceptual content of the utterance and thus 

have procedural rather than conceptual meaning’. As such, they are words with little 

tangible meaning; however, far from being meaningless, their meaning is a pragmatic one 

(Schiffrin 1987).39 They endorse the message as a whole and structure it in a comprehensible 

way. Or as Carston (2002: 162) put it: ‘They indicate, guide, constrain or direct the 

inferential phase of comprehension.’ DMs provide processing instructions to the discourse 

rather than semantic content, as they help to process the message by structuring it (Soltic 

2015: 53).  

DMs can include short phrases, such as you know, which more or less stand alone, 

and embedded words that are a fundamental part of the grammatical sentence, such as but 

or μέν and δέ in Greek. Some synonyms for DMs are pragmatic markers, connectives, 

discourse particles, discourse operators, and even mystery particles (Longacre 1976). 

However, Fischer (2006: 5) claims that the term DMs is ‘the most widespread’ and ‘the 

most inclusive’, so this is the one I will adhere to as well.  

 

                                           
39 For more about the distinction between conceptual and procedural meaning, see: Wilson and Sperber 

(1993: 16); Carston (2002: 162); Hall (2007: 153 ff.); Schourup (2011: 2120).  
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Brinton (1966: 33 ff.) mentions two possible subcategories of DMs, since they can 

have two different pragmatic functions: interpersonal and textual (see Fraser 1999). The 

interpersonal function is there to help the listener in understanding the message of the 

speaker and relates very much to the relationship between the two. These include DMs like 

you know and I mean (or, for instance, τοί in Greek). The textual function refers to when 

DMs act as conduits between two segments of the text and signal several sequential 

discourse relationships (Fraser 1990: 387 ff.). Examples of this are words like after all and 

furthermore (some Greek examples of this category are αὖ, μέν, and δέ). It is important to 

note, however, that these two functions always overlap to a certain extent and many scholars 

have agreed that DMs are multifunctional in this way (Matei 2010: 123).  

 

2.2.2 Characteristics of DMs 

In what follows I will describe some of the characteristics attributed to DMs. This will 

include their syntax and prosody, but I will also further highlight a specific subset of DMs: 

so-called ‘filled pauses’.  

 

The Syntax of DMs  

What are DMs made up of, syntactically speaking? DMs are syntactically very diverse, but 

in general it is safe to say that they often originate from adverbs and verbs. Looking at   

adverbs first, we mainly see the grammaticalisation into a DM with temporal adverbs 

(Jiménez Delgado 2013: 33), such as entonces in Spanish (Pons Bordería 1998: 148 ff.; 

Martín-Portolés 1999: 4107) or now and then in English (Schiffrin 1987: 228 ff.). Greek 

examples of such temporal adverbs are ἀεί, αὖθις, εἶτα, and ποτε. Lyavdansky points out 

that ‘the categorial shift from temporal deictic adverb to discourse marker is observed in 

many languages in the world’ (2010: 79) and as such also highlights the importance of 

deictics (such as demonstratives) in this context. Indeed, deictics also have a clear tendency 

to evolve into DMs, since they have a naturally linking function in discourse (Jiménez 

Delgado 2013: 40; Soltic 2015). Of course, temporal adverbs and deictics are often 

overlapping, such as in the case of now and then, which I already mentioned. As for verbs, 

epistemic and reporting verbs are very prone to evolving into DMs (Kaltenböck 2007: 42), 

with examples such as you know (Schiffrin 1987), I think (Aijmer 1997), I know (Brinton 

1996: 212), and several derivatives of the verb to say (Brinton 2008: 73).  

The imperative is especially prone to grammaticalisation (Brinton 2008; Fagard 

2010). A well-known example from Ancient Greek is the grammaticalisation of erstwhile 
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imperatives, such as ἄγε, ἴθι, and φέρε (Zakowski 2018). An example from Modern Greek 

is μαθέ(ς) (Soltic 2015: 57), which is considered to be an adverb (έπίρρημα) in several 

dictionaries (Babiniotis 1998: 1041), and in its original meaning denoted something like 

‘learn!’ although Pring translates it as ‘certainly, apparently; by any chance?’ (Pring 19752: 

115).  

DMs that are short phrases (such as you know) are moreover syntactically 

independent, which means that they are ‘outside’ of the sentence (Fischer 2006: 8). This is 

the reason why they are also often called ‘parentheticals’ (Dehé & Kavalova 2007). As such, 

they form a syntactic unit on their own and we might even go as far as to assume that these 

DMs are often independent IUs. This syntactic independence is also the reason why DMs 

are often found in the initial position in a phrase or clause (Traugott 1995: 6; Fraser 1999: 

938). Indeed, the initial position can be considered a more marginal slot than the internal 

position (Crespo 2011: 37; Soltic 2015: 60), which gives them more syntactic independence 

from the rest of the sentence.  

 

The Prosody of DMs  

DMs are characterised by several prosodic features, the first of which is phonological 

reduction. They are usually unstressed (Brinton 1966: 33), short, and subject to so-called 

erosion or attrition (Schriffrin 1987: 328; Brinton 1996: 33). An example is the previously 

mentioned y’know, where the apostrophe clearly indicates a phonological reduction. This 

reduction is of course typical for spoken language (Brinton 1966: 33; Wichmann 2001: 177; 

Lyavdansky 2010: 81).  

Prosody is also where the relationship between DMs and IUs starts to become most 

clear. Indeed, some researchers say that DMs are in fact independent IUs. This includes 

Chafe, who claims that ‘the regulatory type [of IUs] includes intonation units composed of 

discourse markers as described by Schiffrin (1987)’ (1993: 37). So-called parentheticals, 

which were mentioned earlier, are especially prone to forming an intonation block on their 

own (Wichmann 2001: 180; Scheppers 2011: 8). However, this is certainly not set in stone, 

since very often DMs occur as a part of an IU instead of an independent one. Soltic (2015: 

62) has an explanation for this, suggesting that ‘DMs are better compared to IU boundary 

markers than to independent IUs’. As such, they tend to indicate the beginning or ending of 

an IU, but do not necessarily form one on their own.  

 

Filled Pauses 

Filled pauses are an interesting variant of DMs. They are sometimes also called pause 

fillers, lexical fillers, verbal fillers, or simply fillers (Stenström 1990: 241 f.). They imply a 

pause in the discourse, in the same way as a breathing pause does, but, contrary to a 
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breathing pause, they are filled with a linguistic expression. This expression is very often a 

DM. In English, we find examples such as I mean, you know, like, well, ah, and uh (Östman 

1981: 9). Again, this is very much linked to spoken language (Brinton 1996: 37).  

Often these filled pauses concur with real, silent pauses, which they thus underline, 

lengthen, and corroborate. This, in turn, can be linked to IUs, as Soltic points out, ‘since a 

breathing pause is one of the most oft-cited criteria to identify an IU boundary […], it should 

not come as a surprise that DMs functioning as filled pauses are often found at IU 

boundaries’ (Soltic 2015: 63). As such, they are usually not an IU on their own, but signal 

and corroborate the IU boundary. Heeman and Allen confirm this, noting that DMs ‘tend to 

be used at utterance boundaries, and hence have strong interactions with intonational 

phrasing’ (1999: 531). Swerts (1998) mentions that 78% of clauses following a strong 

discourse boundary have a filled pause, while only 40% of clauses with a weak discourse 

boundary have one. He suggests that filled pauses are more common after strong discourse 

boundaries, in which he follows Chafe (1980), who says that the presence of a boundary 

makes a hesitation in pronunciation more likely. Erman (2001: 1339) even goes so far as to 

say that filled pauses have a function that comes close to that of punctuation marks or 

paragraphing in written texts (Schneider 2007: 40), in that they also signal a pause in both 

pronunciation and content.  

Additionally, filled pauses have a ‘time stalling function’ (Forchini 2010: 328) in that 

they fill the space whilst the speaker is gathering their wits or thinking ahead to what they 

are about to say. Schourup calls these words ‘evincive’ and says they are ‘a linguistic item 

that indicates that at the moment at which it is said the speaker is engaged or has just then 

been engaging in, thinking’, and thus, ‘the evincive item indicates that this thinking is now 

occurring or has just now occurred but does not completely specify its content’ (1985: 14). 

Stenström (1994) also calls them stallers, while Bakker (1990: 9) calls them 

vocalisation/hesitation phenomena (also see: Aijmer 1997: 24; Lee 2003: 22; Fagard 2010: 

252). Swerts (1998) mentions that these filled pauses do not hinder the listener in interpreting 

the message, which would not have been possible in written language, where they would be 

a nuisance. In spoken language, however, these items get filtered out by the mind, as it were. 

Not only do they not hinder the listener, they also help them in that the word following the 

DM and functioning as a filled pause usually has the largest information load. As such, they 

point the listener to the fact that crucial information will follow.  
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2.2.3 Clitics and Particles 

Apart from DMs, other terms that will also be used frequently in this dissertation are 

particles and sometimes clitics. It is therefore important to establish how these terms 

interrelate, but let us first start by briefly explaining what a clitic is. Soltic (2012: 180) 

defines clitics as small words without phonological independence, which results in their 

prosodic ‘leaning’ (κλίνω) against a ‘phonological host’. A proclitic leans forward, and so 

its host is the following word, whilst an enclitic leans backwards and has the preceding 

word as its host. Greek examples of the former are the negation οὐ, the pronouns ὁ and ἡ, 

and prepositions such as ἐξ, ἐν, and εἰς. Examples of the latter are γε and τε.  

A special kind of clitic is the object clitic pronoun (OCP). This is a direct or indirect 

object joining a verb, as in the phrase φιλῶ σε. The syntactic host of the clitic is not 

necessarily the same as the phonological host, although we do see a clear tendency in 

Medieval Greek to make these two converge (see Horrocks (1990); Janse (2000); see 

Chapter 4 for more on OCPs).  

What is the relationship between clitics and DMs? Very simply put, some DMs are 

clitics and some clitics are DMs. They are not exactly the same, however, as becomes clear 

from the formal and prosodic definition of a clitic, which contrasts with the semantic 

discourse definition of a DM.40  

 

A word that is much harder to define, however, is particle. Schourup (1999) talks about 

particles when discussing DMs: he calls them discourse particles, in which Fischer (2006) 

follows him. Does this mean they are the same as DMs? Zakowski (2017) sees them as two 

parts in the evolution of the study of one and the same concept. More specifically, he talks 

about what the ancient grammarians have called σύνδεσμοι, which has later been more or 

less aligned with particles and even later DMs.  

Zawkowski (2017) first investigates what Aristotle and other grammarians have called 

σύνδεσμοι. A σύνδεσμος could be translated as ‘that which binds together’ and is often 

translated as a conjunction. Seemingly, this word signifies all linguistic items that in some 

way bind phrases together, including—but not limited to—DMs, parentheticals, and 

particles. In this regard, the most significant passage in Aristotle’s Poetics is the 

following(Poetics 1456b20-21):41 

 

 

                                           
40 For more about enclitics in Ancient Greek, see Janse (1993, 1995-6, 2002, 2008), Fraser (2001), Scheppers 

(2011), Soltic (2012,) and Zakowski (2014). 
41 Edition: Tarán & Gutas (2012).  
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σύνδεσμος δέ ἐστιν φωνὴ ἄσημος ἣν μὴ ἁρμόττει ἐν ἀρχῇ λόγου τιθέναι καθ’ 

αὑτήν, οἷον μέν ἤτοι δέ. ἢ φωνὴ ἄσημος ἣ ἐκ πλειόνων μὲν φωνῶν μιᾶς σημαντικῶν δὲ ποιεῖν 

πέφυκεν μίαν σημαντικὴν φωνήν. 

 

A conjunction (σύνδεσμος) is a non-signifying (ἄσημος) expression which it is not fitting to 

place by itself at the beginning of a phrase-or-sentence (λόγου), such as μέν ἤτοι δέ. Or: a non-

signifying expression whose nature it is to make out of more than one, already signifying, 

expressions one single signifying expression.42  

 

Interestingly, in this excerpt, Aristotle calls these conjunctions ‘ἄσημος’, so ‘without 

meaning’ (see Baratin 1989: 20; De Jonge 2008: 141). This can be tied in with the semantic 

‘emptiness’ of DMs, mentioned earlier, in contrast with their pragmatic function.  

The grammarian Dionysius of Thrace (2nd century BC) also mentions these σύνδεσμοι 

in his Ars Grammatica:  

 

σύνδεσμός ἐστι λέξις συνδέουσα διάνοιαν μετὰ τάξεως καὶ τὸ τῆς ἑρμηνείας 

κεχηνὸς δηλοῦσα.43 

 

A conjunction is a word which connects the meaning/thought (διάνοιαν) with organisation 

(μετὰ τάξεως), and which shows the gap (κεχηνὸς) in the interpretation (τῆς ἑρμηνείας).44 

 

Note that Dionysius here comments on the role of σύνδεσμοι in the connection of διάνοιαν 

(meaning) rather than words (φωνῶν), as Aristotle did. In this view, a σύνδεσμος connects 

semantic units or ideas and not just purely linguistic ones, such as phrases or clauses 

(Baratin 1989: 32; Zakowski 2017). As such, ancient grammarians thought these words to 

be semantically empty themselves, but significant in the connection of semantic ideas.  

 

The next stage of research into this particular class of words began in the Renaissance 

period, most notably with the work of Matthaeus Devarius (1588) and the Tractatus de 

Graecae linguae particulis (Schenkeveld 1988: 87, Drummen 2015: 7). Indeed, it is because 

of his work that the term particle is so generally present and accepted in Greek linguistic 

research (Bonifazi 2012). In his introduction, Devarius identified:  

 

Some Greek words (voces) which by themselves signify almost nothing but which put into 

combination with other words have a function (vis) and contribute efficacitas or emphasis, or 

at any rate, some other quality to speech. Of this nature are those words which are employed 

as it were as binders of the structure of a sentence or as ties between other sentences.45 

 

 

                                           
42 Translation: van Bennekom (1975).  
43 Ars Grammatica, I.1.86.6. Edition: Uhlig (1883). 
44 Translation in Zakowski (2017: 12).  
45 Translation by Schenkeveld (1988: 88).  
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As such, Devarius aims to describe a subset of words that were included under the header 

σύνδεσμοι by the ancient grammarians, but with the main novelty being that he 

acknowledges that particles cannot be left out ‘without damage’ to the meaning of the 

utterance. We could therefore assume that he did not think them to be entirely ‘ἄσημος’, as 

Aristotle did. A very similar treatment of particles can also be found in Hendrik 

Hoogeveen’s Doctrina particularum linguae graecae (1769).  

The next and main investigator of the concept of particles after Devarius and 

Hoogeveen is Denniston (19702). Although his work may be somewhat outdated today, it 

is still relevant and remains the most comprehensive source on the subject. In his 

introduction, Denniston also tried to define particles, noting the difficulty in doing so before 

defining them as ‘a word expressing a mode of thought, considered either in isolation or in 

relation to another thought, or a mood of emotion’ (19702: xxxvii). He also underlined that 

particles are especially difficult to translate (Denniston 19702: xxxix), in which they again 

very much resemble DMs. A final important source for research on particles is the 

Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019: 663–701).  

 

2.2.4 Particles as DMs 

From the 1980s onwards, a radically different approach to particles emerged, with more of 

a focus on semantics and pragmatics. This is where discourse and DMs come into play, as 

it does in studies like Levinsohn (1987), Klein (1992), Bakker (1993), Rijksbaron (1997), 

and Bonifazi et al. (2016). As Zakowski puts it, ‘at its most basic level, this means that 

particles were now analyzed as contributing not (only) to logical or semantic relations, but 

as helping establish the coherence of the discourse’ (2017: 23–24). In other words, particles 

were now being studied as DMs.  

Zakowski summarises the function of particles within this discourse research as 

follows: ‘the meaning of these items should be described in pragmatic terms—they function 

at the level of, and contribute to, discourse coherence’ (2017: 38). Soltic also links particles 

and DMs, explaining that  

 

these particles can be accorded the ‘modern’ status of DMs: they are active on the procedural 

rather than on the conceptual plane. As is typical for DMs, these particles serve a multitude 

of pragmatic functions, such as signalling a topic switch (cf. textual DMs) or expressing 

subjective emotion (cf. interpersonal DMs). (Soltic 2015: 192)  

 

In another development, Loudová even goes so far as to say that this pragmatic 

approach to particles is much better suited for our research of Greek texts (2014: 157). She 
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goes on to divide them into ‘commentary pragmatic markers’ (CPMs), which encompasses 

all particles that relate the message to the context, so that the content is more precisely stated 

(e.g., affirmed, intensified, or restricted), while the other group is simply called ‘discourse 

markers’ (DMs), by which she refers to the particles that indicate a mutual relationship with 

the previous discourse segment.  

However, the term particle is often avoided by scholars in this particular field of 

research, since, as Zwicky (1985: 291) points out, it is ‘an entirely negative characterization’ 

of a linguistic item. Instead of positively denoting a group of linguistic items, it is more of 

a ‘wastebasket’ category (Zakowski 2017: 38) in that it contains many items that simply do 

not fall under or are difficult to subsume under a grammatical or semantic category (see 

also Schourup 1999: 229). Many different terms could be used for these particles instead, 

most of which have been mentioned already: discourse particle (Fischer 2006), discourse 

operator (Redeker 1991), discourse landmark (Celle & Huart 2007), and most notably of 

course discourse marker (DM).  

2.3 Summary 

In summary, we can say that DMs and particles are very much related, but their relationship 

is not exactly one-to-one. First, they are not used in the same way in the same fields of 

research, since particle is a term that is still very much related (though not entirely limited 

to) to the study of Greek linguistics, while DMs are applied to a wide variety of languages—

most of which are spoken and living. Second, the term DM applies to a wider set of words 

or expressions than the term particle—even though there is a lot of discussion about what 

exactly a particle is and what it is not. For example, DMs such as um, uh, and you know 

cannot be considered particles (although this of course also has to do with the difference 

between spoken and written language).  

Quite often, however, particles and DMs overlap in the Greek language. In this 

dissertation, I have decided to use the term DM for those expressions that form an IU on 

their own and therefore stand somewhat ‘outside’ of the phrase or clause (e.g., πάλιν and 

λοιπόν), while using particle for those words that are very much embedded in the IU (e.g., 

μέν, δέ, and γάρ). We could also define the distinction as one between conjunctions (πάλιν, 

λοιπόν, etc.) on the one hand, and enclitics or postpositives (μέν, δέ, γάρ) on the other. 

However, it is obvious that this distinction is not a very clear one, and both categories tend 

to overlap in many cases. I therefore do want to make it clear that this differentiation is 

mostly arbitrary and in what follows both terms will often be used interchangeably. 
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Chapter 3. 

The Colon and the IU 

 

I have now introduced the theoretical framework of both IUs and DMs. However, if I am 

to link these together with the properties of the Byzantine metres introduced in Chapter 1, I 

must now explore the concept of the metrical colon. I will therefore first outline previous 

scholarship on the colon before considering its link with the IU, arguing that we can attribute 

certain cognitive and pragmatic characteristics to the cola of our texts because they too are 

linked to the limitations of our short-term memory, in much the same way as IUs. Finally, 

having established that the IU can be applied to both written and oral texts, the chapter 

closes with a brief comment on the issue of orality. 

3.1 Scholarship on the Colon 

The term colon (from the Ancient Greek κῶλον, which means ‘limb’ or ‘member’) was 

traditionally employed by Ancient Greek rhetoricians and metricians to indicate the units 

that made up their texts. The rhetoricians, on the one hand, interpreted it as a unit of content 

and often exploited it in rhetorical figures like antitheses or parallelisms. The metricians, 

on the other hand, considered it to be a purely formal unit in metrical texts and used it to 

describe the metrical units in the verse that are demarcated by the caesura (West 1982: 5–

6).  

In 1926, Hermann Fränkel (1968) was the first to combine the two meanings attributed 

to the word colon and to apply the concept both as a semantic and formal unit to the Homeric 

and Callimachean hexameter. Unlike West (1982), who believed that there was no 
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equivalence between verse-structure and sentence-structure,1 Fränkel concluded that 

metrical, formal cola were in fact often rhetorical units as well, and that the sense-pause 

often coincided with the caesura. He divided each verse into three or four cola, calling the 

subsequently articulated verse a ‘Miniaturstrophe’, a small stanza (1968: 113). He identified 

cola as syntactic units that belong somewhere between the sentence-level and the word-

level, but unfortunately he did not give any criteria on how to recognise these cola (1968: 

103, see Janse 2020: 6ff). 

Eduard Fraenkel (1932, 1933) later elaborated on the semantic/syntactic interpretation 

of the concept colon and pre-theoretically suggested a more cognitive-linguistic analysis. 

Indeed, he considered the colon to be a discourse unit that is smaller than the clause or 

sentence and occurs in all sorts of text, including written prose and poetry. He founded his 

observations on the so-called Wackernagel’s law (also known as the P2-law), which states 

that enclitics tend to be placed in the second position of the clause (i.e., P2), thus marking 

its left boundary. Indeed, if these clitics always occur in second position, they are indicative 

of where P1 is, and consequently, where the clause begins. However, Fraenkel also 

discovered that the position of these enclitics is better defined with reference to the colon 

rather than the clause, and they can thus be considered as boundary markers for the colon 

rather than for the clause. He calls this ‘Kolon’ a ‘kleinere Einheit, die in mehrfacher 

Hinsicht ein Abbild des Satzes ist’ (1933: 319), which is in many ways a pretheoretical 

equivalent of the IU (see Janse 2020: 14).  

This more cognitive interpretation of the colon was the basis for later cognitive-

linguistic analyses of the colon as a semantic-syntactic unit that is phonologically 

demarcated by an intonational pause. Janse (1990, 1991, 1993, 1995, 1998, 2000, 2014, & 

2020), H. Dik (1995 & 1998), and Scheppers (2011) have all researched Homeric 

hexameters in this regard and have made the connection between this cognitive-linguistic 

research of the colon on the one hand, and the theory of IUs on the other. Scheppers (2011: 

ix) defines the colon as the ‘elementary discourse unit’ that is found in spoken as well as in 

written language and Janse concludes his research with a statement that ‘the colon is, in 

other words, the metrical equivalent of an IU’ (2020: 14). Soltic (2015) successfully applied 

this interpretation of the colon to late medieval romances, and in the same vein, 

Lauxtermann defines the colon as ‘a sense unit, the boundaries of which are demarcated by 

 

                                           
1 West (1982: 25): “There is no requirement that syntactic segments should coincide with metrical 

segments, but they often do, and there is a strong tendency to avoid serious clashes between verbal 

and metrical phrasing. In some metres sense-pauses are largely confined to a few places in the line.” 

Also see Janse (2020).  
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line end and caesura’ and whose ‘basic element of measurement is the syllable’ (2019: 364). 

This will prove to be essential in the analysis of my corpus.  

This idea of the colon as a ‘sense unit’ is not new, however, since the Byzantines 

themselves seem to have intuitively perceived their cola, and especially their verses, to have 

all of these properties as well.2 An example is Tzetzes’ Περὶ μετρῶν (ed. Cramer 1836, see 

Bernard 2018: 20), which is a didactic poem in political verses that prescribes how to write 

metre. In this poem Tzetzes defines commata as units of four to six syllables, while anything 

longer is a colon. The breathing pauses (πνεύματα) between define the coherence of each 

colon (τὴν συνέχειαν κώλων τῶν ἁπλουστάτων)—implying that there is a coherence in the 

colon to begin with—by which he seems to hint at a semantic/syntactic unity.  

More interestingly, however, a treatise attributed to Gregorius of Corinth or Joseph 

Rhacendytes, Περὶ τῶν τεσσάρων μερῶν τοῦ τελείου λόγου (ed. Hörandner 2012), contains 

a small section on iambs (Περὶ στίχων ἰαμβικῶν). After discussing the rhythmical and 

accentual properties of the iamb (i.e., the dodecasyllable), the author goes on to specify that 

the verses should be structured according to the ἔννοια:  

 

ἀρετὴ στίχων πρώτη καὶ μεγίστη τὸ ἐμπερικλείεσθαι τῷ στίχῳ ἔννοιαν, καὶ ταύτην πλείονα, καὶ 

ἐφαρμόζεσθαι καὶ ἐμπεριγράφεσθαι, καὶ μὴ ἐκκρεμῆ τὴν τοῦ ὄπισθε στίχου ἔννοιαν πρὸς τὴν τοῦ 

ἔμπροσθεν’3   

 

The first and biggest virtue of verses is the enclosing on all sides of thought (ἔννοιαν) within the verse, 

and what is more, to adapt and comprehend it, and the thought of the following line should not depend 

on the thought of the previous one. 

 

The verses should thus be arranged according to ‘meaning’ (ἔννοια), by which Lauxtermann 

suggests he most likely meant ‘the logical and syntactical constituents of the sentence’ 

(1998: 21).4 The author goes on to illustrate this with an example, the first part of which 

illustrates how not to compose verses:  

 

Εἰς τὴν ἐρυθρὰν ||C5 ἀβρόχοις ποσὶ πάλαι 

παρῆλθε Μωσῆς ||C5 ἡ δὲ τῶν Αἰγυπτίων 

φάλαγξ ὑποβρύχιος ||B7 ἐνδον ἐκρύβη· 

 

Through the red [sea] with unmoistened feet long ago 

Did Moses pass. But the Egyptians’ 

Phalanx was covered under water.  

 

                                           
2 See Bernard (2018) for a more complete overview of Byzantine treatises on the dodecasyllable.  
3  Joseph Rhacendytes, Synopsis artis rhetorica, XV.560.19ff: Walz (1834): 478–569, see Lauxtermann 

(1998: 21), Hörandner (2012: 107). 
4 For more about the idea of a sense-pause in the classical author Hermogenes, see Janse (2020: 26 fn. 4).  
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Here we see that the ἔννοια, the semantic content as well as the syntax, is spread out across 

the verses, which can be illustrated by the article ἡ being separated from its noun φάλαγξ 

by the verse end. There is also a harsh enjambment in verse 2.  

The author then suggests a better way to write this, as follows:  

 

Μωσῆς περᾷ θαλάσσαν ||C7 ἀβρόχῳ δρόμῳ, 

Αἰγύπτιος δὲ ||C5 τοῖς κύμασιν ἐκρὐβη 

 

Moses passes the sea on a dry path,  

But the Egyptian was covered in the waves.  

 

Here we see that one syntactical clause is confined to one whole verse, which underlines 

the semantic antithesis between verses 1 and 2 (which is underlined by δέ in the second 

position of the second verse). All of the syntactic and pragmatic constituents are also nicely 

confined within their own colon, such as the noun phrase ἀβρόχῳ δρόμῳ or the contrastive 

topic Αἰγύπτιος δὲ. This way of writing is considered desirable for the dodecasyllable, 

because in every verse ‘ἀφορίζεται καὶ ἵσταται ἡ ἔννοια’: the ἔννοια is marked off and rests 

(i.e., the meaning comes to a halt). Every verse end, and to a lesser extent every caesura, 

must be a semantic and syntactic boundary as well.  

Lauxtermann mentions that the term ‘ἔννοια’ is often used in discussions on 

Byzantine poetry and is usually linked to rhetorical words, such as γοργός or κομματικός. 

These refer to the ‘rapid’ style (γοργότης), which is characterised by short words, commata, 

segments, asyndeta, and appositions (Lauxtermann 2019: 349). The reason it is called rapid 

is because of the segmenting in short clauses, with each having their own ‘ἔννοια’; that is, 

their own semantic and syntactic unity. Bernard mentions, moreover, that this style can be 

applied to prose texts as well, but that it is the dodecasyllable that takes it ‘to an extreme’ 

(2018: 21).  

A modern term for what the Byzantines meant with the enclosing of ἔννοιαι is 

‘isometry’. The term isometry was first coined by Kyriakidis (1947) and picked up by 

Lauxtermann (2019: 350). At its core it designates the opposite of an enjambment, but it 

encompasses more than just that. It denotes a ‘full correspondence between form and 

content’ and it means ‘that syntax and metre coincide in pre-modern poetry and that rather 

than thinking in terms of lines and half-lines, we should see these as sense units or 

information units, each of which constitutes an independent colon’ (Lauxtermann 2019: 

350). As such, each verse becomes a ‘self-contained syntactical and logical unit’ 

(Lauxtermann 1998: 21).  
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3.2 The Colon’s Link with the IU 

The cognitive-linguistic interpretation of the term colon, initiated by H. Fränkel and further 

investigated by E. Fraenkel, Bakker, Janse, and Scheppers, corresponds with what modern 

linguistics has called the IU in spoken language. Not only can the metrical, fundamentally 

formal characteristic of the colon be equated with the prosodic features of the IU that were 

mentioned earlier, but also the semantic interpretation aligns perfectly with what we have 

seen constitutes an IU.  

More specifically, when it comes to prosody, we find the essential breathing pause 

in the metrical verse in the shape of the caesura, which implies a pause that had important 

rhythmical properties and was also a vital aspect of isosyllabic metre. Indeed, the entire 

shape and sound of the verse was determined by the caesura. This concurs almost one-on-

one with the frequency of the breathing pause between IUs. We can also pair this with the 

recurrent terminal pitch contour in the IU (see Chafe 1994: 59–60), which I mentioned 

earlier, and which can be compared to the consistent paroxytonic accent in the Byzantine 

metres. Indeed, in both cases, we have a prosodic indication that the unit (respectively the 

IU and the verse) is coming to an end, be it by means of a pitch contour or of a stress accent.   

Valiavitcharska (2013: 66 ff.) moreover points to a ‘one thought within one colon’ 

principle in Byzantine metre, which can of course be tied to the ‘one idea constraint’ that is 

attributed to IUs (Chafe 1994: 108ff). This one idea constraint refers to the semantic (and 

consequently syntactic) unity of the IU, which can only contain one new idea, because 

language activates one idea at a time. We have seen in the previous section that Pseudo-

Gregorius already recommended to keep the metrical cola arranged according to content 

(ἐννοιαν) and Lauxtermann also mentions that each ‘colon is a sense unit, the boundaries 

of which are demarcated by line end and caesura’ (2019: 364). 

The assumption that the metrical colon can be identified as some sort of IU is not 

new, however. Indeed, I have already mentioned that it has been studied for the 

hexametrical texts of Homeric epics, where the demarcation of the cola by the caesura is 

considered to coincide with the boundaries of the IUs (Bakker 1997; Janse 1998, 2003, 

2020). According to Bakker (1990: 19), we have to abandon the concept of the ‘sentence’ 

entirely, and instead approach these texts in terms of ‘idea units’, which are reflective of the 

cognitive process of the author. He immediately adds, however, ‘of course, in Homer this 

process is a great deal more complicated, because of the exigencies posed by the verse, but 

I believe that the principle basically applies’ (Bakker 1990: 19).  

Habinek (1985) has even applied the IU concept to Latin prose texts. In other words, 

written texts, and especially poetry but also prose, do have a different status than oral texts, 
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but the production of language is to a certain extent similar. Indeed, information in both 

written and oral texts is produced/received in a linear way, and because the human mind 

can only focus on one new idea at a time, it makes sense that written texts are also produced 

and read in ‘chunks’ or ‘spurts’ of information, even if they are more information-dense 

than spoken language (Chafe 1992). The comparison is not perfect, however, and it is 

because metrical cola and verses are no direct equivalent for spoken languages that Bakker 

prefers to use the term ‘stylised IUs’ instead, which Lauxtermann calls a ‘stylized rendering 

of speech’ (2019: 351).  

This notion of the IU as a metrical colon and the metrical colon as an IU can be even 

more readily applied to the isosyllabic Byzantine metres. Indeed, as was explored in Chapter 

1.4, these metres have fixed caesurae, as opposed to, for example, the hexameter. This 

isosyllabic caesura is, moreover, very disruptive in the prosodic flow of speech and allows, 

for instance, hiatus but avoids elysion.  

More importantly, however, the semantic and syntactic independence of the cola in 

these metres is much more apparent and something the producers of this poetry were 

striving for (see the notion of ἔννοια). This becomes very apparent in the term γοργότης 

(velocity), a characteristic that Lauxtermann (1998) attributes to dodecasyllables (pure 

iambs) and which is achieved by using a concatenation of short phrases in order to come to 

a more abrupt and less-fluent style. As such, writing in self-contained semantic units was 

much more of a stylistic prerequisite for producing isosyllabic metres than it ever was for 

quantitative metres. This leads Lauxtermann to conclude that ‘rather than thinking in terms 

of lines and half-lines, we should see these as sense units or information units, each of which 

constitutes an independent colon’ (2019: 350). Additionally, Soltic (2014, 2015) has already 

successfully applied a very similar approach to the political verses of medieval romances, 

and Boeten and Janse (2018) applied the same concept to dodecasyllables, thus giving 

credence to the argument that the metrical colon can indeed be considered as an IU in 

Byzantine metre. 

In summary, we can attribute certain cognitive and pragmatic characteristics to the 

cola of our texts because they too are linked to the limitations of our short-term memory, 

very much in the same way as IUs are. Scheppers (2011: ix) elaborated on this idea, as he 

calls the colon (both in prose and poetry) the ‘elementary discourse unit’ and states that the 

colon and the IU seem to be linguistically related at least. He mentions that the main 

difference between these two is the corpus they are applied to, and whether it is written or 

oral. Whereas IUs are used in an oral context, the concept of the colon is used exclusively 

when dealing with written texts. This makes sense, given the term colon was first and 

foremost a rhetorical and metrical concept. Its extra cognitive layer only came in later 



 

 49 

research. As such, an IU is an effectively realised performance while a colon is defined 

more in terms of the pragmatic function it fulfils in the discourse.  

3.3 Orality  

Now that I have covered the ways in which it has been proven that the concept of IUs can 

be applied to written texts as well as oral texts (Bakker, Janse, Scheppers, Soltic), a word 

must be said about orality in my corpus—or rather, the lack thereof. Book epigrams are 

very much written texts, while IUs are a fundamentally oral concept, but some nuance in 

the discussion about oral vs written is fitting here. Chafe already hinted at this when he said 

that ‘simply to divide the uses of language into speaking and writing is not enough, for each 

of these major uses comes in many varieties’ (1994: 48).  

Chafe himself, in fact, already applied his ideas to written texts (1992). The 

conclusion of this research was that writers avoid some of the constraints that speakers have, 

since they produce their language at a much slower pace and can often revise parts of their 

texts, which is impossible for speakers. Similarly, readers can also pause and reread certain 

passages or words if they lose track of the meaning, something that is impossible for 

listeners. However, he is also very clear that there are segments ‘akin to accents and 

intonation units’ present in written texts (1992: 273).  

An important technique he used to discover these segments and the general 

information flow in written text, is the reading aloud of said texts. Indeed, reading a text out 

loud automatically forces a certain prosody onto the text and compels it to be governed by 

the same production constraints of spoken language. It effectively transforms the written 

text into a spoken one.  

As noted in Chapter 1, medieval texts, and especially metrical texts, were meant to 

be read out loud or even performed.5 This can be gleaned, for instance, from the medieval 

commentaries on Aristotle’s Rhetoric, which use the term ἀνάγνωσις to refer to ‘reading 

aloud’ (Vogiatzi 2019: 224; also see Shawcross and Toth 2018: 627). As an example, 

Lauxtermann (2003) mentions the panegyrical texts of Pisides, which were subdivided into 

ἀκροάσεις (hearings or recitations). The same theme returns in certain book epigrams that 

mention the listener:  

 

                                           
5 See Gavrilov (1997) for more about the techniques of reading in Antiquity. See also Lauxtermann’s 

concept of ‘Ohrenpoesie’: poetry for the ears (2019: 284).  
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(8) ἀλλ ἀκροατὴς τῶνδε τῶν λόγων γίνου·   38 

(DBBE 20380, Athos, Monè Dionysiou 228, f. 124r–v) 

 

 

but be the listener of these words  

 

(9) πάμμουσε βίβλε χαρίτ(ων) πληρεστάτη, 

σειρήν· ἴυγξ· εὔηχο(ς) ὀρφέως λύρα· 

θησαυρὲ πολλ(ῶν) ζωτικ(ῶν) παιδευμάτ(ων)· 

ἰθυντική τε καὶ τρόπ(ων) σοφ(ῶν) νέων· 

τοὺς ἀκροατ(ὰς). διδαχαῖς σὺ σεμνύνεις· 

(DBBE 17283, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 676, f. 318v–319r) 

 

All-musical book, full of grace, 

Siren, spell, well-sounding lyre of Orpheus,  

Treasure of teachings on all living things,  

And also leading the way in wise and new manners,  

You exalt your listeners with your teachings.  

 

Additionally, several other epigrams also spur on the receiver of the text to listen (ἀκούε):  

 

(10) Ἄκουε τοίνυν τῶν ἐπιστολῶν βάθη·   20 

(DBBE 26375, Paris, BnF, gr. 219, f.2v–3r) 

 

Now listen to the profundity of the letters  

 

(11) Ἄκουε λαμπρὰ (καὶ) σοφὴ γερουσία· 

οἷον τι διδάσκει με παλαιὸς λόγος· 

(DBBE 23801, Firenze, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana, San Marco 318, f. 1v) 

 

Listen, illustrious and wise council,  

What the old word teaches me. 

 

(12) +ἐὰν δὲ κλίσεις μαθεῖν τούτων θέλεις· 

ὡς ἄν ἔχης ἥδυσμα καὶ πόθου δρόσον· 

βίου χαρμονὴν καὶ ψυχ(ῆς) θυμηδίαν,  

ἄκουε συνετῶς δέχου φιλοφρόνως· 

(DBBE 21587, Paris, BnF, gr. 476, f. 291v) 

 

If you wish to learn the ways of these things,  

So that you have sweetness and water to quench your longing,  

Joy of life, and gladness of the soul,  

Listen carefully and receive kindly  

 

Furthermore, as I noted in 1.3.3, Lauxtermann says that ‘rhythm does not exist on 

paper’, rather ‘it comes to life only when it is heard’ (2003: 56). We must therefore seriously 

relativise the idea that written texts are always just written. As Beaton says: ‘there is strong 
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evidence that a poem may be oral in more than one way—in particular that it may be oral 

as regards only one, or even two of the three processes of composition, performance and 

transmission’ (1981: 10).  

Beaton’s idea, that there are several ways for a text to be oral or written, is further 

underpinned by Koch and Oesterreicher (2007), who make a distinction between the medial 

differentiation of ‘phonic’ or ‘graphic’ language and the conceptual difference of ‘spoken’ 

vs ‘written’ texts. In this way, a text can be effectively spoken out loud, but it is ‘ein 

Sprechen “im Duktus der Schriftlichkeit”’, a conceptually written text (2007: 347). An 

example of this is an originally written speech that is performed out loud. We can imagine 

that many of our book epigrams belong to this category. Conversely, texts that are written 

down can also be conceptually oral, such as in modern day chat messages. The medium is 

strictly written, but in the minds of the writer, the cognitive processes are identical to those 

of spoken language, which is reflected in the produced text.  

In this line of reasoning, we find several ‘formulas’ in book epigrams, ranging from 

entire epigrams to phrases or just combinations of words, which must have circulated the 

Byzantine world in a way that is similar to the oral formulas of epics, such as those of 

Homer. We find the same sentiments and similar wordings in a host of varieties, each time 

adapted to the needs and possibilities of the scribe who wrote them. These will be covered 

in much greater detail in Chapter 6, but for now, an example of this is the monostich ‘ἡ 

βίβλος ἥδε’ followed by a genitive indicating whose manuscript it was. Another similar 

case is the ‘θεοῦ τὸ δῶρον καὶ τοῦ δεῖνος πόνος’ epigrams (DBBE type 3805), where every 

scribe could fill in their own name. More elaborate instances are the ‘ὥσπερ ξένοι 

χαίρουσιν’ and the ‘ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα’ epigrams (also see the case studies in Chapter 

6). The enormous number of variations and errors in these kinds of phrases, verses, or poems 

suggests that these texts were not copied from parchment to parchment, but that they must 

have been well known to any scribe and therefore reproduced from memory.  

Christine Thomas, in her study on the Acts of Peter, encounters something similar, 

which she denotes ‘fluid texts’ (2003). These are texts that can be adapted to the needs of 

whoever rewrites them, without one text being the ‘original’ or ‘real’ one. She says that 

these written texts behave ‘similarly to oral tradition, with each manuscript representing a 

new ‘performance’ of the work in another context’ (Thomas 2003: 40). This sounds very 

similar to many of the book epigrams in our corpus. Peter Van Nuffelen also describes the 

excerpts of John of Antioch in these terms. He calls them ‘living texts’ in that ‘they could 

often be rewritten and adapted to new needs’ (Van Nuffelen 2012: 446). Bäuml (1984) also 

talks about this and calls these formulas ‘semi-oral’ or ‘secondary-oral’ products. Indeed, 

in line with the study of Koch and Oesterreicher (2007), we could say that these texts are 

conceptually oral, even though they are written down. 
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Not all book epigrams fit into this description of a ‘fluid text’, however. Outliers 

include arduously wrought epigrams that employ many rhetorical and stylistic strategies, 

using highly artificial lexical, morphological, syntactical, and metrical elements. Therefore, 

although this explanation does not apply to the entire corpus, we can assume that most of 

these texts were at least meant to be read out loud, even if they were conceptually written 

from the very start.  

3.4 Summary 

In summary, the epigrams in my research corpus are primarily written, but they do have an 

affinity with oral texts in that they were often read out loud. Some of the more ‘fluid’ and 

formulaic texts were also conceptually oral and have an even stronger affinity with orality. 

In short, the written medium of our texts should not stand in the way of applying the concept 

of the IU and comparing it with the metrical colon. 

Having now established the theoretical applicability of the framework by 

establishing the colon’s link with the IU, in Chapter 4 I will look to consider its applicability 

to the research corpus. However, before doing so, I will offer a caveat. That is, like Bakker 

(1997a: 53), I would like to point out that the comparison is not entirely perfect. Despite 

certain conceptually oral characteristics that we can attribute to some of the book epigrams, 

they are still physically written down. That means that they are not as spontaneous as spoken 

language, which is reinforced by the (albeit loose) rules of the metre, and that the 

information presented in these texts is denser than it would be in spoken language.  

It might therefore be better to adopt the term ‘stylized IUs’, as Bakker did, but for 

reasons of clarity and brevity I will continue to refer to them simply as ‘IUs’. I do, however, 

want to point out the incomplete comparison and also explain that in this dissertation, I will 

not be searching for a perfect one-on-one relation between the colon and IU. Instead, I will 

be investigating the research hypothesis that it is feasible to claim that the metrical cola in 

my corpus function in the same way as IUs do, as others have claimed before me. That is, I 

will treat the metrical cola in isosyllabic metres as ‘stylised IUs’, in that they also have a 

cognitive aspect to them. The production of this particular type of language can be likened 

to the production of oral language in several ways, which has implications for the 

interpretation and research of word order and information structuring. 
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Chapter 4. 

Word order and Information Structure 

 

 

 

In the previous chapters I established the background to Byzantine metre and to IUs and 

DMs, bringing them together in the form of the research hypothesis. As I explained, I will 

treat the metrical cola in isosyllabic metres as ‘stylised IUs’, inasmuch as they also have a 

cognitive aspect to them. The production of this particular type of language can be likened 

to the production of oral language in several ways, which has implications for the 

interpretation and research of word order and information structuring. In what follows I will 

therefore complicate the reading offered in Chapter 3, by now considering word order, topic 

and focus, OCPs, and the focus hypothesis, including light verbs and clitic doubling. I will 

then finish by looking at topic and focus in IUs and metrical cola.  

 This will then finalise the theoretical background, enabling me to move on to the 

quantitative and qualitative findings outlined in Chapters 5 to 7. It will therefore become 

clear that the application of the modern linguistic theory of IUs can be beneficial in the 

study of medieval texts, since it offers a new perspective on the poems in the research 

corpus. That is, it will allow me to study the word order and information structure of book 

epigrams in terms of their segmentation into cola, since this can give us more insight into 

the cognitive patterns of the information flow and, consequently, help us understand how 

the cola/IUs are structured within the verse.  
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4.1. Word Order 

Greek word order has been the subject of many studies, and still the final word has not been 

written about it. Yet, as I just mentioned, in combination with information structure, it gives 

insight into the cognitive patterns of the information flow and, consequently, helps us 

understand how the cola/IUs are structured within the verse. In the examples studied in the 

following chapters, word order will be essential in identifying the metrical caesura, for 

instance. 

As is well-known, Greek is a language with a so-called ‘free’ or ‘flexible’ word order, 

which is influenced by syntax to a limited extent. While certain words do have a fixed place 

in the clause (e.g., postpositives and prepositives), the rest of the word order can be 

described in terms of tendencies rather than rules (CGCG: 703ff). Indeed, while 

postpositives are phonologically dependent on the previous word and can therefore never 

be the first word of a clause, prepositives depend on the following word and can never be 

in the very last position of the clause (see Dover 1960: 13; Janse 2020: 15ff).  

Postpositives can be enclitic but are not necessarily so. Indeed, enclitics do not have 

any phonological independence, which results in their prosodic ‘leaning’ (κλίνω) against a 

preceding phonological host—for example, τε or κε(ν)—but certain postpositives do have 

some phonological independence and can therefore not be classified as enclitics (such as δέ 

or ἄν). As such, enclitics are always postpositive, but not all postpositives are enclitic. 

Examples of postpositives are most of the particles (connective, attitudinal, scope, and 

modal), non-contrastive personal pronouns (among which are object clitic pronouns, more 

on this is in 4.3), and indefinites (such as τις, ποτε, and που). These follow Wackernagel’s 

Law, introduced in 3.1, and therefore usually occur in the second position of the clause (P2) 

or of the IU (Janse 1990, 1993).  

Prepositives, on the other hand, include articles, prepositions, certain connective 

particles (such as ἀλλά, καί, ἤ, οὐδέ, and οὔτε), subordinators, relative pronouns, and 

negations (οὐ, μή). Apart from the first two categories in this list, prepositives tend to attach 

themselves to the first word of the clause. Dover also mentions so-called preferential words, 

which are words that are ‘disproportionally common at the beginning of a clause’ (1960: 

20), a position referred to as P1. These include interrogatives, emphatic personal pronouns, 

demonstrative pronouns, differential pronouns (ἄλλος, ἕτερος), and quantitative adjectives 

(πολύς etc.). Janse (2020: 22) adds imperatives to this list. 

Other characteristics of Greek word order are more difficult to explain and must be 

studied from a pragmatic point of view. The CGCG (707ff) mentions, for instance, the 

alternation between the order modifier-head and head-modifier in the Greek language. 
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Indeed, both ὁ ἀνὴρ οὗτος and οὗτος ὁ ἀνήρ are syntactically possible and correct—with 

ἀνήρ being the head of the noun phrase and οὗτος the modifier, since it gives us information 

about the head. The difference between these two word-order possibilities must be mainly 

pragmatic. Indeed, Palm (1960: 11) was the first to attribute a pragmatic meaning to the 

word order in the noun phrase, stating that the first word in the noun phrase was the most 

important (‘der… den grössten Raum in Bewusstsein des Redenden einnimmt’, see S. 

Bakker 2009: 19 ff.). Both Dik (19972: 76; 2007: 39ff) and the CGCG agree that for 

Classical Greek, the more ‘neutral’ word order is the one with the order head-modifier (so 

ὁ ἀνὴρ οὗτος). Indeed, the opposite order (modifier-head; i.e., οὗτος ὁ ἀνήρ) often implies 

that the modifier confers striking information and is more heavily emphasised. A preposed 

modifier suggests salient or striking information.  

This idea—of the first position being attributed the most emphasis—seems rather 

intuitive and can be connected to Bollinger’s ‘linear modification’ hypothesis (1952). 

Bollinger theorises that ‘elements as they are added one by one to form a sentence 

progressively limit the semantic range of all that has preceded’, which in turn ‘causes 

beginning elements to have a wider semantic range than elements toward the end’ (1952: 

1117). This hypothesis states that, before speakers or writers begin producing their 

language, the possible expressions that they will utter are infinite. When the first word 

appears, however, these possibilities are already limited, and this limitation progresses with 

every new word that is added. This also means that the first word of an expression still 

contains ‘its fullest possible semantic range’ (1952: 1118), but this range is narrowed down 

when the word occurs later in the phrase. He illustrates this narrowing of meaning by means 

of a figure of a pointed structure, where the open space in front of the structure represents 

the pre-speaking and the start of the two lines represents the first word of the utterance: 

As the utterance progresses, the semantic meaning is continuously narrowed down. A 

different word order and a different amount of semantic breadth or narrowness often leads 

to slight differences in meaning. 

Janse (forthcoming) applies Bolinger’s principle of ‘linear modification’ to the 

relative word order of modifiers vis-à-vis their heads in Homeric Greek. He argues that 

prenominal and preverbal modifiers are generally more salient than postnominal and 

postverbal modifiers, because the former are less predictable than the latter, given the 

‘semantic valency’ of nouns and verbs. In the case of prenominal adjectives, for instance, it 

is relatively more difficult to predict which noun it will be construed with as opposed to 

postnominal adjectives, the range of which is more limited by the choice of the preceding 

head noun. Thus, e.g., the prenominal adjective κακήν in κακὴν ἀπάτην βουλεύσατο (Il. 
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2.114) is presented as containing more salient information than the postnominal κακοῖο in 

μέγα … | ἕρκος … πέλεται πολέμοιο κακοῖο (Il. 1.283-4).1 

This theory, in turn, can be tied in with the concept of ‘narrow focus’ that was 

postulated by Matić (2003: 573) and continued by, among others, Dik (2007: 165) and the 

CGCG (2019: 712). Narrow focus is opposed to broad focus, and while the former refers to 

a specific single constituent, the latter refers to a group of constituents, including the verb 

(cf. 4.2). In other words, broad focus is used in the broader context of the discourse, while 

narrow focus functions on a much smaller scale. When looking at the relative word order 

head-modifier vs modifier-head, we are looking for narrow focus, since each of these 

elements is a single constituent and the focus functions on a lower level of the clause. 

According to Matić, narrow focus always immediately precedes the verb, and so stands in 

this conspicuous and salient first position of the phrase. It therefore makes perfect sense 

that, in a noun phrase with a head and a modifier, the very first element will be the most 

emphasised and carry the narrow focus of the word group.  

 

4.1.1 Medieval Greek Word Order 

This is the situation for Classical Greek that is mostly agreed upon by researchers. When 

looking at Medieval Greek, however, we see that the word order within a noun phrase has 

barely been investigated and research has mainly focused on word order only when it 

pertains to object clitic pronouns (Horrocks 1990; Mackridge 1993; Janse 2000; Soltic 

2012). Manolessou (2001) is the main exception here, but her conclusion is mostly that the 

word order in Medieval Greek noun phrases is for the most part identical to that of Classical 

Greek. She notes that ‘as far as the structure of the noun phrase is concerned, in terms of 

the structural positions available and the positioning of the various syntactic elements in 

them, there is no difference between CG and MG’ (2001: 144ff, 147).  

The main differences that she found are that 1) there are more possible placements for 

the article than there were in Classical Greek, but at the same time 2) there are more 

restrictions in place for the placement of modifiers. More specifically, the first difference is 

referred to as ‘determiner spreading’ and indicates the situation where an articular modifier 

precedes an equally articular noun. Indeed, in Classical Greek a prenominal adjective 

cannot be followed by an extra article, while a post-nominal adjective must always be 

 

                                           
1 The prenominal position of μέγα (283) vis-à-vis ἕρκος (284) is presented as being even more salient 

by the hyperbaton c.q. enjambment (Janse forthcoming). 
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preceded by an article. Manolessou demonstrates this with two examples  (2001: 146): a) ὁ 

καλὸς παῖς but *ὁ καλὸς ὁ παῖς and b) ὁ παῖς ὁ καλός but *ὁ παῖς καλός. In Medieval Greek, 

however, the pre-nominal repetition of the article is possible and grammatical.  

The second difference has to do with the nature and placement of modifiers in a noun 

phrase. Specifically, there are two positions where the modifier can only be an adjective, 

and no longer a participle, genitive, other noun, and so on (with the exception of adverbial 

expressions of time and place). These two positions are ‘internal’ (between the article and 

the noun) and post-nominal (with a repetition of the article). Whenever the modifier is not 

an adjective, it must be placed in a different position.  

Apart from these two mentioned differences, the word order in noun phrases seems 

to remain stable throughout the Medieval Greek period. When looking at Modern Greek, 

however, a different situation seems to arise. Indeed, Holton et al. (1997: 428) claim that 

the neutral position of the adjective is before the noun, and that it follows it when it is 

emphasised. We must tread with caution, however, because the situation does not seem to 

be quite so simple. For instance, the text in Chadiarakou (2016) focuses on the size of houses 

and its possible relevance for children, where μικρά or μεγάλα tend to occur before the noun 

σπίτια (as in the title, for instance), despite there being a heavy focus on these words. It 

therefore seems that the word order modifier-head can also be used when the modifier is 

emphasised.  

Whatever the case for Modern Greek, it seems a very plausible hypothesis that the 

Classical Greek situation is what we will find in our corpus, and that the first word in the 

noun phrase carries the most focus and emphasis. This is corroborated by the fact that the 

CGMG mentions a standard information structure for Medieval Greek that is the same as 

the information structure for Classical Greek (CGMG 2022ff).   

Word order is essential in understanding information structure and is tightly 

connected to a pragmatic reading of texts. In general, we can summarise that preposed 

words or word groups have a large emphasis and saliency – or in other words, carry the 

focus of the word group or sentence.  

4.2 Topic and Focus  

 

One way to describe Greek word order is to take into account the concepts of topic and 

focus. We must of course still consider the syntax of each sentence, but the primary driver 



 

58 

of word order could be the cognitive processes involved with the production of language, 

information flow, and with the ‘status’ of information within the language (see Soltic 2015: 

47). In general, the whole idea of topic and focus is based on the fact that traditional 

grammar and syntax are insufficient to satisfactorily explain the structuring of information 

in language.  

Instead, we could think about information structuring in terms of active and 

semiactive information, in the way Chafe (1994: 29 ff; 53 ff; 71 ff; 2018: 36ff; 64ff) 

describes. According to him, language expression is always a reflection of the 

consciousness of the speaker, and the focus of consciousness changes rapidly as thoughts 

flow through consciousness (2018: 35); that is, information that is active. In the periphery 

of this, we then find semiactive information, which provides a context for the active 

information. This is what is called the topic. Chafe connects the active information with our 

short-term memory, and the semiactive information with our long-term memory. This 

concept is therefore strongly tied with that of IUs because both are an emanation of the 

constraints of the human memory and both are determinant in the structuring of information.  

The reason why Greek word order in particular is influenced by these pragmatic 

mechanisms is because of its rich nominal inflection, which already clarifies the syntactical 

constructions and function of words. This is why word order no longer has to take on this 

role. As Soltic (2015: 146) points out, ‘the order of constituents is largely determined by 

the fact whether the information which one wants to convey is either topical or focal’. 

However, terminology and definitions concerning topic and focus are many and 

somewhat confusing. Soltic defines topic and focus as concepts that tell us more about the 

‘status’ of information, more specifically whether it is emphasised (focus) or ‘agreed on by 

the speakers’ (topic) (Soltic 2015: 48). Alternatively, they often are defined as new (focus) 

or old/given (topic) information, but this dichotomy is not always feasible and leads to many 

misunderstandings (see for instance Chafe 1994: 72). We should therefore understand topic 

to be information that has already been mentioned or is accessible for both speakers while 

they are speaking. According to the CGMG (2019: 2022) topics re-establish a ‘theme’, 

which is something that is familiar from the preceding discourse, mutual knowledge, or 

general cultural awareness. It is information that is ‘already active at this point in the 

conversation’ and is therefore ‘agreed upon’ as a theme (Chafe 1994: 72). The CGCG calls 

this ‘presupposed information’ (2019: 710). Focus, on the other hand, is the most salient, 

emphasised, or contrastive piece of information (CGMG 2019: 2022), which is ‘newly 

activated at this point in the conversation’ (Chafe 1994: 72). This is called ‘asserted 

information’ by the CGCG (2019: 710).  

 The terminology is further clouded by the fact that the  concept of topic has often been 

confused with what Gundel and Fretheim (2004: 176ff) call ‘referential givenness’. Indeed, 
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they distinguish between referential givenness/newness on the one hand, and relational 

givenness/newness on the other. Referential givenness or newness involves ‘a relationship 

between a linguistic expression and a corresponding non-linguistic entity in the 

speaker/hearer’s mind, the discourse (model), or some real or possible world’ (Gundel & 

Fretheim 2004: 176). However, this must not be confused with relational givenness and 

newness, which is where the concepts of topic and focus are situated. Indeed, relational 

givenness/newness involves a distinction in the semantic/conceptual sentence between two 

complementary parts, ‘X and Y, where X is what the sentence is about […] and Y is what 

is predicated about X’ (Gundel & Fretheim 2004: 176). X thus refers to topic, and Y to 

focus.  

The distinction with referential givenness/newness must always be kept in mind, 

however, as something can be referentially given without it ever being mentioned in the 

discourse. Indeed, the status of the referent can become clear through other discourse 

elements or extralinguistic context. Conversely, relational givenness/newness is confined 

to only linguistic elements. In this context, Lambrecht makes the distinction between three 

types of accessibility, rather than two, which he calls textual, inferential, and situational 

accessibility (1994: 100). These are accessible, respectively, because of ‘deactivation from 

an earlier state’ (textual), ‘inference from a cognitive schema or frame’ (inferential), or 

‘presence in the text-external world’ (situational).  

Apart from this common confusion, there are also many subcategories for both topic 

and focus that are discussed in the literature. I will briefly explicate the most important ones 

here, based on the canonical information structure that is mentioned by the CGCG (2019: 

711):  

 

(ConTop) - Narrow Focus - Verb - (GivTop) - (Rest) 

 

As is illustrated here, a topic can be either contrastive (ConTop) or given (GivTop), and the 

difference depends on whether they are ‘predictable from and/or active in the preceding 

context’ (Janse 2020: 18). If they are, we are dealing with a GivTop, which is positioned 

postverbally. If not, then the topic is a ConTop and it is preverbal. I have already discussed 

the concept of narrow focus, which is a focalised element that consists of a single preverbal 

constituent, as opposed to broad focus (Matić 2003: 573; Dik 2007: 165; CGCG 2019: 712)..  

In addition to these subtypes that are embedded within the information structure, there 

are also several extra-clausal IUs that deserve more attention in the context of this 

dissertation (see Janse 2020: 18–19). The first is called  ‘Theme’,2 which is a kind of GivTop 

 

                                           
2 Not to be confused with the theme mentioned on the previous page.  
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that stands in pre-clausal position. More specifically, it is left-dislocated and it ‘re-

establish[es] topical referents into the discourse which have been out of the focus of 

attention for a while’ (Allan 2014: 184, see Janse 2020: 18–19). Allan calls these ‘resumed 

topics’ and gives the following English example: ‘My dad, all he ever did was farm and 

ranch’.  

Another pre-clausal IU is called ‘Setting’. This refers to a preposed adverbial phrase 

or clause that provides a ‘coherence bridge between the preceding and the following 

discourse’ (Allan 2014: 4). A setting gives the recipient information that is not previously 

given but has been considered presupposed (Dik 2007: 37). While they are connected to 

what follows, they show signs of pragmatic connection to the preceding discourse as well. 

An example is: ‘When Mary had left for New York, John felt awful’.  

Third, a post-clausal type of topic is called a ‘Tail’. This is a right-dislocated GivTop 

that serves as an ‘afterthought, further specification, or correction’ (Dik 2007: 35). It further 

clarifies the GivTop. Allan gives the following example: ‘He’s a nice chap, your brother’ 

(2014: 185).  

Finally, it is also worthwhile to refer to the phenomenon of prolepsis in this context. 

The CGCG (2019: 720) defines it as a situation where a topic of a subordinate clause which 

follows the matrix clause is syntactically integrated into that matrix clause; that is, it is taken 

out of the subordinate clause, preposed to it, and embedded in the matrix clause. This is 

another instance of dislocation, which allows the speaker to treat the dislocated segment as 

the (given) topic of the subordinate clause, whereas otherwise it would be focalised.  

All of the studies I have mentioned in this section use Classical Greek as their corpus, 

and so, when it comes to the Classical language, the consensus is that word order is indeed 

pragmatically determined. Additionally, Porter (1992), Pitts (2013), and Levinsohn (2017) 

have researched word order and pragmatics for Post-Classical Greek, more specifically the 

New Testament, the Synoptics, and Acts, respectively. For Modern Greek, as well, scholars 

agree that the word order happens according to pragmatic categories (Philippaki-Warburton 

1985: 115f; Holton et al. 2012: 521ff). Indeed, so-called clitic doubling has a large role in 

the grammatical identification of a topic in Medieval Greek vernacular and in Modern 

Greek (see Holton, Mackridge & Philippaki-Warburton 2004: 230; Janse 2008), and I will 

return to this in section 4.4.2 below.  

If it is then generally accepted for both Ancient and Modern Greek that pragmatic 

devices are decisive for word order, it seems straightforward that this is also the case for 

Medieval Greek. Peter Mackridge (1993) is one of the scholars to have investigated word 

order in combination with pragmatics. In particular, he studied the placement of object clitic 

pronouns, and he claims that ‘the order pronoun + verb is almost obligatory when some 

semantically emphasised word or phrase (non-temporal adverb, object or subject or object 



 

 61 

complement) precedes the verb phrase’ (1993: 341). In other words, the word order subject-

verb-object is canonical, but, conversely, when an OCP precedes the verb we must have 

some degree of ‘emphasis’ or focus in the clause.  

 Horrocks (1990), Janse (1994, 2008) and Soltic (2012), amongst others, have proven 

that this idea that Medieval Greek word order is influenced by pragmatics is indeed feasible. 

Janse (2008) discusses in detail the evolution of clitic doubling and the position of clitics 

throughout the history of the Greek language. He pinpoints the Medieval Greek period as 

the moment in time where there was a change from an overall preference for the P2 position 

in Ancient Greek (following Wackernagel’s Law) to the Modern Greek standard language, 

where the clitic has become part of the verb phrase.  

The medieval period is also when the construction of clitic doubling becomes 

grammaticalised, under the influence of the use of hanging topics. Indeed, Mackridge 

(1994: 906ff) found that topicalised object noun phrases tend to always be clitic-doubled 

during this time, while focused object noun phrases are not. In short, during the Byzantine 

period, certain important linguistic changes came into practice under the influence of, or in 

coexistence with, the pragmatic concepts of topic and focus. Soltic (2015) also discusses 

pragmatics in the context of late Medieval Greek romances and concludes that the concepts 

of topic and focus play an important role in the word order of her corpus; more specifically 

in the placement of the OCPs therein. She investigates the validity of the so-called Focus 

Hypothesis, which states that pragmatic principles are indeed decisive in the distribution of 

OCPs, and that their position can give us more insight into which words are focus and, 

consequently, which are topic. I will go more deeply into the Focus Hypothesis in section 

3.4.  

More recently, we see the CGMG (2019: 2022 ff), which acknowledges the 

importance of topic and focus in medieval word order in general, stating that ‘in practice, 

therefore, once the fundamental syntactico-semantic requirements are met [...], the linear 

sequencing of constituents is largely controlled by considerations of “topic” and “focus”’. 

They go on to say that these two concepts were no doubt very clearly indicated by prosodic 

means in the medieval period, but this has obviously and unfortunately been lost for us, 

leaving us more in the dark about which is which. However, there are clear syntactic and 

contextual indications that can help us on the way. Word order and the presence or absence 

of clitic doubling are two such indications (CGMC 2019: 2026).  

Another indication for especially narrow focus in the clause are the OCPs that were 

introduced here. Indeed, their position relative to the verb is an indication of certain 

focalised constituents. This is why, before I can move on to look at the focus hypothesis, it 

is first necessary to understand the role and function of OCPs.  
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4.3 Object Clitic Pronouns (OCPs) 

As I explained in 2.2.3, a clitic is a small word without an accent of its own and for this 

reason it has to lean onto another word, its so-called phonological host (Zwicky 1977: 9; 

Soltic 2012: 3).  

The object clitic pronoun (OCP) is a specific subset of clitics, whose grammatical 

function is the (in)direct object and whose syntactic host therefore is the verb (e.g., φιλῶ 

σε). The syntactic host is not necessarily the same as the phonological host, yet it is 

interesting to note that in the history of the Greek language, there is a growing convergence 

between the two hosts, which can be read as ‘a steady process towards grammaticalization’ 

(Soltic 2012: 3; see Janse 2000 & 2008).  

In the Homeric epics, OCPs obey Wackernagel’s Law and therefore consistently 

occur in the second position (P2) of the IU (see Ruijgh 1990; Janse 1998, 2000, 2012, 2020; 

Soltic, Janse, & Bentein 2012). This is still the case in Classical Greek, as the following 

examples illustrates:  

 

ἵνα μοι μηδεὶς συνειδείη, || ἐν ᾦ μοι ὁ πᾶς κίνδυνος ἦν (Antipho De caede Heronis 43.3)3  

τοῦτό μοι, ὦ φίλοι, εὖ δοκεῖ ἔχειν (Plato Respublica 2.368a.5)4 

 

However, we also find an ever-increasing number of cases where the OCP is found 

immediately following the verb. Janse (2008: 176) considers this to be a natural evolution, 

since ‘the phonological dependence of the enclitic pronouns then coincides with their 

syntactic dependence’. This can be seen in the following example:  

 

ὡς μὲν ἀφῆκέ με πάντων  

(Demosthenes Contra Panaenetum 37.21.1)5 

 

Do note, though, that μέν still follows Wackernagel’s Law, and it continued to do so for a 

very long time in Byzantine history.  

This postverbal position of the OCP became more frequent in the Post-Classical 

period, when this placement gradually becomes the unmarked one (Horrocks 1990: 41). 

There is a tendency, however, to leave OCPs in P2 when they are attracted to a preverbal 

position by either 1) subordinating conjunctions, 2) preferential words, or 3) ad hoc 

 

                                           
3 Edition: Gernet 19652. 
4 Edition: Slings 2003.  
5 Edition: Rennie 19662.  
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focalised constituents. The first of these, subordinating conjunctions, are non-lexical words 

that open a subordinating clause or pronominal relatives. The second, preferential words, 

are a term that Dover has attributed to words that often stand at the front of a clause due to 

emphatic reasons, such as interrogatives, imperatives, demonstratives, and strong personal 

pronouns (Dover 1960: 20).6 The third, focalised constituents, are words that carry the focus 

of the sentence. However, we could take 2) and 3) to be one and the same, because 

preferential words are only preferential because of the focus (‘emphasis’) that they usually 

carry.  

Indeed, Horrocks (1990: 41) corroborates that ‘a characteristic position for items of 

emphasis or contrast in Greek is [the] initial position’. As such, distribution is not only 

regulated by syntactical rules (attraction because of subordinating conjunctions), but also 

pragmatic rules (attraction because of focalised constituents, amongst which are preferential 

words). This is confirmed by Janse (1993), who studied this in New Testament Greek and 

mentions two preferred positions for OCPs in an IU: P2 or directly postverbal (Janse 2000: 

237, see Marshall 1987: 15f for Classical Greek). Janse concluded that the postverbal 

placement is the unmarked position (1993: 86, 106).  

 

4.3.1 OCPs in Medieval Greek 

This brings us to Medieval Greek. Chila-Markopoulou (2004: 209) calls the variation in the 

distribution of OCPs ‘one of the most typical grammatical phenomena of Medieval Greek’. 

What we see, is that these same tendencies from Late Antiquity remain in Medieval Greek, 

but they take on an even more compelling character. Indeed, Mackridge (1993: 325) calls 

the attraction into a preverbal position by the three abovementioned word classes ‘rules’ 

rather than tendencies. He thus launches the so-called ‘focus hypothesis’ (Soltic 2013b), 

which I will return to in 4.4. This hypothesis states that the distribution of medieval OCPs 

seems to be so random because it is not only regulated by syntactical rules, but also by 

pragmatic rules, which he denominates as ‘emphasis’ (Mackridge 1993: 326).  

Soltic has reformulated this as focalised constituents, which can attract the OCP into 

a preverbal position. Horrocks (20102) also describes this correlation between fronted 

focalised words and preverbal OCPs in Medieval Greek, and Holton and Manolessou (2010: 

 

                                           
6 Dover counts negatives as ‘preferential words’, rather than as prepositive words, because the negation 

‘may constitute a complete utterance by itself’ and ‘there are many instances where it can occur as the 

last word of a sentence’ (1960: 14). The CGCG and Janse (2020: 1622), on the other hand, include both 

οὐ and μή in their list of prepositives, because the exceptions mentioned by Dover are easily identified  
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557) similarly confirm that OCPs stand before the verb ‘adjacent to a focused element’. 

Mackridge (1993: 329) goes on to say that the main difference in the Modern Greek 

situation is that there, ‘the clitic object pronoun ceased to be a freely moving part of the 

clause and instead became part of the verb phrase’. Indeed, in Modern Greek, imperatives 

and gerunds demand the OCP to be postverbal and enclitic— μιλώντας μας—while a finite 

verb causes the OCP to be preverbal and proclitic— μας μιλά.7 There is still uncertainty as 

to whether this was perhaps already the case in Medieval Greek, too, and if the preverbal 

OCPs are in fact proclitic on the verb as well, as in the second example just given. Indeed, 

Soltic and Janse (2012) point to Medieval Greek as the pivotal period for the change from 

the Ancient Greek enclitic OCP to the Modern Greek proclitic OCP. Something must have 

changed during this period in time, but it is hard to pinpoint exactly what happened or 

precisely when.  

Horrocks (1990) has already discussed this very same issue, and he assumed that the 

change from ἵνα, which is prosodically independent, to να, which is a clitic, is the exact 

moment and context where the change to proclisis was jumpstarted. More specifically, 

whenever να was followed by an OCP, the OCP suddenly lost its phonological host (since 

να is a proclitic itself and cannot support another clitic) and had to go looking for another 

word to lean on. The nearest and most logical option was then the following word, thus 

making the OCP a proclitic in this specific context. According to Horrocks, this led to a 

reinterpretation in the minds of the speakers, and due to analogy the OCP became proclitic 

in other contexts as well, until it eventually became a real proclitic. Soltic and Janse (2012) 

add to this that the grammaticalised DM σὲ λέγω can be understood to have triggered this 

process in very much the same way as (ἵ)να.  

On the other hand, Janse (2000: 246) mentions ‘minimal sentences’ in this context, 

which are small sentences where the verb occurs immediately following the OCP. Because 

of the closeness of the OCP and the verb, there was the possibility of reinterpretation in 

these specific cases, from whereon it could then spread to other utterances as well. He refers 

to the following scheme for this evolution:  

 

[S [X=OCP]P1 [V]P2 Z S] > [S [X]P1 [OCP=V]P2 Z S] 

 

S stands for the sentence, X stands for any word, V is the verb, and Z is the rest of the 

sentence. In both instances here, the OCP is in P2 position, but in the first instance it is 

 

                                           
7 However, there is a large difference between the Standard Modern Greek language and certain 

dialects, such as Cypriot, Cappadocian, and Pontic, when it comes to the distribution of OCPs. For more 

on this, see Janse (2000: 231–232).  
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enclitic on the P1 word X, and in the second instance it has become proclitic on the verb, 

which is in P2 position of the minimal sentence.  

This proclisis is a logical evolution, since the word following the OCP constitutes its 

natural syntactic host (i.e., the verb), thus uniting the phonological and syntactic host. The 

question will be, of course, can I find instances where the OCP is proclitic instead of enclitic 

in our corpus? I will return to this in 5.7. 

4.4 Focus Hypothesis 

 

Having explained OCPs, I will now return to the Focus Hypothesis I mentioned briefly 

above. There are several reasons why the Focus Hypothesis, the idea that pragmatic 

principles decide the placement of Medieval Greek OCPs, seems valid. The first one is 

diachronic continuity, which was already mentioned earlier. Both in Ancient Greek and in 

Modern Greek there are pragmatic principles decisive for word order (Janse 2008), thus 

making it most plausible that the same goes for Medieval Greek (see CGMG 2019: 2022 

ff).  

Another reason why the Focus Hypothesis seems to be correct is the fact that for 

Modern, in particular Asia Minor Greek dialects, the connection between OCPs and 

topic/focus has been researched and agreed upon (e.g., Janse 1998b, 2008). What has come 

out of this research, is that OCPs are an indicator of focus, depending on their position in 

the sentence. Indeed, they are attracted to narrow focus constituents in the P2 position of 

the IU. This must not be confused with clitic doubling, which identifies an object as a topic, 

instead of focus. In other words, pragmatic principles are decisive in at least this one part 

of the word order. This is very meaningful, since these dialects (i.e., Cappadocian, 

Pharasiot, and Cypriot) are very conservative and maintain many characteristics of 

Medieval Greek (see Horrocks 2010).  

In general, however, there is one big problem with pinpointing topic or focus in texts 

of so-called dead languages, and that is subjectivity. Indeed, the intention of the speaker is 

crucial in determining topic or focus, but there are no speakers of Medieval Greek left, thus 

leaving us without any prosodic information whatsoever (CGMG 2019: 2022ff). Dik (2007: 

32) puts it as follows: ‘Focus function is assigned to an element expressing the information 

that the speaker considers the most urgent part of the message s/he wants to convey to the 

listener’ (my own italics). Thus, for the large part, it has to do with the intentions of the 
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speaker, which is why Goldstein (2008: 5) calls the search for topic and focus a ‘subjective 

endeavour’ and Mambrini (2013: 1, see Soltic 2015: 158) even finds it completely 

speculative, since it depends entirely on the different interpretations of each reader. The 

same goes for Condoravdi and Kiparsky (2004: 166), who believe that only certain syntactic 

or intonational cues can give us an idea of what the speaker or writer intended. However, 

as I will illustrate in what follows, there are definite and clear indications in the text that 

guide us into the direction of a pragmatic interpretation, such as word order, the placement 

of particles, punctuation by the scribe, or textual context. Soltic (2015: 159 ff.) adds two 

specific syntactical elements to this list, which she studied in her corpus in order to 

circumvent and eliminate the subjectivity that is connected to topic/focus: that is, light verbs 

and clitic doubling.  

 

4.4.1 Light Verbs 

What exactly are light verbs? Jespersen (1965: 117) was the to first coin the term ‘light 

verb’, which Crystal defines as ‘a verb whose meaning is so unspecific that it needs a 

complement in order to function effectively as a predicate’ (2008: 281 s.v., see also 

Matthews 2014: s.v.). These verbs thus have a very ‘light’ semantic load and are always 

accompanied by a noun to specify their meaning. Butt (2010: 50ff) moreover states that 

light verbs are always part of a so-called ‘complex predicate’, which is a construction where 

two or more predicates combine to form a joint predication. As such, they represent an 

idiomatic expression together, in which the light verb functions as a ‘verbaliser’. Examples 

of light verbs in English are to have, to take, and to give.  

A characteristic of light verbs in all languages is that the combination of a light verb 

with their necessary complement can be replaced by one single verb. The following 

examples, taken from Crystal (2003: 270), illustrate this in English: ‘she gives a sign’ and 

‘she signs’; ‘he takes a walk’ and ‘he walks’. Brugman (2001: 553) calls this a 

‘monomorphemic paraphrase’. As such, the direct object with the light verbs contains all 

the semantic information, which is why Butt (2003: 1) calls light verbs ‘licensers for nouns’ 

and why this direct object must therefore always be the focus of the sentence.  

Indeed, Thoma (2011: 2388) says that ‘verbs of low lexicality […] introduce entities 

that carry the informational load of the clause’. This is why we expect OCPs to occur before 

light verbs and after the NP which carries the informational load and is, in other words, an 

example of a preverbal narrow focus. This has been proven to be true by Soltic (2015) by 

means of the light verbs ποιῶ and δίδω in her corpus of the Chronicle of Morea. The 

following is just one example of Soltic’s findings (2015: 163).  
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τιμὴν μεγάλην τοῦ ἔποικεν, # δωρήματα τοῦ ἐδῶκεν.  

(CoM H 7124) Lurier (1964: 272) 

 

did him great honour and gave him gifts 

 

The monomorphemic paraphrase of τιμὴν ἔποικεν could be the verb τιμῶ and δωρήματα 

ἐδῶκεν can be replaced by δωρίζω. Both ἔποικεν and ἐδῶκεν are light verbs and their 

objects carry the narrow focus of the sentence. Respectively τιμήν and δωρήματα are 

focalised and therefore occur in preverbal position, which is in line with Janse’s 

interpretation of Bollinger’s ‘linear modification’, which states that word order is indicative 

of (narrow) focus. It is the narrow focus on these two nouns which has twice attracted the 

OCP τοῦ into preverbal position.  

 

4.4.2 Clitic Doubling 

Clitic doubling refers to the repetition or doubling of the object in the form of a clitic 

pronoun, such as in the example that Soltic (2015: 169) provides us with: ‘τὴν ἀδελφήν 

μας ἄφις την’ (our sister, leave her) and ‘τὴν ἀδελφήν μας ἔασον’ (leave our sister, deny 

your child).8 As is clear from the translation, it is the pragmatic meaning that is different in 

these two cases, with the clitic doubling in the first example indicating that the sister is the 

topic. The absence of the clitic doubling in the second example thus indicates that τὴν 

ἀδελφήν is here the focus. This is obligatory in Modern Greek and is already present to a 

certain extent in late Medieval Greek (Soltic 2013, CGMG 2019: 2024).  

Clitic doubling is the ‘co-occurrence of a direct and/or indirect object NP2 and a co-

referential clitic pronoun attached to the verb’ (Janse 2008: 165; cf. Crystal 2008: 80 s.v. 

clitic; Soltic 2013c: 380; Matthews 2014: s.v. clitic doubling). In other words, both the fully 

expressed object and its clitic pronoun are present. In Modern Greek, clitic doubling is 

obligatory with a noun (phrase) that is topic (Janse 2008: 166; Holton et al. 2012: 255f), but 

in Medieval Greek it is optional (Soltic 2013c; CGMG 2019: 2024–2025). When clitic 

doubling is used, however, it provides a very clear indication of the topic (cf. Holton et al. 

2004: 230). Soltic (2015) therefore uses it successfully to identify the topic in her texts.  

 

                                           
8 Both examples are from Digenis Akrites manuscripts; the first from the Escorial manuscript, the second 

from the Grottaferrata. The differences in the two manuscripts pertain to register, as will be explained 

later on.  
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Unfortunately for us, however, clitic doubling is characteristic of more vulgarising 

Late Medieval Greek and is therefore not quite so useful in our (mainly archaising) corpus. 

Indeed, De Boel (2008) compares the vulgarising (Escorial) and archaising (Grottaferrata) 

versions of Digenis Akrites and notices that clitic doubling only occurs in the Escorial. 

Horrocks (2010: 365) agrees, stating that ‘the clitic doubling construction is characteristic 

of popular Greek’. Haberland and Van der Auwera (1987: 330) theorise that this connection 

with vulgar language has to do with the seeming redundancy of clitic doubling, while Janse 

(2008: 165) considers the optional clitic doubling in Ancient Greek to be a mnemotechnic 

device. In any case, the concept of clitic doubling is not very useful in my highbrow corpus.  

 

4.4.3 Confirming the Focus Hypothesis 

Clitic doubling and light verbs can therefore be an additional tool in confirming the Focus 

Hypothesis and in recognising the information structure within a text. Since my corpus does 

not display clitic doubling, this leaves us with light verbs. Despite the subjectivity that is 

often attributed to the concepts of topic and focus, there are ample indications within the 

discourse that guide us towards an understanding thereof—as will be illustrated in the 

examples in Chapter 5. Light verbs and clitic doubling are merely two of the possible routes 

for this purpose.  

4.5 Topic and Focus in IUs and Metrical Cola 

 

The concepts of topic and focus are strongly connected to the concept of IUs because both 

study the way in which information is packaged and structured within language utterances. 

Both of these concepts, in turn, can be linked to the metrical cola in Byzantine texts, since 

these can also be considered to indicate information flow and language structure.  

In Chapter 5, I will consider how information is structured within the metrical cola of 

our texts, and as such attempt to uncover the cognitive mechanisms behind their production. 

Basing my finding off linguistic criteria, I will give a deeper insight into word order, always 

taking into consideration the stylistic level and register of the text. It must be noted, of 

course, that our corpus comprises metrical texts, which must be taken into account when 
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studying word order. As we will see, metri causa is rarely the explanation for a certain word 

order, but it must be considered as a possibility at least.  

It is often proposed that metrical texts are not a suitable corpus for the study of word 

order, because of the metrical constraints that would supposedly impose a straightjacket 

onto the language (see Soltic 20015: 81). However, this idea has mostly been discarded by 

scholars, such as Mackridge, who believes that ‘each time grammar appears to be in conflict 

with versification, we must apply the principle that grammar takes precedence: most scribes 

knew their language far better than they knew the rules of versification […]. Language is a 

system, while meter is only a sub-system of it’ (Mackridge 1993: 339). 

Additionally, there are several reasons why the dodecasyllabic epigrams in particular 

do not impose a straitjacket on the language, but instead exhibit a natural rhythm and allow 

much flexibility and variety. A first reason is that isosyllabic metres do not follow an 

extremely rigid system; rather, at their core they are somewhat loose in their rules. Iambic 

prosody was not a prerequisite for the dodecasyllable, and some of the more rigid rules 

(caesura, number of syllables, paroxytone stress accent) could be stretched to a certain 

degree to fit the needs of the author. Additionally, the iambic rhythm has long been 

considered to be the most ‘natural’ for the Greek language, as the famous quote by Aristotle 

indicates: ‘μάλιστα γὰρ λεκτικὸν τῶν μέτρων τὸ ἰαμβεῖόν ἐστιν’ (Po. 1449a 24–29). This 

further relativises the idea of a straightjacket.  

The isosyllabic book epigrams in our corpus moreover very often display spelling 

mistakes, which reflect the pronunciation of the time and the orthographic confusion that is 

the result thereof. The following is a remarkable example from the 15th century:  

 

(13)  ὡσπερ ξενοί χερονται οἰδην π(ατ)ρίδα 

καὶ υ θαλλαταίβωνταις οιδην λιμ(εν)α  

οὕτ(ως) καὶ οι β<ιβ>λογραφῶνταῖς οιδην βιβλῆου ταὶλος. 

(DBBE 23079, Oxford, Bodl. Library, Auct. T. 1.8, f. 82r) 

 

Just like strangers rejoice in seeing their homeland,  

And those at sea in seeing the shore,  

So do writers of books in seeing the end of their book.  

 

This is one of the many occurrences of the ὥσπερ ξένοι formula, which I will discuss in 

more depth in 6.2. The many orthographic errors as well as the fact that this epigram is one 

of the many variants of one type, give us an indication that this particular epigram has some 

‘fluid’ characteristics to it and might have been oral in conception.  

More relevant to the matter at hand, spelling can also help the author to stretch the 

rules of the metre. A verse that seems to be unmetrical (such as v. 3, which counts sixteen 

syllables), becomes somewhat metrical with a synizesis or a contraction in pronunciation. 
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For instance, a synizesis in καὶ ̮οι turns verse 3 into a political verse. Do note, however, that 

a similar situation in verse 2 (καὶ υ, sic) does not warrant a synizesis. These rules could be 

bent and applied as was needed, without necessarily interrupting or influencing the word 

order.  

Additionally, the language of Medieval Greek literature was a continuum, ranging 

from archaising to modernising, which provided authors with so many alternative forms for 

words or constructions that they were able to be particularly free in their linguistic choices 

(Browning 1999: 82). All of these arguments provide a strong assertion that the authors of 

isosyllabic book epigrams were free in the choice of their words and felt only minimally 

constrained by any sort of straitjacket.  

Therefore, despite our texts consisting of metrical texts, it is quite clear that 

pragmatic principles are still at the heart of their word order. This is corroborated by Dik 

(2007), Bakker (1990, 1993), Janse (2020) and Soltic (2015), who all applied word order 

and pragmatic principles to poetic texts. Exactly because these principles are connected 

with the way IUs work and with cognitive information flow, there are certain signals and 

signposts in the texts themselves that guide us towards an understanding of this packaging. 

These signals and signposts will be highlighted in Chapter 5.  

4.6 Summary 

This chapter has explored the theoretical concepts of word order and information flow, with 

the eventual goal of studying the information structure in book epigrams in terms of their 

segmentation into cola, which is what the following chapter will focus on. 

 We have seen that words that are positioned earlier in a word group or clause 

generally carry more (narrow) focus (cf. linear modification), and that topic and focus are 

essential in understanding the information flow of a text. They can also be part of the 

explanation of word order, which is what the Focus Hypothesis refers to.  

There are several indications that help in objectively identifying topic and focus. The 

first category are OCPs, which attach themselves to focalized constituents, and their 

position in relation to the verb generally gives an idea of focus in the clause. Secondly, there 

are light verbs, which have an accompanying noun that always carries the semantic load 

and therefore the focus. Finally, there is clitic-doubling, which is unfortunately not a usable 

characteristic in my research corpus, since it employs mainly classicising language.  
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Even though book epigrams are metrical texts, this does not hamper the fact that these 

pragmatic principles can still be applied and studied in this corpus. Indeed, as we will see, 

the segmentation of the verses into metrical cola might even be a helpful tool for 

understanding the information flow in certain cases. In the following chapter, I will 

highlight several signposts of information structure that can be found in the texts of my 

corpus.  
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Chapter 5.  

The Hunt for Cola: What Makes a Colon 

Tick?  

 

 

Now that we have established the relationship between the metrical colon and the cognitive-

linguistic IU, and we have explored the concepts of word order and information flow, it is 

time to apply this to the corpus. What are the linguistic properties of a colon/IU, and how 

do word order and information structure relate to the pairing of these cola in the verse? How 

do we go ‘hunting’ for cola in the texts in the DBBE? For this, I will explicate the different 

features that I have tagged in my subdatabase and explain their relation to the concept of 

IUs.  

The chapter is therefore essentially offered in two parts, the first and longest of which 

covers caesurae, while the second covers the possibility of the secondary caesura, the 

diaeresis, based on the linguistic characteristics identified for the caesura. In ‘hunting’ the 

cola I will first address caesurae ast he most fundamental feature tagged in my text. I will 

then address syntax, before moving on to apostrophes and appositions. This will be followed 

by a consideration of P2 words, DMs, and particles. The chapter then continues with 

enjambments, OCPs, and punctuation as additional signposts of information structure. In 

the final section on diaereses, I will address threefolders and the diaeresis itself.  
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5.1. Caesurae 

 

The most fundamental feature that was tagged in my corpus is where the caesurae are 

located in each verse. Lauxterman states that caesura is an essential aspect of isosyllabic 

poetry1 and notes that while  ‘not as strong as line end’ it ‘comes close’ (Lauxtermann 2019: 

353). Thus, we are dealing with an indispensable feature of Byzantine metre. It speaks for 

itself that the caesura is also fundamental in identifying cola, as they indicate where they 

end or begin.  

First though, I need to clarify that the caesura in the dodecasyllable and political verse 

is different from the caesura in Ancient Greek (Maas 1903: 282; see Lauxtermann 2019: 

354). In Ancient Greek poetry, the caesura does not relentlessly divide the line in two, since 

there remains synapheia (prosodic continuity) across the caesura.2 This is different in 

isosyllabic metres, where elision and synizesis are avoided across the caesura, exactly in 

order to come to a complete separation of the two cola, which proves that the caesura is a 

‘real stop’ (Lauxtermann 2019: 354). In other words, the caesura is where the information 

flow is halted for a few seconds, both prosodically but also cognitively. Maas referred to 

this when he wrote ‘hier wird also durch einen regelmäßig wiederkehrenden Wortschluß 

nicht eingeschnitten, sondern abgeschlossen’ (1903: 82; partially quoted in Lauxtermann 

2019: 354). This is also the reason why he called the inner caesura in the dodecasyllable 

Binnenschluß instead of caesura (ibid.), because the nature of the dodecasyllabic pause is 

different from the caesura in prosodic metres. For reasons of clarity and custom, however, 

I will retain the term ‘caesura’, which can be referred to as C5 or C7,3 depending on the 

number of preceding syllables.  

What this means in practice, is that the caesura disrupts the semantic and syntactic 

flow, and the choice between C5 and C7 for the dodecasyllable must always be based on 

indications of exactly this disruption (Lauxtermann 2019: 357). Certain linguistic features 

are indicative of such a disruption of the information flow, such as pre- and postpositives, 

apostrophes and appositions, and repetitions, but sometimes also punctuation. Because 

these are all indicative of information structure and flow within the verse, they are important 

signposts for prosodic—but also cognitive—breaks. I will therefore go more deeply into 

these features in what follows.  

 

                                           
1 2019: 315 
2 For a different view, see Janse (2020) on caesurae in the Homeric hexameter.  
3 This follows the system offered by Lauxtermann (2019).  
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First, it is important to note that there are some anomalies concerning the caesura. 

Indeed, a small number of verses do not have a caesura at all, even though this is very rare 

and nearly always a sign of metrical incompetence or carelessness (Lauxtermann 2019: 

355). Additionally, besides C5 and C7 in the dodecasyllable, and C8 in the political verses, 

Lampsidis (1971–1972: 239–240) suggests a possible caesura at C6 in the dodecasyllable. 

Lauxtermann does not agree with this (2019: 355–356), but the fact remains that some 

instances of C6 exist in our corpus, even though they are very much the exception.  

Beyond C6, Lauxtermann also mentions several other ‘fanciful caesuras’ (2019: 356), 

which lead to colometries like 4 + 4 + 4 (two caesurae, at C4 and C8 respectively), 4 + 8 

(caesura at C4), 4 + 5 + 3 (caesurae at C4 and C9), 3 + 5 + 4 (caesurae at C3 and C8), and 

3 + 9 (caesura at C3). However, this is again a clear signal of metrical incompetence, since 

‘not having a caesura after the fifth or seventh syllable, but somewhere else is tantamount 

to not having a caesura at all’ in the dodecasyllable (2019: 356). I have chosen to take these 

texts into account in my dissertation, however, assuming that in most cases the analysis of 

the information structure of the verse can shed more light on the peculiar choice of the 

composer for a deviating caesura, and that it can give us more insight into the reasons why 

C6 and other caesurae do occur in several instances.  

5.1.1 Examples of Caesurae within the Research Corpus 

The first example I will consider is from the year 1022 and appears in a manuscript that 

contains theological texts of Ephraim the Syrian, who is the subject of this book epigram. 

Demoen (2012: fn 17) calls the verses in this epigram ‘dodécasyllabes très médiocres’, with 

which he refers to the peculiar colometry and the hypermetrical4 lines.  

 

(14)  Πνευματικοῖς λόγοις||C6 ἤρδευσε τ(ὸν) κόσμον  

Ἐφραὶμ ὁ κλεινὸς ||C5 κ(αὶ) πολὺς ἐν τοῖς θείοις 

Οὗ τὰ πονήματα ||C6 ὃς συλλέξαι θελήσῃ  13 

Οὐχ οἷος τʹ ἔσται, ||C5 καὶ γὰρ ἀπέιρως ἔχει. 

Ἀλλʹ ὦ φωτιστὰ τοῦ νοῦ, ||C7 καὶ δότερ λόγου     5 

Ἰησοῦ χριστὲ, ||C5 θεὲ ||C7 καὶ σῶτερ φωτῶν. 

Αὐτοῦ προσευχαῖς, ||C5 καὶ πάντων τῶν ἁγίων 

Δὸς ἡμῖν ποιεῖν ||C5 ἅπερ καὶ μελετῶμεν· 

Ἵνα μὴ διπλῶς ἐκεῖ  ||C7 τιμωρηθῶμεν. 

Μνήσθητι κύριε ||C5 τοῦ γράψαντος ἁμαρτωλοῦ Ἰωνᾶ.  15   10 

(DBBE 17139, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1815, f. 280r)  

 

 

                                           
4 A hypermetrical line contains more syllables than is regular, as opposed to hypometrical lines that 

contain less.  
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With spiritual words he flooded the world 

Ephraim the famous and great in godly affairs. 

Whoever wishes to collect [all] his writings,  

will not be able to do so, because there are so many of them.   

But brightest of mind, and gifter of reason,  

Jesus Christ, God and saviour of men, 

Through his prayers and the prayers of all the saints,   

Allow us to do whatever it is we want to persue,  

So that we are not punished twice, God forbid.  

Remember, Lord, the sinner who wrote this, Jonas.5 

 

The epigram starts with the noun phrase πνευματικοῖς λόγοις in verse 1, referring to the 

works of Ephraim contained in the manuscript, which takes up the first colon. The word 

order of the noun phrase, adjective-noun, suggests that the adjective is the narrow focus, 

highlighting the spiritual quality of Ephraim’s works. The caesura at C6 detaches the noun 

phrase (NP) from the rest of the clause, which suggests that it functions as a resumed topic, 

and hence a ‘Theme’ as defined above in 4.1. It is not literally resumed in that the NP is the 

first constituent of the epigram, but it is nevertheless a given topic, as the context of the 

epigram is perfectly clear: it is an author-related text and the noun phrase refers (back) to 

the text copied in the manuscript.  

The second colon contains the remainder of the clause, starting with the verb 

ἤρδευσε, which emphasises the quantity of Ephraim’s oeuvre, which is referred to again 

later on in the text (by πολύς and οὐχ οἷός τ’ ἔσται). The verb is clearly the focus of the 

clause as far as it is contained in the second colon, and the verb phrase ἤρδευσε τὸν κόσμον 

thus qualifies as a broad focus as defined in 4.1. A caesura at C6 therefore seems most 

plausible here, and the resulting cola look like paired hexasyllables, as it were. Most 

scholars (including Lauxtermann 2019: 355 ff) do not consider this to be correct in any way 

and therefore do not study these verses. It is probably because of the irregular caesura at C6 

that Demoen (2012: 93) considers the quality of the verses as ‘mediocre’, but verses like 

this one seem to provide more than just a ‘little evidence’ (Lauxtermann 2019: 356) for a 

caesura at C6 and provide additional support for Lampsidis’ hypothesis mentioned above. 

The second verse begins with the noun phrase Ἐφραὶμ ὁ κλεινός, which is the subject 

of ἤρδευσε in verse 1, and thus looks like an enjambment. It is without any doubt an ‘adding 

enjambment’, which is defined by Higbie (1990: 29) as a grammatically unnecessary 

addition, as the epigram is author-related and hence the author is known to the reader. The 

first verse is grammatically complete without this addition. In terms of information 

structure, the noun phrase is a right-dislocated GivTop and hence functions as a Tail as 

 

                                           
5 The translation is my own, with the useful help and input of Marc Lauxtermann.  
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defined in 4.2. Ephraim was of course well-known, hence the position of the adjective (ὁ) 

κλεινός after the proper name Ἐπηραΐμ is non-emphatic.  

The noun phrase κ(αὶ) πολὺς ἐν τοῖς θείοις is strictly speaking not an apposition, but 

a coordinated noun phrase. It makes a lot of semantic and syntactic sense to have this noun 

phrase in a separate colon. The use of πολύς is peculiar here, because it refers to only one 

person (i.e., Ἐφραΐμ), and can therefore not mean ‘much’ or ‘many’. The LSJ mentions 

‘great’ or ‘mighty’ as a possible meaning, but adds that it is rarely used of a single person 

(LSJ s.v. πολύς 2b). Kriaras does not mention this meaning of ‘great’, but it is used in this 

way in Modern Greek (Triantafyllidis s.v. πολύς 2), which suggests that our scribe used this 

word in a very ‘modern’ way for his time. The adjective θείοις refers back to the noun 

phrase πνευματικοῖς λόγοις from verse 1. It is a modifier that is placed after its head (πολύς) 

and is therefore not emphatic. Indeed, since the information is already active from verse 1, 

it is topical.  

In verse 3, we are dealing with a hypermetrical line (13 syllables), so the caesura at 

C6 cannot really be considered a medial caesura and was most likely intended to be C5 

instead. Perhaps the verse was intended to be read without a caesura at all, in which case 

the hiatus between πονήματα and ὅς would have to be resolved: πονήματ’ ὅς, which would 

result in a regular dodecasyllable. This is not without problems, as the dodecasyllable needs 

a caesura to make it recognisable as metre, but it is not entirely impossible either (see 

Lauxtermann 2019: 355). The caesura after πονήματα would result in a syntactic division 

into two perfect cola, with the only problem being the hypermetricality of the line. Thus, 

either we keep the thirteen syllables and consider a C6, or we resolve the hiatus in πονήματ’ 

ὃς and consider this to be a verse without caesura (see Lauxtermann 2019: 355–356). 

The relative pronoun ὃς introduces a relative clause, which is a new syntactic unity, 

and οὗ τὰ πονήματα is a prolepsis as defined in 4.1, which stands outside of the relative 

clause and therefore consists of a separate IU. The pronoun ὅς is used here in the meaning 

of the Ancient Greek ὅστις (LSJ s.v. ὅς B.III.2) and the Medieval Greek ὅποιος/ὁποῖος 

(Kriaras s.v. ὅς): ‘whoever’. The infinitive συλλέξαι is placed before the auxiliary θελήσει, 

and therefore receives more emphasis, because it anticipates the οὐχ οἷος τ’ ἔσται in the 

following, thus referring again to the enormous size of Ephraim’s works.  

Verse 4 exhibits a comma at C5 where a sense pause is indicated (most likely by the 

editor, not the scribe, but without reproduction of the folio there is no way of knowing). 

This is also where the syntactic division between the clauses with ἔσται and with ἔχει is 

situated, which is corroborated by the prepositive connective particle καί in P1 of the second 

colon, and the postpositive connective particle γάρ in P2 of the colon. The combination of 

the two, καί γάρ, seems to have been used in the second meaning mentioned by Denniston 

(19702: 109f): ‘yes, and’ or ‘and further’.  
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The two coordinated descriptive apostrophes in verse 5 both fill out a colon on their 

own, which perfectly underscores a caesura at C7. This is in turn confirmed by the 

punctuation in exactly this position. The enumeration of apostrophes is subsequently 

continued in verse 6. This is a special case, however, where there are in fact two plausible 

candidates for the caesura: C5 and C7 are strictly speaking both possible. Lauxtermann 

already described a similar situation and says that in most cases the choice is rather clear, 

but that some editors do seem to include both caesurae at once (2019: 357)6. In these cases, 

he advises having a closer look at the semantics and potential focus of the verse. In verse 6 

of our example, a closer look reveals the punctuation at C5, which seems to hint at a 

favourable sense pause. It seems most likely that the caesura would be here, since θεὲ καὶ 

σῶτερ φωτῶν can be considered as one apostrophe instead of two. The idea of Jesus as the 

savior of men is one is that very pervasive in Byzantine literature (cf. Ep.Tit. 1.4: Χριστοῦ 

Ἰησοῦ τοῦ σωτῆρος ἡμῶν; Clem. Al. Protr. 1.7.2: τοῦ μεγάλου θεοῦ καὶ σωτήρος ἡμῶν 

Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ) and the name Ἰησοῦς itself is derived from the Hebrew yešūaʼ, which 

means ‘God is [our] saviour’ (cf. Just. Apol.  1, 33.7: τὸ δὲ Ἰησοῦς, ὄνομα τῇ Ἑβραΐδι φωνῇ, 

σωτὴρ τῇ Ἑλληνίδι διαλέκτῳ δηλοῖ). It therefore seems the most logical choice to keep the 

two apostrophes θεὲ καὶ σῶτερ φωτῶν together in one colon.  

In verse 7 the pause is at C5, because of the coordinated noun phrase πάντων τῶν 

ἁγίων which takes up the entire colon and in a way contrasts with the emphatically preposed 

αὐτοῦ in the first colon. The caesura here also places some emphasis on the prenominal 

quantitative adjective πάντων, which is a preferential word in the sense of Dover (1960: 21; 

cf. Janse 2020: 17). This is corroborated by the punctuation at C5 as well, which is 

indicative of a sense pause. The modifier αὐτοῦ is placed before the noun and is narrow 

focus, because it contrasts with πάντων τῶν ἁγίων, which is referred to the second colon to 

highlight the contrast.  

Verse 8 has a caesura at C5, separating the main clause from the relative clause ἅπερ 

καὶ μελετῶμεν. The word order of the main clause is canonical: it starts with a preferential 

imperative, followed by the OCP ἡμῖν in P2, leaving the third and last slot to the infinitive 

ποιεῖν, the object of which is referred to the second colon. The word order of the second 

colon is also canonical: it starts with the relative pronoun ἅ reinforced by the enclitic focus 

particle περ, followed by the verb μελετῶμεν, itself reinforced by the proclitic focus particle 

καί. 

 

                                           
6 For references see Lauxtermann (2019: 357 fn. 211). 
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Verse 9 again has the dual option of C5 or C7. In this case, it seems like C7 is perhaps 

the best option. Indeed, if we do not take ἐκεῖ in its usual locative sense but as an attitudinal 

particle signalling disapproval and/or indignation (Kriaras s.v. ἐκει),7 it modifies διπλῶς 

instead of τιμωρηθῶμεν, in the sense ‘so that we are not punished twice, God forbid’. C7 

moreover attributes a great deal of focus to τιμωρηθῶμεν, which dominates the whole verse 

and which is a new idea that is being introduced (up until this point, the concept of 

‘punishment’ had not been mentioned).  

The final verse does not seem to be a verse at all. Indeed, we suddenly find a fifteen-

syllable line here (with synizesis in κύρι̮ε and Ἰ̮ωνᾶ), but it does not have a caesura at C8, 

which is mandatory for political verses. We do have a great candidate for a sense pause at 

C5, following the delayed apostrophe κύριε, which would keep the word group τοῦ 

γράψαντος ἁμαρτωλοῦ Ἰωνᾶ together. The apostrophe is delayed, because the person it 

refers to (Christ) has already been mentioned and no longer warrants a fronted apostrophe 

(more about this in 5.3.2). The imperative μνήσθητι is a preferential word, as defined in 4.1, 

and therefore stands in P1 (compare δός in verse 8). Most likely we are dealing with a 

separate line that is no longer part of the metrical text. Note how Ἰ̮ωνᾶ does not have the 

required paroxytone accent, which all other verses exhibit. We nevertheless still see an 

articulation into IUs similar to what is found in the rest of the epigram. 

 

The second example is from the 14th century and accompanies a damaged illumination of 

the theotokos with child (see Rhoby 2018a: 243ff).8 The manuscript it is in contains 

theological texts of Gregorios of Nazianzos and exhibits a relatively large number of book 

epigrams. Our epigram contains twenty-six dodecasyllables, of which only eight have a 

regular caesura at C5 or C7. The rest seem to alternate between C4, C6, or C8. The language 

and word order hint at a heavily redacted text, which was composed very carefully and 

intentionally by the scribe Ioannes Doukaïtes. This of course makes the peculiar caesurae 

in the text even more conspicuous, as they seem not to be the result of a mindless scribe. In 

the reproduction of the manuscript for this epigram, we can see that every verse beginning 

is marked by a coloured capital and every verse end by a period (.). Accents and breathings 

are consistently added, and there are usually no spacings between words.  

 

 

                                           
7 ‘Για να δηλώσει αποδοκιμασία, αγανάκτηση, κλπ.’  
8 I would like to thank Andreas Rhoby for bringing this epigram to my attention.  
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(15)  Χοιμάζων γὰρ ἡμὰς ||C6 ὁ κλίδων του βίου 

Πρὸς πέλαγος ἐτάραξεν ||C8 φθορωπόντω· 

Ξενόβρυχον ἀβρεχὲς ||C7 κρουστικὸν κύμα  

Ἄθωρον ἄπλευστον ||C6 παρέμφωβον λίαν 

Σαρκόσκαφα πλία ||C6 κακῶς πελαγίζει   5 

Πνηγοβυθὴ ||C4 θυμονεκρὴ ||C8 βροτοπάσιν· 

Ἀφνόδραστος ||C4 κλεπταφανῶς ||C8 ἀφανίζων 

Ψυχὰς αἴρει ||C4 κρεοχόα ||C8 καταθάπτει· 

Ὁμμανά (?) ||C3 πικρος θάνατος τῶν ἀνθρώπων· 

Ρομφαιόστυλβον ||C5 κατέχων ὁξυτάτην·    10 

Κηκέτις (?) έχειν ||C5 δρασοφυγὴν ἐκ τούτου 

Ἢς (καὶ) ἀγριοθήρως ||C7 πρὸς ἡμὰς ἤξε· 

Πατρομητροτέκνοις εὐρὼν ||C8 συνηγμένοις 

Ἡμὰς κατέψυξεν ||C6 ὡς καυστικὸς δράκων∙  

Βρομοφαγῶν τὰ σκέλη ||C7 ἡ γὴ ὡς χόα∙   15 

Ψυχαὶ παρίστησι ||C6 θρόνω τοῦ δεσπότου 

Τραχυλιόγυμναι ||C6 δακρύφοβαι τρόμω 

Ὂν οὐδεὶς βοηθῶν ||C6 ἡμὰς ἀμαρτῶντας 

Καὶ σὲ παρθένε ||C5 ἄνασα θ(εο)ὺ μήτερ 

Δακρυροὰ ||C4 προσκυνήσει ||C8 τολμὰν φέρειν  20 

Σῶσον παναγία ||C6 ψυχὰς ἐπταισμένας  

Ἔχεις τὸ συμπαθὲς ||C6 ὡς του θ(εο)ὺ μήτηρ 

Πάντας σώζεις ||C4 εἰς κ(ύριο)ν ||C8 τὸν υἱόν σου 

Καὶ βοὰν πιστῶς ||C5 ὦ ἀγνὴ μη παρίδης∙ 

Ὦ ἐλπὶς σωτήριος ||C7 εὐμενῶς βλέψον   25 

Ὦ δέσποινα ||C4 ἐλαίου σου ||C8 ἡμὰς σῶσον∙  



 

 81 

(DBBE 20284, Athos, Mone Batopediou 107, f. 277v)9 

 

Denn die Woge des Lebens, die uns heimsucht,  

stürzte (uns) ins Meer mit vernichtender Flut.  

Eine aussergewöhnlich brüllende, nicht benetzende, durchdringende Welle,  

eine jungfäuliche, nicht schiffbare, sehr furchterregende 

überschwemmt übel die körpertragende Schiffe,  

die in der Tiefe erstickenden, ganz und gar tot durch den Zorn.  

Plötzlich, wie ein Dieb, lässt er die Seelen verschwinden,  

nimmt sie hinweg, beerdigt die Fleischströme,  

o Mutter, der bittere Tod der Menschen,  

der ein sehr scharfes glänzendes Schwert hält.  

Der Bittende, um einen Fluchtlauf zu haben, eilte von diesem 

wie ein wilder Tier zu uns.  

Als er (uns) zusammen mit den mitgeführten Vater, Mutter und Kindern fand,  

trocknete er uns wie ein versengender Drache,  

der die Schenkel wie Hafer isst, die Welt wie Erde.  

Die Seelen treten an den Thron des Herrn heran,  

mit nackten Nacken, mit Zittern die Tränen fürchtend.  

Niemand van diesen hilft uns, den Sündigenden,  

und dir, Jungfrau, Herrin, Muttergottes,  

Um den Tränenstrom durch die Verehrung zu ertragen zu wagen,  

rette, Allheilige, die sündigen Seelen!  

Du hast das Mitfühlende als Muttergottes.  

Du rettest alle zum Herrn, deinem Sohn, 

und su sollst nicht jene übersehen, die gläubig rufen, o Reine!  

O rettende Hoffnung blicke wohlgesinnt!  

O Herrin rette uns mit deinem Erbarmen! 

 

In verse 1 we see that the postpositive connective particle γάρ stands in its classical 

P2 position. The only possible caesura is at C6, because ἡμᾶς syntactically belongs with 

χειμάζων in the same colon, leaving the second colon for the noun phrase ὁ κλίδων τοῦ 

βίου.  

In verse 2, there are two possibilities for a caesura: either C4 or C8. At first sight, 

there seems to be no argument to sway us in either direction, as the verb can go either wa. 

This is what Lauxtermann also says about a similar situation: ‘The problem here is that the 

verb is placed in between C5 and C7 and since the verb is the heart of the sentence, 

syntactically it can go either way—to the left or to the right’ (2019: 357). C8 seems to be 

the most plausible candidate here, however, if we take semantics and focus into 

consideration. Indeed, C8 would place a great deal of emphasis and focus on φθορωπόντω, 

which seems very fitting.  

 

                                           
9 The normalised edition is in Rhoby (2018a: 243); the German translation is in Rhoby (2018a: 244).  
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Verse 3 exhibits an asyndetic enumeration of three adjectives (Ξενόβρυχον ἀβρεχὲς 

κρουστικὸν). Since the modifiers (adjectives) are all placed before the head (which is κύμα) 

they are emphatic, and this asyndeton is evidently a rhetorical tactic of the scribe. We could 

therefore even consider there to be a pause at C4, as well as at C7, since that would place 

all three adjectives in their own separate colon. In any case, C7 is a valid position for the 

main caesura.  

This asyndetic enumeration is continued into verse 4. Possible pauses here are 

therefore C3 and C6. We could assume both, but C6 is the most plausible in any case. In 

verse 5, the only option is C6, because that way σαρκόσκαφα πλία is collected into one 

colon. The adverb κακῶς also forms one unit with the verb it determines and stands in 

preverbal position, which means it has narrow focus here.  

Verses 6 and 7 both have two possible caesurae at C4 and C8. Indeed, both verses 

contain three compound words, which would then each be positioned in their own separate 

colon, which was no doubt a stylistic tactic to attribute some emphasis and dramatic 

connotation to the text. Placing the caesurae like that would also draw much attention to the 

compositeness of said words.  

In verse 8 there are again two possible caesurae at C4 and C8. The one at C4 seems 

most logical, since it is where the syntactic division between αἴρει and καταθάπτει is 

situated, but in analogy with the previous verses we could assume that both are intended 

here again. This would certainly place much emphasis on κρεοχόα. In any case is ψυχάς 

preverbal and thus carries narrow focus.  

Verse 9 is slightly problematic in its interpretation, because of the obscure Ὁμμανά. 

However, the translation considers it to be an apostrophe, so that is what I will do too. There 

is a possibility for a C5 here, but this would separate πικρός and θάνατος, which is not 

impossible but rather unlikely. The two other possibilities are C3 or C8, of which C3 seems 

to be the most plausible, because it immediately follows the apostrophe Ὁμμανά.  

The tenth verse also has a possible caesura at C5, with a hyperbaton in 

‘Ρομφαιόστυλβον […] ὁξυτάτην’. While this is of course conceivable, a caesura at C8 

seems plausible as well. This is because it would place much emphasis on ὁξυτάτην, which 

is underscored by the hyperbaton and the final position of the adjective. Should the modifier 

ὁξυτάτην have come first, it would have received narrow focus, but as the word order is 

now, the emphasis on ὁξυτάτην comes from the hyperbaton instead.  

Verses 11 and 12 both have regular options for the caesura, respectively C5 and C7. 

Verse 11 is again problematic in interpretation because of Κηκέτις (?), but verse 12 neatly 

packs πρὸς ἡμὰς (sic) and ἤξε together in one colon, which emphasises ἡμὰς as it has narrow 

focus. 
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In verse 13, the only options are either C6 or C8, with the verb again between the two 

candidates, which forces us to look at semantics and focus instead. The most likely 

possibility seems to be C8, because of the emphasis it places on συνηγμένοις. Indeed, 

because of the hyperbaton, it already receives some weight, which C8 might contribute to.  

Verse 14 necessarily has C6, because this is where the boundary between the 

comparative phrase ὡς καυστικὸς δράκων and the main clause is located. Note the heavy 

focus on Ἡμὰς (sic), which is the first word, has narrow focus and must therefore be 

orthotonic.  

Verse 15 has a regular C7, which sets ἡ γὴ ὡς χόα apart as a separate colon. In verse 

16 we see a C6, because that neatly keeps θρόνω τοῦ δεσπότου together. This division also 

keeps the verb and its subject together. Verse 17 also has C6, which places very heavy focus 

on Τραχυλιόγυμναι, as it is not just at the head of the verse, but also consists of a colon on 

its own. In verse 18 the most plausible option is again C6, because this keeps ἡμὰς 

αμαρτῶνας together in one colon. 

Verse 19 displays three separate apostrophes: σὲ παρθένε, ἄνασα, θ(εο)ὺ μήτερ. The 

pause at C5 is the most conspicuous, because ἄνασα θ(εο)ὺ μήτερ can also be considered 

as one apostrophe instead of two. This therefore seems to be the preferred option. This is 

similar to what happens in verse 6 in example 14.  

Verse 20 has the double possibility of C4 and C8 again, with C8 having the added 

value of separating the verb phrase τολμὰν φέρειν. However, in analogy to vv. 6, 7, and 8, 

we could also consider both C4 and C8 to be intended here, as the scribe seems particularly 

fond of the colometric division 4 + 4 + 4.  

In verse 21 we see C6 again, which is corroborated by the apostrophe παναγία, since 

a delayed vocative tends to be followed by a pause (see 5.3). The apostrophe is only 

preceded by the imperative, which is a preferential word and tends to stand in P1. This 

colometry also keeps ψυχὰς ἐπταισμένας together in one colon. Verse 22 also has C6, 

because this is where the clause ὡς τοῦ θεοὺ μήτηρ begins and because this keeps the verb 

and its object together in the first colon.  

Verse 23 again has two candidates on C4 and C8. The pause on C8 is the most obvious, 

because it is signposted by the apposition τὸν υἱὸν σου, but we could assume that both are 

intended here as well. 

Verse 24 is the first where we can see a significant division in the visual representation 

of the verse in the manuscript. Indeed, after πιστῶς there is a small space, which is followed 

by a slightly enlarged ὦ. This coincides perfectly with C5. Perhaps this is an indication of 

the scribe’s (unconscious) division of his verses into two cola.  

In verse 25, we see a C7 that is positioned immediately following the apostrophe Ὦ 

ἐλπὶς σωτήριος, which places much focus on εὐμενῶς – since it stands in P1 after the 
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caesura and has narrow focus – and less on  βλέψον, as it is the most important part of the 

prayer (the scribe does not want the theotokos to look at him, he wants her to look at him 

kindly).  

Finally, in verse 27, we see another candidate for C4, after the fronted vocative Ὦ 

δέσποινα. The caesura at C7 is not possible, because it would be followed by the enclitic 

σου. On the other hand, there is a possibility for C8, which would be fitting in the context 

of the numerous other verses with this colometry. This would mean ἡμὰς (sic) becomes 

focalised and orthotonic, which is corroborated by the fact that it stands before the 

imperative, which is usually a preferential word. If there is no caesura at C8, however, this 

would make ἡμὰς enclitic and not emphatic, which is equally possible.  

While two epigrams can of course not be representative of the entire database, let 

alone of all Byzantine poetic texts, it is very much an indication that caesurae in locations 

other than C5 or C7 were not all that uncommon. While we must keep in mind that these 

are still exceptions to the rule, in my opinion their existence should not be ignored. 

5.1.2 Exceptional Cases 

A great number of verses are not exactly twelve or fifteen syllables. Can we still consider 

them to be metrical? Chapter 6 will go into more depth about this particular problem, which 

is prominent in my corpus, but for now it suffices to say that, even though it is not good 

metre, I have still considered these texts to be metrical. The reasoning is that the main 

structure still follows (or attempts to follow) a generic pattern, with hemistichs and verse 

ends, usually also adhering to the paroxytonic rule. Moreover, these verses are often 

imbedded in an otherwise correct metrical text. In my opinion, we cannot discard the entire 

text for one faulty verse. What do we do with the caesura in these cases then? We clearly 

find a pause, yet it is not located at C5 or C7.  

Let us consider one example, in this case an author-related epigram from the 11th 

century about Basileios the Great. It is found in a miscellaneous manuscript, i.e. a 

manuscript containing a combination of different sorts of main texts.   

 

(16) Εἰ τίς ποτε ||C4 ἦ, γουργάθω ἐξαντλῆσαι˙ 

ἢ κυάθω ||C4 τὴν θάλασσαν πειρᾶται˙ 11 

οὗτος καὶ Βασίλειον ||C7 τὸν μέγαν γνώσει˙ 

ἰσχύσει λαβεῖν ||C5 εἰς τέλος ἐν συνέσει 

(DBBE 16996, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1673, f. 287r)  
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If someone ever tried to drain off the sea  

Either with a wicker basket or with a ladle,  

That person will know Basilius the Great,  

He will be strong enough to grasp it with sagacity until the end. 

 

In verse 1 there is the punctuation corroborating the position of the caesura at C5, but 

because of a lack of reproduction available for this epigram, this is based on the 

interpretation of the editor and not necessarily a representation of the cognitive processes 

of the scribe. What is more, ἦ (sic) stands for the prepositive connective particle ἢ, which 

corresponds with the ἢ in verse 2. This would make one assume that the caesura occurs 

before ἤ, as it is in verse 2, where it verse-initial and thus also in post-caesural position. 

When looking at syntax and semantics, a caesura at C4 seems more likely, because it 

highlights the focus of the contrasted nouns γουργάθω and κυάθω.  

In verse 2, however, there is no possibility for a caesura at C5 or C7. The line counts 

eleven syllables instead of twelve, so most likely this first colon was meant to be five 

syllables instead of four. The rest of the epigram consists of twelve-syllable verses, so this 

is really the odd line out.10 This illustrates, I hope, that we cannot simply discard this entire 

text on the merit of one verse.  

Verse 3 starts with a topic, οὗτος, which refers back to τις in verse 1, so it is already 

‘agreed upon’ and ‘known’. Βασίλειον carries the narrow focus of the verse, which is why 

it stands in a preverbal position (see CGCM 2019: 712). The caesura at C7 turns τὸν μέγαν 

into an apposition rather than a ‘regular’ noun-adjective sequence. Finally, in verse 4 we 

see a ‘Setting’ as described in 4.1 after the caesura at C5.   

 In all similar exceptional cases, it was important to check and tag the position of the 

caesura and base our assumption on the features and characteristics already mentioned. 

Interestingly, the determining of the caesurae has given us side information about the 

dodecasyllable, for instance whether C5 is more popular than C7, or the other way around. 

Lauxtermann mentions that the choice between the two is dependent on syntax and 

semantics, but it also changes from author to author (2019: 357). The results of this 

particular query in my research corpus are shown in Table 1, showing that we may thus 

conclude that, in general, an earlier caesura (C5) seems more popular than a later one (C7)—

in my research corpus at least.  

 

 

 

 

                                           
10 Τhe syntax is also odd, as the future indicative γνώσει in the apodosis corresponds with the 

present subjunctive πειρᾶται in the protasis. 
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Table 1. Absolute and relative frequency of C5 and C7 caesurae 

C5 8.431 56.7% 

C7 4.543 30.6% 

 

 If we look at other locations where we find a caesura in the dodecasyllables, we see 

that C3, C4, C8, and C9 are not uncommon, though not nearly as prevalent as C5 or C7, as 

shown in Table 2. Whilst nowhere near as popular as C5 or C7, these alternative caesurae 

do in fact occur too frequently to be ignored altogether. Notice, moreover, that C8 is slightly 

more prevalent than the other options, most likely due to the analogy with the caesura in 

political verses. 

 

Table 2. Absolute and relative frequency of other pauses 

C2 43 0.2% 

C3 216 1.5% 

C4 277 1.9% 

C6 187 1.3% 

C8 929 6.3% 

C9 214 1.4% 

C10 21 0.1% 

 

Having now considered caesurae within my research corpus, in what follows I will 

explicate all of the additional signposts or linguistic requirements that point us in the 

direction of a caesura, which we have already briefly discussed in our examples. These 

features are all consequences of the cognitive aspect of the metrical colon, because they are 

a reflection of how the language was produced by the scribe and how the information flow 

was structured.  

5.2 Syntax 

 

The next aspect I will consider is the syntax of the verse, which is an important sign of the 

caesural position, since cola/IUs often contain separate syntactical unities – such as clauses, 

noun phrases, verb phrases, etc. Indeed, the syntax is a reflection of how the scribe 

structured and wanted to convey the information, and how he conceived of certain 
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relationships between words and concepts. Therefore, another feature that I chose to tag in 

my corpus is the beginning of syntactical clauses, including whether or not this coincides 

with the beginning of a metrical colon. I have chosen to only record the beginning of a 

clause, because the length of the clause and how many subsequent cola it spills into is 

irrelevant to my research.  

Because cola often consist of grammatically coherent phrases or parts of phrases (see 

the ἔννοιαι by Ps-Gregorius), the syntax is in fact an important indicator of where the 

caesura must go, as the caesura often marks off a syntactical boundary of some sort. This is 

also one of the aspects where cola resemble IUs, because IUs usually coincide with 

grammatical units such as noun, verb and prepositional phrases or short clauses. Indeed, 

syntax is to a certain extent the emanation of the flow of consciousness of the author, since 

it is defined by how the author wishes to express certain ideas and concepts and how to 

express their respective information status.  

The idea that IUs and grammatical units often coincide seems most logical if we 

consider West’s ‘frequent syntactic division’ (1982: 5f). It is also corroborated by Johnstone 

(20082: 68), who writes that ‘these bursts [IUs] often consist of a single grammatical phrase 

or clause’, and Chafe (1994: 65), who states that ‘many substantive intonation units have 

the grammatical form of single clauses’ or otherwise ‘parts of clauses’. Chafe (1994) 

moreover asserts that 60% of IUs are a single clause and mentions that clauses are in general 

prototypical IUs (1980: 40). Croft (1995) even claims that 97% of English IUs are 

syntactical units. This is also reflected in the different types of cola in Ancient Greek 

mentioned by Fraenkel (see Schepper 2011: 10), many of which are independent clauses.  

What, then, did I find in my corpus of book epigrams concerning clauses and 

metrical cola? In my subdatabase, 10,795 grammatical clauses were registered. I have 

followed the definition of a clause by Gast and Diesel, who state that it is ‘a unit minimally 

consisting of a predication, i.e. a pairing of a predicate and a (potentially empty) set of 

arguments’ (2012: 3–4). For each of these clauses I have tagged whether or not the 

beginning of the clause coincided with the beginning of a metrical colon. This was true for 

10,629 of the cases (i.e., 98.5%). I will now consider some examples below, but first want 

to make clear that although several different signposts for information structure are at play 

in these examples, I want to particularly highlight their syntax in this chapter.  

 

5.2.1 Syntax within the Research Corpus 

Example 17 is a 10th-11th century epigram which is at once scribe- and author-related from 

a manuscript containing works of Gregorios of Nazianzos, which contains many more book 
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epigrams. On the folio of our particular example, we see that on both sides of the epigram, 

the two words Νικολάῳ and πρεσβυτέρῳ are added in the shape of crosses. The text itself 

is written κατὰ στίχον; that is, with each verse filling up a new line.  

 

 
 

(17) νικολάου δὸς χ(ριστ)ὲ ||C7 παῦλαν τοῖς πόνοις· 

λύσιν τε πάντων ||C5 ὧν τέτευχα πημάτων· 

καὶ πᾶσιν ἧδε ||C5 τοῖς πόθω τ’ ἐλευθῶσιν· 

βίβλω πελούση ||C5 τοῦ λίαν θεηλόγου. 

γνῶσιν πορίζειν ||C5 κ(αὶ) χάρ(ιν) σὴν λαμβάνειν. 

(DBBE 16902, Florence, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 7 Cod. 8, f. 158r) 

 

Christ, give me, Nikolaos, a reprieve from his toils,  

And a salvation from all the misery that I have encountered. 

And [give it] to all here who have come out of desire  

To find knowledge and receive your grace  

In this book, which is from the one and only theologian.  

 

In the first verse, we immediately notice the heavy emphasis on the name of the scribe 

Nikolaos,11 which is underlined by the addition of his name in the margins of this text. Our 

 

                                           
11 In another occurence of this epigram (DBBE 23125, Vat. Gr. 2061) the name of the scribe is Basileios 

(Somers 1999: 555). 
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scribe seems keen to share his name. This is especially meaningful when we see that the 

preferential imperative δὸς is pushed back by the name of Nikolaos, which is hyperbatically 

placed in verse-initial (P1) position and separated from the noun phrase τοῖς πόνοις which 

is placed at verse-end. Additionally, the vocative χ(ριστ)ὲ has had to make way for the 

scribe’s name as well and only comes later in the verse. It is this vocative that gives us a 

hint about the position of the caesura at C7, since delayed apostrophes tend to be followed 

by a pause (more about this later).  

Verse 2 is where we see that syntactical structure becomes indicative of the 

colometry, because at C5 we see the start of a relative clause, initiated by ὧν. Following 

this line of reasoning, we might be tempted to consider a small pause before πημάτων at C9 

as well, but this is a so-called ‘internally-headed relative clause’ in which the head noun is 

part of the relative clause itself, which means that ‘the [head] noun and the relative clause 

form one single syntactic unit that cannot be broken up’ (Fauconnier 2014: 153).12 Also 

note that the postpositive connective particle τε is placed in its classical position, i.e. in P2 

within the colon / IU.  

Verse 3 starts with the prepositive connective particle καί, which connects the 

following noun phrase with the imperative δός in the first verse and thus introduces a new 

colon / IU. The caesura is at C5, which sets apart the participial phrase τοῖς πόθῳ τ’ 

ἐλευθῶσιν. In verse 4, we see the start of a new syntactic unit, i.e. the participle phrase 

βίβλῳ πελούσῃ, which is separated by the caesura at C5 from its genitive modifier, which 

as we will see is rather common. Finally, verse 5 consists of two separate infinitival clauses: 

with πορίζειν and λαμβάνειν, which are connected by the particle κ(αὶ). It therefore makes 

perfect sense to have the caesura at C5, exactly where this syntactic division occurs.  

 

Example 18 is an image-related epigram that accompanies Theon’s Tabulae astronomicae 

and dates back to the 11th century. The text is written in στίχοι ἰαμβικοί, as the scribe 

indicates himself, thereby underlining that he was very consciously composing 

dodecasyllables. The text is written in columns, with each column containing an entire 

verse. The columns have to be read horizontally. Although the columns in itself demarcate 

verse-beginning and verse-end, the scribe has consistently added punctuation at end of each 

line. Unfortunately, no punctuation is used within the verses, so we are left to gauge the 

positions of the caesurae based on other indications—such as syntax. 

 

 

                                           
12 Cf. Bentein & Bağrıaçık (2018: 533-534), in whose classification internally-headed relative clauses 

constitute the second type. 
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(18) ἔνθεν σελήνης ||C5 ἀφθίτου καθημέραν, 

θεῖος δρόμος τάχιστος ||C7 ἐξιχνεύετ(αι)· 

ἐπὰν μετρήσης ||C5 ἡμέρας ὅσας ἔχει, 

ἀφ’ οὗ προσῆλθεν ||C5 ἡλίω τω παμφαεῖ, 

ταύτας δ’ εἰσάξας ||C5 ἐν πρώτη θέσει στίχου,  5 

ζῶον κατ’ ἰθὺ ||C5 τοῦ ζώου τεταμ(έν)ον 

δέδεξο νέρθεν ||C5 ἡλίου περισκοπῶν 

ἐν ᾧ περ αὐτὸς ||C5 ἡνιοστροφεῖ παρών:- 

(DBBE 16913, Firenze, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 28, Cod. 48, f. 160v) 
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Von hier wird der göttliche, sehr schnelle Lauf 

des unvergänglichen Mondes Tag für Tag aufgespürt, 

wenn du die Tage zählst, wieviele es gibt, 

seitdem er [d.h. der Lauf des Mondes] zur allleuchtenden Sonne hinzukam. 

Wenn du diese [sc. Tage] an die erste Stelle der Zeile bringst, 

nimm das Tierkreiszeichen, das sich gegenüber dem Tierkreiszeichen befindet, 

unter der Sonne umblickend, 

in dem [d.h. dem Tierkreiszeichen] sie selbst anwesend die Zügel lenkt. 

(Translation: Rhoby 2018a: 331)  

 

Verse 1 begins with the locative adverb ἔνθεν relating the epigram to the super-

imposed image in which the lunar cycle is connected with the signs of the zodiac. Not 

surprisingly, the moon figures prominently as the second word, σελήνης, even though it is 

a genitive modifier whose head noun δρόμος is postponed until the second verse. It is 

tempting to keep the noun phrase σελήνης ἀφθίτου together, but given the proclaimed self-

confidence of the scribe in rebus metricis, it is perhaps inevitable to assume a caesura at the 

regular C5 instead of the irregular C8. A caesura at C5 puts heavy emphasis on the the 

archaic adjective ἀφθίτου, which may indeed have been his intention. In that case, ἀφθίτου 

καθημέραν have to be taken together, perhaps to contrast the dayly path of the moon with 

her eternity?  

Verse 2 has a more transparent colometry with a regular caesura at C7, separating the 

noun phrase θεῖος δρόμος τάχιστος in the first colon from the verb ἐξιχνεύετ(αι) in the 

second. Τhe adjective θεῖος seems to echo the meaning of ἀφθίτου in verse 1, which perhaps 

explains the emphasis put on both, as suggested by their position: postcaesural in the case 

of ἀφθίτου, prenominal in the case of θεῖος. The caesura a C7 also places much focus on 

the verb ἐξιχνεύετ(αι), ‘wird aufgespürt’, i.e. ‘can be tracked’. One can imagine that when 

accompanied by the complex tabula this word is indeed very relevant.  

Verse 3 starts with a new subordinate clause, introduced by archaic conjunction ἐπάν. 

At first sight, it is tempting to separate the entire subordinate clause from the relative clause 

which follows by assuming an irregular caesura at C8. On second thought, however, this 

would not assign the noun ἡμέρας the prominent position it obviously deserves in this 

particular context. It is technically speaking in postverbal position, which means that it 

would not carry any special emphasis. By assuming a caesura at C7, on the other hand, the 

caesura would place much emphasis on the noun by separating it from the verb with which 

it is construed. This would keep ἡμέρας with the following relative clause in the second 

colon, which may be compared with the internally-headed relative clause ὧν τέτευχα 

πημάτων in the previously discussed epigram. The difference is, of course, that ἡμέρας ὅσας 
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ἔχει is an externally-headed relative clause,13 but from the perspective of the information 

structure of the verse, it makes perfect sense to treat it as ‘one single syntactic unit that 

cannot be broken up’, to borrow the words from Fauconnier (2014: 153, quoted above). 

The start of verse 4 again coincides with a new subordinate clause: ἀφ’ οὗ προσῆλθεν. 

The dative noun phrase is neatly collected in the second colon, with ἡλίῳ carrying the focus 

and τω παμφαεῖ added as an epithet. It is clear that ἡλίῳ is here emphatically contrasted 

with σελήνης in verse 1. 

In verse 5 the caesura at C5 is again a perfect reflection of the syntax of this line. 

Indeed, a new clause has started, which is indicated by the postpositive connective particle 

δ’ in its traditional P2 position. The first colon begins with ταύτας (sc. ἡμέρας), which is 

the narrow focus of the verb phrase, as indicated by its preverbal position. The prepositional 

phrase ἐν πρώτη θέσει στίχου fills up the second colon and the prenominal position of the 

adjective πρώτῃ again underlines that it carries the (narrow) focus within the prepositional 

phrase. 

Verse 6 contains a play on words with ζῶον and ζώου (‘animal’ as well as ‘sign’), 

which is further emphasised by the initial position of ζῶον, which contrasts with ἡμέρας in 

the preceding verse. The entire noun phrase contained in verse 6 and spread out over two 

cola is placed in preverbal position vis-à-vis the verb δέδεξο, which is mentioned only in 

the next verse. The caesura at C5 separates the prepositional phrase κατ’ ἰθὺ from the 

genitive noun phrase τοῦ ζώου, which is not an uncommon occurrence in my corpus (more 

about this in 5.5.2?). The added effect of the caesura at C5 is that it puts equal emphasis on 

τοῦ ζώου and ζῶον.  

In verse 7 we start with a very clear enjambment in the archaic imperative δέδεξο, 

which has as its object the noun phrase ζῶον … τεταμέν(ον) taking up the entire preceding 

verse. Again it is at first sight difficult to separate the prepositional adverb νέρθεν from the 

genitive noun ἡλίου as they form a prepositional phrase together which in turn goes 

syntactically with the participle περισκοπῶν. An irregular caesura after δέδεξο at C3 would 

seem the logical choice, but a regular caesura at C5 may have been the scribe’s intention, 

even if it does not seem to make sense from a syntactical and information-structural point 

of view. 

The final verse begins with the prepositive relative pronoun (ἐν) ᾦ, followed by the 

postpositive focus particle περ in P2. The regular caesura at C5 sets the subject αὐτός (sc. 

ὁ ἥλιος) emphatically apart from the verb phrase ἡνιοστροφεῖ παρών which takes up the 

 

                                           
13 Type 1 in the classification of Bentein & Bağrıaçık (2018). 
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second colon. The caesura in turn highlights the finite verb ἡνιοστροφεῖ, which obviously 

incorporates the play on ζῶον. 

From these examples, as well as from the rest of my corpus, it is clear that new 

clauses coincide with the beginning of a new verse more often than they do with the 

beginning of the second colon in the verse. This most likely has to do with the fact that the 

prosodic break at the end of the verse is more clear and disruptive, as I noted with reference 

to Lauxtermann (2019: 353). The second example also illustrates this, since the visual 

display of this epigram heavily emphasises the division into verses (both by the structuring 

into columns and by the punctuation), but not the division into cola.  

In conclusion, we can say that syntax is a fundamental piece of the information 

structure puzzle, that can help us understand the colometry of the verses as well. Because 

of the tight correspondence between syntax (form) and semantics (content), we can consider 

the syntax to be a reflection of certain cognitive-linguistic processes and therefore of the 

colon that functions as an IU, even though we may have to accept that the caesura does not 

always coincide with a sense-pause.  

 5.3 Apostrophes and Appositions 

 

The next feature tagged in my corpus that can function as a signal of the information 

structure in a verse, are apostrophes and appositions. Indeed, these two categories belong 

under the umbrella of so-called ‘parentheticals’ (Dehé & Kavalova 2007: 1) or 

‘parenthetical expressions’ (Scheppers 2011: 70, 199). Dehé and Kavalova define a 

parenthetical as an expression that seems to be linearly represented in the sentence but is 

‘structurally independent at the same time’ (2017: 1). This must mostly be understood 

prosodically, as they interrupt the prosodic flow of the utterance. They are considered to 

stand somewhat outside of the discourse and thus form utterances on their own. This is why 

Scheppers (2011: 14) calls these constituents ‘non-integrated constituents’ and Cruttenden 

(19972: 69) mentions that they are usually an IU on their own. Additionally, Lauxtermann 

mentions vocatives and appositions together with interjections and asyndeta as indicators 

of what he calls ‘weak sense pauses’ (2019: 361). This means that these parentheticals form 

a somewhat separate unit in the mind of the writer or speaker as they produce their language. 
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5.3.1 Examples of Apostrophes and Appositions within the 

Research Corpus 

Table 3 shows the results of a quantitative assessment of my tagged corpus. For both 

apostrophes and appositions, I have collected the absolute numbers and the relative 

percentages for 1) parentheticals forming independent cola (as in example 19), 2) instances 

where the parenthetical is part of a colon (so not an entire colon, as in example 20), and 3) 

instances where the parenthetical is spread over multiple cola (as in example 21). 

 

Table 3. Absolute numbers and percentages of different types of parentheticals 

Apostrophe Apposition 

Independent Part of colon Spread  Independent Part of colon Spread 

583 494 97 1014 105 425 

49.6% 42.1% 8.3% 65.7% 6.8% 27.5% 

 

As an example of parentheticals forming independent cola, I am including example 

19, which is a patron-related epigram from the 11th century, perhaps commissioned by 

Konstantinos VII Porphyrogennetos.14 According to the DBBE, the title and initials of the 

text are rubricated, but we have no image of the manuscript or folio to confirm this. 

Lauxtermann mentions the epigram and states that it is ‘written in prose, but clearly contains 

dodecasyllabic fragments’ (2003: 354). Indeed, we see that two lines are hypometrical, i.c. 

5 and 9, but the majority are in fact dodecasyllabic. Consequently, I have considered the 

text to be intentionally metrical.  

 

(19) + Ἔκπαλ’ ἥθροισε ||C5 παλαιοῦ ῥήτορος γλώττης  

ἀκροθίνια ||C5 μαρτύρων ἀποστόλων 

πάντων προφητῶν ||C5 δικαίων καὶ ὁσίων 

ἀριστεύματα ||C5 κατὰ τοῦ ἀντιπάλου 

Κωνσταντῖνος ||C4 νέος ποθήσας τούτων  11   5 

τὰς ἀριστείας ||C5 ἀπανθίσας ἄνθεσιν 

βιβλίοις τεύξε ||C5 παγκάλλους εὐμεγέθεις 

ἤνθισεν ἐπίκοιλεν ||C7 ἤδη κατέχει. 

Ἀλλ’ ὦ ἄναξ πάντων ||C6 καὶ στεφοδότα,   11 

δώρησαι τούτω ||C5 τῆς στάσεως ἐκείνων.    10 

(DBBE 16983, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 815, f. 1v) 

 

 

 

                                           
14 Lauxtermann (2003: 354) dates the manuscript to the 12th century and notes that it is therefore not 

clear whether Konstantinos VII, VIII or IX is meant. 
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Of old he [i.e. Konstantinos] collected of the ancient rhetorical speech, 

The first fruits; of martyrs-apostles 

Of all the prophets, just and holy,  

The deeds of prowess against the rival.  

Konstantinos as a young man who longed for these things 

Picked out the deeds of prowess in a choice of flowers,  

In books he produced the most beautiful and important ones.  

He decked them with flowers, adorned them and already he prevails.  

But, oh master of all, and giver of the crown,  

Grant him the status of these [sc. martyrs-apostles, prophets].  

 

Interestingly, Konstantinios’s name is not mentioned at the start of the epigram, but 

we have to wait until verse 5 (the exact middle of the epigram), so the verb in verse 1 

remains without explicit subject. The first word after the caesura C5 is παλαιοῦ, which 

receives a great deal of focus, as is also suggested by its prenominal position, together with 

ῥήτορος, which is also used here as an adjective (cf. LBG s.v. ῥήτωρ).15 The object of 

ἥθροισε, to which the preposed genitive noun phrase belongs, is postponed until the second 

verse, where it stands in enjambment. A new genitive modifier μαρτύρων ἀποστόλων takes 

up the second colon,16 but it does not go with ἀκροθίνια in the first colon, but with 

ἀριστεύματα in verse 4. 

The third verse starts with a second genitive noun phrase, πάντων προφητῶν, 

asyndetically connected with the preceding one, μαρτύρων ἀποστόλων. The caesura at C5 

turns the adjectival phrase δικαίων καὶ ὁσίων into an apposition, which further clarifies the 

first colon. As is typical, the apposition is positioned in a separate colon.  

Verse 4 begins with the noun ἀριστεύματα to which the preceding genitive noun 

phrases belong. It stands in enjambment and thus receives special emphasis due to its 

placement in P1 in the first colon. It is separated from its prepositional modifier κατὰ τοῦ 

ἀντιπάλου by the caesura at C5, which in turn receives special emphasis. 

Verse 5 is where Κωνσταντῖνος gets his first mention. The line looks hypometrical, 

but if νέος is pronounced with synizesis, it becomes a decasyllable, which is a regularly 

attested variant to the dodecasyllable (cf. Chapter 6). If this is the case, then a regular 

caesura at C5 would make sense. It would keep Κωνσταντῖνος ν͜έος together, with 

Κωνσταντῖνος in P1, as could be expected in a patron-related epigram, and νέος in 

postnominal position, which makes perfect sense as the idea of the ‘young’ Konstantinos 

rephrases, so to speak, the adverb ἔκπαλαι in verse 1. The caesura at C5 also adds special 

emphasis to the participle πόθησας, which in a way explains why the epigram started with 

 

                                           
15 Compare, e.g., τὴν ῥήτορα γλῶσσαν (EmilDur 32 c.5), ῥήτορι γλώσσῃ (GregAntRede 368,11.ζ). 
16 For the collocation ‘martyrs-apostles’ compare, e.g., τοὺς ἀποστόλους μάρτυρας τῆς ἀναστάσεως 

(Chrys. hom. 1-55 in Ac. 60.216.21 Migne; Chrys. hom. 1-4 in Ac. princ. 51.75.32 Migne). 
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the words ἔκπαλαι ἥθροισε. Τhe genitive pronoun τούτων refers back to the preceding  

genitive noun phrases μαρτύρων ἀποστόλων and πάντων προφητῶν and is therefore 

unemphatic, as it contains active information. 

Verse 6 begins with another enjambed noun phrase, τὰς ἀριστείας, the position of 

which is exactly the same as that of ἀριστεύματα in verse 4. The caesura at C5 separates the 

already heavily focused noun phrase τὰς ἀριστείας from the participial clause ἀπανθίσας 

ἄνθεσιν to which it belongs and which itself constitutes a figura etymologica (with 

alliteration). As a result, both the noun phrase and the participle are emphasized (and the 

idea contained in ἀπανθίσας ἄνθεσιν is further elaborated in the following verses). 

Verse 7 again contains a new clause, with the preverbal noun βιβλίοις carrying the 

focus and drawing the reader back to the physical book he is reading. The caesura at C5 

introduces a new apposition, i.c. the two asyndetic adjectives παγκάλλους εὐμεγέθεις, 

which elaborate the noun phrase τὰς ἀριστείας in verse 6. 

Verse 8 starts with two asyndetic verbs which elaborate the idea contained in 

ἀπανθίσας ἄνθεσιν, viz. ἤνθισεν ἐποίκιλεν. The following caesura at C7 separates these two 

aorist verbs from the following verb phrase ἤδη κατέχει, in which the preverbal adverb ἤδη 

has narrow focus over the present verb κατέχω. The adverb ἤδη thus emphatically 

anticipates the climactic finale of the epigram in verse 10. 

In verse 9 we find two apostrophes in two separate cola connected by the prepositive 

connective particle καί. Also note that, due to the elision of ἀλλ’, we end up with a 

hypometrical line since the first colon is one syllable short. We could restore the final -α or, 

alternatively, we might assume a crasis of ὦ and ἄναξ > ὦναξ, in which case we would end 

up having another decasyllable as in verse 5. The two apostrophes are fronted and therefore 

emphasized. 

The final verse begins with a preferential word at P1, i.c. the imperative δώρησαι. The 

imperative and its indirect object τούτῳ are grouped together in one colon, with the second 

colon specifying what must be given, namely the same status as the apostles and the 

prophets, which constitutes the climactic finale of the epigram prepared by the verb phrase 

ἤδη κατέχω in verse 8: Konstantinos already prevails over his mortal competitors, but God 

should grant him the status of the holy men mentioned before. 

 

Next, as an example of parentheticals as part of a colon, I am including example 20, which 

is an author-related epigram on the apostle Paul that precedes Paul’s First Epistle to the 

Corinthians. The manuscript is from the 11th-12th century and our epigram is written κατὰ 

στίχον, with each initial in red ink. The end of every verse is also marked of with a colon 

(:), and the first verse has an additional comma (,) to mark the caesura.  
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(20) Ἔλυσας ἀχλὺν, ||C5 διεσκέδασας ζόφον: 

Τέτμηκας προθέλυμνον ||C7 εἰδώλον πλάνην: 

Πίστιν κατεφύτευσας ||C7 ἐνθεεστάτην: 

Πυριπνόοις ἔπεσιν ||C7 βάλλων τοὺς πόρρω: 

Ἀγχεμάχοις βέλεσιν ||C7 τοὺς δεύρω σφάττων: 

Παῦλε πυρφόρον ||C5 τοῦ παρακλήτου στόμα: 

(DBBE 17371, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 363, f. 257v) 

 

You have dissolved the mist, you have dispersed the darkness, 

you have rooted out the error of idolatry. 

You have planted a faith that is most full of God, 

pushing forward the people of the future with fire-breathing words, 

and slaughtering those of the past with hand-to-hand weapons, 

Paul, fire-bearing mouth of the Holy Spirit.  

(Edition & translation: Bentein, Bernard, Demoen & De Groote 2010: 20) 

 

The first verse consists of two separate finite clauses starting with ἔλυσας and 

διεσκέδασας respectively. Remarkably, the scribe confirms the regular caesura at C5 by 

adding a comma in exactly this position. As Bentein, Bernard, Demoen and Degroote 

observe, ‘the verbs that are used to mention [Paul’s] deeds are very warlike’ (2010: 20), 

which explains their emphatic P1 position in both cola. 

The second verse continues the trend started in the first, beginning with another 

‘warlike verb’, τέτμηκας, which introduces a new clause as well. The predicative adjective 

προθέλυμνον should be taken together with the verb and thus constitutes the first colon. The 

caesura at C7 thus separates the asyndetic object nouns εἰδώλον and πλάνην from the rest 

of the verb phrase, thus adding more emphasis to the first noun εἰδώλον. 
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Verse 3 exhibits a hyperbaton in πίστιν … ἐνθεεστάτην, which is reinforced by the 

caesura at C7, which turns the superlative ἐνθεεστάτην into an emphatic apposition. The 

preverbal position of πίστιν indicates narrow focus. 

Verse 4 has a caesura at C7 as well, thus separating the instrumental noun phrase 

πυριπνόοις ἔπεσιν from the rest of the verb phrase. It is one of two examples of the ‘imagery 

of light and fire’ noted by Bentein, Bernard, Demoen and Degroote (2010: 20) in this and 

two other epigrams related to Paul from the same manuscript. The prenominal position of 

the adjective πυριπνόοις in P1 hightlights the imagery even more emphatically. The second 

colon starts with the participle βάλλων followed by the object noun phrase τοὺς πόρρω. The 

word order seems to suggest a broad focus, but note the chiasmus in the second colon of the 

following verse. 

Verse 5 is entirely parallel to this, as the first colon also consists of an instrumental 

noun phrase with the adjective ἀγχεμάχοις preceding the head noun βέλεσιν, thus 

emphasizing another warlike vocabulary item. The verb and the indirect object are then 

referred to the second colon, but in reverse order, thus emphasizing the contrast between 

τοὺς πόρρω and τοὺς δεύρω.  

The final verse starts with what Janse calls a ‘fronted vocative’ (2020: 21), thus 

emphatically addressing Paul by name for the first time in this epigram. Such fronted 

vocatives are normally separated from the following clause by a caesura, hence the comma 

in the edition of Bentein, Bernard, Demoen and Degroote (2010: 20). Apparently no 

punctuation was used to mark such an irregular caesura at C2, but a sense-pause must have 

been felt between Παῦλε and the emphatically preposed adjective πυρφόρον, which is the 

second example in this epigram of the ‘imagery of light and fire’ noted by Bentein, Bernard, 

Demoen and Degroote (2010: 20). If the sense-pause was not intended to be perceived as a 

real pause, it is tempting to imagine that the scribe intentionally kept Παῦλε and πύρφορον 

together in the first colon to suggest the close conceptual, though not grammatical, 

connection between the two, i.e. Paul as the personified fire-bearer. The regular caesura at 

C5 was clearly intended, as it emphasizes the other prenominal modifier, viz. the genitive 

noun phrase τοῦ παρακλήτου. 

 

The third kind of example, where the parenthetical is spread over multiple cola, can be seen 

in example 21, which is a scribe-related epigram from the 11th century found at the 

beginning of a manuscript containing catenae.17 It is written in Auszeichnungsmajuskel and 

surrounded by a decorative frame. Verses 11 and 14 feature a marginal note: 

 

                                           
17 All four occurrences of this type are discussed in greater detail by Stefec (2011: 334-339), who notes 

that the epigram may be scribe- or patron-related (2011: 339). 
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ὁλοσπόνδ(ειος), in reference to the metrical structure of the verses consisting entirely of 

spondaic feet. This is an indication of the deliberate prosodic structure of this epigram, and 

the high register it belongs to. Stefec (2011: 338) and Lauxtermann (2019: 270) discuss the 

prosody of the epigram, so I will concentrate here on the final part of the text, because that 

is where some interesting things happen with apostrophes.  

 

(21) ἀλλ᾽ ὦ βλύσας ἄβυσσον ||C7 ἐνθέων λόγων· 

ὡς ἐκ κρήνης ῥεύσασαν ||C7 σῶν μυστῶν γλώττης· 

ψυχὴν ἐμὴν ἄνικμον ||C7 ἐν καιρῶι δίκης·    15 

εἴης ποτίζων ||C5 καινὸν ἄμβροτον πόμα· 

ὃ σοὺς μαθητὰς εἶπας ||C7 ἐκπίνειν τότε· + 

(DBBE 23121, Paris, BnF, gr. 219, f. 3v) 

 

But may you, who has gushed forth an abyss of divine words,  

Αs if it had sprung from the spring of the tongue of your disciples,   

May you water my withered soul on the day of judgement,  

With the novel immortal drink  

Which you told your disciples to drink then.  
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In verse 13 of our text, we find an apostrophe that is spread out across multiple cola. 

Here, as in numerous other examples, we see that the genitive modifier of the apostrophe is 

attributed its own colon, suggesting that we are still dealing with two separate entities in a 

certain way. I will go more deeply into genitive congruencies in 5.5.2 below, but here it 

should be noted that the caesura at C7 emphatically highlights the prenominal adjective 

ἐνθέων. 

Verse 14 starts with the participial phrase ὡς ἐκ κρήνης ῥεύσασαν, which puts much 

emphasis on the metaphor of words as water. This was already started in the previous verse, 

with βλύσας standing in a rather prominent position as well. The genitive noun phrase σῶν 

μυστῶν γλώττης again takes up the entire second colon, as in the previous verse. The order 

of the prenominal modifiers is noteworthy: σῶν precedes μυστῶν and σῶν μυστῶν in turn 

precedes γλώττης. 

Verse 15 also has a clear syntactical division, with two different word groups standing 

in two separate cola separated by the caesura at C7. Note in particular the word order of 

ψυχὴν ἐμήν versus σῶν μυστῶν in the preceding verse, which is probably another instance 

of chiasmus.  

Verse 16 begins with an enjambment, as the verb phrase εἴης ποτίζων syntactically 

belongs to the previous verse. It makes sense for the caesura at C5 to follow this enjambed 

word group, thus giving it more weight, leaving ποτίζων with much emphasis, thus 

perpetuating the imagery of water which is present throughout the text. The caesura 

introduces the second accusative noun phrase καινὸν ἄμβροτον πόμα, where the prenominal 

adjectives καινόν and ἄμβροτον carry narrow focus, referring as they do to Jesus’ sharing 

of the wine at the last supper (Stefec 2011: 339). 

Verse 17 is again a perfect reflection of syntax indicating the colometry. The first 

colon starts with the prepositive relative pronoun ὅ, introducing a new relative clause. The 

position of the caesura is debatable. Stefec (2011: 338) assumes a caesura at C5, which 

would actually turn σοὺς μαθητάς into a proleptically placed noun phrase (with special 

emphasis on the prenominal possessive adjective σούς), referring the verb εἶπας and the 

infinitival clause to the second colon. Alternatively, we might posit a caesura at C7, which 

would give more emphasis to the infinitive ἐκπίνειν. 

 In general, we find that in both apostrophes and appositions, a large portion of the 

parenthetical expression is in fact an independent colon (about 50%), which makes sense if 

we consider the definition of a parenthetical. However, in the case of the apostrophes, we 

see that a very large number of occurrences are instead part of a colon (42%). Does this 

then mean that our hypothesis is not confirmed in the case of the apostrophe?  
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5.3.2 Apostrophes That are Part of the Colon 

Before transitioning to the next signpost of information structure, an important sidenote 

must be made. Of course it speaks for itself that the size of the parenthetical expression is 

first and foremost decisive in whether or not it fits within a metrical colon. The apostrophes 

and appositions that are spread over multiple cola (resp. 8.3% and 27.5% of the cases) 

should therefore not necessarily be seen as problematic or exceptional—it most likely just 

meant that these utterances were too long to fit in one colon. Similarly, the apostrophes or 

appositions that are part of a colon were perhaps simply too short for a metrical colon. 

However, it is interesting to see how all of these latter cases then interact with the caesurae 

in the verse. 

Moving beyond the analysis of example 19, I have therefore taken a closer look at 

the particular instances where the apostrophe is part of a colon. In doing so a clear pattern 

became apparent. Of all these cases, 93.5% are adjacent on at least one side to a 

caesura/verse end. This means that by far the bulk of these apostrophes are not simply 

floating around, as it were, but concur clearly with a breathing pause on one side.  

It is relevant, then, that Janse (2012: 26) distinguishes ‘fronted vocatives’, that is 

vocatives which occur in pre-clausal position—Zwicky calls these ‘calls’ (1974: 787)—as 

in example 21, and ‘delayed vocatives’ which occur in post- or intra-clausal position—

Zwicky calls these ‘addresses’—as in example 22 below. Delayed vocatives behave in an 

almost postpositive way, according to Schwyzer (19504: 60), making it prosodically part of 

the preceding IU (see Janse 2020: 26ff). Fronted vocatives, however, are very different in 

nature. They are ‘outside’ of the sentence, in a pre-clausal position, so they are truly ‘non-

integrated’, as Scheppers notes (2011: 14), and thus usually form an IU on their own. Janse 

mentions that the function of these fronted apostrophes is to grasp the attention of the one 

who is addressed and therefore necessarily carry a lot of emphasis. This is in contrast with 

delayed vocatives, which Lambrecht (1996: 278) has compared to postverbal given topics, 

since they are much more implied and the writer assumes they already have the attention of 

the addressee.  

Within the research corpus, I found that delayed apostrophes occur much more 

frequently than fronted apostrophes, and that they indeed have a clear preference for a 

prosodic structure where the caesura or verse end follows the apostrophe. The pause in 

pronunciation therefore occurs after the apostrophe, confirming their postpositive character 

mentioned by Schwyzer. I will illustrate this with two examples in 22 below.  

 The first example, 22a, is an author-related epigram about the evangelist John, 

accompanying a miniature of the evangelist at the beginning the Gospel of John. The text 

itself was written in the 11th century and displays the form of a cross, so it fulfills a very 
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ornamental function. The end of each verse is clearly indicated by punctuation, which is 

helpful since the verses are not written κατὰ στίχον due to their peculiar structuring.  

 

(22)a. + σὺ τὴν ανω γέννησιν ||C7 ἀρρήτως γράφ(ων):- 

ὕψωσας ἡμᾶς ||C5 τῆς κάτω παροικίας:∙  

εἰς οὐρανοὺς δε ||C5 τὴν ἄφιξιν τοῦ λόγου  

βρωτῶν φέρεις ἄνωθεν ||C7 ἀν(θρώπ)ων λόγε:  

ἀνθῶν σε τιμῶν ||C5 γεώργιος ἐν τούτω.     5 

καὶ τοὺς λόγους γέγραφε ||C7 τοῦ λογογράφου 

(DBBE 17030, Venice, Bibl. Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z. 542 (coll. 409), f. 279v) 

 

You write in an unspeakable way of the birth above,  

Exalting us out of our lowly living space.  

You carry the arrival of the Logos to the heavens,  

Above the mortal men, oh Logos.   

Georgios is flourishing and honouring you in this, 

And has written down the words of the writer.  
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In this particular epigram, I want to focus solely on verse 4, where we see the 

apostrophe λόγε as a delayed vocative. It is followed by the verse end, so the strongest 

possible pause, but is not preceded by the caesura, which is on C7. The verb φέρεις refers 

back to verse 3, because ἄφιξιν is its direct object, and βρωτῶν… ἀν(θρώπ)ων stands in a 

hyperbaton. This is interesting, however, because the hyperbaton does not span the entire 

verse: ἀν(θρώπ)ων is not the last word, rather, λόγε is. This can be an indication that the 

apostrophe stands very much outside the rest of the sentence and is indeed added as an 

afterthought in an almost postpositive way.  

 The second example, 22b, is from an 11th-century manuscript that contains texts of 

Basil the Great. It was commissioned by the patron Basileios Anzas, who is mentioned in 

this epigram (cf. Parpulov 2017: 94ff).  

 

(22)b. + Ἀνζᾶν μοναχὸν ||C5 εὐσεβῆ σακελλίου, 

φύλαττε χ(ριστ)ὲ ||B5 ταῦτ(α) τὸν τετευχότα· + 

(DBBE 17179, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Barb. gr. 462, f. 277r)  

 

Protect, Christ, the monk Anzas, the pious friar,  

The one who has commissioned this [manuscript].  

 

Here we see an example of a delayed vocative preceding the caesura instead of verse-end. 

Because it is embedded in the verse, it does not visually stand outside of the sentence as 

much as λόγε in the previous example, but it is a clear indicator that the caesura should go 

on C5, because of the postpositive character of delayed vocatives.  

On the other hand, whenever fronted vocatives occur, as in example 21, they 

necessarily have the verse end preceding them, but if we consider them to be IUs on their 

own, they would need a pause or break following them as well. When looking at apostrophes 

that are part of the colon, however, as we have been doing, this is obviously not the case. 

Indeed, many of these apostrophes are only two-syllables long (often this is χριστέ, πάτερ, 

or λόγε) and a caesura at C2 seems unlikely, especially when there is a plausible candidate 

at C5 or C7. It therefore looks as though having a caesura/verse end on just one side of the 

fronted vocative is enough to set them apart from the rest of the sentence. This does not 

mean that there was not possibly an extra pause in pronunciation in the performance of these 

specific cases, but this would have been an ad hoc addition of a pause and a much weaker 

pause than a main caesura.  

Returning to the research corpus as a whole, Table 4 offers a schematic representation 

of my data in terms of the positioning of the caesura near an apostrophe (that is part of the 

colon).  
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Table 4. Positioning of caesura near an apostrophe (that is part of colon) 

 

Fronted apostrophe 103 

Delayed apostrophe 391 Followed by caesura/verse end 336 

Preceded by caesura/verse beginning 23 

Nowhere near caesura 32 

 

As the table makes clear and was already mentioned, delayed apostrophes are the 

majority, and amongst delayed apostrophes, the caesura usually follows the vocative. In 

general, we can conclude that apostrophes that are part of the colon always tend to be 

accompanied by a caesura on one side, setting it apart prosodically, semantically, and 

syntactically.  

5.4 P2 Words, DMs, and Particles 

 

I now turn to the next signpost of information structure that was tagged in my corpus: the 

P2 words, DMs and particles. I discuss all three categories together here, since the 

distinction between them is often arbitrary or even unclear. As we have seen in 2.2, DMs 

are ‘a class of elements which contribute little to the conceptual content of the utterance and 

thus have procedural rather than conceptual meaning’ (Soltic 2015: 52), and which 

‘indicate, guide, constrain or direct the inferential phase of comprehension’ (Carston 2002: 

162). Soltic moreover mentions that DMs can be defined as ‘IU boundary markers’ (2015: 

62), which makes them a vital component in the quest for the colon.  

Indeed, because of the resemblance between metrical cola and IUs, DMs can also be 

considered as a marker for the colon boundary. Additionally, Ancient Greek DMs and 

particles often obey the so-called P2-rule or Wackernagel’s Law, which means that they 

always occur in the second position of a clause or sentence. This should be interpreted 

prosodically; that is, as the second position in the IU (Wackernagel 1892; Fraenkel 1932, 

1933; see Janse 1990, 1998, 1993a, 2000, 2008; Scheppers 2011). What we should therefore 

find, is that particles are usually indicative of the left boundary of the colon. 

 Yet, research about Byzantine particles is still lacking, with the main exceptions being 

Tonnet (1987), Soltic (2013; 2014b; 2015; Soltic, Janse, & Bentein 2012), and Loudová 

(2014). Wahlgren touches upon this when he says that ‘there is still much work to be done 

on Greek particles’ as ‘most Greek later than the early imperial period remains practically 
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uncharted’ (2003: 333). Loudová follows him in this, noting that studies dealing with ‘this 

topic are still very few, especially when compared with the parallel situation in the field of 

Classical studies’ (2014: 147).  

Furthermore, because Modern Greek no longer has particles (Davies 1997: 49; 

Smyth 2002: 631; Bonifazi 2008: 54) and they had already disappeared from the spoken 

language by the early Byzantine period, it is often assumed that there is no such thing as 

Byzantine particles. Indeed, Egea even mentions that the history of the Greek language is 

in fact a history of the disappearance of particles (‘la desaparición de estas partículas’ 1990: 

294–295).  

These claims notwithstanding, particles were still used, albeit not very frequently, in 

written texts throughout the Byzantine period. Furthermore, scholars often think that the 

use of particles in medieval times is exactly the same as that in ancient times and that they 

often used metri causa, meaning that they have no other value than filling up a verse that is 

lacking syllables (Jannaris 1897: 400; Apostolopoulos 1984: 210; Egea 1988: 104). I will 

prove both of these assertions false.  

To begin with the research previously undertaken by Tonnet (1987), only connective 

particles in vernacular Byzantine texts were considered. However, this study is nevertheless 

relevant to my research because he did show which particles disappeared from the 

vernacular language at which point in time, which we can then compare with the situation 

in our more classicising corpus. For instance, Tonnet notes that δή had already almost 

disappeared in the New Testament Greek, while δέ only disappeared in the 14th century (and 

was replaced with καί in a connective context and μα/ἀμμη in an adversative context). In 

this regard, it is interesting to see that δέ is indeed much more frequently used in our corpus 

than δή (1656 times as opposed to 121 times), even though the latter does still exist. Another 

such example is the difference between οὖν and γάρ, with οὖν already disappearing 

somewhere between the 7th and 11th centuries, but γάρ remaining in frequent use until the 

14th century. Again, this is reflected in our corpus, with γάρ occurring far more frequently 

than οὖν (1188 times to 170 times).  

Clarysse (2010) has given us some insight into non-literary texts until the early 

Byzantine period, but any later periods are undiscovered territory, because of a lack of 

remaining non-literary papyri from this time. He notes that γε and ἄρα had already 

disappeared in the 6th century, but then resurfaced in the early Byzantine period, most likely 

as a style element related to the popularity of atticism. Indeed, in documents for people of 

a higher social status, more of these ‘literary’ particles were added (ἄρα, γε, οὐ μήν, …), 

while documents for more common people only contained the ‘regular’ particles (δέ, γάρ, 

οὖν). This is especially meaningful in terms of register, as the use of certain particles can 
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tell us more about the intention of the composer and whether they meant it to be more high- 

or lowbrow (see Loudová 2014: 150).  

Egea (1993) has researched particles in texts from the Comnenian and late Byzantine 

era. He mentions several ancient particles that remained at that point: γάρ, μέν, δέ, τε, οὖν, 

and ἀλλά. These are also the most frequently used particles in our corpus, so the results 

from my corpus corroborates this. He also mentions some newer words and word 

combinations that were being used as particles: ἐκ τούτου, πάλιν, λοιπόν, and τότε.  

Very little is known about particles in the Byzantine era apart from these studies, and it 

is obvious that we have a glaring void between the early Byzantine era and the Comnenian 

period. Nonetheless, the study of particles, especially in metrical texts, can give us vital 

information about prosody, discourse, and the mechanics of the metre. Simply because the 

use of particles is tied to a more artificial (atticising) language in the Byzantine period, does 

not mean that they are not worth studying. The information from my corpus could therefore 

provide valuable data for any future research on particles in the Byzantine period. 

5.4.1 Particles in the Research Corpus 

What, then, are my general findings about particles in the tagged corpus? In short, we do 

not find them very often, as is to be expected, and those that we do find are generally the 

same ones reoccurring time and again. These are also usually the more ‘standard’ ones 

mentioned by Clarysse (2010).  

Furthermore, this is in line with Soltic’s observation: 

 

The general decline of the P2 particles does not only imply a reduction in frequency (their total 

number has diminished), in variety (the number of different particles has decreased) and in function 

(their role in discourse has become bleached), but is often also reflected in their ‘wrong positioning’: 

the particles no longer appear at P2 in the IU. (Soltic 2014b: 140)   

 

In the same article, she finds only three recurring particles in her corpus (the Chronicle of 

Morea): δέ, μέν, and γάρ. These three are in the top four occurrences in our corpus as well. 

The absolute and relative numbers are shown in Table 5 below. The relative occurrence is 

the percentage of occurrence of each particle compared to the total number of particles. 

These are the numbers for my own research corpus, but by way of comparison I have added 

the number of occurrences in the entire DBBE database in between brackets, since these 

can paint a somewhat different picture.18 

 

 

                                           
18 Date checked: 11/03/2021.  
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Table 5. Absolute and relative numbers of particles 

 

 

In total, 2,814 P2 particles or DMs were tagged in my corpus of 3,500 epigrams, 

which means that not even every epigram contains one particle. They are therefore 

definitely in decline in the period covered by the corpus, although the most common still in 

use are δέ, τε, γάρ, and μέν. Combinations of particles most often include δέ, such as in 

example 24a, but not always, as illustrated in 24b.  

 

                                           
19 For νῦν it was impossible to discover whether the word was used as a particle or as a temporal adverb 

from a quick search through the DBBE, which is why I have not added these numbers in this table.  
20 The combinations are, in descending popularity: δ’ αὖ (25 times), δ’ αὖ γε (6 times), δ’ οὖν (6 times), 

δέ γε (6 times), μέν οὖν (3 times), μέν γάρ (3 times), γάρ δή (3 times), οὖν γε (twice), αὖ τε (twice), οὖν 

μοι (twice), γοῦν μοι (twice), μέν γε (once), γάρ περ (once), γοῦν δέ (once), γάρ νῦν (once), γ’ οὖν 

(once), μέν τοι γε (once), μοι γάρ (once), γε γάρ (once), αὖ γε (once), δέ μοι (once), οὖν νῦν (once), νῦν 

δέ (once).  

Particle # occurrences Relative occurrence 

δέ 1,021 (1656) 36% 

τε 586 (1194) 21% 

γάρ 548 (1188) 19,5% 

μέν 232 (640) 8% 

περ  99 (910) 3.5% 

γε 91 (242) 3% 

οὖν 41 (170) 1.5% 

γοῦν 36 (91) 1% 

δή 35 (121) 1% 

νῦν 1019 0.5% 

αὖ 7 (148) 0.3% 

τοιγαροῦν 4 (18) 0.2% 

τοίνυν 3 (120) 0.1% 

μήν 3 (43) 0.1% 

τοι 2 (47) 0.07% 

ποι 1 (5) 0.04% 

μέντοι 1 (12) 0.04% 

δήπερ 1 0.04% 

Any combination of the 

above20 

93 3% 
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 The first example I will consider in detail is 24a, an patron-related epigram from the 

11th century. The epigram is written above a miniature depicting John Chrysostom handing 

over the book to the emperor (Nikephoros Botaneiates). The text is written in red 

Auszeichnungsmajuskel, in two columns that should be read horizontally, with punctuation 

added at the end of each line.   

 

 
 

(24)a. ·:· ἐγω μέν εἰμι ||C5 σὸς φύλαξ στεφηφόρε· 

ὡς ἔγν(ως) αὐτὸ(ς) ||C5 πραγμάτων τὰς ἐκβάσεις· 

ὁ δ’ αὖ γε ῥήσεις ||C5 καὶ χρυσοῦν φέρων στόμα· 

ὁ συγγραφεὺς ἕστηκεν ||C7 εἰς δυσωπίαν· 

αἰτῶν σὺν ἡμῖν ||C5 γραφέως τοῦ σοῦ χάρι(ν)·  5 

ὅν εὐμενῶς βλέποις τε ||C7 καὶ τρέφοις ἄναξ 

(DBBE 17052, Paris, BnF, Coisl. 79, f. 2v) 

 

I am your protector, crown-bearer, 

As you have yourself known the outcome of events. 

And this man, who carries words and a mouth of gold, 

The author, stands here for an entreaty, 

Beseeching with me your mercy for your painter, 

Whom [may you] regard with a benevolent eye, and support, Lord!  

 

The first verse already displays the P2 word μέν, which foreshadows the δέ in verse 3 

and emphasises the distinction between ἐγω and ὁ (John Chrysostom). The apostrophe 

στεφηφόρε is a delayed vocative and functions as a postpositive to the verse. The caesura 

at C5 puts the focus on σὸς φύλαξ, while στεφηφόρε is more considered as a known topic 

(most likely because of the depiction in the illumination). Verse 2 starts off with a new 

clause, and the caesura at C5 leaves a great deal of emphasis on αὐτὸ(ς): ‘you know this 

yourself’.  

Verse 3 is where we see the common combination of particles δ’ αὖ, accompanied by 

a third one: γε. The particle αὖ in particular marks a ‘shift to a different topic’ (CGCG 668) 

and is therefore essential in the information flow of this epigram. These all stand 

collectively in P2 of this verse, even if they are technically speaking in P2, P3, and P4, 

because P2 particles usually cluster together in the P2 position (see CGCG 704). The 

caesura at C5 perfectly breaks up the two noun phrases ῥήσεις and χρυσοῦν […] στόμα.  

In verse 4 the colometry keeps the subject and verb together in the first colon, 

emphasising εἰς δυσωπίαν. Verse 5 similarly keeps the noun phrase γραφέως τοῦ σοῦ 
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χάρι(ν) together, with focus on γραφέως, as it’s the first word in the colon. The final verse 

starts with a new relative clause and divides the two verbs in two separate cola. They are 

connected/separated by the juxtaposed pair τε καὶ, which I will explain more thoroughly in 

5.4.2. τε is not in P2 here, but follows the verb phrase εὐμενῶς βλέποις, where the preverbal 

adverbial has narrow focus. We also have a delayed vocative in ἄναξ.  

 

The second example is an excerpt from a long 15th-century text-related epigram about 

Alexander the Great and follows an excerpt from Diodorus Siculus on the death of 

Alexander the Great. The epigram is written in two columns, divided κατὰ στίχον, to be 

read horizontally. I want to zoom in on the following verses because of the combined use 

of μέν γάρ and δέ.   

 

 
 

(24)b. οἱ μὲν γὰρ αὐτῶν ||C5 (ὡς) ὁρᾶν ἔχεις δύο, 

κατωμαδὸν φέρουσιν ||C7 αὐτοῦ τὸ ξίφος. 

ἄλλοι δὲ δύο ||C5 τῶν βασιλέων ἕνα, 

ἡττημένον σύρουσιν ||C7 ἐκ τ(ῆς) ἀσπίδος,  25 

λαβόντ(ες) αὐτῆς ||C5 τὰς ἀπὸ σκύτους πέδας. 

(DBBE 24944, Paris, BnF, gr. 1642, f. 277r) 

 

Two others of these, two as you can see,  

carry his sword from the shoulders.  

Two others yet again, drag one of the kings  

who is overcome, from the shield,  

grabbing the feet from the leather of the shield.   

 

In verse 22 we see the first part of an opposition, introduced by μὲν γὰρ, both of which 

are in a collective P2 position here. While γάρ elaborates on what has previously been said 

(CGCG 668ff.), μὲν foreshadows the δὲ in verse 24. The caesura at C5 cuts off the separate 
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comparative clause (ὡς) ὁρᾶν ἔχεις from οἱ μὲν γὰρ αὐτῶν, which is a dislocated topic, and 

more specifically a ‘Theme’.  

Verse 23 puts emphasis on κατωμαδὸν—that is, the way the sword is carried—by 

putting it in the first, preverbal position. The noun phrase αὐτοῦ τὸ ξίφος is kept together in 

the second colon. In verse 24 we see the awaited δὲ that contrasts οἱ μέν with ἄλλοι δέ, as 

well as signals the left boundary of this first colon. The noun phrase τῶν βασιλέων ἕνα is 

again collected into one colon.  

 Of course, particles like τοίνυν and τοιγαροῦν are originally also combinations 

(respectively from τοι and νῦν, and from τοι, γάρ, and οὖν), but have been lexicalised into 

one particle in the course of time. These are also the only combination where the semantic 

meaning of the particle is a new meaning, rather than just an accumulation of meaning of 

each separate particle (as in, for example, οὖν γε). This is why I have considered them to be 

particles in their own right (see also CGCG 683f.).  

It is perhaps striking that it is mostly the ‘connective particles’ that are preserved in 

our Byzantine corpus (such as μέν, δέ, τε, γάρ, …), while of the ‘attitudinal particles’ only 

δή, δήπερ and τοι remain Τhe three ‘scope particles’ γε, γοῦν, περ (CGCG 664) are 

preserved as well, but they are not very numerous. Of course, the connective particles have 

always been more frequent in number anyway, and they were less optional than attitudinal 

or scope particles to begin with, as the continuity and integrity of the text depends on them. 

Of all 2,814 particles that were tagged, there are 2,397 that are placed second in the colon. 

This is the vast majority, about 85%, thus indicating that particles are indeed often to be 

found in the second place of a colon, as one would expect in an IU. Included in these 

numbers are those cases where the particle is technically in P3 because it is pushed forward 

by a prepositive, such as the definite article or καί, as in examples 25a and 25b.  

Example 25a is part of an author-related epigram about the four evangelists, dating 

from the 12th century. It is written in distichs, with each distich dedicated to one of the 

evangelists. Each distich is marked off from the others by punctuation (∴). I want to focus 

here on the distich about Luke (vv. 5–6).  
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(25)a. ὁ βοῦς δὲ χ(ριστο)ῦ ||C5 λουκᾶς αὐλακεργάτης,   5 

χ(ριστο)ῦ γένος· ||C4 θαύματα· ||C7 καὶ πόλου δρόμον:· 

(DBBE 25954, Paris, BnF, gr. 71, f. 186r)  

 

The ox of Christ, Luke, the ploughman, 

[writes about] the birth of Christ, his miracles and his Ascension 

 

In verse 5 we find the P2 particle δέ in what is technically speaking P3. However, the 

article ὁ is a prepositive clitic and ὁ βοῦς is considered as a single phonological word. 

Therefore, δέ is still considered to be in P2. Later in the verse there is again the dual 

possibility for C5 and C7, but C5 has the preference here, because of analogy with verse 2, 

where Μάρκου also stands in P1, so we would expect λουκᾶς to also introduce a colon.  

Verse 6 is an interesting example of how the scribe has used punctuation marks to 

indicate a threefold division of the verse. Specifically, the punctuation indicates a caesura 

at C4 and one at C7. This makes sense, because the semantic content falls perfectly in line 

with this same division; that is, an enumeration of the three subjects that Luke wrote about 

in his Gospel.  

 

The next example, 25b, is a patron-related epigram in the margins of a psalterium from the 

year 1087. Because of the cramped space, the scribe has not written his text κατὰ στίχον, 

but indicated every new verse very clearly by a rubricated first letter and some punctuation 

at the end of each verse.   
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(25)b. Ἔσπευσαν ἄλλοι ||C5 χρυσ(ὸν) εὑρ(εῖν) ἐν βίω: 

Ἄλλοι (δὲ) γῆν σπεύδουσιν ||C7 ἢ καὶ μαργάρους 

Καὶ πάντα πλοῦτ(ον) ||C5 προσλαβ(εῖν) ἀπληστίᾳ. 

Ὁ δεσπότης δὲ ||C5 τοῦ παρόντ(ος) βιβλίου: 

Οὐ μαργαρίτ(ας) ||C5 οὐ λίθ(ον) οὐ χρυσί(ον):   5 

Τὴν καλλονήν δὲ ||C5 τ(ῶν) τοῦ προφήτ(ου) λόγ(ων): 

Σοφ(ῶς) ἀνευρῶν ||C5 ἐξ ἔρωτος ἐνθέου: 

Ἔνθεν συνῆξε πλοῦτον ||C7 ὃς μένει μόν(ος): 

Ῥεῖ πάντα γ(ῆς) ||C4 καὶ λόγος μένει μόνος:  11 

Ἀλλ’ ὦ βραχίον ||C5 δεξιᾶς ἀκηράτου:    10 

Τὸν ταύτην κοσμήσαντα ||C7 τῶ πολλῶ πόθω: 

Φρουρ(ῶν) σὺ σῶσον ||C5 οἷσπερ εὐδοκεῖς τρόποις: 

(DBBE 17094, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 342, f. 24r) 

 

Some people have striven to find gold in this life. 

Others are eager to take land, or pearls 

and all forms of wealth in their insatiate desire,. 

The owner of the present book, however, 

in his wisdom, and from a religious love, 

has discovered not pearls, nor precious stone, nor gold, 

but the beauty of the prophet’s words 

and he has here collected this wealth, the only one which is permanent. 

All things on earth pass by and only the Word remains; 

but, oh, arm of the right sinless one, 

protect the man who has beautified these words with much desire, 

and save him in the manner which you see fit.  

 

The first verse exhibits a colometry that reflects syntax perfectly, with the infinitive 

clause χρυσ(ὸν) εὑρ(εῖν) ἐν βίω confined to the second colon. We find a chiastic structure 

between the first colon of this verse and the first colon of the next one. Indeed, verse 2 
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begins with the reversal of the words Ἔσπευσαν ἄλλοι, which is underlined by the 

contrastive particle δὲ in P2 position, making this a contrastive topic (ConTop). The second 

colon begins with an enumeration that is continued into the third verse, a semantic division 

that is refected by the caesura at C7. Verse 3 continues with the enumeration, where we see 

that the modifier πάντα precedes the noun πλοῦτ(ον), which means that it carries much of 

the focus of the verse: all of the wealth.  

In verse 4 we see the same particle δὲ as we did in verse 2, but here it technically 

stands in P3 instead. However, similarly to 25a, the article ὁ is considered to be part of the 

noun phrase with δεσπότης, so δὲ still stands in P2 position. It introduces the ConTop 

δεσπότης here. The genitive modifier τοῦ παρόντ(ος) βιβλίου is collected in the next colon.  

In verse 5 we again see an enumeration, this time in the negative opposite of some of 

the things that were mentioned earlier (οὐ… οὐ). Because of this, we can be certain of a 

caesura at C5, but can also assume a pause at C8, because this would divide the verse into 

three cola that perfectly reflect the semantic threefold division.  

Verse 6 has the exact same word-by-word structure as verse 4, with again the particle 

δὲ in what seems to be P3, but is actually P2, and the genitive modifier in the second colon. 

Verse 7 begins with the adverb σοφ(ῶς), which is emphasised because of its first position 

in the verse (it stands in preverbal position and therefore has narrow focus) and is part of 

the verb phrase, so naturally belongs in the same colon as the verb. The caesura at C5 

therefore makes most syntactic sense.  

In verse 8 we see two possible positions for the caesura, either at C5 or C7, but it is 

the one at C7 that is corroborated by the syntactic division of the verse; that is, immediately 

preceding the new relative clause ὃς μένει μόν(ος). The very last word of the verse is 

μόν(ος), which carries much focus and reminds the reader that only spiritual knowledge is 

a wealth that remains. This idea is repeated and underlined in verse 9, where μόνος is again 

the last word of the verse and thus echoes the previous verse. Λόγος is a ConTop here. The 

caesura in this verse is at C4 because the entire line is hypometrical and onl ry counts eleven 

syllables, but C4 is where the syntactic division between the two clauses with ῥεῖ and μένει 

is situated. This caesura also underlines the semantic antithesis connected to these two 

verbs: earthly possions pass by, but Logos remains.  

Verse 10 begins the final part of the epigram, which is a prayer for the scribe. This 

break in the discourse is signaled through the P1 particle ἀλλά, which is followed by a 

fronted vocative and its genitive modifier in the next colon. We find again that the genitive 

modifier is separated in a new colon, as we systematically find throughout the corpus (I will 

return to this in 5.6 below).  

In verse 11 we find the description of the scribe as ‘the one who has adorned this’. 

Both noun phrases with κοσμήσαντα and with πόθω are each sorted in their own separate 
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colon. Verse 12 is where we find the verb, which is constructed as a pleonastic imperative: 

φρουρῶν σῶσον. The caesura at C5 indicates where a new syntactic unit begins; that is, the 

relative clause with οἷς, which is accompanied by the enclitic focus particle περ.  

5.4.2 Particles Not at P2 

Through the examples above, we can see that P2 particles can most often be found in the 

second position of the colon, even if it looks like P3 at first sight. However, as we have 

already seen in 5.1.2, it can be illuminating to look at the exceptions. Thus, in this specific 

case, it is worthwhile to check whether P2 particles occur as boundary markers of the IU in 

another way.  

To do this, I have listed the particles that were not found in P2 in Table 6. For each 

particle I have noted how many were on P2 (i.e., in line with Wackernagel’s Law) and how 

many were deviating. Next to that I have specified the percentage of those deviating, since 

the absolute numbers do not give a clear idea of how likely this particular particle is to be 

on P2.  

 

Table 6. Absolute and relative numbers of particles (not) on P2 

Particle # on P2 # not on P2 % not on P2 

περ  95 4 4% 

μέν 219 13 6% 

γάρ 509 39 7% 

δέ 927 94 9% 

οὖν  37 4 10% 

αὖ  6 1 14% 

δή 27 8 23% 

γε 63 28 31% 

τε  355 231 39% 

 

Clearly, τε and γε are more prone to being postponed in the verse, while the rest 

maintain a fairly steady record of P2 positioning. In the following sections I want to examine 

three particles more closely—τε (more specifically when it is juxtaposed with καί), δέ, and 

γάρ—in order to see what happens whenever they are not in second position and whether 

we can use pragmatic reasoning to explain these exceptions.  
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Juxtaposed τε καί 

Throughout the history of the Greek language, τε and καί form a classic pair and occur 

together very often. The postpositive connective particle has Proto-Indo-European roots (< 

*kwe) and is related to the Sanskrit ca and the Latin suffix -que. As such, its function is to 

connect two parallel nouns, pronouns, or verbs and it sometimes has a universalising 

meaning (which is illustrated in the Latin quisque and the Ancient Greek subordinating ὥς 

τε or ὅς τε).  

On the other hand, καί has the function of introducing an addition, both in a 

connective way (joining words, phrases, clauses, or sentences together) and in a responsive 

way, where it has the adverbial meaning of ‘also’ or ‘even’ (Denniston 19702, Bonifazi et 

al. 2016, CGCG 2019). They both occur seperately, but together they reinforce and 

complement each other. When paired, they can be used immediately juxtaposed or with 

several words in between, with noticeable generic/register differences between these two 

possibilities.  

 The juxtaposed pair of τε and καί occurs relatively frequently in the dodecasyllabic 

epigrams of our corpus (312 times), when compared to hexametric or elegiac epigrams. 

This seems to be related to the connection between accentual, isosyllabic poetry on the one 

hand and the commatic Asianic style on the other. I will go into detail about the Asianic 

style in Chapter 7, but it is of interest to mention here that the rhythm of Byzantine accentual 

poetry and of Byzantine rhetorical texts (which are the rhythmical heir to the Asianic style 

of Hellenistic times) is very similar, because they both make use of short, prosodic units 

that are chained together in a larger text (Valiavitcharska 2013: 56ff). As such, both poetry 

and oratory exhibit the fragmentary commatic style that emphasises the concatenation of 

units and the rhythm that is the result thereof. This is what constitutes ‘special speech’, 

whether it be in prose or in verse (Bakker 1997: 123ff), and this is also what Aristotle called 

λέξις εἰρομένη (a ‘strung-on’ way of speaking, see Bakker 1997: 36). Blomqvist (1974: 

174) noted that there is a remarkable correlation between the commatic style and the use of 

juxtaposed τε καί and concludes that ‘juxtaposition of τε καί might be a characteristic of 

asianism’. It is therefore no surprise that juxtaposed τε καί occurs more frequently in the 

dodecasyllabic part of our corpus than in the hexametrical part.  

On the other hand, we also find single τε or double τε … τε very frequently in 

hexametrical or elegiac epigrams, and less so in dodecasyllabic epigrams (while being 

completely absent in political verses). This seems to be an archaism, which is corroborated 

by Elliot (1990), who asserts that there are almost no examples of single τε in the New 

Testament (see Bentein 2020).  



 

116 

 However, what is it that is so noteworthy about juxtaposed τε καί in our corpus that it 

deserves an extra section here? Strikingly frequently, the pair is broken up by the main 

caesura, as it is in example 26, which is a scribe-related epigram from the 11th century:  

 

(26) Αἶνος θ(ε)ῶ χάρις τε ||C7 καὶ δόξα πρέπει·  

τῷ δόντι τέρμα ||C5 τῆς γραφῆς φθάσαι σθένος 

(DBBE 16977, Kalabruta, Monè Megalon Spèlaion 12, f. 203r) 

 

Praise, as well as gratitude and honour are befitting to the Lord,  

Who has granted the end of this writing to come about in strength.  

 

This first verse, with the separation of τε καί by C7, occurs in this exact same form in two 

more occurrences (DBBE 17385 and 17386). Indeed, of all the 312 instances of juxtaposed 

τε καί in the dodecasyllables of our corpus, no less than 74% (231 occurrences) are 

separated by the main caesura.   

To check whether this was something typical for, and therefore limited to, book 

epigrams, I investigated the same phenomenon in a random selection of Byzantine authors. 

The texts under scrutiny were written by different authors, on different subjects, at diverse 

dates. They have in common only their metre, the dodecasyllable. Table 7 summarises the 

absolute and relative numbers of τε καί in Byzantine poetry, whenever they are prosodically 

separated.  

 

Table 7. Absolute and relative numbers of τε καί in Byzantine poetry 

 

                                           
21 Edition: Pertusi (1959).  
22 Edition: Vassis (2012).  
23 Edition: Speck (1968).  
24 Edition: De Groote (2004).  
25 Edition: Spadaro (1984).  
26 Edition: De Groote (2012).  

 

Work # τε and καί 

juxtaposed 

# τε and καί 

separated 

% τε and καί 

separated 

Expeditio Persica - Pisides21  12 9 75% 

Versus - Constantinos Rhodios22 31 17 55% 

Iambi de variis argumentis - Stoudites23  6 4 66% 

Metaphrasis odarum - Geometres24  6 3 50% 

In Mariam Slerenam - Psellos25  4 1 25% 

Versus varii - Mytelinaios26  15 13 87% 
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We can see some differences from author to author (without any real chronological 

evolution, but perhaps with a certain relation to the linguistic register), but with a clear 

tendency to prosodically break up the pair τε καί, since all the authors (except Psellos) 

separated them in at least half of the cases. We may therefore conclude that the prosodic 

separation of our duo is something rather common for Byzantine dodecasyllabic texts in 

general. Our question of course is: why? 

 If we take into consideration that metrical cola function in a similar way to IUs, this 

division makes a lot of sense. Indeed, the semantic and syntactic unity of the colon means 

that καί is frequently in the first position of a colon, simply because it introduces a new 

coordinated noun, word group, or clause (see the original meaning and use of καί). It 

therefore makes sense that καί is systematically found on the right side of the caesura.  

However, what about τε? In the past, the pair τε καί was often thought to connect 

two linguistic items more tightly than simple τε or simple καί (Fuhr 1878; Kühner 1872; 

Moulton, Howard, & Turner 1963; Blass, Debrünner, & Rehkopf 1976; Denniston 19702) 

so we would expect them to form one tight prosodic union as well – separating them seems 

counterintuitive. However, τε is an enclitic particle, which means that it is always attached 

to the preceding word—so not καί—and forms one prosodic unit with it. As such, it would 

be completely impossible for τε to occur in the beginning of a new colon, i.e. after a caesura. 

Moreover, τε fits accentually well right before the caesura, because we generally find an 

unaccented syllable in that place (Bernard 2018: 14; Lauxtermann 2019: 307).33 

 

                                           
27 Edition: de Lagarde (19792).  
28 Edition: Gautier (1975).  
29 Edition: Hunger (1968).  
30 Edition: Koster (1975).  
31 Edition: Miller (1855–1857).  
32 Edition: Lampros (1916).  
33 Lauxtermann (2019: 312-313) talks about the Byzantine convention of writing τε as τὲ, which must not 

be confused with the actual presence of stress. However, there is some debate whether it does denote 

 

Epigrammata - Mauropous27  55 45 82% 

Epitaphius28 + Katamyomachia29 - 

Prodromos  

3 2 67% 

Versus de poematum generibus - 

Tzetzes30  

26 25 96% 

Carmina - Philes31  51 24 47% 

Epigrammata - Planoudes32  1 1 100% 
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Additionally, the particle seems to have undergone some change in function by the medieval 

period. 

Indeed, the function of τε seems to be quadruple, in the same way as Soltic has 

described (2015: 195–200). First, they have a stylistic function. This is illustrated by the 

fact that juxtaposed τε καί is mostly confined to dodecasyllabic epigrams but single τε or 

double τε is much more frequent in hexametrical epigrams (Boeten 2019: 541ff). Single or 

double τε gives the text a much ‘older’ feel, which pairs perfectly with the style of the 

hexameter.  

Second, there is the metrical function of these particles. They serve as a metrical 

filler in order to achieve the required number of syllables. Indeed, they fit perfectly in the 

place immediately preceding the caesura, since they are generally unaccented.  

The third function is a rhythmical or prosodic one, in which the particles are 

indicative of the IU boundary. This partly overlaps with the second, metrical function, but 

it attributes more meaning and importance to the particles than the previous function. More 

specifically, rather than being merely a ‘filler’, in this function they have a fundamental role 

in the pronunciation and overall rhythm of the entire verse. This is the function that has 

become much more predominant in the epigrams in the research corpus. The particle in this 

capacity structures the metre and guides the pronunciation of the verse by making the 

metrical pause more audible.  

In this guise, we can see the particle as a ‘filled pause’, since it lengthens and 

strengthens the metrical break (Swerts 1998: 485–496). A filled pause can be defined as a 

DM that implies a pause in the discourse, in the same way as a caesura does, but, contrary 

to the caesura, it is filled with a linguistic expression. Heeman and Allen (1999: 531) also 

note that DMs ‘tend to be used at utterance boundaries, and hence have strong interactions 

with intonational phrasing’. In this respect, the instances of τε occurring immediately before 

the caesura can be considered as a filled pause, in that they strengthen the pause of the 

caesura.  

The fourth and final function that these particles have assumed is a pragmatic 

function, because both τε and δέ serve as DMs. Schourup (1985: 14) defines DMs as ‘a 

linguistic item that indicates that at the moment at which it is said the speaker is engaged 

in, or has just then been engaging in, thinking; the evincive item indicates that this thinking 

is now occurring or has just now occurred but does not completely specify its content’. This 

can be linked with the way in which metrical cola of the Byzantine metres function as IUs 

(Boeten & Janse 2018: 79–91). Bakker (1993) has called δέ a ‘boundary marker’ referring 

 

                                           

stress when it is positioned before C5, since this is technically speaking a possibility. Even though 

grammatical stress is impossible, we might need to consider secondary metrical stress in certain cases.  
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to this final function of the particle, as it is indicative of a boundary in the discourse on a 

cognitive level. Whereas this discourse function was the most prominent in ancient texts, 

the stylistic and rhythmical functions have become much more important in the Byzantine 

period.  

 

A first example of  τε in precaesural position is a scribe-related epigram found at the end of 

a 15th-century manuscript containing the texts of Hesiod.  

 

(27) + τέλος ἔλαχεν ||C5 ἡ βίβλος ἡσιόδου: + 

 χειρὶ γραφεῖσα ||C5 ἀληθινοῦ διακόνου, 

 ἀνδρονίκου τε ||C5 τοῦ ἐπὶ τῶν τονάλων:~ 

(DBBE 21083, Milan, Bibl. Ambrosiana P 38 sup. f. 97v) 

 

The book of Hesiod has reached its end.  

It was written by Andronikos Alethinos,  

a deacon and ‘epi ton gonaton’.34   

 

In verse 1, τέλος stands in preverbal P1 position and thus has narrow focus. The noun phrase 

ἡ βίβλος ἡσιόδου is confined in the second colon, and can be considered to be a ‘Tail’ since 

it exhibits an ‘afterthought’. The second verse starts a new participle clause, and the genitive 

modifier of χειρὶ, ἀληθινοῦ διακόνου, is separated from it by the caesura at C5—which is 

not uncommon, as we have seen several times now. Additionally, the phrase χειρὶ 

γραφεῖσα/γράψαντος/γράψασα reoccurs frequently in DBBE (22 times) and can be 

considered formulaic.  

The third verse is where τε occurs, in a regular P2 position. It stands together in a 

colon with ἀνδρονίκου, which is heavily emphasised. But while τε is in P2 of the colon, it 

is also in the precaesural position, where it could function as either a metrical filler (function 

two mentioned above), or as a filled pause (the third function mentioned). Indeed, we could 

imagine that in reading this verse out loud, the reader could use τε as a ‘rest’ in the 

pronunciation, since it is an enclitic, is not stressed, and does not carry any focus.35 As such, 

it could corroborate the actual pause of the caesura, in the way described for filled pauses. 

The second colon of this verse, then, is an apposition that fills out an entire colon on its 

own.  

 

 

                                           
34 The translation was made with the help and suggestions of Marc Lauxtermann. Ἐπὶ τῶν γονάτων is 

an ecclesiastic title.  
35 Barring the secondary stress mentioned by Lauxtermann before C5 (2019: 312-313).  
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The next instance, example 28, is from an 11th-century psalter manuscript and is both 

patron- and image-related. Bernard (2014: 82) mentions that the miniature it accompanies 

probably depicts Konstantinos X Doukas, Eudokia, and Michael VII. Rhoby (2015: 22) 

gives some more insight into the opening punctuation of each verse, and specifies that the 

four dots arranged in the form of a cross (⁘) are very common in painted or lapidary 

Byzantine inscriptions, but also on icons and portable objects. The text must be read starting 

in the left upper corner, tracing the edge of the miniature along the right side, and then back 

up on the left side.  

 

 

 

(28) ༶ οὓς ἡ τριφεγγὴς ||C5 ἔνθεος μοναρχία· 

༶ πολλοῖς φυλάξει ||C5 καὶ γαληνίοις χρόνοις· 

༶ εἰρηνικῆι τὲ ||C5 καὶ σοφῆι καταστάσει 

༶ διεξάγειν τὰ σκῆπτρα ||C7 τ(ῆς) ἐξουσίας· 

(DBBE 16997, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Barb. gr. 372, f. 5r) 

 

May the triple-enlightening divine monarchy 

Guard them through many tranquil years, 

So that they may in peaceful and wise order 

Wield the sceptre of authority.36 

 

                                           
36 Translation from Paul (2012: 91).  
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The first verse begins with a relative clause, where οὓς refers to the people in the 

miniature. The text and the image are thus very tightly connected to one another since we 

could not make sense of the text without the image and the epigram seems to be a 

continuation of the miniature. In the rest of the verse the modifying adjectives precede the 

head noun μοναρχία, which suggests that they carry focus according to the principle of 

linear modification. The idea of the monarchy is already implicit because of the miniature, 

and therefore a topic.  

Verse 2 is where the verb (in enjambment) finally emerges. The enjambed position 

of the verb is highlighted by the caesura at C5. The hyperbaton πολλοῖς […] χρόνοις, as 

well as the initial position of the adjective πολλοῖς, imply a heavy focus on this word (for 

many years indeed). In verse 3 we find juxtaposed τε καί in its typical position (i.e., 

separated by the caesura), and with τε in P2 position. Both are used to connect εἰρηνικῆι as 

well as σοφῆι with καταστάσει, but the addition of τὲ may have had metrical or rhythmical 

reasons, as in the previous example. The accentuation of τὲ is not particularly meaningful, 

since Soltic, Janse, and Bentein (2012) have mentioned that these accents are more of an 

orthographic convention than a phonological representation. It does not imply that the 

enclitic suddenly receives stress (see Lauxtermann 2019: 306, see fn. 33). In verse 4, we 

again find the genitive modifier ἐξουσίας separated from its head by the caesura.  

 As such, it is interesting to see that in Homeric and Classical Greek, τε used to mark 

the caesura that preceded it, since it followed Wackernagel’s law and was positioned in P2 

after the caesura. In the medieval period, it seems that τε still marks the caesura, but it is 

now more and more indicative of the following caesura in certain cases.   

 There is an interesting parallel in the treatment of juxtaposed τε καί in dodecasyllables 

on the one hand and in hexameters and elegiacs on the other. Although the latter are 

quantitative metres, based on the alternation between long and short syllables and so have 

little in common with the isosyllabic medieval metres, there are similarities to be discerned. 

These similarities become glaringly obvious when researching the pair τε καί.  

Writing about the the hexameters of Georgios Pisides, Lauxtermann (2019: 301) 

noted that ‘the Pisidian hexameter was well on the way to becoming a truly accentual metre: 

a 17-syllable verse (spondaics are avoided); divided into two hemistichs, 8 + 9, by a caesura 

after the eighth syllable (the ‘feminine’ caesura); with an obligatory stress accent on the 

penultimate at line end.’ Whilst the prosodic features of the hexameter are of course 

maintained (though not always rigorously), it seems that it was becoming more of an 

isosyllabic metre in the minds of some writers, in the same way as the dodecasyllable and 

the political verse. This includes a set number of syllables in a verse, as well as a relatively 

fixed and very distinct caesura that indicates the smaller cola/IUs within the verse.  
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The differentiation between long and short syllables had of course long been lost to 

the Byzantine ear, and consequently the hexameter had become nothing more than a way 

for authors to show off their high education (or lack thereof). It thus no longer sounded 

particularly rhythmical and so it seems logical that it would be slightly adapted to assume 

at least some audible rhythmicality or form. This explains why the hexameter becomes a 

semi-isosyllabic metre with two or more metrical cola, which are separated in the same way 

as the cola in the other isosyllabic metres (i.e., with a strong pause, which completely severs 

the prosody as well as the semantic/syntactic flow).  

With all of this in mind, it is interesting to see what happens to juxtaposed τε καί in 

the hexametrical book epigrams. First of all, as was already noted, it is important to state 

that juxtaposed τε καί does not occur nearly as often in hexameters or elegiacs as it does in 

dodecasyllables or political verse. Single τε or doubled τε, on the other hand, occurs much 

more frequently in hexameters than in dodecasyllables. This has to do with the difference 

in style or register that accompanies these metres. As was mentioned, juxtaposed τε καί is 

linked to a more commatic style, which hexametrical epigrams do not exhibit—at least not 

to the same extent. It follows that single or doubled τε was felt to be a more epic and 

‘Homeric’ option than the combination τε καί, which therefore lent itself perfectly to the 

hexameter. 

In the entire corpus of book epigrams in the DBBE, I found nineteen occurrences of 

juxtaposed τε καί in hexameters or elegiacs. In the elegiacs, τε καί features only in the 

hexametrical lines, which may or may not be a coincidence. Of these nineteen occurrences, 

more than 52% (ten occurrences) surround a caesura after the eighth syllable (corresponding 

with the 3b caesura), such as in the following example. It is an epigram from a 13th century 

manuscript containing the Iliad; it introduces book 6. 

 

 
 

(29) ζῆτα δ’ ἄρ’ ἀνδρομάχης τε || καὶ ἕκτορος ἔστ’ ὀαριστής 

(DBBE 23664, Cologny, Bibl. Bodmeriana 85, f. 56v) 

 

Book zeta is the friendship between Andromache and Hector.  
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Two other occurrences have a caesura after seven syllables (corresponding with the 

3a caesura), three a caesura after nine syllables (corresponding with the 3c caesura), and 

one after three. It thus seems that the same locations are preferred for caesurae in the 

hexameter as in the accentual metres, and the caesura after eight syllables (which does seem 

to be favoured) reminds one very much of the political verse.  

In this regard, I want to mention the interesting thesis proposed by M. Jeffreys (2019), 

who states that the political verse is in fact a ‘descendant’ (as it were) of hexameter. 

According to Jeffreys, the hexameter more or less disappeared after Pisides, after which the 

‘prehistoric’ political verse started slowly forming out of the rubble, by which ‘a picture 

would emerge of a rich primal soup of suitable short cola, from which (influenced by 

pairing) there developed the regular 10th-century fifteen-syllable’ (M. Jeffreys 2019: 76). 

While this theory is nowhere near proven, it seems to me very fitting that, in the later 

Byzantine period, the artificial (i.e., artificially kept alive) hexameter more or less slid back 

into a form that resembled the political verse, yet again. We have come full circle, in a 

sense.  

Of course, hexameter has not become an entirely accentual metre and is still 

predominantly archaic and prosodic. However, it is interesting to see a second dimension 

added to the poem, almost as though a see-through sheet of paper with new additions is 

placed over a drawing. The original is still there, but it receives an extra layer. 

 

The Particle Δέ 

Within my research corpus, τε is not the only particle that frequently deviates from its 

regular P2 place: δέ does too. The original use of δέ is as a connective particle, with a 

semantic meaning indicating ‘and’ (Denniston 19702: 162–189) while also implicating a 

form of discontinuity, thus making it very different from καί (see Bentein 2020). Indeed, 

Schwyzer and Debrunner already noted that δέ ‘bezeichnet, daß (gegenüber dem 

Vorhergehenden) etwas Anderes, Neues kommt’ (1950: 562). Apart from the continuative 

meaning of ‘and’ we also have an adversative meaning: ‘but’ (see Kühner-Gerth 1976: 261–

263). More recently, however, δέ has been investigated as more of a DM and the 

discontinuity/adversity has been studied in the context of the Topic-Focus pair (Zakowski 

2017: 143–240; Martín-López 1993: 227). Bakker (1993) considers δέ to be a topic switch 

signaller on the one hand, and a ‘boundary marker’ on the other (all the while 

acknowledging the continuation that δέ still entails).  

In ancient times, there was some restriction concerning the contexts in which δέ 

could be used. Indeed, it could be employed for event coordination but never for nominal 

coordination. In that sense, we could see δέ as a pure DM, as it structures the discourse on 

a higher level. Additionally, it was mostly used to connect whole sentences, and much less 
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so to link main clauses or subordinate clauses, and it could only connect constituents of the 

same syntactic category and the same semantic function (Bentein 2020). All of this is in 

contrast to τε and καί, which could connect all sorts of syntactic entities, such as clauses, 

sentences, and noun phrases. Additionally, τε was mostly used to connect the lower 

syntactic phrases, while δέ and καί linked clauses on a higher level (Viti 2008). Viti (2006 

& 2008) goes into much more detail about the differences between these three particles, 

with τε being used more for natural and symmetrical coordination, but καί more for 

coincidental and assymetrical coordination.  

However, in our corpus it looks like the function of δέ has changed somewhat and 

in some cases it seems to have become almost interchangeable with τε. This may have to 

do with Bonifazi et al.’s claim that ‘δέ is one of the most versatile particles […] its versatility 

resides in its absolute lack of semantic stability’ (2016 IV.2 §14). If we consider the 

semantics of δέ to have been unstable to begin with, it is not hard to imagine a mix up with 

τε, which has very little semantic meaning of its own.   

In my corpus δέ is often postponed until later in the verse and is sometimes even 

found in the very last place of a colon. Lauxtermann mentions that ‘accent does not equal 

stress’ (2019: 306) and has also found δέ in enclisis (functioning as an enclitic particle), 

immediately preceding the caesura. Noret and De Vocht (1985: 493) concur: ‘Il est pourtant 

permis de se demander si l’accent dont la langue écrite affecte ordinairement δέ correspond 

à autre chose qu’à une convention.’ What is more, δέ often does not receive an accent in 

medieval manuscripts (Laum 1928). It is, then, with these properties that we find δέ 

adhering to the left side of the caesura, in the same way as τε does.  

When scanning through the instances of deviating δέ in our corpus, two interesting 

tendencies come to light: we see δέ being postponed until it immediately precedes the 

caesura, but we also see a use of δὲ καί that resembles τε καί very much. Table 8 shows the 

position of δέ within my research corpus. 

 

Table 8 Position of δέ 

δέ in P2 δέ preceding caesura δέ καί 

689 (80.8%) 137 (16%) 27 (3.2%) 

 

Beyond this corpus-wide view, I will now include a long example in order to show 

all three of these placements at once. The epigram in question introduces a 10th-century 

manuscript that contains the letters of Paul. It is an author-related epigram and acquaints 

the reader with the contents of the letters that will follow. The text is written in red ink and 

structured κατὰ στίχον, with semi-consistent punctuation marks indicating the verse end. 
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Usually there is no punctuation at the caesura, with the exception of some verses. Most 

verses are prosodically correct.  

 

 
 

(30) Ἄκουε τοίνυν ||C5 τῶν ἐπιστολῶν βάθη. 

ὕψη δὲ μᾶλλον ||C5 συντομωτάτω λόγῳ· 

Ἐπιστολὴν πρώτην δὲ ||C7 πρὸς ῥώμην γράφει, 

ὡς οἷα πρώτην ||C5 χ(ριστὸ)ν εἰσδεδεγμένην· 

Δευτέρα πλήττει δὲ ||C6 τοὺς κορινθίους, 11   5 

ὡς πίστιν οὐ τηροῦντας ||C7 ἠκριβωμένως· 

Πάλιν δὲ τούτοις ||C5 τοὺς ὀνειδισμοὺς γράφει, 

καὶ τὴν ἑαυτοῦ ||C5 προστιθεὶς παρουσίαν· 

Τὴν δ’ αὖ τετάρτην ||C5 πρὸς γαλάτας μὴ κόπους 

αὐτῶ παρασχεῖν. ||C5 ἐγχαράττει, πρὸς πλάνη(ν)   10 

ίουδαϊστῶν, ||C5 ἐκκυλισθέντας πάλιν· 

Πρὸς τοὺς ἐφεσίους δὲ ||C7 καὶ ῥώμης, ἕνα 

σκοπὸν τέθεικεν ||C5 οἶα πιστοῖς ἐκ λόγων. 

τοῦτον γὰρ ἦσαν ||C5 οὐδαμῶς δεδορκότες. 

Ἕκ την φιλίππων ||C5 τοὺς κατοίκους ἐγγράφει·   15 
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πλείους ἐπαίνους ||C5 τῶν Κορινθίων πλέκω(ν), 

καύχημα τ<ούτο>υ ||C5 καὶ στέφανον δεικνύω(ν). 

Εἰς ἑβδόμην δὲ ||C5 τοῖς κολασσαῖς μηνύει· 

ὡς εὐσεβοῦσι ||C5 πᾶσαν ἐκφεύγειν πλάνη(ν), 

κ(αὶ) νουθετεῖν ἔγραψεν ||C7 ἀρχίππω πλέον·    20 

Πρὸς θετταλοῦς (δὲ) ||C5 δὶς γράφων, εὐφημί(ας) 

λόγους ἔγραψεν ||C5 ὥς τι καὶ πεπονθότας 

ἐκ συγγενῶν, ||C4 καθώς περ ἐν σιὼν τινές· 

Πάλιν (δὲ) τούτοις ||C5 ἦν γράφων εὐθυμίας· 

καὶ καρτερεῖν τὲ ||C5 συμφορῶν ἀθυμίαις.     25 

οἷς καὶ σοφῶς ἔλεξεν ||C7 αἰῶνος τέλος· 

Ἐξῆς ἔγραψε ||C5 τὴν πρὸς ἑβραίους μίαν· 

φαίνων ἄμειψιν ||C5 πίστεως ἐκ τῶν λόγων. 

φωνὰς προφητῶν, ||C5 πρόσθεσίν τε τ(ῶν) ὄχλω(ν)· 

Ἡ πρὸς τιμόθεον (δὲ) ||C7 πρώτη· ||C9 τὸν τρόπον   30  

ἀρχῆς διδάσκει ||C5 (καὶ) τύπους ἐκκλησίας. 

τὴν τάξιν αὐτὴν. ||C5 καὶ διδάσκεσθαι πόθω· 

Αἰνεῖ (δὲ) τοῦτον ||C5 ἡ δὶς ἓξ. ||C8 (καὶ) δεικνύει 

τὴν πίστιν ἐκ μάμμης τὲ ||C7 (καὶ) μ(ητρὸ)ς φέρει(ν)· 

ψέγει δὲ λοιποὺς, ||C5 οὐ τὸν ὀνησιφόρον·     35 

Τιμοθέω δηλοῖ (δὲ) ||C7 φεύγειν πᾶν ῥέον 

καὶ τὴν ἑαυτοῦ ||C5 νῦν τελευτὴν μηνύει· 

τὰς αἱρέσεις φύναι δὲ ||C7 (καὶ) μὴ θαυμάσει(ν) 

γράψας πρὸς αὐτὸν ||C5 τοῦ πορευθῆν(αι) τάχος. 

τὸ σπένδομαι γὰρ ||C5 δεῖγμα τρανὸν τοῦ τέλους·    40 

Ἐξῆς δὲ τίτω ||C5 κληρικῶν καταστάσεις, 

(καὶ) θεσμὸν ἐκτίθησι ||C7 τῆς ἐκκλησίας· 

Δέδεκτο (καὶ) φιλήμων ||C7 τὴν δὶς ἑπτάδα· 

τὸν δοῦλον ὀνήσιμον ||C7 εἰς ἐλευθέρω(ν) 

ἐλθόντα τάξιν ||C5 (καὶ) μεμαρτυρηκότα,     45 

σκελῶν τὲ θλάσιν ||C5 ὡς κεκαρτερηκότα 

ῥώμης ἐπ' αὐτῆς ||C5 ἐν χρόνοις τοῦ τερτύλου :- 

(DBBE 18992, Paris, BnF, gr. 224 f. 1r) 

 

Listen now, to the profundity of the letters,   

or rather the sublimity in the brief word.  

He [Paul] wrote the first letter to Rome 

As the city first received Christ.  

The second letter struck the Corinthians,       5 

Because they did not keep their faith precisely.  

He then wrote again reproaches to them,  

And imposed his own presence [on them].  

The fourth letter he engraved for the Galatians 

So that there would be no toil for them      10 

when they are deviating again 

towards a jewish herecy.  

He placed a target of strength on the Ephesians  

So that they are faithful from his words, 

For they did not see at all.        15 

The sixth letter he wrote to the communities of Philippi 
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twining more commendations than the Corinthians,  

and displaying the boast and the laurel thereof.  

The seventh he revealed to the Kolassians,  

because they live piously and flee every digression,    20 

and furthermore wrote to warn Archippus 

He wrote the Thessalonians twice,  

he wrote words of praise, for those that 

had suffered from their neighbours, like some people from Sion. 

He wrote them again to be cheerful,       25 

and to persevere in overcoming faintheartedness.  

And he wisely told them about the end of existence.  

In good order he wrote one to the Hebrews,  

displaying a change of faith from his words,  

about the voices of the prophets and the statement of the people. 30 

The first letter to Timothy teaches 

the disposition of ecclesiastical authority and the rules of the church, 

the order of it [i.e. the hierarchical arrangement of the church] and teaching with zeal. 

The twelfth letter praises him [Timothy] and shows 

that he derives his faith from his grandmother and mother,  35 

and blames all the others except Onesiphorus. 

To Timothy he makes clear to flee all passing things  

and he reveals now in his last [letter] 

the heresies that are there and not to be deterred.  

He wrote to him to quickly move forward,     40 

Because the fact that he [Paul] is making peace is a clear sign of the end.  

After this he exhibits the institutions of the clerical tasks to Titus,  

and the law of the church.  

Philemon received the fourteenth letter,  

That his beneficial slave must be given the rank of the free men  45  

and has become a martyr,  

having born the bruising of the legs 

in Rome itself in the time of Tertulos. 

 

In this especially long book epigram, we find four instances of δέ being postponed 

until right before the caesura (vv. 3, 5, 30, and 36), two instances where δέ occurs in P3 so 

as not to separate two syntactically corresponding words (vv. 18 and 21), and two instances 

of δὲ καί (vv. 12 and 38). All the while, however, we still see δέ in its regular P2 position 

as well, thus indicating that the displacement of this particle was still a change in progress 

and had certainly not become the norm. I will not go into much detail, since I will only 

focus on the verses that contain δέ here.  

In verse 2 we find δέ in its regular P2 position, immediately following ὕψη, which has 

narrow focus and is also heavily contrasted with βάθη, the last word of verse 1. Verse 3 is 

where we first encounter δέ in a position non-P2 position, following the noun phrase 

ἐπιστολὴν πρώτην. There are several possible explanations for this, the first being the 

prosody of this epigram. Indeed, the scribe seems to comply to the prosodic scheme of 

iambs and placing δέ in the second position of this verse would push ἐπιστολὴν back and 
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result in a long η in the position of the seventh syllable, which would render the prosody 

incorrect. Another explanation might be a spelling mistake, with δέ actually being mixed 

up with τε. Because the preceding letter is a ν (ἐπιστολὴν), there would be almost no 

discernible difference in pronunciation between -ν δέ or -ν τε. As we have seen, τε is 

somewhat of an outlier and occurs relatively frequently in a precaesural position, and we 

would rather expect τε in this position than δέ.  

In verse 5 we find δέ in a very similar position, and here it is even postponed to a 

postverbal position. The argument with the prosody is harder to make here, however, since 

this line is not prosodically correct—it is not even a correct dodecasyllable, as it only has 

eleven syllables. Something seems to have gone wrong in the composition of the first colon, 

since the second colon is a perfect five-syllable colon with correct prosody. Δέ still does 

have a clear semantic and pragmatic value, since it introduces the idea of the second letter 

and therefore designates continuation, but at the same time functions as a topic switch 

marker (see Bakker 1993 for Homer, and CGCG 671), so it cannot really be a ‘filled pause’. 

The fact remains that it is postponed, and as such seems to receive an extra function; that 

is, the rhythmical one discussed earlier for τε. It seems to corroborate and underline the 

caesura at C6 by implementing an unstressed, postpositive syllable.  

Verse 7 again showcases δέ in its regular second position, which confuses things, 

since it is obvious that the scribe knew how to use the particle correctly. Verse 9 follows 

suit, but instead of only δέ, it displays it in a popular combination with αὖ - which, as we 

have seen, marks a ‘shift to a different topic’ (CGCG 668). In the verses that follow, there 

are numerous enjambments, that are quite striking and are also indicated by the punctuation 

of the scribe. Indeed, the verb of the μὴ-clause (παρασχεῖν) is postponed until verse 10, 

which is followed by a caesura at C5 that is marked by a low dot. Verse 10 might have an 

additional pause at C9, because that is what the comma seems to suggest and this would set 

apart the verb ἐγχαράττει, which is another enjambed verb from the previous verse.  

In verse 12, δέ stands in precaesural position again; furthermore, it is immediately 

followed by καί after the caesura, so it very much reminds one of the juxtaposed τε καί pair 

and the way they interacted with the caesura. Here, we must take prosody into consideration 

again. As it is now, the verse is prosodically correct, but preposing δέ to the second position 

in the clause would push ἐφεσίους back, leaving a long syllable (ἐφεσίο͞υς) in the seventh 

position. As we have seen, that would render the prosody faulty.  

Verse 18 displays δέ in a similar precaesural position, in what seems to be P3. On a 

closer look, however, it is clear that the proclitic εἰς forms one phonological word with 

ἐβδομήν, which leaves δέ in its regular P2 position. The exact same situation arises in verse 

21.  



 

 129 

Verse 24 has δέ in the classical position, while verse 25 has τε in precaesural position, 

but it is technically speaking still P2 (as καί is a preferential word). Similarly, verse 29 

displays τε in P2 of the second colon in the verse. Δέ is in regular position again in verse 

30, where the punctuation seems to hint at an extra pause at C9. Verse 33 also has δέ in P2, 

with a caesura at C5, but again a possible secondary pause at C8, which is indicated by the 

punctuation. Verse 34, conversely, displays juxtaposed τε καί in the way we expect to see 

it, surrounding the caesura at C7. In verse 35 we see δέ again in its regular position.  

Verse 36 is where things become interesting again, since δέ stands in this precaesural 

P3 position once more. A similar thing is happening in verse 38, where δέ even stands in 

combination with καί, which is reminiscent of the juxtaposed τε καί pair. Both instances 

can be explained through the prosody, however, since the preposing of δέ would 

respectively lead to δηλοῖ and φύναι in the seventh position. As we have seen, a long 

syllable in the seventh position would render the prosody faulty. Yet it remains that the 

prosody bears so much weight that the postponing of δέ is felt to be only a minor 

infringement, a sacrifice worth making. Or, we could turn the argument around, and say 

that the postponing of δέ was not felt to be very strange or incorrect at all, which made it all 

the easier for the scribe to play around with the word order to make the prosody fit. As we 

have seen in Table 6, 9% of all instances of δέ are not in P2 position; although this is not a 

massive percentage, it is also not that uncommon.  

It is then interesting in this regard that Jannaris (1897: 402) and Probert (2015: 418–

419) both assume δέ to have already disappeared from the Byzantine informal use of 

language in the early centuries AD. However, as is apparant from our corpus, it had not 

disappeared entirely from the written language; this compares with Tonnet (1987: 140), 

who found that it only became uncommon in written texts in the 14th century.37 He suggests 

that it was avoided from that time onwards because of the development and spread of the 

new negation δέ(ν) (from ούδέν), which would have only led to confusion with the particle 

δέ (see Bentein 2020).  

Bentein (2020) argues that the use of δέ had already changed substantially in Late 

Antique papyri, with the contexts where it could be used being dramatically extended (i.e., 

no longer just on the discourse level, but also for nominal coordination and for linking 

subordinate clauses, etc.). According to Bentein (2020: 33) ‘this restructuring of co-

ordination in Post-classical Greek caused considerable confusion among the speakers of 

Greek, leading among others to the extension of δέ to syntactic ranks which were previously 

reserved for τε and καί.’  

 

                                           
37 See CGMG 2009ff., where the Late Medieval use of δέ is discussed with examples from the 15th and 

16th century.  
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Furthermore, Bentein (2020) goes on to say that there were also phonological changes, 

especially in the pronunciation of the consonants, that may have led to a confusion between 

δέ and τε in some cases. Similarly, Gignac (1976: 156) has observed that ‘γ and δ 

interchange very frequently with κ and τ respectively, and β interchanges occasionally with 

π (see Bentein 2020: 33). All of this could have easily led to a use of δέ instead of τε, 

especially when preceded by an [n]-sound, as we have seen in the example above.  

Interestingly, Bentein also mentions a case of δὲ καί in a 6th-century papyrus in the 

archive of Dioscorus, which reads: 

 

βούλομαι δὲ καὶ κελεύω τοὺς ποθεινούς μου υἱοὺς τὴν περιστολὴν ἤτοι κηδείαν 

κατʼ ἀξίαν ἐμὴν τοῦ ἐμοῦ σώματος ποιῆσαι  

(P.Cair.Masp.2.67151, ll. 160–162 [545/546 AD?]) 

 

I want and order that my dear children do the laying out and the funeral of my body according to my 

dignity. 

 

Bentein notes, ‘given that δὲ καί occurs quite systematically, and in texts with few 

orthographic mistakes, we must be dealing here with a new combination’ (2020: 34); he 

even mentions instances of εἰ δέ... εἰ δέ (instead of εἴτε… εἴτε).  

Given that documentary papyri often exhibit a more informal language, which would 

only later find its way into more literary writings, we can assume that these are the 

forerunners of what we find in our corpus (as our example is a 10th-century epigram). The 

interchangeability of δέ and τε therefore seems to be a herald of the decline of the particles, 

as well as their change in function, with much more emphasis on their metrical and 

rhythmical functions, as was mentioned earlier for τε. The instances in my corpus where δέ 

does not stand in its regular P2 position can all be attributed to this decline; that is, either 

because of a phonological confusion with τε or because it is an easy fix for the prosody of 

the verse.  

 

The Particle Γάρ 

As we have seen, γάρ is usually a very ‘regular’ particle and most often occurs in P2 position 

(see Table 6). Whenever it does not, there is usually a pragmatic or metrical explanation for 

this. An example of γάρ located somewhere other than in its regular P2 position is to be 

found in DBBE 17051, a patron-related epigram from the 11th century written in red Aus-

zeichnungsmajuskel. The epigram in example 31 appears above a miniature of Nikephoros 

III Botaneiates in a manuscript containing the texts of John Chrysostom. The verses are 
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written in two columns that must be read horizontally, and each verse end is indicated by a 

semicolon.38  

 

 

 

(31) +ὡς φωσφόρον φέρει σε ||C7 λάμποντα θρόνο(ς)· 

ταῖς ἀρεταῖς μάλιστα ||C7 κατεστεμμένον· 

παρίσταταί σοι ||C5 πιστοτάτων ἀκρότης· 

ἄνδρες λογάδες ||C5 εὐγενεῖς ψυχὴν πλέο(ν). 

πλὴν τῶ γράφοντι ||C5 συμπαθ(ὴ)ς ἔλθοις ἄναξ·    5 

πίστιν φέρει γαρ ||C5 εἰς τοσὸν πλείστην κράτο(ς). 

(DBBE 17051, Paris, BnF, Coisl. 79, f. 2r) 

 

Leuchtend wie eine Sonne trägt dich der Thron, 

der du reichlich mit Tugenden gekrönt bist. 

Neben dir stehen die Höchsten deiner Getreuesten, 

auserlesene Männer, noch edler in ihrer Seele. 

Nur mögest du dem Schreiber mit Sympathie begegnen, Herrscher, 

denn er bringt deiner Macht die größte Loyalität entgegen. 

(Translation from Rhoby 2018: 156) 

 

The first verse is an indication of the careful placement of the words by the scribe, 

who presumably took such care to give the text a more wrought semblance, which is 

corroborated by the fact that the text is also prosodically correct (following the rules of the 

so-called Augenpoesie). Indeed, we see that σε and λάμποντα are separated by the caesura 

at C7, and as a consequence λάμποντα and θρόνο(ς) are juxtaposed within the same colon. 

This might give the reader the brief impression that we are dealing with a ‘shining throne’ 

rather than the shining emperor, whom this text addresses, even though λάμποντα and 

θρόνο(ς) do not morphologically match. It places much emphasis on λάμποντα, which is an 

echo of the φωσφόρον that also carried much focus—both use imagery of light. The OCP 

σε stands in its regular postverbal and verba-djacent position (more about this later).  

Verse 2 is a participial clause connected to σε, where ταῖς ἀρεταῖς carries the narrow 

focus, since it is in preverbal position and even gets its own colon. It is further underlined 

by the μάλιστα following it. In verse 3 we again find the OCP (σοι) in the unmarked 

 

                                           
38 For a more extensive interpretation of the content of the text, see Bianconi (2013: 306–309).  
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position: immediately following the verb. The noun phrase πιστοτάτων ἀκρότης is also 

collected within one separate colon.  

In verse 4 we find two appositions, both sorted in their own colon. The first is ἄνδρες 

λογάδες, which displays the ‘regular’, unmarked word order; that is, head-modifier. After 

the caesura at C5 there is the second apposition εὐγενεῖς ψυχὴν πλέο(ν), where the emphasis 

is on εὐγενεῖς, which has narrow focus.  

In verse 5, πλὴν is used as a DM, which means that it functions on a higher level and 

contrasts sentences rather than words or word groups. LSJ (s.v. πλήν III.2) mentions that is 

is used ‘to break off and pass to another subject’. The NP τῶ γράφοντι is a ‘Theme’, since 

it stands in its own separate colon. The caesura at C5 puts much emphasis on συμπαθ(ὴ)ς 

(for συμπαθές), as it is the first word following the caesura. The ‘delayed vocative’ ἄναξ is 

positioned exactly where we would expect; that is, in the final position, as though it were a 

postpositive.  

In verse 6 we find the verb phrase πίστιν φέρει, which is a good example of a light 

verb. Indeed, we could easily replace this with πιστεύω instead, and the verb itself carries 

almost none of the semantic meaning in the verb phrase. Because πίστιν is where all the 

meaning is located, it has narrow focus and is therefore positioned before its (light) verb. 

This might be the reason why γαρ is pushed back to P3 the way it is. Indeed, if πίστιν φέρει 

was used as an idiomatic expression and felt to be one whole, it would have been unable to 

be split up. It is still used in its classical meaning as a sentence connector (Marshall 1987: 

2) and not on a smaller discourse level to connect phrases (see Soltic 2014b).  

 A similar example occurs in another patron-related epigram from the 10th to 11th 

century. The verses are again written in two columns that must be read horizontally, and 

each initial letter is rubricated and enlarged. The main reason why this epigram is patron-

related, is because of the acrostic ΕΥΣΤΡΑΤΙΟΣ, which occurs not only at the beginning 

but also in the middle and at the end of each verse. More specifically, every second colon 

begins with the initials of Εὐστράτιος, which of course gives us an extra indication of the 

position of the caesurae in these verses, since they are very consciously used to indicate this 

acrostic (see Hörandner 1994: 194 and Somers 1999: 546ff.).  
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(32) εὔγνωστε πάτερ ||C5 εὐσθενῆς σῶτερ μόνε· 

ὑπερφυὴς πέλεις γὰρ ||C7 ὕψους ἀπλέτου· 

σέλας τρίφωτον ||C5 σοῦ μονότατον κράτος· 

τριττὸν θυμος μου σφόδρα ||C7 τηρὼν ὡς τόβητ· 

ῥύθμωσον πρὸς σὲ ||C5 ῥᾶον ὦ παντοκράτωρ   5 

ἀκραιφνὲς οἰκείωσον ||C7 αἴρων εἰς λία· 

τήρησον εὐσύνοπτα ||C7 τὸν νοῦν ὡς σαφάτ· 

ἰλὺν καθαίρων||C5 ἵν' τέλειος ἐμμένοι, 

ὃ τοῦδε θέσαις ||C5 οὗ πονήματ' ἥπετο· 

σοφοῦ τὰ θεῖα ||C5 σωστικαις ταῖς εὐκτίαις.   10 

(DBBE 17207, Firenze, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 7, Cod. 8, f. 158v) 

 

Illustrous father, powerful and only saviour,  

Since you exist above, boundlessly high,  

And your light is threefold bright, your power is entirely unique.  

Carefully watch over my threefold soul, like you did for Tobit, 

Adapt it to your rhythm, easily, o Almighty,  

Lift it up, pure as it is, and make it akin to Leah,  

Keep the mind simple like Saphat,  

Purify it from mud, so that it remains perfect,  

Lay it down as belonging to the wise man,  

Whose divine toils have followed the saving prayers.  

 

In the first verse, we find two apostrophes, each in their own separate colon, as is 

typical. In both cases the modifier (εὔγνωστε, εὐσθενῆς) precedes the head (πάτερ, σῶτερ), 

indicating that these carry a certain amount of focus.  

In verse 2 we see γὰρ in P3 position again, postponed without any clear syntactic or 

pragmatic reason. We might assume that prosody dictated this word order, since postponing 

πέλεις in order to prepose γάρ would lead to a long syllable in the seventh position (πέλε͞ις), 

which is unprosodic (see Lauxtermann 2019: 269). Of course, given the triple acrostic in 

the epigram, it is clear that the text was fitted into a very rigid scheme, so the postponement 

of γάρ might not be very surprising here.  

In verse 3 we find two separate clauses that are separated by C5, but in both clauses 

the verb ἐστι is not expressed (ellipsis). The structure is chiastic, with the first colon having 

the subject (σέλας) first and the second having its subject (κράτος) last. Because of the 

acrostic, σοῦ must be situated in P1 after the caesura, and must therefore be orthotonic and 

not enclitic.  

Verse 4 has the dual possibility of both C5 or C7. Looking at syntax and semantics, 

C5 seems the more logical option, since this would place most emphasis on σφόδρα instead 

of on τηρὼν. However, it is very clear that the scribe intended the caesura at C7, since that 

is what makes the acrostic work. Indeed, we need a τ as the first letter of the second colon, 

in order to spell out the name Εὐστράτιος, which we find in τηρών (C7) but not in σφόδρα 
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(C5). In any case there might be a smaller pause at C9, because that is where the comparative 

sentence ὡς τόβητ occurs.  

The preferential imperative ῥύθμωσον stands in P1 position in verse 5, as one would 

expect. Here, again, we see that both C5 and C7 are possible, but the acrostic points us in 

the direction of C5. This puts much emphasis on ῥᾶον (you can do this easily) and the 

delayed apostrophe ὦ παντοκράτωρ functions as a postpositive in this second colon. 

ἀκραιφνὲς in verse 6 stands in preverbal position, even before the imperative, which means 

it has narrow focus. It puts emphasis on the pureness of his heart. The second colon consists 

of a new participle clause with αἴρων.  

Verse 7 again has the imperative in P1 position, with the direct object τὸν νοῦν 

postponed until the second colon. There is a possible extra pause at C9 again, with the 

comparative clause ὡς σαφάτ. Verse 8 contains a new particle clause with καθαίρων, with 

ἰλὺν in narrow focus. The second colon starts with a new subordinated clause (ἵνα).  

Verses 9 and 10 contain a very complicated construction, where ὃ refers back to the 

θυμος that was the subject the entire time, but this clause is interrupted by another relative 

clause with οὗ, which in turn refers to the σοφοῦ (‘wise man’) in verse 10. The two relative 

clauses are separated by the caesura at C5, and the οὗ-clause stands in prolepsis. There is 

an enjambment with πονήματα and τὰ θεῖα, which is confirmed by the caesura immediately 

following θεῖα. These two verses underline yet again how artificial and wrought the 

language of this epigram is, most likely because of the strict rules imposed by not only the 

prosody but also the tripple acrostic. This wroughtness can most often be used as an 

explanation for certain ‘deviating’ word orders here (including γάρ in P3), but at the same 

time it corroborates that in most other book epigrams the word order follows the pragmatic 

rules and the segmentation by the caesurae very well.  

In all of the occurrences where γάρ is not situated in its regular P2 position, there is 

usually something more going on that explains this word order. Whether this is the prosody 

or more pragmatic rules, such as keeping idiomatic expressions together, they are all 

examples of how the exception often confirms the general rule.  

In summary, by far most cases of particles are indicative of the left boundary of the 

colon, as they stand in regular P2 position. Γάρ is an example of this. These particles are 

therefore a large help in identifying the position of the caesura, or indeed also the verse end, 

whenever confusion arises about this. However, there are exceptions, such as τε (καί) and 

δέ, as these are sometimes found in a deviating position and are indicative of the right 

boundary of the colon instead. In this guise, they seem to function almost as a ‘filled pause’ 

in that they underline and corroborate the caesura that follows. Either way, particles are 

very important signposts for understanding the structure of the metre as well as the 

information structure in the text.  
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5.5 Enjambments 

Another feature that was tagged in my corpus, are enjambments. They can be studied as a 

signpost of information structure as well, since they are essentially a disruption of the 

metrical structure and also help point us to the caesura in the verse.  

The term enjambment indicates a syntactical continuation of a sentence or a clause 

across a verse end; or, as Friedrich put it, ‘enjambement occurs when verse-end and 

sentence-end do not co-incide, i.e. are not co-terminous’ (2000: 1). This is an echo of 

Milman Parry, who described it, ‘in its largest sense’, as ‘the running over of the sentence 

from one line to another’. However, I intend to use the term in a more elaborate way, 

including all instances where grammatically connected words are dispersed across the 

caesura as well as verse end. This is called ‘internal enjambment’. Indeed, sometimes a 

colon of five or even seven syllables is too short for a self-contained unit, which is usually 

the reason why internal enjambment occurs. In this second sense, Lauxtermann defines 

enjambments as ‘when a constituent or part of constituent is cut off from the rest of the 

sentence yet does not fill a hemistich or a whole line on its own’ (2019: 351–352). This is 

different from the other definitions because it adds the additional criterion of not filling a 

hemistich or verse.  

 Beyond this more specific definition, there are also different types of enjambment. 

Parry was the first to make a distinction when he wrote about a difference between the ‘non-

periodic’ or ‘adding’ enjambment on the one hand, and the ‘periodic’ or ‘necessary’ 

enjambment on the other (Parry 19712; see also Higbie 1990: 29). An example of the first 

type of enjambment is the opening of the Iliad:  

 

Μῆνιν ἀείδε θεὰ Πηλειάδεω Ἀχιλῆος 

οὐλομενην …  

 

Here, the enjambed οὐλομένην is an adding enjambment, because the first verse is complete 

without it; that is, it is a grammatically unnecessary addition.  

An example from my corpus can be seen in the following epigram, found in an 11th-

century miscellaneous manuscript. 
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(33)  Εὕροιμι προστάτας δὲ ||C7 καιροῦ καλοῦντος   11 

Εγὼ ὁ παμβέβηλος ||C7 καὶ παραβάτης    12 

Προσαχθεὶς, ||C3? ὃς γέγραφα ||C7?? τήνδε πυκτίδα  13 

Μελετίῳ μοναχῷ ||C7 καὶ φρενολείπτῳ.    14 

(DBBE 17054, Paris, BnF, Coisl. 260, f. 326v) 

 

May I find protectors when the time calls for it.  

Me, who as a most unhallowed person and a transgressor,  

Am being introduced, me who wrote this book 

For Meletios, the mad monk (?)  

 

Here, in verses 12 and 13, we have respectively ἐγώ and προσαχθείς as an adding 

enjambment, as they are an addition to the previous verse (v. 11), but this previous verse 

was already grammatically and syntactically complete without these two subsequent verses. 

It is still an enjambment, however, since it does not fill the whole hemistich.  

Alternatively, Parry (19712) gives the opening verses of the Odyssey as an example 

of a ‘periodic’ or ‘necessary’ enjambment:  

 

Ἄνδρα μοι ἔννεπε, Μοῦσα, πολύτροπον, ὃς μάλα πολλά 

πλάγχθη…  (Hom. Od. 1.1–2)39 

 

 

                                           
39 Edition: von der Mühll (1962).  
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Here, the enjambed πλάγχθη is a necessary addition, as the previous verse is not complete 

without it (the clause is not finished). This is a more disrupting type of enjambment, as it is 

often very eye-catching whilst reading40 and it more or less breaks straight through the verse 

end, which is why we will go into some more detail concerning this particular type.  

The necessary/periodic enjambment can itself be subdivided into two different 

subcategories. In the first, the verse/colon end falls between word groups, which Higbie 

(1990) calls a ‘clausal enjambment’ but Parry (19712), Lord (1930), and Kirk (1976) 

continue to call ‘periodic enjambment’. Friedrich (2000: 3) gives the following example:  

 

Οἱ δ’ ὡς οὖν ἄιον ὄπα χάλκεον Αἰακίδαο,  

Πᾶσιν ὀρίνθη θυμός […] (Ηom. Il. 18.221–222)41 

 

Here, the verse end separates the subordinate clause (ὡς…) from the main clause (ὀρίνθη). 

However, to me, this does not seem to be a disruption at all, but rather a clear example of 

two clauses being neatly fitted into two prosodic entities (see Bakker 1990). Going by 

Lauxtermann’s definition , we cannot consider this to be enjambment. Indeed, ‘οἱ δ’ is 

separated from the main clause, but this has more to do with the introduction of a new topic 

(topic switch) than with a real grammatical separation. In fact, οἱ δ’ is an autonomous, 

topicalised IU (illustrated by οὖν in P2 position in the following IU) and can therefore not 

exactly be considered as enjambment.  

In my database, examples of this sort have been tagged as the beginning of a clause 

coinciding with the beginning of a colon and not as an enjambment. Example 34 is from the 

11th century and precedes Arethas’s Prolegomena on Dion Chrysostom. 

 

 

 

                                           
40 Or, indeed, ear-catching when listening.  
41 Edition: Wyatt (19992).  
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(34) Δίωνος ὧδε συγγραφὰς ||C7 χρυσοστόμου 

βίος γένος τε ||C5 τοῦ σοφωτάτου δίον· 

|| ὃς τ’ ἂν ἀναγνῶ ||C5 τὴν σοφωτάτην βίβλον 

|| πόσων λόγων ἄν ||C5 εὐπορησεῖε λέγων:- 

(DBBE 16976, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Urb. gr. 124, f. 2v) 

 

Here are the writings of Dio Chrysostom  

And the life and descent of Dio the most wise,  

whoever reads this most wise book,  

What an abundance of words he will have when he speaks.42  

 

Here, we find the relative clause in v. 3 (starting with ὅς) as well as the ἄν-construction in 

v. 4, which all fit nicely within their own verse. Whether or not these clauses are subordinate 

or coordinate makes very little difference in the prosody or even in the cognitive production 

of IUs, as these are primarily paratactic by nature. Examples such as these have not been 

considered as enjambments in my corpus.  

The second subcategory of necessary/periodic enjambment has the enjambment 

within a word group and is much more interesting for my research. This category has been 

called ‘prosaic’ or ‘integral’ enjambment by Parry (19712) and Kirk (1976) respectively. 

Edwards (1966) made a further distinction within this second subcategory. Indeed, 

whenever the verse end splits a clause from its conjunction, a noun from its epithet, or an 

object from its preposition, this is felt to be a particularly disruptive enjambment, which is 

very acutely felt. He called the enjambment in these specific cases a ‘harsh’ enjambment; 

Kirk (1976) and Higbie (1990) even called this a ‘violent’ enjambment.43  

An example of this type can be seen in the following epigram from my corpus. 

Example 35 is an author-related text from an evangelarium from the year 1331. It precedes 

the gospel of Luke, and it is the second in a series of three epigrams about Luke on this 

page. 

 

 

                                           
42 Translation edited with the input of Marc Lauxtermann.  
43 Higbie’s classification has nowadays become standard.  
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(35) +λουκᾶς ὁ χ(ριστο)ῦ ||C5 φέρτατος μυστογράφος: 

τὸ θείον εὐαγγέλιον ||C5 εὖ ἐσκεμμένως: 

γράψας βροτοῖς ὤπασεν ||C7 ὡς μέγα κλέος: 

(DBBE 18218, Athos, Monè Iberon 1405, f. 82v) 

 

Luke the best confidential apostle of Christ,  

Who has well examined the holy gospel 

Wrote for the mortals after him, to his great fame.  

 

In the first verse we see that the caesura at C5 separates the article ὁ from its noun, which 

can be considered a violent enjambment.  

Friedrich has also given an overview of the different types of enjambment, ranking 

them from least disruptive (0) to most disruptive (4):  

 

(0) No enjambment 

(1) Adding/unperiodic enjambment 

(2) Necessary/periodic/clausal enjambment  

(3) Prosaic/integral enjambment 

(4) Harsh/violent enjambment 

 

The last two types, (3) and (4), are the most interesting in the context of this dissertation, 

because they are more disrupting in the information flow, and are often an indication of 

certain intentions by the scribe. Indeed, usually the word (group) that is set apart by an 

enjambment stands separate for a reason and receives heavy emphasis.  

 

The Enjambment Paradox 

Enjambments present us with an apparent paradox, which Friedrich (2000: 2) identifies as 

‘disruption effecting greater cohesion; i.e. the verse-end separates parts of the sentence from 
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one another, and the resulting enjambement stretches its syntactical structure over two 

verses (and sometimes more), which thereby become more involved with one another, i.e. 

more cohesive.’ Accordingly, Friedrich notes that the disruption caused by an enjambment 

has a greater cohesion as a result, because the verse end or caesura loses some of its force 

as it is breached by the enjambment. This point of view is a consequence of the idea that 

language is a continuous stream of sentences and phrases, which is usually stopped at the 

end of the verse, only to be started again with the beginning of the next. In an enjambment, 

this stream breaks through the usual stopping point (the verse end) and flows on to the next 

verse, thus removing the breaking point between these two verses and connecting them 

more closely together.  

This is particularly significant for the Byzantine metres in our corpus, as such a 

disruption of the breathing pause would be very conspicuous in a metrical structure where 

this very breathing pause is one of the main pillars and characteristics. By definition, 

Byzantine metres consist of separate metrical units, with very clear stopping points (the 

caesura and the verse end) where the stream of throught and of information is halted. The 

breaching of these stopping points implies a disruption of one of the fundamental 

characteristics of the metres. As such, disruptive enjambments should be rather the 

exception in our corpus.  

 

5.5.1 The Enjambment Test of Orality 

Interestingly, Friedrich (2000: 2f.) states that this weakening of the verse end by the 

enjambment produces a prosaic effect, which is why Parry used the term ‘prosaic 

enjambment’. Dionysius of Halicarnassus already mentioned the prosaic effect of 

enjambments (see Parry 19712: 252f), so this was something that was felt to be true at least 

from Late Antiquity onwards. Friedrich elaborates on this by saying that ‘the predominance 

of adding enjambement makes for a paratactic narrative; while the predominance of 

necessary enjambement renders a style more hypotactic, as the single verse, by its greater 

involvement with the following verse or verses, tends to lose its grammatical autarky to 

become part of a larger syntactical structure’ (2000: 6). In other words, the ‘adding 

enjambments’ make for a paratactic text. As we have seen, parataxis is a characteristic of 

IUs as well.  

Friedrich goes on to say that adding enjambments occur more frequently in oral texts, 

while literary texts have more ‘necessary enjambments’ (i.e., more disruptive 

enjambments). This is what is called the ‘enjambment test of orality’ (2000: 6ff., see 

Peabody 1975: 4; 141–143), which suggests that, in order to state that a certain text is oral, 
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there has to be a predominance of ‘adding enjambment’ and a ‘low frequency of necessary 

enjambment’ (see Janko 1982: 19). Bakker corroborates this and states that ‘according to 

the enjambment test, independence of the linguistic expression of verse end should not, or 

very seldom, occur in an oral style’ (1990: 1 fn2).  

In this regard, Friedrich mentions Bakker’s article about enjambments in Homer 

(1990) and his theory postulated therein that we cannot consider oral texts to be written in 

sentences, but rather in IUs. Sentences, according to Bakker, are more rhetorical and 

stylistic, while the concept of a sentence loses much of its meaning in oral texts. In this way, 

he has eliminated many enjambments in Homeric texts, by pointing out that they no longer 

disrupt the narrative when you consider the text to be built up in IUs rather than full 

sentences.  

Friedrich criticises this approach, however, by saying that not all enjambments are 

eliminated in this way of thinking; for instance, the already mentioned opening verses of 

the Odyssey quoted above. He is right, of course, which is why I have tagged these kinds 

of more disruptive enjambments in my database—because they should be the exception if 

the IU-hypothesis is valid. Thus, they do not undermine the hypothesis as long as they are 

indeed exceptional and can be stylistically explained. For instance, in the opening verses of 

the Odyssey, the separation of πλάγχθη puts a massive amount of emphasis on the subject 

(i.e., πολυπλαγκτοσύνη, see Janse 2012: 27). I will investigate the outcome of this tagging 

in what follows.  

Another way in which Friedrich critiqued Bakker’s approach is the fact that the 

dividing of the metre into cola or IUs supposedly nullifies the whole metre. Friedrich argued 

that 

 

the primary casualty of the oral-cognitive reading of Homer is not the sentence, for what 

disappears first in Bakker’s reduction of Homeric verses to strings of fragmented idea units 

is their metrical shape: the verse-end, a chief agent in articulating the verse and its rhythm, is 

reduced to being just one break between two idea units among other. (2000: 14) 

 

This proves, in my opinion, that Friedrich has not completely understood Bakker’s 

approach. The verse end, rather than being ‘reduced’ to ‘just one break between two idea 

units’, instead receives an extra layer and is deepened and enriched, as it is no longer simply 

a verse end, but also an IU boundary. In fact, we could even turn it around and state that, 

instead of ‘merely’ being a metrical or rhythmical entity, the verse end now becomes a 

cognitive caesura as well, bringing with it a host of semantic and syntactic weight.  

Additionally, this criticism is even less valid when it comes to the texts in our corpus. 

The Byzantine isosyllabic metres essentially consist of short metrical units (cola) between 

intonational breaks (caesura and verse end). This is exactly what isometry means (see 
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Kyriakidis 1947; Sifakis 1988: 141–143) and isosyllabic metres are often also called 

‘isometric’. As such, it would make no sense at all to say that dividing these texts into IUs 

destroys the metre—quite the contrary is true.  

While I will not comment any further on Friedrich’s subsequent conclusion that the 

Homeric texts are not oral, but somewhere in ‘limbo’ between spoken and written text, I 

will reiteratire the criteria he gives for determining whether or not a text is oral in the context 

of the ‘enjambment test for orality’. That is, he gives certain percentages, which I have 

summarised  in Table 9 below (Friedrich 2000: 15).  

 

Table 9. Percentage of necessary enjambments in oral vs literary texts 

Type of text % necessary enjambments 

Radically oral texts; e.g., Yugoslavic songs (Lord 1960) 14,9% 

Radically literary texts; e.g., Argonautica  49–50% 

 

Of course, if I am to compare these to my research corpus, then it is necessary to 

acknowledge that the metres in these texts are different from those in my subdatabase. 

Nevertheless, it is an interesting comparison, as we would expect the number of necessary 

enjambments to be lower that 49 to 50% (compared to ‘added enjambments’), despite the 

fact that we are dealing with radically written texts. 

Where, then, do we land with our numbers? In the approximately 15,000 verses tagged 

in my subdatabase, I found 2,542 ‘necessary’ enjambments in the elaborate sense; that is, 

both across the caesura (internal) and across the verse. This is shown as a percentage of the 

corpus in Table 10. This seems like a lot at first, but it is striking that of these, only ninety-

four are enjambments across the verse end, spilling over into the next verse. 

 

Table 10. Percentages of necessary enjambment 

 % necessary enjambments 

Overall (across verse and caesura) 16.7% 

Only across the verse 0.008% 

 

When comparing this to the numbers provided by Friedrich shown in Table 9, we can only 

conclude that Byzantine poetry cannot be included in his ‘enjambment test for orality’, as 

our fundamentally written corpus leaves us with such small percentages and would thus 

require us to conclude that they are instead oral; which they are not. Instead, these numbers 
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are indicative of the shift in style and the rapid, fragmented way of writing that had now 

become so popular.  

We may also conclude that enjambments across the verse end are much rarer than 

enjambments across the middle caesura. This ties in with what we found in the chapter 

about syntax; that is, that new clauses coincide with the beginning of a new verse more 

often than they do with the beginning of the second colon in the verse. The pause at the end 

of the verse must have been felt to be much ‘heavier’ than the one elicited by the caesura 

(see also Lauxtermann 2019: 353).  

 

5.5.2 Genitive Modifiers 

There is an important question yet to be asked, however, before we can definitively say 

whether our hypothesis is undermined by all these enjambments; that is, what exactly do 

we define as a grammatical relationship between two words and consequently, when do we 

speak of an enjambment? Indeed, in a grammatical sentence there are many sorts of 

relationships and congruencies between words, but some are closer and tighter than others. 

For the sake of completeness, I have included in the statistical data the syntactic relationship 

between a noun or verb and its genitive. This can be seen in example 36, featuring τῷ 

συντελέστῃ τῶν καλῶν in the following very popular book epigram.   

 

(36)  τῶ συντελεστῆ || C5 τῶν καλ(ῶν) θ(ε)ῶ, χάρις + 

(DBBE 26432, Paris, ΒnF, gr. 1853, f. 453r) 

 

Gratitude to the Lord, for every good is accomplished by him.44 

 

To be clear, this relationship (i.e., between συντελέστῃ and καλῶν) is rather weak when 

compared to the relationship between τῷ and θεῷ in the same verse, for instance, or between 

ἡ and ἀκρότης in the next example. However, at the onset of my research it seemed better 

to include too much data than too little, which is why I have tagged them nonetheless.  

 

(37)  ἡ τῶν προφητῶν|| C5 ἀκρότης ἡσαΐας: 

(DBBE 17269, Firenze, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 5 Cod. 9, f. 3v) 

 

Isaiah, the apex of the prophets45 

 

 

                                           
44 Translation: Meesters (2020).  
45 Translation: Lowden (1987: 18).  
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What happens if we leave out the enjambments that consist of a genitive relationship, 

as in example 36 or 38?  

 

(38)  πίναξ ἄριστος || C5 τῆς παρούσης πυκτίδος 

(DBBE 17526, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. Gr. 741, f. Ir)  

 

This is the best table (of contents) of the present book.  

 

If we leave out the genitive cases, we see that of the 2,542 enjambments only 1,308 remain 

(1,234 cases being a genitive relationship between two nouns),46 thus giving us a different 

view of the data. It therefore seems as though the relationship between a word and its 

genitive was perceived to be entirely different than the relationship between two congruent 

words that were in the same case and number, as is the case in example 39. This is an early 

scribe-related epigram from the year 890 that accompanies a manuscript with 

hagiographical texts. Each verse takes up two lines, yet it is not divided according to 

colometry but rather the amount of space the scribe had left.  

 

 

                                           
46 It is interesting to note that in the ninety-two cases where the enjambment is across the verse end, 

sixty-four of these are in fact a genitive relationship. This leaves only sixty-five cases of a ‘real’ 

enjambment across the verse.  
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(36) + μνήσθητι σ(ῶτ)ερ ||C5 δημιουργὲ τῶν ὅλων: 

ταῖς τῆς ἀχράντου ||C5 εὐκτίαις θ(εοτό)κου 

τοῦ ἐμπόνως γράψαντος ||C7 ἀναστασίου 

τὴν βίβλον ||C3 ἥνπερ ταῖν χεροῖν μου νῦν φέρω  

καὶ τάξον αὐτὸν ||C5 ἐν δικαίων τῆ στάσει    5 

πολλῶν παρασχὼν ||C5 ἀμπλακημάτων λύτρον :- 

(DBBE 18693, Paris, BnF, gr. 1470, f. 248v) 

 

O Saviour, Creator of the Universe, remember,  

through the prayers of the Immaculate Mother of God,  

Anastasios who diligently wrote  

the book I now am holding in my hands,  

and award him a place among the just,  

acquitting him of his many sins.47 

 

The first verse begins with an imperative, which is a preferential word that carries 

much focus. This is followed by the delayed apostrophe σ(ῶτ)ερ, which stands in an almost 

postpositive position, as we would expect. This is followed by an additional apostrophe 

after the caesura, and this one fills up the entire colon (genitive modifier included, this time).  

In verses 2 and 3 we see several internal enjambments, with ταῖς εὐκτίαις, τῆς 

ἀχράντου θεοτόκου, and τοῦ ἀναστασίου all being separated from one another by the 

caesurae. Verse 2 is almost chiastic (ταῖς εὐκτίαις – τῆς ἀχράντου θεοτόκου) and the 

separation certainly has stylistic aspects, since it places much emphasis on θ(εοτό)κου when 

it finally appears at the end of the verse. In verse 3, similarly, the separation of ἀναστασίου 

from its predicates is not only a necessity (the entire phrase is too long to fit in one colon) 

but also puts a lot of emphasis on the name of Anastasios.  

Verse 4 is somewhat problematic, since the word end at C5 does not seem to be a 

valid position for the caesura, as this would separate the relative pronoun ἥν from the rest 

of the relative clause. A better placement would perhaps be C3, but this makes the colometry 

of our verse very skewed, with a nine-syllable second hemistich. Both possibilities are 

therefore problematic, but C3 is perhaps the most plausible option here, so that the syntactic 

unity of the relative clause is maintained. Verse 5 displays a much more ‘regular’ word 

order, with another imperative in P1, followed by its direct object. After the caesura we see 

the noun phrase ἐν δικαίων τῆ στάσει collected within one colon.  

In verse 6 we find another internal enjambment, with πολλῶν ἀμπλακημάτων in 

hyperbaton and being separated by the caesura at C5. The scribe perhaps wanted to highlight 

the alliteration in πολλῶν παρασχὼν and decided to place them together in one colon. This 

word order also emphasises πολλῶν and the multitude of his sins.  

 

                                           
47 Translation from Lauxtermann (2003: 201).  
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 It is obvious that the enjambments in example 36 are of a different order than the one 

in example 36, as they are much more deliberate and have more stylistic thought behind 

them. For the Byzantines, it seems that the relationship between a word and its genitive was 

not felt to be as tight as other grammatical congruencies, and it was therefore more common 

to separate them from one another. However, we also have to take into account the fact that 

there is generally less space for a noun phrase and its genitive in just one colon, as they 

necessarily constitute a longer entity. This might be an additional contributing factor to our 

numbers.  

 

5.5.3 Word Groups That Are Separated, Yet Still Together 

What do we find when we look more closely at the internal enjambments that occur accross 

the caesura (i.e., the majority)? Often we are dealing with cases where the word group was 

too large and is therefore spread out across two cola instead of one, but the word group is 

in fact not separated by other words. These fall under the category of what Lauxtermann 

(2019: 352) has called ‘pseudo-enjambments’. He mentions that even the Byzantines, as 

expressed through the voice of the author of On the Four Parts of Perfect Speech,48 

considered it to be impossible to completely avoid enjambments, especially for longer texts. 

This is also what I found to be true in some of the examples of enjambment in my corpus.  

The first example here is a scribe-related epigram that was written in a 15th-century 

liturgical manuscript. The epigram itself, however, was added later, in the 17th-century.  

 

(37)  Ταύτην τὴν βίβλον ||C5 ἢν ὁρᾶτε ὦ φίλοι 

ὑπάρχει ἀνδρὸς ||C5 εὐλαβοὺς καὶ τιμίου 

τούνομα Κωνστάντιος ||C7 Χριστοῦ γὰρ θύτης 

(DBBE 20428, Athos, Monè Hagiou Panteleemonos 365, f. 177v) 

 

This very book which you see, my friends,  

Belongs to a prudent and worthy man,  

Of the name Constantine, a priest for Christ 

 

In verse 1 we see that the noun phrase ταύτην τὴν βίβλον is neatly collected in the 

first colon, while the second colon starts with a relative clause. The delayed apostrophe ὦ 

φίλοι is attached to this clause in a postpositive way, as is usual in delayed apostrophes.  

 

                                           
48 Edition: Hörandner (2012).  
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The second verse is where we find an internal enjambment. The noun phrase ἀνδρὸς 

εὐλαβοὺς καὶ τιμίου is spread over multiple cola, divided by the caesura at C5, and ἀνδρὸς 

does not fill the whole hemistich. The entire noun phrase is too long to fit in one colon in 

any case, and there are no words separating the elements from one another, so we might 

assume that this internal enjambment was not very disruptive or salient. Indeed, as we have 

seen on numerous occasions, the caesura is not as strong a pause as the verse end.  

Additionally, we could argue that we are dealing with an apposition instead of an 

enjambment. Indeed, we might see εὐλαβοὺς καὶ τιμίου as an apposition in a separate colon, 

accompanying ἀνδρός. If the scribe had added an extra τοῦ after ἀνδρός, I would have 

tagged it as an apposition, but since that is not the case, I have chosen to count it as an 

enjambment instead.  

Briefly focussing on verse 3, I want to point out the use of γὰρ in P2 of the second 

colon, which corroborates the caesura at C7. The entire second colon is also an apposition 

to the first, so it makes sense that it fills up its own hemistich.  

 

The next example is an epigram about John Zonaras, found at the beginning of a 14th-

century manuscript.  

 

(38)  Τοῦ Ζωναρᾶ σύνταξις ||C7 ἀκριβεστάτη 

τῆς τῶν Κανόνων ||C5 ἐμμελοῦς ρυθμουργίας 

οἵ δηλοῦσι σάρκωσιν ||C7 ἐνθεεστάτην 

ἀνάστασίν τε ||C5 τοῦ θεανθρώπου Λόγου 

καὶ πᾶν δόγμα φέρουσιν ||C7 εὐσεβοφρόνως·   5 

Ἅρδευε λοιπὸν ||C5 ἐκ βυθῶν ζωηρρύτων 

πᾶς τις ὁ διψῶν ||C5 ἐκμαθεῖν θεωρίαν. 

(DBBE 20536, Athos, Monè Megistès Laura Ω 134 [Eustratiades 1946], begin of ms) 

 

This is the very precise composition of [John] Zonaras,  

Of his harmonious rhythmical work of the Canons,  

Which clarify the divine incarnation 

And the resurrection of the human-and-divine Word,  

And which carry every dogma in a religious manner.  

Furthermore, every person who is thirsty to learn 

Should irrigate from the depths from which life flows. 

 

In verse 1 we find that a caesura at C7 separates σύνταξις from its adjective 

ἀκριβεστάτη, which goes against what we saw in 5.2 about syntax; that is, that colometry 

tends to reflect the syntactic division of the verse. We could assume a caesura at C4 in this 

case, but there is no real indication of this and the pragmatic structure of the verse seems to 

hint at C7 instead. Indeed, a C7 caesura would set apart ἀκριβεστάτη and place a great deal 

of focus on this word, which is underlined by the fact that it is a superlative: the treatise is 
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very precise. This makes more sense than a caesura at C4 which would place the focus on 

σύνταξις instead, while the fact that this is a composition should be the topic, since the 

reader will be looking at the manuscript when reading this epigram and will already know 

that this is a treatise.  

Verse 2 displays the entire noun phrase τῆς… ρυθμουργίας within one verse and, as 

is typical, has the genitive modifier in the noun group (τῶν Κανόνων) in a separate colon. 

This confirms what we saw earlier: genitive modifiers can be set separately from their heads 

if the need arises. It seems that this can happen more easily than other congruencies.  

In verse 3 we see a similar internal enjambment to what we found in the first verse. 

The line starts with a relative pronoun, immediately followed by the verb and then its object. 

The modifier to this object, however (ἐνθεεστάτην), stands separately, set apart by the 

caesura at C7. Similar to verse 1, this gives ἐνθεεστάτην a great deal of focus, which is 

underlined by the fact that it is a superlative.  

Verse 4 again displays an example of how the genitive modifier tends to be positioned 

in a separate colon, with τοῦ θεανθρώπου Λόγου filling up the second colon. Also note the 

use of τε, which is in P2 position, but at the same time immediately precedes the caesura, 

as is typical.  

The fifth verse has a colometry that reminds us somewhat of verses 1 and 3, with the 

caesura setting apart a modifier in a separate colon, thus attributing focus to it. In this case, 

it is the adverb εὐσεβοφρόνως, which does not lead to an internal enjambment, as was the 

case in verses 1 and 3.  

In verse 6 we find a heavy emphasis on the imperative ἄρδευε, as it is positioned in 

P1 as a preferential word. This sets the tone for the water imagery that is used in what 

follows. The word λοιπὸν is used as a DM, in the way described by Egea (1993), which is 

most likely why it is situated in P2 position.49 The word group ἐκ βυθῶν ζωηρρύτων is 

placed in its own separate colon. Similarly, in verse 7 we find a colometric division that 

reflects the syntax, as the noun phrase πᾶς τις ὁ διψῶν is kept together and the complement 

and object are also collected in one hemistich.  

In the above examples of internal enjambment there was no possible way of arranging 

the words within the verse, so that both the caesura was preserved and the word groups were 

all together in one colon as well. These examples, therefore, are enjambents in the true 

sense, because they are separated by the caesura and at least one of the consituents does not 

fill up an entire colon, but it seems that the scribe has chosen the lesser of two evils in these 

instances. What is more, in certain cases it is clearly used as a stylistic or pragmatic means 

 

                                           
49 Eideneier (1989: 192) and Soltic (2015: 212-222) discuss how λοιπόν can also be found in P1, 

however.  
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to attribute focus to certain words. Though technically enjambments, I would not really 

count these cases as true enjambments, as they are an unintentional consequence of the 

chosen vocabulary. In my corpus, I found 427 cases like this, which I have thus left out of 

the equation.  

 

5.5.4 Enjambment across the Caesura  

When looking at the other instances of enjambment across the caesura—that is, where word 

groups are indeed separated by other words as well as the caesura—we see that these cases 

are mostly stylistically driven. Indeed, the majority of these examples exhibit a chiastic 

structure. I will now examine two examples from my research corpus.   

The first epigram is text-related, written by a later hand in a theological manuscript 

from the 12th century. It is assumed that the epigram must be from the 13th-15th century, and 

it is written in black ink on the top of the page, in a rather hasty manner. Both verses are 

written on one line, but the verse end is indicated by punctuation.  

 

 
 

(39)a. +καταφρόνησιν ||C5 ἡδονῆς πᾶσαν βίου: 

ἐκκλησιαστὴς ||C5 ἐκδιδάσκει μανθάνειν+  

(DBBE 19218, Firenze, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 7 Cod. 7, f. 265r) 

 

Ecclesiastes teaches how to learn 

Every contempt for the lusts of life.  

 

In the first verse we see a chiastic structure very deliberately causing the 

grammatically congruent words to be separated by the caesura. In this particular case, we 

see that the noun phrase is placed around its genitive. A caesura at C5 sets the head 

καταφρόνησιν apart and attributes a great deal of focus to it. The second verse, on the other 

hand, displays a perfect symmetry between syntax and colometry, with ἐκκλησιαστὴς as a 

‘Theme’, as it stands in preverbal position and is attributed its own colon.  
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The second example is a reader-related epigram from the year 1020. It appears as if 

the scribe wanted to give the reader some good advice.  

 

(39)b. Ἄκουσον ὦ παῖ ||C5 τῆς ἐμῆς συμβουλίας 

βλέψον πρὸς αὐτὴν ||C5 μᾶλλον ἠ πρὸς ἄλλό τι 

γράψον δὲ ταύτην ||C5 εἰς πλάτος σῆς καρδίας· 

δὸς πάντα ||C3 (καὶ) φρόνησιν ||C7 ἐκπριῶ μόνην 

ἕωλα πάντα ||C5 τῆς φρονήσεως ἅτερ     5 

ζήλου σοφὸν μάλιστα ||C7 τὸν σοφὸν βίον  

ἡ γλῶσσα καιροῦ ||C5 μηδὲν ἐκφέροι δίχα 

θήρευε τὰ κράτιστα ||C7 τῶν νοημάτων 

ἴχνη δ᾽ ἔρεισον ||C5 πρὸς πύλας τῶν ἐνθάδε. 

Καλῶς βάδιζε. ||C5 (καὶ) κακὸ(ν) πᾶν ἐκτρέπου·    10 

λόγω τρόπους κόσμησον, ||C7 ἢ λόγους τρόπω 

μὴ τῶν ῥεόντων· ||C5 τῶν μενόντων δ᾽ ἀντέχου 

νόμων θ(εο)ῦ π(ατ)ρός τε ||C7 μὴ λήθην λάβοις 

ξένος προσῆλθε, ||C5 χ(ριστὸ)ν αὐτὸν ἐννόει 

ὅλον σἑαυτὸν ||C5 τοῖς μαθήμασι δίδου·     15 

πράος ταπεινὸς ||C5 τοῖς διδασκάλοις ἔσω 

ῥάθυμον ἔργον ||C5 μηδε προσβλέψαι θέλοις 

σαυτοῦ δ᾽ ἀδελφοὺς ||C5 τοὺς ὁμίλικας λέγε 

τῶν συσχολαστῶν ||C5 τὰς συνουσίας φίλει· 

ὑπερ δε ταῦτα ||C5 (καὶ) προ πάντων καὶ μόνων    20 

φοβοῦ τὸ θεῖον ||C5 ἐξ όλης τῆς καρδίας 

χ(ριστὸ)ν δὲ τοῖς σοῖς ||C5 ἔνδον ἐν στέρνοις φέρων· 

ψυχὴν κράτυνε ||C5 πρὸς πόνους μαθημάτων 

ὡσἂν δι᾽ αὐτῶν ||C5 (καὶ) τύχοι σ(ωτη)ρίας·:· 

(DBBE 19346, Firenze, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 11, Cod. 9, f. 136v) 

 

Listen, child, to my advice,  

Look at it, better than at anything else,  

Write it down in the breadth of your heart,  

Give everything and cut off any single thought.  

Without thought everything is stale.  

Aspire a very wise, wise life.  

The tongue does not produce anything without the right time.  

Hunt the best of ideas,  

Press your tracks on the gates of this world,  

Walk in a good way and turn away every evil.  

Adorn your ways with reason, and your words with your manners,  

Do not cling to the stream of things that remain,  

Do not forget the laws of God, our father,  

A stranger comes forth, recognise him as Christ,  

Give your entire self to study,  

Be gentle and humble for your teachers,  

Do not want to look at a frivolous work,  

Call the crowd your brothers,  

Love the meetings with those studying with you,  

And above all, before every single thing,  
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Fear the divine with all your heart,  

Carrying Christ within your breast,  

Strengthen your soul for the labours of study,  

As though you will find salvation through them.  

 

Verse 1 begins with a preferential imperative in P1. The scribe immediately begins 

showering the reader with his recommendations. The imperative is immediately followed 

by the delayed apostrophe ὦ παῖ, which stands in last position of the colon, as is typical. 

We can therefore be quite certain of the caesura at C5. The object of the verb (συμβουλίας) 

is placed in its separate colon.  

The second verse also starts with an imperative in P1. The caesura could be at either 

C5 or C7, but the sense pause seems to be located at C5 here. A caesura at C5 would mean 

that the second colon contains the entire predicate to the verb in one hemistich, which makes 

the most syntactic sense. Verse 3 has the imperative in P1 again, followed by the particle 

δέ in P2, followed in turn by the direct object. The noun phrase εἰς πλάτος σῆς καρδίας 

stands collected within one colon.  

In verse 4 we find the first case of internal enjambment. First there is another 

imperative in P1, followed by the direct object. We might assume a smaller pause at C3, 

because this is where the syntactic boundary between the clauses with δὸς and ἐκπριῶ is 

located. The main caesura is probably situated at C7, even if this separates φρόνησιν and 

μόνην. In any case, the verb is positioned between the head and its adjective, and there is 

no other possible caesura (other than perhaps simply C3) that would keep them together. 

The caesura at C7 sets φρόνησιν somewhat apart, which is confirmed by the narrow focus 

it receives (as it stands in preverbal position).  

Verse 5 again displays a more ‘regular’ information structure, with all syntactic units 

in their own colon. For instance, the noun phrase τῆς φρονήσεως ἅτερ is set in its own 

hemistich. Verse 6, however, exhibits internal enjambment once more, but this time with 

the obvious intention of emphasising σοφόν. Indeed, we have an imperative in P1 once 

again, and its direct object is positioned in the second colon of the verse. The σοφόν in this 

object is already foreshadowed in the first colon, which results in it being repeated twice. 

There is a clear emphasis on the wise life, which is even more corroborated by the presence 

of μάλιστα. The repetition and enjambment therefore certainly serve a stylistic purpose 

here.  

In verse 7 we find another remarkable enjambment in the form of the separation of 

καιροῦ and δίχα. This word order might have been chosen to emphasise δίχα, which is 

postponed until the last position in the verse and therefore receives a great deal of focus 

when it finally appears.  
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Verse 8 has the imperative in P1 again, but the noun (κράτιστα) and its genitive 

modifier (νοημάτων) are separated by the caesura, as is often the case. In verse 9, on the 

other hand, the imperative is pushed back and ἴχνη (tracks) appears in first position instead. 

As it is preverbal and pushed the preferential imperative back, this must mean that the scribe 

wanted to attribute a great deal of (narrow) focus to it. Also note the particle δέ in P2 

position.  

In verse 10 the verb is pushed back again, but this time by the adverb καλῶς, the 

reason being that the adverb carries more of the semantic value than the actual verb. Βάδιζε 

somewhat resembles a light verb in this context, which means that the predicate must 

receive the narrow focus. This would certainly explain this particular word order. 

Additionally, the punctuation at C5 (a τέλεια) indicates the caesura, and this is also where 

the syntactic separation between the clauses with βάδιζε and ἐκτρέπου is located. In the 

second colon, the imperative is also postponed, which leaves κακὸ(ν) πᾶν with much 

emphasis.  

In verse 11 λόγω has the narrow focus, because it stands in P1 position and is 

preverbal. The imperative is postponed again, and the caesura at C7 is positioned exactly at 

the division between the two syntactic clauses. The preferential word μή in verse 12 

logically stands in P1, but the imperative, on the other hand, is postponed again. The caesura 

at C5 is indicated by the scribe’s punctuation (μέση στιγμή) and δέ stands in P2 of the 

second colon, so we can be absolutely certain of the position of this caesura.  

The genitive modifier in verse 13 fills up the first colon, which ends with the particle 

τε. It seems to confirm the caesura in the way we have seen earlier for τε, as though it 

functions as a filled pause. The preferential word μή stands in P1 of the second colon and 

is followed by the direct object. This object (λήθην) carries the most semantic content, 

because λάβοις functions as a light verb here. That is why λήθην is focalised and stands in 

preverbal position.  

The caesura at C5 in verse 14 makes much syntactic sense since this is where the 

boundary between the two clauses (προσῆλθε and ἐννόει) is situated. Χ(ριστὸ)ν in the 

second colon is focalised and is contrasted with ξένος from the first colon.  

In verse 15 the imperative is the final word again, most likely because of the low 

semantic content that is in δίδου in this case. It is not salient, so not in a focalised position. 

We have a similar situation in verse 16 with the imperative ἔσω. Indeed, most semantic 

value is to be found in the adjectives πράος ταπεινὸς. Verse 17 is very divided according to 

syntax again, with the direct object in the first colon and the verb phrase in the second.  

In verse 18 we find the particle δέ in P2 position. There is a heavy focus on σαυτοῦ 

(it is your own), but again the imperative λέγε is postponed to the end of the verse, preceded 

by its direct object, which is indicative of the narrow focus on τοὺς ὁμίλικας. The genitive 
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τῶν συσχολαστῶν in verse 19 stands in its own hemistich but is also positioned in the first 

hemistich and carries emphasis.  

In verse 20 δέ is in P2 position again, and we find two different noun phrases in the 

two cola. Verse 21 has the imperative in P1 again, because it is a pereferential word and is 

also focalised in this verse. The noun phrase ἐξ όλης τῆς καρδίας is collected in one colon 

as well.  

In verse 22 we find δέ in P2, but χ(ριστὸ)ν in P1 because it has narrow focus. It is 

Christ that is the most important aspect of this advice. There is another internal enjambment 

with τοῖς σοῖς ... ἐν στέρνοις. By separating στέρνοις by the caesura, this receives emphasis, 

which is corroborated by the repetition of ἔνδον ἐν that accompanies it. It must be really 

deep down inside.  

Verse 23 has narrow focus on ψυχὴν, which is indicated by its preverbal position. The 

noun phrase πρὸς πόνους μαθημάτων is collected in a separate colon. Verse 24, finally, 

starts off a new syntactic segment with ὡσἂν, and the verb and its object are gathered in the 

final colon.  

All in all, this example displays several instances of internal enjambment, which show 

that most of them have a pragmatic and/or stylistic motivation. Because the caesura is not 

as strong a pause as the verse end, internal enjambment is not uncommon, but when it does 

occur, it is always a signal that something more is going on.  

 

5.5.5 Enjambment across the Verse End 

Enjambments across the verse end are quite rare, even to the extent that they are almost 

non-existant. Some of these are in fact genitive relationships across the verse end, in the 

same way we have seen earlier, but not all of them. Both possibilities are illustrated in the 

following example. The epigram in example 42 is an author-related text about John the 

evangelist. It is found after the table of contents of the codex and is preceded by another 

epigram on the evangelist. The manuscript dates to the 14th century.  
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(40)a. Παρθένος τί, ||C4 τὸν τεκόντα τὸν κάτω 11   1 

λιπὼν τεκόντα, ||C5 τὸν θ(εὸ)ν κτᾶται μόνον· 

ὡς παρθένος γὰρ ||C5 πρὸς τὸν ἐκ τῆς παρθένου 

καλοῦντα χ(ριστὸ)ν ||C5 οἷα συγγενὴς τρέχει· 

ἐντεῦθεν εἰς τὸ στῆθος ||C7 αὐτοῦ γνησίως   5 

πεσών, ἐκεῖθεν ||C5 τὴν ἄβυσσον λαμβάνει, 

τ(ῆς) γνώσεως ||C4 (καὶ) πάντα ||C7 πλουτεῖ τὸν κόσμον; 

μυστηρίων ἄγνωστα ||C7 (καὶ) τοῖς ἀγγέλοις· 

Θεηγόρος τέταρτος οὖν ||C8 ἰωάννης 

εὐαγγελιστής· ||C5 ἀλλʹ ἐν ὕψει δογμάτων   10 

πρῶτος μέγιστος ||C5 ἄκρος ἀρχὴ καὶ τέλος: 

(DBBE 17674, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Palat. Gr. 229, f. 197r) 

 

Why does the Parthenos only have God as his father,  

After having left behind the one who begot him on earth?  

And so, as a virgin he goes to the one born from the Virgin,  

The one they call Christ, like a kinsman.  

Next he genuinely falls into his bosom,  

And from there he grasps the depth  

Of knowledge and becomes rich in all the world,  

In all the mysteries, unknown even for the angels.  

The fourth apostle is John  

The evangelist, in the height of dogmas 

The first and largest, the summit, beginning and ending.  
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In verse 1 the punctuation (ὑποστιγμή) indicates a caesura at C4. Due to the 

hypometricality of the line, this must have been meant as C5. In verse 2 there is an 

enjambment in λιπὼν, since it belongs to the previous verse and does not fill the entire 

hemistich. Because of this, it receives a great deal of emphasis. The punctuation (another 

ὑποστιγμή) again indicates the caesura, this time at C5. The end of verse 2 starts with τὸν 

ἐκ τῆς παρθένου, which is continuated with καλοῦντα χριστόν in the following verse. We 

might consider this sentence segment to be complete at the end of the second verse (as τὸν 

ἐκ τῆς παρθένου is in itself a grammatically correct constituent), but with the beginning of 

verse 3 we realise, with the addition of καλοῦντα χριστόν, that we have been deceived and 

the constituent was not finished. This is very clearly a stylistic device to surprise the reader.  

Verse 3 begins with a comparative clause and has γάρ in second position. Indeed, it 

looks like P3 at first sight, but ὡς is proclitic and forms one phonological word with 

πάρθενος. Verse 4 has the caesura at C5, which is where the comparative clause with οἷα 

begins. In verse 5 there is another internal enjambment since the caesura at C7 separates 

στῆθος and αὐτοῦ. Becasue αὐτοῦ is a genitive modifier, this is not particularly problematic 

or out of place.  

In verse 6 we find another enjambment in πεσών, which does not fill an entire colon. 

However, the new clause actually starts immediately following this enjambment, and the 

ὑποστιγμή also seems to indicate C2, so this might be a possibility here. The other, more 

regular, possibility is at C5. The caesura at C5 has the advantage that it would focalise τὴν 

ἄβυσσον, which would make more sense than ἐκεῖθεν.  

The genitive modifier τ(ῆς) γνώσεως is postponed until verse 7, where it indicates a 

sense pause at C4. This should probably be paired with a main caesura at C7, however. In 

verse 8 the caesura at C7 splits up the semantic unity ἄγνωστα (καὶ) τοῖς ἀγγέλοις. This sets 

apart the dative and thus heavily focalises the idea of ‘even for the angels’.  

In verse 9 there is a word end at C7, but this would mean that οὖν would end up in P1, 

which is impossible. Looking at the information structure, C8 seems most likely, since this 

sets the name ἰωάννης apart. This could then be interpreted as a ‘tail’, as discussed in 4.2, a 

given topic that is added to the clause like an afterthought. It is a topic, in any case, becuase 

not only is it generally known that the manuscript contains the texts of John, but the 

θεηγόρος τέταρτος in the first colon also refers to him.  

The apposition εὐαγγελιστής in verse 10 fills up the entire first hemistich. The 

punctuation (a μέση στιγμή) also indicates the caesura at C5. Verse 11 consists of an 

enumeration of predicates to ἰωάννης, which are separated into two groups by the caesura. 

The first group are two adjectives, while the second group are three nouns that are used in 

comparison with John.  

A second example is a scribe-related epigram from the 13th to 14th century. 
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(40)b. ανανεανες, ||C5 τῶν πταισμάτων ἐκείνου ·:· 

τοῦ γράψαντος ||C4 τήνδε τὴν νέαν βίβλον :·  

υἱοῦ Νκολάου τε ||C7 καὶ ἱἐρέως ·:· 

κολυμηᾶ τοῦ ἐπίκλην ||C7 καὶ πρωτοψάλτου·:· 

(DBBE 23052, Rome, Bibl. Vallicelliana C 97.II (Martini 47), f. 73r) 

 

King and men, this new book is  

Of the sins of the writer,  

The son of Nicolaos, the priest,  

With the surname Kolumvas, the first cantor.  

 

The first verse starts with a fronted apostrophe, which stands in its own separate colon 

as we would expect. According to DBBE, ἀνανεανες is one of the apechemata of Byzantine 

Music and means ἄναξ [ναὶ] ἄνες. It is verse 2 where the ‘violent’ enjambment, in Higbie’s 

terms, occurs, as the noun phrase ἐκείνου τοῦ γράψαντος is spread over two verses. Because 

of this harsh infringement on the verse structure, we could imagine that the caesura should 

be located immediately following the enjambment on C4. Strictly speaking, there is a 

possibility for a caesura at C7, but this would mean separating yet another noun phrase 

(τήνδε τὴν νέαν βίβλον), which is undesirable. The postponing of τοῦ γράψαντος to the 

second verse makes it a very salient piece of information and draws much of the attention 

to the writer, who is also specifically mentioned by name and other specifications in the rest 

of the text.  

In the third verse we see the juxtaposed τε καί pair in exactly the position where we 

would expect them: surrounding the caesura. The second colon here contains an apposition, 

which is atttributed its own hemistich. Verse 4 seems to be hypermetrical, but this can be 

solved through a synizesis in κολυμη̮ᾶ. The caesura at C7 separates the two appositions so 

that each stand in their own colon as well.  

These examples of enjambment across the verse end are the exception, however. As 

we have seen, only sixty-five such cases exist in my corpus, which is not even half a 

percentage of all verses. Whenever they do occur, they are usually a signal that something 

peculiar is happening in terms of the information structure.  

 

5.5.6 Summary on Enjambments 

I have now considered many different factors associated with enjambment, including 

explaining different types, noting its paradox and the test of orality, considering genitive 

modifiers, looking at word groups that are separated yet still together, and giving examples 

of enjambment across the caesura and verse end. However, it still remains necessary to offer 

a little further nuance before I can make any conclusive statements about enjambments in 
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my corpus. First, it would seem that, across the caesura, enjambments (so-called ‘internal 

enjambment’) are a lot more accepted than across the verse. Only ninety-two cases of 

enjambment across the verse exist in my approximately 15,000 verses, which is very 

minimal.  

Second, the grammatical relationship between a head and its genitive modifier is also 

more prone to being separated by a caesura or verse end than other syntactical relationships. 

Indeed, the genitive connection can be considered quite weak and must have been felt to be 

so by the Byzantines too. Additionally, of the ninety-two cases of enjambment across the 

verse, twenty-seven are genitives, thus leaving only sixty-five occurrences of a ‘real’ 

enjambment across the verse (i.e., where a more tightly connected word group is separated 

by the verse end). If we leave out all the enjambments that consist of a genitive connection, 

as well as the enjambments that are still adjacent and not really separated (and are thus most 

likely due to practical reasons), we end up with only 1,015 enjambments in approximately 

15,000 verses (which is 6.7%). 

Whenever an enjambment does occur across the caesura, we see that there is often a 

stylistic reason in play (mostly chiastic constructions) and it usually also relays a focus on 

certain words. The unmarked word distribution, in any case, is one without an enjambment, 

and as such, the occurrence of an enjambment is always marked, always draws attention, 

and points to a clear emphasis or focus on a word(group) being brought forward or, 

conversely, pushed back. While not being very prevalent, enjambments are an indication of 

the information structure of the verse, since they give us an idea of which segments the 

scribe wanted to focalise. They are essential in understanding how the information is 

packaged within the metrical structure of the verse.  

5.6 OCPs 

 

Additional information was provided by the object clitic pronouns (OCPs) and how they 

behaved in my corpus. Indeed, their position further illuminates the cognitive mechanisms 

behind Byzantine poetry production, and they are indicative of information structure. As I 

mentioned in 4.3., the question is whether I could find instances where the OCP is proclitic 

instead of enclitic in my corpus?  

This does not seem to be the case, as there is usually too much space and too many 

other words between preverbal OCPs and the verb. Soltic (2012: 41) agrees with this and 
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argues that ‘the absence of intonation unit-initial OCPs points to a constant enclitic nature, 

since enclitics cannot open the intonation unit as they always need a preceding constituent 

to attach to.’  

Another interesting question concerns verb adjacency. Do we find that the OCPs in 

our corpus are often part of the verb phrase, as is the situation in Modern Greek and all of 

its dialects, or do they verge more on the conservative, classical side? Indeed, we would 

expect the latter to be the case, since our texts are written in so-called ‘Literary Koine’ 

(Hinterberger 2014) and thus exhibit a more classicising register in general. What, then, do 

the numbers tell us?  

 In the same way as happened with the particles we investigated in 5.4, the number and 

variation of OCPs in our corpus is quite limited; that is, not as abundant as in Modern Greek. 

It is moreover striking that there is no real pattern in whether the OCP is accented or not, 

which is in line with what we already saw about the accent being more of a spelling 

convention in Byzantine particles (Noret & De Vocht 1985: 493; Soltic, Janse, & Bentein 

2012; Lauxtermann 2019: 312 ff) than a real reflection of pronunciation. The ones that occur 

in my corpus are: σοι, σου, σε, με, and τοι. In total, 613 cases of OCPs were tagged in my 

sub-database, of which 202 are preverbal and 399 are postverbal. In twelve cases the verb 

(εἰμί) is not explicit (i.e., ellipsis).  

What can explain this distribution of OCPs in the corpus? As Soltic (2012: 186) says, 

‘The seemingly random variation between preverbal and postverbal position which these 

small unstressed words show is indeed highly intriguing.’ In what follows I will explore 

some possible explanations for this distribution in several examples, including verb 

adjacency.   

 

5.6.1 Verb Adjacency 

Let us first examine whether we see a pattern concerning the OCP’s adjacency to the verb, 

or the lack thereof. As we have seen, in Modern Greek the OCP is always adjacent to the 

verb, both in pre- and postverbal position,50 whilst in Ancient Greek the OCP is always 

found in P2. This ties in with the increasing convergence of the syntactic and phonological 

host of the OCP. But what picture emerges from the OCPs in our corpus?  

 

 

                                           
50 As was mentioned, whenever the verb is a gerund or imperative, the OCP is postverbal, but when the 

verb is finite, the OCP is preverbal (see Horrocks 1990; Janse 2000).  
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Postverbal OCPs 

Of the 399 postverbal OCPs, 315 are adjacent to the verb (nearly 80%), as will be illustrated 

by examples 41a, b, and c. The first of these is a scribe-related epigram in a manuscript 

containing texts of Theodoros Studites, dated to the year 1075. This specific epigram occurs 

twice in the same manuscript (once on f. 349r and once on 351r). The instance on f. 351r 

follows a prose subscription by the scribe (a monk named Germanos), in which the date and 

place of the manuscript are mentioned.  

 

 
 

(41)a.  Εὔχεσθέ μοι γράψαντι ||C7 θερμῶς ὦ φίλοι 

(DBBE 17334, Paris, BnF, suppl. Gr. 1386, f. 351r) 

 

Pray for me, the one who wrote, with warmth, friends.  

 

The imperative εὔχεσθε stands in P1 position, as we would expect of a preferential 

word. This is followed by the indirect object, with the OCP μοι standing immediately 

adjacent to the verb. The delayed apostrophe ὦ φίλοι is postponed to the very last position 

and behaves in its typical postpositive manner. The caesura at C7 places much focus on the 

adverb θερμῶς and therefore on the manner of praying the scribe asks of the reader.  

Example 41b is a scribe-related epigram from the year 1495. It is written at the very 

end of a miscellaneous manuscript. The first three lines of this text are part of a popular 

formulaic tradition, with numerous other epigrams displaying more or less this same text. I 

will go more deeply into this ἡ μὲν χείρ ἡ γράψασα-type in Chapter 6. 
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(41)b.       ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα ||C7 τὴν τῆδε βίβλον·  

σαπήσετ(αι) φεῦ ||C5 καὶ γενήσετ(αι) κόνις· 

γραφὴ δὲ αὕτη· ||C5 εἰς τ(οὺς) αἰῶ(ν)(ας) μένει· 

οἱ δ αναγινώσκοντες ||C7 ταύτην ἐμπόνως, 

σύγνωτε φειδόμ(εν)οι ||C7 ἐμῶν σφαλμ(ά)τ(ων)·  5 

κ(αί) συγχώρησιν αἰτῶ,||C7 βραβεύσατέ μοι ++:+ 

(DBBE 17672, Vatican City, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Palat. Gr. 223, f. 491r) 

 

The hand that wrote this book,  

Will rot, alas, and will become dust.  

The writing itself, however, remains for many centuries.  

You that are reading this book patiently,  

Be lenient and spare [me] for my mistakes, 

And I ask for forgiveness, act as a judge towards me.  

 

In the first verse we see that the caesura at C7 neatly separates the two noun phrases 

(also note μέν in P2 position). In the second verse the caesura separates the two syntactical 

clauses (σαπήσεται and γενήσεται). In verse 3 we find δέ in P2 position, which was 

forshadowed by the μέν in the first verse. The noun phrase εἰς τ(οὺς) αἰῶ(ν)(ας) has narrow 

focus, since it stands in preverbal position, and in the first position following the caesura. 

Verse 4 displays δ’ in P2 position again and the caesura at C7 sets the noun phrase οἱ 

αναγινώσκοντες (sic) apart. In verse 5 we see the verb phrase and the noun phrase each 

collected in their own colon.  

Verse 6, finally, is where we find the OCP. The first colon contains the first syntactic 

clause, with narrow focus on συγχώρησιν, and the second colon has the second clause, with 

the imperative βραβεύσατέ in its preferential P1 position. It is followed immediately by the 

OCP μοι.  

Example 41c is another scribe-related epigram from the period 1176 to 1225. It is 

written at the top of the folio in a theological manuscript.  
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(41)c.      ἀρχ(ὴν) καλ(ὴν) δίδου μ(οι) ||C7 κ(αὶ) τέλ(ος) λόγε:- 

(DBBE 20755, Jerusalem, Patriarchike Bibl., Timiou Staurou 100, f. 59r) 

 

Give me a good beginning, and ending, Logos.  

 

Here, we find ἀρχ(ὴν) καλ(ὴν) in narrow focus, with a heavy emphasis as well. This is 

followed by the verb phrase δίδου μ(οι), with the OCP being part of the verb phrase. The 

caesura at C7 sets the additional τέλ(ος) apart, which functions as a tail, since it is right-

dislocated and serves as an afterthought and a further specification. The delayed apostrophe 

is situated in an even more right-dislocated position, since it has an almost postpositive 

function.  

In general, then, we can conclude that the large majority of postverbal OCPs are thus 

adjacent. This falls in line with expectations, as the adjacency of an OCP and verb is a 

particularly medieval development (Soltic 2012: 9). This points to a very strong sense of 

unity between OCP and verb, a strong tendency to unify syntactic and phonological host, 

and is a clear precursor of the Modern Greek. As we have also seen, the postverbal position 

has been the unmarked, ‘normal’ position for the OCP to occur ever since Late Antiquity.  

However, we do not see that all cases of postverbal OCPs are adjacent, which 

highlights that we are in fact not dealing with a Modern Greek situation just yet—or indeed, 

even with a vernacular Late Medieval Greek situation. In those cases where postverbal 

OCPs are not adjacent, we usually see that they are in some way positioned in P2 again, 

which is the reason they are separated from their verb. In these cases, the ancient positioning 

of the OCP in P2 is preferred over an adjacency to the verb and the phonological host is not 

the same word as the syntactic host.  

In some cases, we see that the OCP is postponed until it is in P2 of the following colon, 

therefore causing a separation from the verb. Example 42 is an epigram from the period 901 

to 925 and is written in a menologium manuscript. The verses are written κατὰ στίχον, with 

punctuation marks indicating each verse end.  
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(42) ὡς ταξιάρχης ||C5 τῆς ἄνω σκηπτουχίας, 

πρωτἄγγελος πέλων τε ||C7 ρῦσαι πταισμάτων· 

λιταῖς με ταῖς σαῖς ||C5 καὶ τρικυμίας βίου  

(DBBE 17911, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. Gr. 1669, f. 171v) 

 

Like a commander of the ranks from above,  

And being the first among the angels, protect me from mistakes,  

And from the triple waves of life with your prayers.  

 

In verse 2 we find τε in its typical position, immediately preceding the caesura. After 

the caesura at C7 a new syntactical clause begins with ρῦσαι. Because it is an imperative, it 

stands in P1 of the second colon. Its direct object με is postponed, however, and stands in 

P2 of the following verse.  

Not all examples of separated postverbal OCPs are quite this dramatic, however. The 

next example is an author-related epigram in a manuscript that contains hymns and dates 

from the year 1443. The poem itself was written at a later stage (1464), as is indicated by a 

note directly following the poem.  

 

(43) Τὸ δογμάτων πέλαγος||C7 ὦ Ἰωάννη 

θεολόγε γνήσιε ||C7 φίλε τοῦ Λόγου, 

γενοῦ βοηθός, ||C5 συνδρομη[τὴ]ς μοι προστάτης: 

(DBBE 20060, Athos, Monè Koutloumousiou 456, f. 493r) 

 

John, you sea of dogmas,  

Legitimate theologian, friend of the Word,  

Be of help to me, a leader who runs along with me.  

 

Both verse 1 and 2 have two autonomous apostrophes that each take up one entire 

colon. Verse 3 starts off with the imperative γενοῦ, which is a preferential word and 

therefore stands in P1 position. The OCP is positioned in P2 of the second colon, quite some 

distance away from the verb. In this particular case, we might wonder whether the συν- in 
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συνδρομητής has attracted the OCP to where it stands. The case in point, however, is that 

it yet again leads to a P2 position in the second colon. 

 In other cases, we see that the OCP is in fact also in P2 but has been slightly pushed 

back by other P2 words. This is in fact a very regular situation and cannot be considered an 

exception (see Soltic, Janse, & Bentein 2012). For instance, this can be seen in the 37th verse 

in a 14th-century epigram:  

 

(44) Εὔξασθε γοῦν μοι Λευϊτῶν ἅπαν στίφος 

(DBBE 20136, Florence, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 4 Cod. 2, f. 384v) 

 

So pray for me, entire crowd of Levites 

 

Here, the OCP μοι is separated from the imperative εὔξασθε, because the P2 particle γοῦν 

has pushed it back. However, the OCP is technically still in a shared P2 position with γοῦν.  

We thus see an interesting alternation between the Ancient and Modern Greek 

situations, with, however, a small preference for the Modern Greek positioning. Of course, 

Modern Greek has the OCPs grammaticalised in the verb phrase, while our texts are clearly 

not there yet, so even though we often find a situation that resembles Modern Greek, it is 

not quite the same.  

 

Preverbal OCPs 

Of the 202 preverbal OCPs in our corpus, there are 123 adjacent to the verb (60%). Even 

though this is still the majority, quite a large portion is in fact removed (79 occurrences), as 

we see in the following examples, 45a, b, c, and d. Example a is an 11th-century scribe-

related epigram from a theological manuscript. 

 

(45)a. Ἐν ἡμέρᾳ κρίσεως σοῦ ||C8 τῆς δικαίας 

μή με βάσανος ||C5 καταλάβοι ἀξία 

ὧνπερ ἔπραξα ||C5 δεινῶν ἀμπλακημάτων 

(DBBE 16919, Athos, Monè Batopediou 127, f. 97v) 

 

On the day of your rightful judging,  

May a penalty not overcome me,  

Because of the terrible faults I have made.  

 

There is a word end at C7 in the first verse, but this would leave the OCP σοῦ in P1 

of the second colon. As we have already seen, this is a possibility if we consider σοῦ to be 

orthotonic, and the accentuation does seem to suggest this, but we have also seen that 

accentuation in Byzantine manuscripts is very erratic and not a reflection of stress 

(Lauxtermann 2019: 306). What is more, Soltic and Janse (2012: 247) have mentioned that 

Medieval Greek had developed a range of longer and unambiguous alternatives for the 
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orthotonic OCP of the second person singular: ἐσέ, ἐσέν, ἐσένα, ἐσέναν, σένα, or σέναν. 

This would then imply that simply σοῦ is by definition not orthotonic.  

Nevertheless, these medieval alternatives all verge on the vernacular side of the 

language, and as a consequence, none is attested in the DBBE database. We can therefore 

not use this argument to exclude orthotonic σοῦ. But it seems to me that an orthotonic OCP 

in the first place after the caesura would imply a very heavy focus on σοῦ, which seems 

weird and slightly exaggerated, given the meaning of the verse. Additionally, this colometry 

would also mean that the OCP proclitises on τῆς δικαίας, with which it has no relationship. 

Instead, what seems more logical, is that the apposition τῆς δικαίας is set apart in its own 

colon, thus receiving the emphasis that σοῦ does not really warrant. This leaves us with a 

caesura at C8.  

In verse 2 we find the OCP that I want to highlight here: με. It stands in preverbal P2 

position, preceded by the prepositive μή. Its verb καταλάβοι is postponed to the second 

colon. Verse 3 starts with a new clause (and the enclitic περ in P2 position), with the noun 

phrase δεινῶν ἀμπλακημάτων collected in one colon (which is another example of an 

internally-headed relative clause, as discussed in 5.2.1).  

 The next example of a preverbal OCP is a scribe-related epigram from the early 15th 

century. The text occurs several times in the same manuscript.  

 

(45)b. + ἀρχὴν δεδωκὼς ||C5  Χ(ριστ)ὲ σοὶ χάριν φέρω + 

(DBBE 17833, Vatican City, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. Gr. 897, f. 8v) 

 

I give you gratitude, Christ, who has given me a beginning.  

 

The first word ἀρχὴν has narrow focus, as it stands in preverbal position. As for the 

caesura, we have two possibilities here: at C5 or C7. A caesura at C7 would mean that 

Χ(ριστ)ὲ is a delayed apostrophe, of which there are many in my corpus. It would also mean 

that σοὶ is truly orthotonic (as suggested by the accent), as it would stand in P1 of the second 

colon. However, because the accent on the seventh syllable is usually avoided whenever the 

caesura is on C7 (see Bernard 2018: 14), we could assume that there must be a C5 caesura 

in this text. This would mean that Χ(ριστ)ὲ is a fronted apostrophe instead, as it would come 

to stand in P1 of the second colon, and the OCP σοὶ immediately follows it and can be 

considered to be enclitic instead of orthotonic (which is not disproven by the accent, as we 

have seen on numerous occasions). In this scenario, Χ(ριστ)ὲ receives the most emphasis, 

while σοὶ is more topical and stands in the figurative shadow of its apostrophe. The 

attraction of the OCP in P2 position can then be explained by the focus on Χ(ριστ)ὲ, to 

which it refers and naturally wants to stand beside. What is more, since χάριν φέρω was 

most likely felt to be one semantic whole (with φέρω being a light verb), we could even 
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consider σοί to be part of the verb phrase. This therefore seems to be the more plausible 

caesura to me.  

The third example is the second in a series of four epigrams that are written at the end 

of Plutarch’s Vitae Parallelae. It was written by a later hand and must be dated to the 14th 

century.  

 

(45)c. Ὦ φρὴν μία ||C4 πόσων φρενῶν φρένας φέρεις· 

χανδὸν πόσων πέπωκας ||C7 ἐν βραχεῖ λόγους· 

οὐκ ἔστιν οὐδεὶς ||C5 ὃς πρὸς ἶσον σοι λόγου 

ἐλθεῖν δυνηθῆ, ||C5 κἂν θρασύνηται λίαν:+ 

(DBBE 19459, Firenze, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 69, Cod. 6, f. 289r) 

 

O unique mind, how many minds do you carry in your mind, 

How many words have you greedily drunk in a short time,  

There is no one who can contend with you in word,  

Even if they are very bold.  

 

The first verse does not have a possibility for a caesura at C5 or C7. There is a word 

end at C6, but that would make no sense syntactically or semantically, as it would separate 

πόσων from the rest of the clause. The best option here is C4, since that sets apart the fronted 

apostrophe Ὦ φρὴν μία, and fronted apostrophes tend to be cola on their own. The 

allitteration in φρενῶν φρένας φέρεις also comes into its own with this colometry.  

In verse 2 there is narrow focus on χανδὸν and thus on the manner in which the words 

were drunk. Verse 3 is where we find the OCP σοι in the second colon, where the relative 

clause with ὃς starts. The verb phrase is postponed to the next verse, however, leading to a 

separation of OCP and verb—not just by the caesura, but by the verse end. In this instance, 

the attraction of the OCP is most likely due to the emphatic ἶσον, which demands a dative 

object. It therefore makes much semantic sense to have the OCP adjacent to this ἶσον.  

Example d is the final lines of an epigram about the four evangelists. The epigram is 

found at the end of the four gospels in an evangelarium from the 13th to 14th century.  

 

(45)d. δωρόθεός σοι ταῦτα ||C7 προσφόρως γράφει 

ὁ τῆς τε βίβλου ||C5 τὴν γραφὴν ἐξανύσας 

καὶ παῖς σὸς ἐν πν(εύματ)ι ||C7 καὶ μονότροπος +   15 

(DBBE 20308, Athos, Monè Pantokratoros 34, f. 250v) 

 

Dorotheos has written this suitibly for you,  

He has accomplished the writing of the book,  

And is a child of yours in spirit, and a solitary monk.  

 

Verse 13 shows the separation of σοι from γράφει, thus displaying the classical P2 

position of the OCP instead. In this occurrence, the OCP was most likely attracted by the 

name of Dorotheos, to which it refers and which carries heavy focus. This is a situation very 
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unlike the Standard Modern Greek and corroborates what was already said: that the OCP 

has not yet become proclitic on the verb in our corpus. It is in this context worth noting that 

some of the Modern Greek dialects51 also don’t display proclisis on the verb; for example, 

Cappadocian (Janse 2000: 231–232).  

The fact that preverbal OCPs are more likely to be separated from the verb than 

postverbal OCPs, probably has to do with the allure that the P2 position still had—as is 

apparent from the many examples of OCP in P2. It is simply the case that preverbal OCPs 

are closer to a P2 position (in the verse or the colon) than postverbal OCPs, since these latter 

are usually further removed from the head of the phrase. Therefore, when presented with 

the choice between the classicising P2 position and the more modernising verb adjacency,52 

the scribe was more likely to opt for the first option when the OCP was preverbal.  

It is moreover interesting to see a different trend in verb adjacency when we are 

looking at dodecasyllabic epigrams on the one hand, and political verses on the other. 

Indeed, of the sixty-five epigrams in πολιτικὸς στίχος with an OCP, only six have the OCP 

removed from the verb. This is merely 9%, compared to the 22% (postverbal) and 46% 

(preverbal) in dodecasyllables. In other words, political verses tend to have a larger 

proportion of OCPs that are adjacent and are thus part of the verb phrase. Since political 

verses tend to exhibit language that ties in more closely with the vernacular—which is of 

course tied in with the later development of this verse type when compared to 

dodecasyllables—this is especially meaningful. Even though our sample is perhaps too 

small to make any definitive conclusions, it is interesting to see that register has somewhat 

of an effect on the positioning of OCPs.   

 

5.6.2 The Focus Rule  

The syntactic rules for preverbal dislocation of the OCP are easily determined, since we can 

see whether subordinating conjunctions or preferential words precede the OCP. The focus 

rule, however, is not so black and white, with the main problem being that focus may 

sometimes seem somewhat arbitrary. S. Dik (19972: 326, see CGCG 709–711) writes that 

‘the focal information in a linguistic expression is that information which is relatively the 

 

                                           
51 Specifically, Asia Minor Greek (Pontic, Cappadocian, Pharasiotica) and Cypriot.  
52 Of course, verb adjacency and P2 positioning are not mutually exclusive, and sometimes happen at 

the same time.  
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most important or salient in the given communicative setting, and considered by [the 

speaker] to be most essential for [the addressee] to integrate into his pragmatic information.’  

Soltic (2015) has tried to solve this subjectivity by focusing on so-called ‘light 

verbs’, which, as discussed in 4.4.1, are verbs with very little conceptual meaning, where 

the direct object bears the brunt of the semantic load. Often the light verb and its direct 

object can be rephrased with one word instead; for example, to take a walk > to walk. Soltic 

has opted for the verbs ποιῶ and δίδω in her corpus. Since the direct object of a light verb 

always carries the focus (because it holds all semantic meaning), it is therefore an arbitrary 

indicator of focus—at least in theory.  

However, it is still unclear when exactly a verb can be called a light verb or when 

the semantic load becomes so small that its conceptual meaning is then displaced on the 

direct object. In example 45b, for instance, we could argue that φέρω, in the idiomatic 

expression χάριν φέρω, is a light verb, since χάριν carries the bulk of the meaning, but that 

does not render φέρω entirely semantically empty, nor does it directly label it as a light 

verb. In short, this approach, in order to remove the arbitrariness of the concept of focus, 

instead relies on another arbitrary concept (light verbs), thus only replacing the problem 

instead of really solving it.  

The point is that topic and focus are by definition somewhat subjective, and there is 

not really a fully satisfying way of making them less so. It is true that in Soltic’s examples, 

a strong case for the focus hypothesis has been made, but an equally strong case could 

perhaps have been made with more ‘subjective’ examples, simply by meticulously 

examining the context they stand in.  

 

5.6.3 Minimal Pairs 

An interesting illustration of the medieval situation and perhaps a good basis for 

determining topic and/or focus, can be found in those occurrences that contain so-called 

‘minimal pairs’; that is, where (almost) the exact same words occur, but in a different order. 

In what follows I will consider some examples—46a, b, c, and d—the first of which  is an 

author-related epigram about the evangelist Mark from the 14th-15th century. It precedes the 

Gospel of Mark and is written continuously, without a new line at the verse end. Each verse 

end is indicated by punctuation, however.  
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(46a) + μάρκος εὐφραίνει ||C5 ψυχὰς σκότει μενοῦσας 

μάρκος με τέρπει ||C5 θεολογῶν τὰ πάντα·  

μάρκ(ος) φρουρεῖ με ||C5 τέρατα ἐκδιδάσκ(ων)· 

(DBBE 18184, Athos, Monè Iberon 33, f. 71v–72r) 

 

Mark cheers up the souls that are residing in the dark,  

Mark delights me by discussing everything as a theologian,  

Mark protects me by teaching about miracles 

 

Here, we see that in two consecutive lines (vv. 2 and 3), which could have been 

perfectly parallel, the OCP is first pre- and then postverbal. Having τέρπει με in v. 2 would 

have been perfectly possible and correct, since the postverbal position is the unmarked one. 

A possible explanation could be that there is still focus on μάρκος in the second verse, but 

by the third verse the name has become a topic and thus fails to attract the OCP into 

preverbal position. Indeed, the name μάρκος is repeated throughout the entire epigram in 

the first position of each verse, which probably has the stylistic reason to put emphasis on 

the subject of the epigram. However, it is hard to imagine that the listener or reader would 

still consider μάρκος to be equally notable or striking after several mentions, as by then they 

know who this subject is. This waning focus might have been an extra motivator for the 

postverbal OCP in v. 3. 

Another notable difference is that in vv. 1–2, εὐφραίνει and τέρπει refer to mental 

processes, but in v. 3 φρουρεῖ refers to a physical protection. This might have prompted the 

scribe to a different word order, somehow. Of course, it is impossible for contemporary 

researchers to really know what happened in the mind of the scribe at the moment of writing, 

and we can only contemplate several options. The alternation here is striking, in any case.  
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 Example 48b is an excerpt from a patron-related epigram in a 10th-century manuscript 

containing texts by John Chrysostom. The rather long epigram is written κατὰ στίχον and 

each verse end is indicated by the punctuation. In some rare exceptions, there is also 

punctuation at the caesura.  

 

 
 

(46)b. αὐτὸς δὲ μισθὸν ||C5 ἀντίδος μοι σὴν σκέπην : -   15 

λυτρουμένην με ||C5 συμφορῶν τῶν ἐν βίω : - 

κακεί δε με γράφουσαν ||C7 εἰς θείας βίβλους · 

ἐν αῖς ἀπεγράφησαν ||C7 οἱ σεσῳσμένοι : - 

Ὑμεῖς ὅσοι δὲ κλῆρος ||C7 ἐστὲ κυρίου : 

τὴν παιδαγωγὸν ||C5 καὶ βιωφελὴ βίβλον : -   20 

ταύτην ἀναπτύσσοντες ||C7 ἀντιμισθείαν : - 

παιδευσεως τῆς ἔνθεν, ||C7 εὐχήν μοι δότε : 

(DBBE 17596, Athens, Ethnikè Bibl. Tès Hellados 212, f. 3r) 

 

Give me then in return your protection  

and preserve me from the calamities of life,  

and next inscribe my name in the sacred books  

in which are inscribed those who are saved.  

And you to whom it has been allotted by the Lord,  

when you open this book which is instructive and profitable, 

as repayment for the learning you have received from it, pray for me.53 

 

 

                                           
53 Translation from Marava-Chatzinikolaou and Toufexi-Paschou (1997: 17).  
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In this example we see several OCPs in combination with the verb δίδω, showing how 

the same verb can elicit different word orders. Verse 15 has μοι postverbal, while it is 

preverbal in verse 22. The preverbal placement in verse 22 is due to the focus on εὐχήν, 

which is the first word after the caesura and therefore necessarily receives some degree of 

emphasis. Additionally, εὐχὴν δίδω is also an idiomatic expression, with δίδω in this 

particular context often considered to be a light verb. This means that εὐχήν is the lexical 

core and necessarily carries focus. Indeed, the focus on εὐχήν is of such a degree that it even 

pushed the imperative δότε back, even though imperatives are usually preferential words 

and therefore occur in P1.  

The postverbal placement in verse 15, on the other hand, is the unmarked position, 

and is also the natural consequence of the preferential imperative being the first word after 

the caesura (since otherwise the OCP would be in P1, which is impossible). Also note how 

in vv. 16–17, we have two more OCPs (without δίδω, however), first postverbally and later 

preverbally, but both in the ancient P2 position. 

 The next example, 46c, is a scribe-related epigram found in a 14th-century 

miscellaneous manuscript. It can be compared to example 46d which is an author-related 

epigram from the 13th century about Athanasios of Alexandria.  

 

(46)c.  ταχυγραφῆσαι ||C5 χάριν δός μοι Χριστέ μου 

ὁ πάντων πέλων παροχεὺς τῶν κρειττόνων 

(DBBE 18019, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. Gr. 2224, f. 21v) 

 

Give me the grace to write quickly, my Christ,  

You who are the provider of all good things.  

 

(46)d.  Ὦ τῶν καλῶν δοτὴρ ||C6 χάριν μοι δὸς λόγου 

(DBBE 20275, Athos, Monè Gregoriou 2) 

 

Give me grace of word, you giver of beautiful things.  

 

In c we see that χάριν δίδω has the OCP in postverbal position, but the same χάριν 

δίδω in d has it preverbally. The χάριν in d therefore seems to carry more focus than the one 

in c. It is unclear why these two scribes had such different ideas about the prominence of 

χάριν, but the OCP placement makes one assume that the composer of (b) wanted to put 

more emphasis on the ‘giving’ aspect (δός being the first word after the caesura), while the 

scribe of (c) wanted to emphasise the ‘grace’ aspect more (also note, moreover, how (c) has 

a colometry of 6 + 6, which was discussed earlier). In any case all these examples show the 

incredible variety in the word placement of my corpus, even when most of them can be 

explained using the focus hypothesis.  
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However, amidst the variety, we do see that the rules for preverbal placement, as 

pronounced in the focus hypothesis, are very consistently applied, even in other isosyllabic 

metres that are not dodecasyllables, as is illustrated by these political verses. This can be 

seen in the opening verses of a scribe-related epigram about the theotokos from the 14th 

century:  

 

(47) ἂν βαρος με τ(ῶν) λυπηρῶν ||C8 τῶν ἀμετρήτ(ων) θλίβη 

εὑρίσκω σε τ(ὸν) κουφισμόν ||C8 παρθενομῆτορ κόρη· 

ἂν καταιγὶς με συμφορ(ῶν) ||C8 δειν(ῶς) καταβαπτίζη 

ἀλλὰ λιμένα βλέπων σὲ ||C8 τ(ὸν) βυθισμ(ὸν) οὐ τρέμω· 

(DBBE 20169, Florence, Bibl. Medicea Lauranziana, Conv. Soppr. 98, f. 124v)  

 

If the weight of my mistakes beyond measure oppress me,  

I find you as an alleviation, virgin mother lady.  

If the hurricane of misfortunes overwhelms me terribly,  

Then, watching you, a submerged harbour, I do not tremble 

 

The unmarked word order is applied in verses 2 and 4, while in verses 1 and 3 the 

OCP is attracted into preverbal position because of the focus on βάρος and καταιγίς 

respectively, and because of the subordinating conjunction ἄν. Verses 1 to 3 have the OCPs 

in P2 position, however. Also note how verse 2 has an apostrophe in an independent colon, 

as discussed earlier.  

Yet another illustrating example can be found in an epigram from the year 1163 

to1164. This follows the gospel of John.  

 

 
 

(48) Ὁ γνώσεως ἄρρητα βροντήσας βάθη 

συνώνυμόν σ(οι) ||B5 καὶ λατρευτήν με σκέπ(εις):~ 

(DBBE 24202, Paris, BnF, suppl. Gr. 612, f. 376v)  

 

You, who thunders the unspeakable depth of knowledge,  

Watch over me, who has the same name as you, and who is your servant.  

 



 

172 

Both συνώνυμον and λατρευτήν are in the preverbal narrow focus-position, immediately 

following the verse end/caesura (both in P1). Both OCPs σοι and με are in P2 position, but 

σοι belongs semantically with συνώνυμον, and με with the verb σκέπεις. The preverbal 

position of με is then elicited by the focus on λατρευτήν.  

 

5.6.4 Summary of OCPs in the Research Corpus 

In summary, we can see a typically medieval situation arising in our corpus, where 

postverbal OCPs are in the normal, unmarked position and preverbal OCPs are triggered by 

either 1) subordinating conjunctions, 2) preferential words, or 3) focus. We could assume 

preferential words to be a specific type of focus, since they are preferential because of their 

emphatic nature. Of these three rules, focus is and remains a necessarily arbitrary parameter, 

but when looking at minimal pairs we find that focus is possibly the best explanation for 

the variation in OCP placement here. OCPs are therefore an additional indicator of 

information structure and the status of information in our texts.  

Most OCPs are adjacent to the verb, similar to Modern Greek, but a large portion are 

still removed from their verb, indicating that we are not yet dealing with the Modern Greek 

word order—or indeed even with a vernacular Late Medieval Greek word order, as 

described by Mackridge (1990) and Soltic (2013b). When separated from its verb, the OCP 

generally travels to P2 in the colon, as in the archaic placement. This frequent separation is 

indicative of the fact that the OCP has yet to become proclitic on the verb, as it later is in 

standard Modern Greek.  

We can also see that, relatively speaking, preverbal OCPs are more likely to be 

separated from their verb, but this most probably has to do with the closer proximity of 

preverbal OCPs to the archaic P2 position. We also see that the more ‘vernacularising’ 

political verses have a larger proportion of OCPs within the verb phrase. This suggests that 

the OCP placement might have been part of a scribe’s attempts to inscribe his text within a 

certain register.  

In short, the situation in my corpus reflects the Byzantine situation in general, where 

there is a ‘seemingly random variation’ (Soltic 2012: 186) in the OCP placement. However, 

taking into account all the reasons for preverbal placement, the focus hypothesis and the 

fact that the convergence of the syntactic and phonological host of the OCP is still an 

ongoing process during this time, gives us a very solid explanation for this.  

When it comes to the hunt for cola, OCPs are markers of information structure and 

ofen also mark boundaries (especially when they occur in P2 position). They are therefore 

a necessary part of the puzzle when searching for the placement of caesurae in the verse.  
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5.7 Punctuation 

 

The final signpost that was hinted at a few times before and that can help us to identify 

where caesurae must be located, is the punctuation in the manuscript. Indeed, the systematic 

addition of both punctuation and accentuation in codices from the 9th century onwards, helps 

the reader to interpret the text. We, as modern readers, are given this very same courtesy in 

the occurrences of the book epigrams in the DBBE, and we must certainly make use of this.  

The reality is, however, that modern editions of the texts often forego the punctuation 

of the manuscript and replace it with a punctuation system that is used in the (modern) 

language of the editor or of the translation. This is problematic, because these punctuation 

marks look the same as the ones used in the manuscript, but their function and use is entirely 

different (Giaffuri 1994: 95; Mazzuchi 1997: 130).  

One of the reasons why the punctuation of the codex is often overlooked, is because 

it is assumed to be rather inconsistent and must therefore be replaced by a more reliable 

system. Another factor hampering the study and interpretation of Byzantine puctuation 

marks, is that they are often considered to be nothing more than a prosodic help in the 

declaration of the text. However, as Mazzuchi (1997: 132) rightly remarks, we cannot 

separate the declamatory pause from the sense pause (‘come se si potessero disgiungere le 

pause declamatorie e quelle di senso’). Gaffuri already stated something similar, when 

writing that it makes the most sense to assume that a breathing pause occurs exactly where 

the semantics of the sentence allow a pause as well (1994: 98). As we have seen, medieval 

culture was one where loud reading was preferred over silent reading, so we can understand 

how punctuation was so tightly connected with the interpretation and consequently the 

appreciation of a text.  

The medieval punctuation system is one that dates back to the Ars Grammatica by 

Dionysius Thrax. Dionysius very clearly stated that ἐκ δὲ τῆς διαστολῆς τὸν περιεχόμενον 

νοῦν ὁρῶμεν:54 from the punctuation marks we gain insight into the logical structure of the 

text. This therefore clearly indicates that punctuation serves more than only prosodic 

guidance in reading the text—there is a definite semantic and discourse function to it as 

well. That makes punctuation all the more interesting for this dissertation.  

 

 

                                           
54 Ars Grammatica, VI.8. Edition: Uhlig (1883). 
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5.7.1 Types of Punctuation Marks 

One of the scholia on the Ars Grammatica tells us that there are three main types of 

punctuation:  

 

τελεία, μέση, ὑποστιγμή. Καὶ ἡ μὲν τελεία στιγμή ἐστι διανοίας ἀπηρτισμένης σημεῖον, μέση δὲ 

σημεῖον πνεύματος ἕνεκεν παραλαμβανόμενον, ὑποστιγμὴ δὲ διανοίας μηδέπω ἀπηρισμένης ἀλλ’ ἔτι 

ἐνδεούσης σημεῖον. Τίνι διαφέρει στιγμὴ ὑποστιγμῆς; χρόνῳ· ἐν μὲν γὰρ τῇ στιγμῇ πολὺ τὸ διάστημα, 

ἐν δὲ τῇ ὑποστιγμῇ παντελῶς ὀλίγον 

 

τελεία, μέση, ὑποστιγμή. The τελεία στιγμή is a sign of a completed thought, the μέση on the other hand 

is a sign placed for the sake of breath, but the ὑποστιγμή is a sign of a thought that is not yet completed 

but still needs more. In what way does the στιγμή differ from the ὑποστιγμή? Time. Indeed, in the στιγμή 

the pause is long, but in the ὑποστιγμή it is entirely short.55  

 

The first sign is the most straightforward: the τελεία στιγμή. It essentially stands for 

our final low dot ‘.’ as it signals the completion of the entire sentence and of the meaning 

(διανοίας). It is therefore perhaps surprising that the Byzantine τελεία is not a low dot, but 

a high one: ‘ ˙ ‘. It stands for the heaviest pause and the longest silence, and it disturbs the 

stream of words and the sandhi.  

 The second punctuation mark is the ὑποστιγμή. It is the shortest pause and, 

confusingly, is written as a low dot ‘.’. It indicates that the phrase is not yet finished and 

something more is to come: (ἡ ὑποστιγμὴ) κρεμαμένην ἔχει τὴν διάνοιαν καὶ ἐπιζητεῖ τὸ 

λεῖπον (Hilgard 1901: 315, 24–25) (‘the ὑποστιγμή has a suspended thought and searches 

for the rest’). The following scholion gives us an example of when to use the ὑποστιγμή:56  

 

ἐὰν εἴπω «ὅταν ἔλθω», τοῦτο μόνον εἰρηκὼς οὐ δύναμαι ὅσον χρόνον θέλω σιωπῆσαι, ἀλλ’ ὁ ἀκούων 

ἀναγκάζει με ἐπαγαγεῖν τὸ λεῖπον· ἐνταῦθα οὖν πρὸ τῆς ἐπιφορᾶς τοῦ λείποντος τίθεται ἡ ὑποστιγμή 

 

If I say ‘when I go’, I cannot leave this alone spoken and cannot stay silent for as long as I want, but 

the listener forces me to add the rest. Here then, for the addition of the rest the ὑποστιγμή is placed. 

 

Another scholion adds to this:57  

 

Ὑποστιγμὴ δέ, ὅταν ᾖ τι παρηρτημένον τοῦ νοῦ καὶ μὴ δεχόμενον ὑπέρθεσιν, ἀλλὰ ταχείας ἐπιφορᾶς 

δεόμενον 

 

The ὑποστιγμή, on the other hand, [is written] when something is pending on the side of the mind and 

cannot receive delay, but requires quick addition 

 

                                           
55 Ars Grammatica GG I/1, 7, 4–8, 2. 
56 Scholia, GG, 1/3, 25, 19–22 (Commentarius Melampodis seu Diomedis ex cod. Vat. gr. 14, XIII sec). 
57 Scholia, GG, 1/3, 177, 13–16. 
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In other words, the ὑποστιγμή functions somewhat as our comma does, as it is often found 

between a main clause and a subordinate clause in manuscripts. There is an additional rule, 

too: that a ὑποστιγμή cannot be followed by another ὑποστιγμή later in the verse, but must 

be followed by a τελεία instead.  

The third punctuation mark is the μέση στιγμή. In strength and length it must be 

situated somewhere in between the τελεία and the ὑποστιγμή, and it is written as a dot 

halfway above the line: ‘·’. It is the most difficult mark to define, since the definition refers 

to the breathing pause (σημεῖον πνεύματος ἕνεκεν παραλαμβανόμενον) but not to any 

characteristics of content. It seems to be mainly facultative and left to the judgement of the 

scribe—similar to the comma in contemporary Italian or French (Mazzuchi 1997: 134).  

However, as I have mentioned, these prosodic and physiologic breathing pauses must 

occur simultaneously with logical breaks; that is, cola and commata (Mazzuchi 1997: 134: 

‘queste pause “fisiologiche” devono coincider con partizioni logiche’). What is more, the 

definition by Manuel Moschopoulos (Σημεῖον επὶ τέλει ἐννοίας τιθέμενον ἀναπνοῆς χάριν: 

‘It is a sign placed at the end of a thought because of the breathing’) adds the aspect of 

ἐννοίας to the table, while still maintaining the main principle of the breathing pause. In 

short, even this mainly prosodic sign cannot be entirely void of semantic meaning.  

 

5.7.2 Examples of Punctuation within the Research Corpus 

The wider application of these punctuation marks in manuscripts and their definitions is 

usually rather erratic and sometimes even deviates entirely from their ‘correct’ use. For 

instance, the μέση στιγμή is quite hard to position exactly in the middle of the line, and in 

reality it often ends up on the lower level and becomes indistinguishable from a ὑποστιγμή 

(Mazzuchi 1997: 135). The ὑποστιγμή sometimes also looks like our comma ‘,’ as a fanciful 

curl is added to the original dot.  

Manuscripts also tend to have a very strong preference for a paratactic presentation 

of the text, where sentences are subdivided into smaller entities that are demarcated by the 

τελεία. Mazzuchi (1997: 136) warns that this is not a reflection of the inability of the 

Byzantines to understand complex syntactical structures; rather, it makes it easier for 

readers to interpret the text. This is of course very relevant to the matter at hand, and again 

illustrates how punctuation is important in understanding the information flow of our texts, 

since the division of the text into cola and commata tends to be visualised like that in the 

manuscripts.  
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Many of our book epigrams (though not all) are autographs and are inscribed by the 

author of the text. This makes the study of punctuation marks even more meaningful, since 

the author of the text could clearly indicate where the verses’ information flow were 

interrupted, and how heavy the interruption was. The scribe essentially tells us how to 

interpret the text.  

 We have seen numerous punctuation marks in the examples already cited in this 

chapter, but I will nevertheless insert some extra illustrative examples below. It should first 

be noted, though, that punctuation at the verse end is much more common than punctuation 

at the caesura, even though the latter does occur relatively frequently as well, albeit not very 

consistently (even within one and the same text). The two examples I mention here, 

however, are ones where the caesura is consistently indicated by punctuation marks.  

The first example is an author-related epigram from 1276 to 1325. It precedes the 

Acts of the Apostles and is written out in a cross shape, standing within a beautifully 

adorned frame. The caesura of both verses coincides exactly in the middle of the cross, 

where one single ὑποστιγμή is positioned that counts for both verses.  

 

 
 

(49) λουκᾶς ὁ γράφων, ||C5 οἵ δε μύστας τοῦ λόγου· 

πράξεις δὲ τούτων, ||C5 πρὸς θεόφιλ(ον) γράφει· 

(DBBE 18326, Athens, EBE 2251, f. 196r) 

 



 

 177 

Lukas, der schreibt, kennt die Eingeweihten des Wortes. 

Ihre Taten schreibt er auf für Theophilos.58 

 

While both verse ends are demarcated by a τελεία, the caesura receives a ὑποστιγμή, 

which is a very clear indicator that the caesura was a much smaller break than the verse end, 

since the ὑποστιγμή indicates the shortest of breaks. The subject λουκᾶς ὁ γράφων stands 

in preverbal position and carries the narrow focus of the verse. The particle δὲ stands in P2 

position of the second verse, as is to be expected.  

The second example is a text-related epigram from the 14th century, found in a 

psalterium. The text of the epigram is somewhat faded, but it is still legible.  

 

 
 

(52) + τέλος κράτιστον, ||C5 ἀρετῶν ψαλμ(ῶν) τέλος· 

» κράτος γὰρ αὐτ(ῶν), ||C5 τῶν φιλαρέτων κράτος· 

» τύπος καλῶν δε· ||C5 τῶνδε τυγχάνει τύπος· 

» κύκλος τριπλοῦν σοι· ||C5 τῶν σεβασμίων κύκλος· 

» καὶ πενταπλοῦς οὗτος γε, ||C7 νῦν ὦφθη κύκλ(ος):+   5 

(DBBE 24546, Paris, BnF, gr. 43, f. 195v) 

 

[This is] the strongest end, the end of the virtuous psalms,  

Their strength, indeed, is the strength of the virtuous,  

It is the model of good things, it is the model thereof,  

A threefold circle for you, a circle of the venerable,  

And this is now seen as a five-fold circle.  

 

Every verse end is again indicated by a τελεία, except the final verse, which receives 

the typical combination of a colon and a cross, which indicates the very end of the text. The 

caesura is also consistently indicated, by different types of marks, some of which are 

 

                                           
58 Translation from Rhoby (2018: 186).  
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difficult to identify. For instance, the transcription of the DBBE assumes verses 3 and 4 to 

have a τελεία, but the manuscript shows that the distinction with a μέση is very hard to 

make. Indeed, it would make more sense to assume a μέση in these cases, as we are not 

dealing with a completely finished sentence, but rather a smaller break between two 

cola/IUs. It would also make more sense to see an alternation between μέση and ὑποστιγμή 

throughout the text, which are respectively the middle and smallest break, than between a 

τελεία and an ὑποστιγμή, as the difference between the latter two is much larger and we 

would have to find an explanation for this very distinct difference. If we look at semantics, 

we also see that the two cola usually form a parallellism/repetition of each other, with the 

words under focus being repeated at the beginning and end of the verse every time (τέλος, 

κράτος, τύπος, κύκλος). This parallellism would be much better underlined by a μέση, 

which implies a distinct breathing pause, than by a τελεία, which closes off the sentence 

entirely.  

I will not go much more deeply into the information structure of this epigram, because 

I have done this abundantly in all of the previous examples, but I do want to highlight the 

particles γὰρ, δε, and γε, as well as the OCP σοι. With the exception of γὰρ, all of these 

postpositives and/or enclitics stand in a postponed position, near the caesura. I have 

discussed this phenomenon for δέ in 5.4.2, but here we see that γε behaves in a similar 

fashion. As such, both particles seem to complement and underline the caesura, in addition 

to the punctuation that is present here. The OCP σοι, on the other hand, stands in neither 

pre- nor postverbal position, as the verb is not expressed. However, it seems to have 

travelled to a similar position, as it, too, immediately precedes the caesura. This may have 

been due to analogy with the previous and following verse, where the postpositive has the 

same position, because the usual position for an OCP without verb is also P2.  

 In summary, we can say that punctuation marks are used relatively frequently in our 

corpus and give us essential and insightful information about the way the scribe had 

intended their text to be interpreted. The three στιγμαί that were briefly discussed here are 

all indicative of the pauses in the verse, whether that be stronger or weaker. They are 

therefore a very important signpost of the caesura that must not be ignored.  
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5.8 Summary: The Signposts of Information Structure 

 

There are many features and characteristics to be found in the texts of our corpus that can 

pinpoint the position of the caesura and that help us understand the information flow of the 

texts. Indeed, we have seen that several epigrams do not have caesurae in the usual, regular 

positions, which demands a closer inspection of the information structure in order to come 

to the most plausible conclusion. As we have seen in 5.2, the first feature that has helped us 

in this endeavour is the syntax, since IUs and grammatical clauses tend to coincide (see 

Chafe 1994: 65; Johnstone 20082: 68). Identifying where syntactical clauses start, has 

proven essential for the positioning of the caesurae.  

The next helpful feature were the apostrophes and appositions, so-called 

parentheticals covered in 5.3, since they tend to stand somewhat outside of the sentence. 

Scheppers (2011: 14) calls them ‘non-integrated constituents’. Because of this, they tend to 

be accompanied by a caesura on at least one side. An essential distinction was made between 

‘fronted’ and ‘delayed’ apostrophes (see Janse 2020), as fronted apostrophes tend to stand 

in a separate colon, but delayed apostrophes behave in a way that is almost postpositive and 

are thus always followed by a caesura on one side.  

The third characteristic that has been shown to point us in the direction of the correct 

caesura, are P2 words, DMs and particles, covered in 5.4. Indeed, since these words by 

definition occur in the P2 position, they are indicative of the left boundary of the colon. 

However, in 5.4.2 we have seen that there are some exceptions to this rule, where the 

particles (such as τε, γε, or in some cases also δέ) are indicative of the right boundary 

instead, since they behave in a way that is comparable to filled pauses (see Swerts 1998: 

485–496). Either way, these words are essential in understanding the information flow of 

the verses and therefore pinpointing the location of the caesurae.  

Enjambments were another feature that was discussed in 5.5, since they are 

essentially a disturbance of the information flow and of the structure of the verse. We have 

seen that some relationships (such as genitives) are more easily separated and stand in 

enjambent than others. Much depends on the length of word groups as well, as sometimes 

an enjambment cannot be avoided when the word group is too long. Internal enjambment 

(i.e., enjambment across the caesura) is rather common for this reason, but enjambment 

across the verse end is much rarer. When enjambments do occur, however, they always 

signal that something special is happing in the information structure, they draw emphasis 

and focus onto certain words, and steer the interpretation of the text by the readers. As such, 
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they are essential in the understanding of the information structure in our texts and form an 

additional part of the puzzle that brings us to the position of the caesura.  

Additionally, OCPs were discussed in 5.6, because they are another important 

element in understanding the information flow of the verse, and consequently how this 

information is packaged in its subsequent parts. They can be an indicator of focus in the 

verse, and as such help with the decision of where to place the caesura when there are 

multiple possibilities. When they occur in P2 position, they are moreover boundary markers 

as well.  

Finally, in 5.7, punctuation was identified as another essential feature in helping the 

determination of caesurae. Indeed, scribes have often added punctuation to their texts, and 

it can tell us more about the strength of the pause as well as their position. They also make 

clear that the verse end was considered a much stronger break than the caesura was.  

All of these features, when combined together, usually paint a very clear picture of 

where the caesura must be located and what the subsequent cola look like. They are 

therefore fundamental in the understanding and application of the metre in our corpus.  

5.9 Diaereses 

 

Now that I have pinpointed the most important signposts for the identification of the 

caesura, in this final section, I would like to apply these same indications for information 

structure to certain epigrams and verses that seem to have additional pauses next to the 

caesura. Indeed, these very same features that are indicative of the caesura can be 

extrapolated to other positions in the verse, where they seem to hint at smaller breaks that 

stands next to the main caesura. This would essentially divide the verse into three parts 

instead of two, a phenomenon that is called a ‘threefolder’.    

 

5.9.1 Threefolders 

With reference to political verse, it has been argued that in addition to the obligatory caesura 

at B8, a secondary caesura in the first hemistich at B4 or less frequently B3 has to be 

assumed (Soltic 2015: 142ff). Indeed, Apostopoulos (1984: 225) in his discussion of the 

romance novel Kallimachos and Chrysorroi talks about ‘coupes secondaires’ and notices 
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that the secondary caesura usually occurs in the longer first part of the political verse: ‘Ce 

qui est à remarquer, c’est que la coupe secondaire apparaît bien plus souvent dans le 1er 

hémistiche’. Mackridge calls this same phenomenon a ‘tricolon’ (1990: 208) and Nakas a 

‘τριμερή φόρμουλα’ (2008: 139).  

Soltic mentions that many examples of such a secondary pause in her corpus include 

repetition or enumeration, as in the following:  

 

τὰ κάλλη δέ, (#) τὰς χάριτας # τὰς τοῦ περιβολίου (AB 767) 

 

the beauties, the graces, the things of the enclosed garden 

 

Others involve the interruption of the first IU by a vocative:  

 

 Λέγε με, ξένε, (#) λέγε με, # λέγε, διὰ τὴν ψυχήν σου. (LR 3283; cf. LR 3245) 

 

Tell me, stranger, tell me, tell, through your soul 

 

It is striking that these threefold verses are also present in Modern Greek folk songs. 

Morgan (1983: 54) calls this threefold division the Butz Triad and mentions that it occurs 

very frequently in Greek folk-poetry. Horrocks (20102: 394) corroborates this by 

suggesting that ‘the popular line normally falls into two balancing halves (and the first may 

be divided in turn)’. In these folk songs, the secondary break preferably occurs at the fourth 

syllable (see Baud-Bovy 1936: 58), but Sifakis (1988: 165) also mentions the third syllable 

as a possibility. Romaios (1963:64) presents us with the following example:  

 

θέτε φαγί, (#) θέτε πιοτό, # θέτε ψιλὸ τραγούδι; (Romaios 1963: 64) 

 

do you put food, do you put booze, do you set fine songs? 

 

Again, we are dealing with a case of repetition here.  

However, not only do threefolders have a successor in Greek folk songs, they also 

have a predecessor in Homeric hexameters. Morgan (1983: 46) notes that ‘the same 

phenomenon [threefolders] presents itself in the Ancient Greek hexameter, in which the 

division of the line into equal halves was regularly avoided’. He cites the following verse 

from the Iliad as an example:  

 

Ἀτρείδης τε # (ϝ)ἄναξ ἀνδρῶν # καὶ δῖος Ἀχιλλεύς (Il. 1.7)  

 

The son of Atreus, king of men, and divine Achilles. 
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The caesura follows ἀνδρῶν, but there is a diaeresis after τε, again corroborating the 

threefold division of the verse. In this specific example, the presence of the apposition ἄναξ 

ἀνδρῶν elicits the presence of the secondary pause.  

Kirk (1985: 20) also mentions the threefolder in Homeric hexameter and calls it a 

‘rising threefolder’, indicating a verse with three cola of increasing length. Both Fränkel 

(1960) and Janse (2003, 2020) investigated this same phenomenon as well, while Fraenkel 

(1932) assumed there were fourfolders instead, and Lauxtermann (2019: 373) mentions the 

tripling of octosyllables.  

The fact that the threefold division not only occurs in Ancient but also in Medieval 

and Modern Greek may indicate that there is an underlying oral tradition that permeates and 

leaves its traces in all three textual corpora. However, more research is necessary before we 

can say anything conclusive about this topic. 

 

5.9.2 Diaeresis  

All of this leaves one wondering if a similar secondary break also exists in the other 

quintessential Byzantine metre, the dodecasyllable. Indeed, the suggestion that 

dodecasyllables might contain a secondary pause similar to the one in political verses and 

hexameters is not new, as Lauxtermann has already proposed that ‘secondary pauses are 

quite frequent in isometric poetry’, further noting that ‘the most common are weak sense 

pauses’, which ‘are usually located before or after vocatives, interjections, appositions and 

asyndeta’ (2019: 361ff.). According to Lauxtermann, these weak sense pauses are not to be 

confused with a stronger ‘diaeresis’, which is a hard sense pause on either B4 (when the 

caesura is at B7) or on B8 (when the caesura is at B5). However, it is unclear how the 

difference between a strong and a weak pause can be objectively recognised, because both 

the concept and the term of the diaeresis were first coined by Lauxtermann, but as yet have 

not been operationalised and rather seem seem to be mostly a differentiation based on 

intuition.  

Until the day when we can objectively differentiate between stronger and weaker 

pauses, this necessarily remains arbitrary. Because of this, I have chosen to adopt the term 

‘diaeresis’ in this dissertation, but I have slightly expanded the meaning in order to include 

all sorts of secondary pauses—weak as well as strong. There will of course have been a 

difference in strength between all of these pauses, but this is not always very clear-cut. 

These secondary pauses in the dodecasyllable were most likely audible but definitely not as 

prominent as the main caesura, and they would effectively divide the verse into three cola 
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rather than two, resulting in a threefolder in the same way as was discussed for political 

verses and hexameters. 

How then, can we recognise where such a ‘diaeresis’ might be present? There might 

be indications that are similar to the indications I discussed in 5.1 concerning the caesura. 

Because the diaeresis is a prosodic pause as well as a sense pause, it behaves similarly to 

caesurae, only in a less disruptive way. Therefore, the linguistic features that signposted the 

caesural placement should also signpost to a certain extent the diaereses.  

These features include enjambments, P2 words (and P1 words as well), apostrophes, 

asyndeta, repetitions, and punctuation. Another possible indicator may be the juxtaposed 

pair τε καί. Indeed, because juxtaposed τε καί is an indicator of the caesura in no less than 

74% of all cases, it seems like this is a prosodic structure that is very often preferred: that 

is, τε-pause-καί. It certainly defies the idea that τε καί should be considered a prosodically 

strongly connected pair. Given the inherent nature of both words, this seems logical. Indeed, 

τε is an enclitic particle and therefore incapable of occurring in P1 of any colon, and καί is 

a connective, focus particle, and a prepositive, meaning that it occurs at the very beginning 

of a colon.  

For these reasons, it could be assumed that juxtaposed τε καί is indicative of a pause 

of some nature in many instances, even when they are not in the neighbourhood of the 

caesura. However, an additional analysis of the verses in question is necessary before 

anything conclusive can be said about this. Consider the following example, an 11th–century 

scribe-related epigram, found in a lectionarium.  

 

 
 

(53) εὕροι συνεργοὺς ||C5 πάσιν ἐν τοῖς πρακτέοις· 

ψυχῆς τε ||D3 καὶ μάλιστα ||C7 θερμοὺς προστάτας. + 

(DBBE 17065, Patmos, Monè tou Hagiou Ioannou tou Theologou 15, f. 356r) 

 

May he find coworkers in all of his affairs,  

And particularly warm protectors of his soul.  
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In this example τε καί occurs before the caesura on C7. Here, τε is found in its classical 

habitat (P2) and the pair is used to connect συνεργούς with προστάτας. In the manuscript 

we see that the scribe has also visually separated τε and καί by leaving a minimal white 

space between. This might be a reflection of a prosodic and semantic separation, in the same 

way as we saw happening with the main caesurae. By placing τε in the P2 position, the 

scribe has set ψυχῆς somewhat apart from the rest of the final verse, and thus gives it heavy 

emphasis. This is corroborated by the fact that ψυχῆς semantically belongs to προστάτας, 

but they are removed from one another and placed at both ends of the verse in a chiastic 

construction.  

Returning to the matter of τε καί at hand, it should be clarified that there is not 

necessarily always a pause between τε and καί,59 but since it seems to be indicative, I have 

considered the numbers within the corpus as a whole. Table 11 shows all the instances of 

juxtaposed τε καί that do not surround a main caesura. Of these, thirteen (which is 4.5% of 

all juxtaposed τε καί occurrences) indeed do suggest a diaeresis in the way Lauxtermann 

described (i.e., a ‘strong’ sense pause). In sixty-seven occurrences, however, τε καί is 

removed from both the caesura and the diaeresis, as in the examples cited above.   

 

Table 11. Secondary pauses suggested by τε καί 

Diaeresis Other 

Total: 13 (4.5%) Total: 67 (21.5%) 

D4 D8 D3 D9 

4 (1.5%) 9 (3%) 20 (6.5%) 47 (15%) 

 

The table also shows that my corpus favours τε καί at B3 over B4, and B9 over B8. 

Moreover, all instances of juxtaposed τε καί occur either around the main caesura (i.e., the 

majority), around the diaeresis as Lauxtermann described it, or at B3/B9. Because of this, 

we could assume that a possible place for a secondary pause might also be B3 and B9, in 

addition to B4 and B8. This would need to be confirmed for each case by other features, 

such as punctuation, semantic and syntactic analysis, and layout of the manuscript, which I 

will do in what follows.  

A corpus of randomly selected dodecasyllabic texts showcases the very same trend as 

that which was found in the corpus of book epigrams, corroborating that this was a tendency 

in all Byzantine texts. This can be seen in Table 12.  

 

 

                                           
59 In the case of the formulaic phrase μικροί τε καὶ μεγάλοι this seems improbable, for instance.  
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Table 12. Numbers of diaereses and other pauses in Byzantine poetry 

Work D3 D9 % D3/D9 compared to 

total juxtaposed τε καί 

Expeditio Persica - Pisides  1 2 22% 

Versus - Constantinos Rhodios 7 7 46% 

Iambi de variis argumentis - Stoudites  0 2 33% 

Metaphrasis odarum - Geometres  1 2 50% 

In Mariam Slerenam - Psellos  0 3 75% 

Versus varii - Mytelinaios  0 2 13% 

Epigrammata - Mauropous  3 7 18% 

Epitaphius + Katamyomachia - Prodromos  0 0 0% 

Versus de poematum generibus - Tzetzes  0 1 4% 

Carmina - Philes  22 5 53% 

Epigrammata - Planoudes  0 0 0% 

 

We can also consider this more specifically through some examples, the first of which is by 

Constantinos Rhodios and is an excerpt from his Versus.  

  

καὶ πᾶν καταπλήττουσιν ||C7 εὔλαλον στόμα,   

ὅμως ἔνεστι ||C5 τοῦ λαλεῖν τε ||D9 καὶ γράφειν  

δεῖξαί τε τούτων ||C5 πανσόφους τεχνουργίας, 

πόθεν τε ||D3 καὶ πῶς ||C5 καὶ τίς ἤγειρε<ν> τάδε  355 

καὶ πῶς ποτ’ ἐπλάσθησαν ||C7 καὶ τίνι χρόνῳ 

 

And they strike down every well-spoken mouth.  

Nevertheless it is possible with speaking and writing,  

To display the wise works of arts thereof,  

Whence and how and who collected this,  

And how ever it was formed and during what time 

 

Here, on line 353, we see a possibility for a secondary pause at D9, because of the syntactic 

structure (i.e., two verbs forming two separate clauses).60 On line 355 there is a possibility 

for a diaeresis at D3, because of the enumeration of 1) πόθεν, 2) πῶς, and 3) τίς. 

Interrogatives such as these are ‘preferential words’, meaning that they are 

‘disproportionally common at the beginning of a clause’ (Dover 1960: 20) and therefore 

 

                                           
60 The expression meaning ‘speaking and writing’ seems to be formulaic, as suggested by the TLG: 

λέγων καὶ γράφων has 61 hits, λέγειν καὶ γράφειν 117 (last accessed 6/11/2021). If this is the case here 

with λαλεῖν τε καὶ γράφειν as well, we cannot assume there to have been a secondary pause here. The 

possibility of a pause is therefore theoretical.  
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usually occur in P1 of the IU (see Janse 2020: 16–17). This means that καὶ πῶς (prepositive 

+ P1) needs a colon of its own. This is underlined by the (intentionally) repetitious nature 

of this line, with the rhetorical recurrance of interrogatives; this goes on in the next verse as 

well. Additionally, we see τε in verse 354 too, but this time without its companion καί and 

in its classical P2 position.  

 

Let us now examine several other candidates of secondary pauses at D3/D9 from our corpus; 

these are all without the presence of τε καί. The first example is an epigram from a psalter 

condex from the year 1087.  

 
 

(54) Τούτ(ων) τε πλουτ(ῶν)61 ||C5 καὶ τρυφ(ῶν) καὶ ζ(ῶν) πλέον  

Ἢ πᾶσιν ||D3 οἷς πέφυκα ||C7 χαίρειν ἐν βίω:      10 

Ἀλλʹ εὐαγ(ῶς) φέροιτο ||C7 καὶ σώζοιτό μοι:  

Οὕτως ἄχραντ(ον) λάμπον ||C7οὕτ(ως) εἰς τέλος: 

(DBBE 17093, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 342, f. 24r)  

 

                                           
61 The normalised text of the DBBE type reads τουτῷ τε πλουτῷ καὶ τρυφῷ καὶ ζῷ. See 

https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/types/2119.  

https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/types/2119
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In this wealth and luxury and, what is more, life,  

Or all for which I am grateful in life.  

But let it carry in a holy way and save for me 

The so pure light to the end in this way.  

 

In this example, the scribe did not have much space for his epigram and had to write 

it in a rather crammed way in the margins. He does not take the main caesurae of his verses 

into account when writing it down like this, as we see in verse 10, where πέφυκα and χαί- 

are kept on one and the same line, but -ρειν ἐν βίω is on the next. As such, the line division 

is neither a reflection of the pronunciation nor any other prosodic features, and we cannot 

take it as an indicator of secondary pauses either.  

What is clear, however, is that verse 10 starts a new relative clause at D3, which 

lends itself perfectly to a sense pause and therefore a diaeresis in the broad sense. The much 

heavier caesura at C7 puts the focus of this verse on χαίρειν: being grateful. Also note that 

τε... καί in verse 9 is positioned perfectly regular, with τε being in its classical P2 position 

and καί opening the new colon. The OCP σοι in verse 11, on the other hand, stands in its 

unmarked postverbal position and is adjacent to the verb, as is typical.  

 The next example dates to the year 1231 and was written in red ink on a single line. 

The punctuation at the verse ends makes it clear we are dealing with verses. The epigram is 

scribe-related and was written in a manuscript with texts about the prophets.  

 

(55) ·:· ἔτους (δὲ) μέτρον ||C5 (καὶ) τ(ῆς) ἰνδίκτου λόγ(ος),: 

ἐνταῦθα καλῶς ||C5 ἐγράφησ(αν) ||D9 ὡς ἔθος:-  

(DBBE 18003, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 556, f. 2v) 

 

The measure of the year and the word of the indiction 

Have been written here beautifully, as is customary.  

 

Verse 1 has the particle δέ in the regular P2 position, and two separate noun phrases (μέτρον 

and λόγος) in two separate cola. Verse 2, however, has a possibility for a diaeresis on D9, 

because of the syntactic and semantic pause which sets ὡς ἔθος apart. The separation of the 

adverb καλῶς and its verb by the caesura at C5 is very striking and places all of the focus 

on the adverb and the beautiful way it was written.  

The next example is a 14th-century reader-related epigram about Julius Pollux of 

Naukratis that was written in two columns. It stands at the end of Julius Pollux’ 

Onomasticon.  
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(56) + ἔλαβε τέρμα ||C5 βίβλος ἡ πολυδεύκους 

ἰουλίου καίσαρος ||C7 κομμόδου χάριν· 

ἡ χεὶρ μ(ὲν) ἡ γράψασα ||C7 τήνδε τ(ὴν) βίβλον 

οἰχήσεται ναὶ ||C5 κἂν φθαρῆ καθὰ κόν(ις)· 

ὁ λαμβάνων δὲ τήνδε ||C7 χερσὶν ||D9 κ(αὶ) βλέπων,   5 

θάνατον εἰς νοῦν ||C5 κ(αὶ) κρίσιν λαμβανέτω· 

μνήμην τε κἀμοῦ ||C5 κἂν μακρὰ εἰμὶ λίαν·+ 

(DBBE 18021, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 2226, f. 295v)  

 

The book of Polydeukos has come to an end,  

By the grace of Julius Caesar Commodus.  

The hand that wrote this book  

Will depart, indeed, even if it has been destroyed to dust.  

He who takes this [book] into his hands and watches it,  

Let him keep death into his mind, and the judgement,  

And the memory of me, even though I am very remote.  

 

A diaeresis at D9 would divide verse 5 according to its syntax (with βλέπων being a clause 

on its own) and place much emphasis on βλέπων, thus making the physical reading of the 

text very tangible. In the manuscript, we also see a small space between χέρσιν and καί, the 

latter of which is attached to βλέπων and clearly forms one whole with it. This is similar to 

the way a space is visible in v. 2 after καίσαρος (caesura at C7), in v. 4 after ναί (caesura at 

C5), and in v. 7 after κὰμοῦ (caesura at C5). As such, this scribe seems to have the tendency 

to leave a minimal space between words when a pause is present.  

 The next example is a 14th-century author-related epigram that is also written in two 

columns, here about Michael Psellos.  
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(57) + ὄλυμπον οὐκ ἤνεγκ(ας) ||C7 οὐδὲ κὰν χρόν(ον) 

οὐ γ(ὰρ) παρῆσ(αν) ||C5 αἱ θεαί σου ||D9 ζεῦ π(άτ)ερ· +  

(DBBE 19103, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana – Urb. gr. 141, f. 76r) 

 

You did not bring Olympus, nor time,  

And your goddesses were not present, father Zeus.  

 

There is a possibility for a weaker pause at D9 in the second verse of this example, as the 

apostrophe warrants this, according to Lauxtermann (2019: 361ff.). Also note that ζεῦ πάτερ 

(which is a delayed vocative) is written in one block in the manuscript, indicating its tight 

union.  

 A similarly author-related epigram, this time about John Mauropous, stands in an 11th-

century manuscript containing main texts by this same John Mauropous.  

 

 
 

(57) σὺ δ’ εἰ θέλεις, ||D4 τρίσσευε ||C7 τὸν τοῦ κλαυδίου·   13 

φθόνος γὰρ οὐδεὶς ||C5 πατρικῶν γνωρισμάτω(ν)·+ 

(DBBE 17277, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 676, f. Iv)  

 

But if you wish, you may give him a third name: ‘the nephew of the bishop of Klaudios’,  

for there can be no objection against family names.62 

 

This is an interesting example of a possible secondary pause at D4, the position suggested 

by Lauxtermann for the diaeresis (2019: 361f). It is warranted by the syntax of the verse but 

is also corroborated by the punctuation of the scribe, who has added a ὑποστιγμή in this 

exact position.  

 

                                           
62 Translation: Bernard 2014: 134.  
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 The next example is from the late 14th century and stands at the end of Pseudo-

Nonnus’ Historiae in s. Gregorium Theologum. It is scribe-related and addresses the reader 

as ξένε. 

 

(58) τέρας, ξένε, ||D4 ἔλαβον ||C7 αἱ ἱστορίαι 

ὡς ἄρτι λύσεις ||C5 ἁπάσας ὦδε, ξένε 

(DBBE 18081, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Reg. gr. 143, f. 33v) 

 

The histories, stranger, have come to an end.  

May you soon undo them all accordingly, stranger.  

 

Both apostrophes (ξένε) in this example are delayed, thus behaving in a postpositive 

manner. This would imply that a break ensues the first ξένε in verse 1, which is possible if 

we consider a diaeresis on D4. Lauxtermann (2019: 361f) connects a caesura at C7 with a 

diaeresis at D4, so this is certainly possible. The punctuation seems to corroborate this as 

well, but we must not confuse this punctuation by the editor with the punctuation in the 

manuscript—we do not have the latter, unfortunately. Notwithstanding, this diaeresis does 

seem likely.  

 A very similar thing happens in the following 14th-century epigram. It is written at the 

top of the first page in a miscellaneous manuscript and has been rendered in red ink. 

 

 
 

(59) + ἀρχὴν χ(ριστ)ὲ ||D4 πάρασχε, ||C7 σὺν χρηστῷ τέλει 

(DBBE 23503, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Barb. gr. 213, f. 1r)  

 

Christ, provide a beginning, together with a good ending.  

 

Here we see again a possible diaeresis at D4, with a main caesura at C7, elicited by the 

delayed apostrophe χ(ριστ)ὲ and its postpositive character. This isolates the verb from the 

rest of the sentence, encircling the verb with two separate cola. The play between the 
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similar-sounding χριστὲ and χρητῷ emphasises this circular structure. Also note the 

ὑποστιγμή added by the scribe on the position of the caesura.63  

 The same thing happens yet again in the following scribe-related epigram from the 

year 1318. 

 

 

 

(60) δὼς χ(ριστ)ὲ ||D3 τοῦ γράψαντος ||C7 πταισμάτων λύσιν:- 

(DBBE 17887, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1562, f.140r) 

 

Grant, Christ, the writer a redemption of his sins.  

 

This example has a possible diaeresis at D3, in combination with a caesura at C7. Again, 

we see that the pause follows the apostrophe, as is common in delayed vocatives. Note here 

that the verse is interrupted by the cruciform ἱησου σωσόν με. This cannot be an indication 

of a pause, however, since it is positioned between τοῦ and γράψαντος, which must be 

situated in one and the same colon. The indication of the delayed apostrophe χ(ριστ)ὲ at D3 

therefore still holds.  

5.10 Conclusion on Hunting Cola 

In this chapter, I have explored several linguistic properties or ‘signposts’ that signal 

information structure in the verse. These features are all consequences of the cognitive 

 

                                           
63 DBBE 17640 is a related occurrence, but the change in word order (Ἀρχὴν παράσχε, Χριστέ, ||C7 

χρηστὴν τῇ βίβλῳ) makes a diaeresis less likely here.  
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aspect of the metrical colon, because they are a reflection of how the language was produced 

by the scribe and how the information flow was structured. As such, they help us identify 

the cola/IUs in the verse, and see how they are paired or strung together to form one verse. 

For each of these features, I have presented some general numbers from the research corpus, 

as well as some examples to illustrate.  

The first concept to be explored were the caesurae, which are an essential aspect of 

isosyllabic poetry and are of course fundamental in understanding the build-up of the verse. 

We have seen that the majority of caesurae are in the regular C5 and C7 positions, but others 

were not. By looking at the textual context and other signposts in the verse, it is usually 

possible to pinpoint a location for the caesura, even if it is not a standard one. I have chosen 

to include these ‘bad’ verses in the research, however, since their general make-up still 

suggests that they have metrical intentions.  

Next, syntax was covered. Because of the tight correspondence between syntax (form) 

and semantics (content), we can consider syntax to be a reflection of certain cognitive-

linguistic processes and therefore of the colon that functions as an IU. It is therefore an 

essential signal of information structure and helps to locate the position of the caesura.  

Apostrophes and appositions were another signpost of the information structure, 

where especially apostrophes were meaningful in identifying the location of the caesura, 

since they tend to be accompanied by one on either side or on both sides.  

P2 words (particles or DMs) are very important features for understanding the 

structure of the metre as well as the information structure in the text. They function as 

boundary markers, be it by marking the preceding or the following caesura.  

The next feature that was studied were the enjambments. Since they are essentially 

disruptions of the metrical structure, which always indicate a marked word order, they are 

also important in understanding the distribution of information and of cola within the verses. 

Often there are stylistic reasons in play whenever they occur, since they usually relay focus 

on certain words.  

OCPs were discussed as well, since they further illuminate the cognitive mechanisms 

behind poetry production and are equally indicative of information structure. Especially in 

P2 position they function as boundary markers, but they are also signposts of when and 

where a word carries focus.  

Finally, punctuation was briefly mentioned, as this is generally a signal directly from 

the scribe on how to interpret the text, and where prosodic and semantic breaks must be 

conceived.  

If we exclude caesurae – which are not signposts per se, but rather the result of our 

‘hunt for cola – there are six signposts for information structure that thus help us on the way 

to finding the location of the cola/IUs in every verse. I have therefore applied these same 
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features to certain epigrams that seem to have additional, secondary pauses next to the 

caesura. Indeed, an extrapolation of the signposts that point us in the direction of the caesura 

can be used for finding smaller breaks in the verse as well. While many of these so-called 

diaereses remain speculative and theoretical, it is in certain cases feasible to assume 

secondary pauses that are indicated by these signposts of information structure. The hunt 

for cola has therefore led to the discovery of certain ‘threefolders’ in the research corpus.  
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Chapter 6. 

Qualitative Observations 

 

 

Following the tagging of features and the resultant numerical analysis described in Chapter 

5, there are also some more general conclusions to be gleaned from a qualitative assessment 

of my corpus. Indeed, while tagging the epigrams in my database, it was of course necessary 

to read all these texts closely in order to analyse them. Several tendencies came to my 

attention whilst doing so, which is what Chapters 6 and 7 are about.  

 This chapter begins by introducing the necessary theoretical background. Thus, I will 

first note my observations on formulae, arguing that despite the ‘oral-formulaic theory’ 

postulated by Lord (1986), the epigrams under study can be called formulaic in their own 

right. I will then return to the idea of fluid texts (Thomas 2003), outlining the different 

approaches to its study and terminology, before arguing that we can not only apply these 

concepts to some of our more formulaic dodecasyllabic epigrams but that the numerous 

variations in our formulaic epigrams can only be explained if we consider the texts to have 

been produced from memory, rather than textually copied. 

Having established the background theory behind both the concept of formulae and 

fluid texts, I will move on to the qualitative observations. Sections 6.2 and 6.3 are focused 

on two case studies of popular formulaic epigrams: ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν and the ἡ μὲν 

χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα-type. In the first I will consider decasyllables, decatetrasyllables, and 

decapentasyllables. I will then look at the principle of pairing which corroborates the idea 

of metrical cola as cognitive IUs. In the second I will look at deviating colometries, verses 

with eleven or thirteen syllables, then the six-syllable colon. The first case study confirms 

the idea of metrical cola as being cognitive units and building blocks of the verse, while the 

second’s focus on deviating/variant lines shows us that we can find explanations or 

mechanisms accounting for how they came into being, and that they can teach us something 
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more about verse production in general, i.e. that the cognitive cola/IUs are at the very core 

of poetry production.  

 

6.1 Formulae and Fluid Texts 

The first thing that became very clear when I read through the corpus of book epigrams is 

that there are certain popular epigrams that are recycled time and again. Scribes added 

numerous variations to their own versions of these texts: words could be replaced by 

synonyms, orthography varies greatly, and even entire verses could be added or omitted. 

They could also be added to other epigrams or joined together to form a new epigram 

(Boeten & De Groot 2018). Some are incredibly popular, such as the ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν 

and ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα types, which are shown here in examples 61 and 62.1  

 

(61) Ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν ἰδεῖν πατρίδα, 

οὕτως καὶ οἱ γράφοντες βιβλίου τέλος. 

(DBBE type 2148) 

 

Just like strangers rejoice in seeing their homeland,  

So do writers also in (seeing) the end of the book.  

 

(62) Ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα σήπεται τάφῳ, 

γραφὴ δὲ μένει εἰς χρόνους πληρεστάτους. 

(DBBE type 1974) 

 

The hand that wrote this rots in a grave,  

But the writing remains until the end of times.  

 

The two case studies will deal with these types in more detail, but for now, I will add several 

further occurrences of the ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν type, as this will illustrate the incredible 

versatility of these texts. 

 

 

 

                                           
1 Do note that I am citing the types here, and not the occurrences, as I have done up until now.  
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(63)a.  Ὥσπερ ξένη χαῖροντες ἱδεῖν π(ατ)ρίδα, 

καὶ ἡ θαλατεύοντες εὑρὴν λοιμένα 

οὕτως καὶ ἡ γράφοντες βιβλίου τέλος. 

(DBBE 18306, Athens, Ethnikè Bibl. tès Hellados 2045, f. 74r)  

 

Just like strangers rejoice in seeing their homeland,  

And those at sea in finding a harbour,  

So do writers also in (seeing) the end of the book.  

 

(63)b.  ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσ(...) ἰδεῖν π(ατ)ρίδα.  

καὶ οἱ θαλαττεύοντες ἰδεῖν λιμένα. 

καὶ οἱ στρατευόμενοι ἰδεῖν τὸ νίκος. 

καὶ οἱ πραγματεύοντες ἰδεῖν τὸ κέρδος. 

καὶ οἱ ἐν΄οσω κείμενοι ἰδεῖν ὑγίαν, 

οὕτω καὶ οἱ γράφοντες ἰδῆν βιβλίου τέλος. 

(DBBE 20393, Athos, Monè Iberon 132, f. 127v)  

 

Just like strangers rejoice in seeing their homeland,  

And those at sea in seeing a harbour,  

And those at war in seeing victory,  

And merchants in seeing profit,  

And those who lie ill in seeing health,  

So do writers also in seeing the end of the book.  

 

(63)c.  ὤσπερ ξένοι γάννυνται, ἰδεῖν π(ατ)ρίδα 

οὕτως κἀγώ· πυκτίον πέρας + 

ὥσπερ δὲ οἱ ἑν τῷ πελάγ(ει) 

κλυδ(ω)νιζόμενοι μέρωπες ἐφίενται. 

ἐλθεῖν ἐν ὅρμω, οὕτος καγώ τέλος βιβλιου + 

(DBBE 18881, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 2563, f. 201r) 

 

Just like strangers are glad to see their homeland,  

So am I glad to see the end of the book.  

Just like those men at sea  

Who are swept away, are hurrying  

To go into harbour, so do I hurry to the end of the book.  

 

While it is clear that the main sentiments of the epigrams are the same each time, they are 

expressed very differently, with the addition of new verses or the changing of certain words.  

While some of the formulaic epigrams are in hexameters, such as the ἀγγελικῆς 

σοφίης type (DBBE type 1863), the most interesting cases are in dodecasyllables, since that 

is where the variation occurs. Indeed, there seems to be a very different sort of transmission 

between the hexametrical and dodecasyllabic epigrams, as the hexameters are copied word 

for word. This is most likely because of the prosody and the subsequent difficulty the 

Byzantines had producing these verses—a difficulty that was especially clear when 

compared to unprosodic isosyllabic verses, as they made it less easy to change things at 



 

198 

will. However, it is also possible that hexametrical epigrams were deemed to be more 

venerable and were therefore respected and carefully copied like pieces of art.  

In contrast, the dodecasyllables often differ with nearly every attestation. In this way, 

the following examples were nothing more than blueprints on which scribes could elaborate, 

leave out verses, or change words or phrases at will. A good example of this is the θεοῦ τὸ 

δῶρον type, shown in examples 64a, b, c, d, e, and f, which was basically a template where 

anyone’s name could be filled in:  

 

(64)a. Θεοῦ τὸ δῶρόν τε καὶ τοῦ δεῖνος πόνος. 

(DBBE type 3805) 

 

The gift is God’s and the labour is of…  

  

(64)b. + Θ(εο)ῦ τό δῶρον καί Γερασίμου πόνος. 

(DBBE 20367, Athos, Monè Batopediou 1076, f. 57r) 

 

The gift is God’s and the labour is Gerasimos’.  

 

(64)c. Θ(εο)ῦ τὸ δῶρον καὶ πόνος Ἰωάσαφ 

καὶ ταπεινοῦ μητροπολίτου Δράμας 

(DBBE 18645, Athens, Ethnikè Bibl. tès Hellados 220) 

 

The gift is God’s and the labour is Joasaph’s,  

And the lowly metropolite Dramas. 

 

(64)d. + θ(εο)ῦ τὸ δῶρον· καὶ πόνος ταπεινοῦ πέτρου: 

(DBBE 19409, Firenze, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 55, Cod. 21, f. 275r) 

 

The gift is God’s and the labour is of lowly Petros.  

 

(64)e. Θεοῦ τὸ δῶρον Φιλοθέου δὲ τλήμονος πόνος 

(DBBE 18685, Athos, Monè Batopediou 1153, f. 309v) 

 

The gift is God’s and the labour is of steadfast Philotheos.  

 

(64)f. + θεοῦ τὸ δῶρον, καὶ πόνος Γεωργίου 

ἐλαχίστου ἱερέως τοῦ Τζαγγαροπούλου 

(DBBE 17906, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1629, f. 313r) 

 

The gift is God’s and the labour is Georgios’,  

The lowly priest of Tzaggaropoulos.  
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In these examples we see that verses could be added (examples c and f), or they could be 

changed in such a way that the metre becomes questionable (examples c–f). Indeed, in 64c 

the second verse has eleven syllables, while both d and f contain a verse with thirteen 

syllables (if we consider a synizesis in ἱ̮ερέως), and e has fifteen syllables but lacks the 

caesura at B8 that would make it into a political verse. I will go into more detail about the 

metrical consequences of the changeable verses in what follows.  

On the other hand, it should be noted that not all dodecasyllables are treated as such. 

We also have the following epigram that occurs numerous times in my corpus, but which is 

the same every single time:  

 

(65) Ἄκουε Δαβὶδ τοῦ παρ' ἡμῖν Ὀρφέως· 

φόρμιγγα κινεῖ μυστικῆς μελῳδίας, 

σιγᾶν δὲ ποιεῖ τῶν παθῶν τὰ θηρία 

ὅτε σφαλεῖσα τοῦ πρέποντος ἡ φύσις 

πρὸς θηριώδεις ἐκτραπῇ δυσμορφίας. 

(DBBE type 1865) 

 

Listen to David, our own Orpheus. 

He strikes the lyre of his mystical melody 

and silences the wild beasts of our passions 

when nature, deviating from what is fitting, 

lapses into savage deformities.2  

 

It therefore seems that not only metre is a criterion determining whether the text may be 

adapted; rather, content is a factor as well. In Chapter 1, I mentioned there are several kinds 

of book epigrams and it seems as though the scribe-related epigrams—those called 

‘colophon verses’ by Lauxtermann (2003: 197–198)—were best suited for adaptations and 

variations. Indeed, many of the other categories, most notably text-related epigrams, are too 

much tied to the manuscript and the text they accompany to really be subject to much 

change. Instead, they were most likely considered to be an intrinsic part of the manuscript.  

 

6.1.1 Formulae 

The repetition of these dodecasyllabic verses and the flexibility they exhibit remind one 

how oral formulae behave in ancient and medieval epics, such as those of Homer or Digenis 

Akritis (E. Jeffreys & M. Jeffreys 1986). However, can we apply this term so readily to 

 

                                           
2 This particular translation is from Meesters et al. (2016: 849).  
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book epigrams? Bernard and Demoen  certainly seem to think so, writing that ‘many book 

epigrams are anonymous formulas, passed on from book to book, and deeply entrenched in 

the mind of many scribes. They were subject to endless variation, adaptation, and creative 

reworking’ (2019: 412). 

If we consider the oral and formulaic character of the ancient Homeric texts, then the 

work of Parry is key as he defined a formula, in the diction of Aedic poems, ‘as an 

expression that is regularly used, under the same metrical conditions, to express a certain 

essential idea’ (1928: 16). In response to this definition, we can say that the phrases in our 

epigrams are very regularly used, definitely express the same idea every time, and usually 

happen under the same metrical conditions (though this is not so black and white, as will be 

outlined in the case study of the ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν epigrams in 6.2).  

In another definition, Bäuml (1984) and Kuiper (2009) define formulae as traditional 

and stereotypical words and/or phrases, which are adapted to their immediate context. 

Similarly, Hainsworth (1968: 24) calls them ‘interchangeable units used in a particular 

sentence-frame’, while Nachtergaele (2015: 9) mentions the formulae in papyri as ‘clichéd 

phrases’ or ‘stock phrases’.3 Russo (1963, 1966) connected formulae to the metre, assuming 

that a formula is a phrase that could fit into one colon (or maybe two) and that remained 

valid whatever the form or grammatical category they were used in. In general, we can say 

that all of this still seems to be applicable to our two case studies.  

Nagler (1967, 1974) took things one step further and launched the concept of the 

‘generative formula’, a very loose definition that almost implies that any linguistic 

expression is a formula in some sense. This is, however, not a feasible definition to work 

with, since it leaves the dividing line between what is a formula and what is not completely 

arbitrary.4 Sifakis (1997), on the other hand, mentions what he calls ‘paradigmatic planes 

or fields’, which are a sort of ‘empty’ formulae, much like a template, which could be filled 

in with words or names according to the context. This reminds us very much of the θεοῦ τὸ 

δῶρον type I mentioned earlier.  

Hainsworth went on to elaborate on the variation in Homeric formulae, saying that if 

the use of formulae is viewed more widely then ‘various sorts of adaptation will be 

discovered in some abundance’ and so ‘it would be wrong to dismiss these treatments as 

aberrations without significance’ as they are ‘evidence for the workings of the poet’s mind’ 

(1968: 30). This is especially significant for my epigrams, since their variation is vast. 

Sifakis (1997) also focuses on the importance of variation, saying that the tension between 

 

                                           
3 These ‘stock phrases’ (phrases used in everyday language) are not exactly the same as Homeric, oral 

formulae, however, but they are connected, see Kiparsky (1976).  
4 For more literature about specifically Homeric formulae, see Finkelberg (2011: s.v. formula).  
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the use of the formulae on the one hand and the creativity of the author/singer within the 

formula on the other is what makes the text poetic by definition.  

However, the real essence of a formula, according to Hainsworth (1968), is 

repetition, as a formula is a ‘repeated word-group’. It entails that ‘the use of one word 

created a strong presumption that the other would follow’ (1968: 36). He mentions the 

repetition of arrangements of words, which he calls the ‘pattern’, and the repetition of 

subject-matter, which he calls the ‘theme’. There is thus a dichotomy between form and 

content. Sifakis follows him in writing that Parry’s formula ‘can then be understood as a 

poetic “sign”, that is to say, as a unit of significance whose content and form are isometric 

(or coextensive) and inseparable, like the two sides of a sheet of paper’ (Sifakis 1997: 140). 

Sifakis then goes on to say that the meaning of this poetic ‘sign’ is something more than the 

sum of its parts (i.e., its literal meaning), because the repeated use of this formula throughout 

the poetic corpus adds an extra pragmatic layer. Indeed, it refers to the added value that 

familiar content has in different settings.  

This in turn ties in with the function of these formulae, apart from the obvious 

mnemotechnic one. Bäuml already mentions the integrative function of a formula, meaning 

that it integrates the text into a tradition, thus enlarging the semantic load. As such, formulae 

make a text part of a certain literary tradition as ‘they necessarily have a referential role: 

they refer to a specific (oral) type of text, and thus represent the convention which 

determines the composition of the written text’ (Bäuml 1984: 43). Sifakis corroborates this, 

writing that  

 

all these expressions [formulae] are felt to be parts of a poetic language either because they are 

remembered as verse-parts from repeated hearings, or because they contain glosses, are 

impossible or unlikely to occur in everyday speech, have a certain rhythmical shape, imply a 

poetic context and convey a specific meaning easily grasped by people who are familiar with 

the poetic tradition to which they belong. (1997: 141) 

 

Even though it is not necessarily ‘impossible’ that the words in our epigrams occur in 

everyday speech and their meaning could also be grasped by people less familiar with the 

poetic tradition, we can safely assume that they are indeed remembered from repeated 

hearings (or readings) and that they have a rhythmical shape. It is striking, however, that 

scholars such as Spadaro (1978: 9) consider the use of formulae in medieval πολιτικὸς 

στίχος poetry as plagiarism, implying that they make these texts worthless. On the contrary, 

the repetition of the same phrases does not take away the value of these texts; rather, it 

places them within a tradition and highlights the variation that the scribe added to them.  
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It is also interesting to note that formulaic expressions are attested in everyday speech, 

as per Van Lancker-Sidtis and Rallon (2004),5 who claimed that no less than 25% of any 

given text can consist of formulaic expressions. Thus, repeated hearings and a certain 

rhythmicality are central characteristics of a formulaic expression, both of which are of 

course very common. Indeed, if we think about weather forecasts or utterances at the 

checkout of the supermarket, we can easily come up with certain formulaic phrases.  

Additionally, a formula can also aid text production (i.e., the already mentioned 

mnemotechnic function) as well as text reception, because as Bäuml has argued, it can ‘aid 

recitation from memory, conditions reading by its repetitiveness, and serves retention of the 

text in the memory’ (1984: 43). This suggests that formulae are transmitted through 

memory, which calls to mind what I mentioned in 2.4 about fluid texts, which will be 

discussed further in 6.1.2 below. Nachtergaele (2015: 9) hypothesises that the scribes who 

produced formulae in papyri learned these phrases during their education, but she also 

emphasises an oral transmission.  

The main problem that prevents us from applying the term ‘formula’ to our epigrams, 

however, is the fact that formulae are essentially tied to oral texts. This is the so-called 

‘oral-formulaic theory’ postulated by Lord (1986), which implies that every text that 

exhibits formulaic use of language must be an oral text. However, Bäuml (1984), Sifakis 

(1997), and Russo (see Finkelberg 2011: s.v. formula) contest this theory. Bäuml 

emphasises that there are many texts that fall between the categories of strictly oral or 

strictly written, such as oral texts that were written down (like the Homeric epics) or written 

texts that were recited. Sifakis, on the other hand, considers formulae to be characteristics 

of traditional texts, whether they are oral or not (following Parry in this regard, see Janse 

2012: 3–4). In this respect it is interesting to compare this with the creation and use of 

formulae in the epics of Late Antiquity (Quintus, Apollonius, etc.), which were certainly 

not part of the oral tradition, but whose use of formulae is not contested. In that sense, we 

can consider texts like ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν to be traditional, simply because of their 

numerous attestations over a very long period of time. Moreover, as I will show in the next 

section, the texts in my research corpus have at least some affinity with orality. In their own 

right, therefore, we can call our verses formulaic. 

 

 

                                           
5 For more on the connection between oral, traditional formulae on the one hand, and everyday language use 

on the other, see Kiparsky (1976).  



 

 203 

6.1.2 Fluid Texts 

More important for our purpose than the question of whether we can call our epigrams 

‘formulaic’, is the question of how such formulae came into being. What are the cognitive 

mechanisms behind them? In what follows I will address the concept of ‘fluid’ texts, which 

can be used to describe some of the epigrams in the research corpus.  

I will first return to Parry, who notes that when composing, the oral poet ‘will do no 

more than put together for his needs phrases which he has often heard or used himself, and 

which, grouping themselves in accordance with a fixed pattern of thought, come naturally 

to make the sentence and the verse’ (1930: 77). This seems very similar to something we 

have already encountered: the idea of a fluid text, which works as a blueprint in the back of 

the scribe’s mind. As covered in 3.3, Christine Thomas has coined the term ‘fluid texts’, 

asserting that the Acts of Peter are such, because they behave ‘similarly to oral tradition, 

with each manuscript representing a new “performance” of the work in another context. Yet 

this occurs on the level of written text’ (Thomas 2003: 40).  

Thomas’s idea is similar to what Van Nuffelen has described when discussing the 

excerpts of John of Antioch. He instead calls them ‘living texts’ in that ‘they could often be 

rewritten and adapted to new needs’ (2012: 446). We might even consider the existence of 

some kind of reference book, with blueprints of these formula, similar to the one mentioned 

by Rhoby (2010b: 325) when talking about Byzantine dedicatory inscriptions.  

Bäuml (1984) also writes about something similar and calls these formulae ‘semi-

oral’ or ‘secondary-oral’ products, which ties with the oral characteristics of our epigrams, 

explained in Chapter 1. Lauxtermann, too, says something similar to Bäuml in the Brill 

Companion to Byzantine Poetry, noting that ‘each manuscript is unique, and each occasion 

at which a book epigram is reused constitutes a unique literary moment. The singularity of 

these literary moments by far outweighs the fact that the book epigrams in question are not 

“original”, but have been used before’ (2019b: 25).  

I would argue that we can certainly apply these descriptions to some of our more 

formulaic dodecasyllabic epigrams. Because of the lack of connection to the main text, these 

epigrams could easily ‘migrate’ from one manuscript to another. Furthermore, despite their 

fundamentally written character, epigrams do share certain characteristics with oral texts 

and they were most likely produced from memory rather than copied from parchment. 

Indeed, medieval texts—and most notably metrical texts—were meant to be read out loud 

or even performed, while some texts were subdivided into ἀκροάσεις (Lauxtermann 2003), 

indicating that they were intended for oral reception. Several book epigrams in the research 

corpus hint at the same oral performance (see chapter 3.3).  
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The numerous variations in our formulaic epigrams can also only be explained if we 

consider the texts to have been produced from memory, rather than textually copied. This 

means that we are dealing with a very changeable sort of text, with each variant being a 

performance in its own right and with its own value. As a result, the DBBE team has 

somewhat struggled with what to do with these epigrams in the database, since they seem 

to defy the whole idea of ‘occurrences’ and ‘types’ (Bernard & Demoen 2019). Indeed, a 

type is the more standard version or archetype of the occurrence, while our fluid epigrams 

do not seem to have any ‘original’ or ‘correct’ version. Those building the DBBE therefore 

decided to establish several different types, each collecting all occurrences of a specific 

variant of the fluid text. This is why there are twenty-two types that start with ‘ὥσπερ ξένοι 

χαίρουσιν’ in the database. All of these types are then linked amongst one another to 

indicate their close relationship.  

However, this is quite arbitrary (when does an epigram belong under one or another 

type?) and we also find several types with only one occurrence. Perhaps an alternative 

would have been to collect all ὥσπερ ξένοι epigrams under one type; however, which do 

we then consider to be strictly ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν epigrams and which belong to a 

different type? Indeed, example 63.c starts with ὥσπερ ξένοι γάννυνται instead. While it 

definitely exhibits the same idea and feeling of the ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν epigrams, it 

would then be categorised under a separate type, which makes little sense. Another problem 

would be the epigrams which contain the fluid text, but are not limited to it, such as example 

68, which is discussed in Boeten and De Groot (2018):  

 

(68) ἡ χεὶρ μ(ὲν) ἡ γράψασα, σήπεται τάφῳ. 

θάλασσ(αν) καὶ γῆν τ(ὴν) ἅπασαν εἰ δράμοις, 

τάφος, ἄν(θρωπ)ε τὸ σῶμα σου καλύψει ·.· 

Γυμνὸς ἐπέβην ἐν γῇ· γυμνὸς δ' ὑπὸ γαῖ(αν) ἄπειμι· 

κ(αὶ) τί μάτην μοχθῶ, γυμν(ὸν) ὁρῶν τὸ τέλος· 

ὁ κόσμος σκηνή· ὁ βίος, πάροδος 

ἦλθ(ες) εἶδες, ἀπῆλθες + 

(DBBE 21487, Naples, Bibl. Nazionale, gr. II C 33, f. 518r) 

 

The hand that has written this rots in a grave. 

Even if you’d run over the sea and the entire earth, 

A grave, human, will cover your body. 

I came on earth naked, naked I will go under the earth. 

And why should I toil in vain, if I see the naked end? 

The world is a stage, life is a performance:  
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you came, you saw, you departed.6 

 

Does this then belong under the ἡ μὲν χείρ type, or under a different one? While imperfect, 

the DBBE approach does seem to be the most solid in this regard.7  

Having now established the background theory behind both the concept of formulae 

and fluid texts, I can move on to the qualitative observations about the research corpus. For 

this dissertation, the variation in these epigrams is particularly interesting when it comes to 

metrical variation, which they abound in. This is exactly what the following two case studies 

deal with.   

 

6.2 The Case of ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν8 

 

I have already introduced the very popular ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν formulaic epigram above, 

which was eagerly elaborated on by many scribes. The formula occurs so numerously that 

it has already been identified by several other scholars, even before the emergence of the 

DBBE. Most notably, Treu (1995) and Lemay (2013) discussed several occurrences, with 

a specific focus on lexical and grammatical variation between them. In contrast, what I will 

discuss in this case study is not the lexical or grammatical variation, as Treu and Lemay 

have done, but the metrical variation. 

Furthermore, the DBBE has made the research of these epigrams much more widely 

accessible and has added numerous occurrences to these types, thereby multiplying the 

material to be studied. Indeed, today we find 192 occurrences of this formula, divided 

among 23 types. When we compare this with the 150 occurrences at the time of writing 

(Boeten & Janse) in 2018, the rapid growth of the corpus over the past few years is clear.  

The most popular version of this formula is type 2148, which has sixty-seven 

occurrences under its header. It can be seen in example 69.  

(69) Ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν ἰδεῖν πατρίδα, 

οὕτως καὶ οἱ γράφοντες βιβλίου τέλος. 

 

                                           
6 This particular translation is from Boeten and De Groot (2018: 34–35).  
7 I am eagerly awaiting future research on this in the context of the new GOA projects on the DBBE!  
8 The ideas in this section are roughly based on an article that was published in Byzantine and Modern Greek 

Studies (Boeten & Janse 2018).  
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Just like strangers rejoice in seeing their homeland, 

So do writers in (seeing) the end of the book.  

 

The second most prevalent type is 2150, which is a modest elaboration on type 2148 and 

has fifty occurrences under its umbrella:  

 

(70) Ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν ἰδεῖν πατρίδα, 

καὶ οἱ θαλαττεύοντες εὑρεῖν λιμένα, 

οὕτως καὶ οἱ γράφοντες βιβλίου τέλος.  

 

Just like strangers rejoice in seeing their homeland,  

And those at sea in finding a harbour,  

So do writers in (seeing) the end of the book.  

 

It is striking that these ‘standard’ variants (even though there is no way of objectively 

identifying a standard variant as the numbers we have at our disposal are arbitrary and 

perhaps coincidental) are both prosodically correct; that is, following a prosodic iambic 

pattern. It seems to suggest that an original, underlying epigram—however that may have 

looked—was produced by a rather literate composer. However, the same cannot be said of 

all the other variants, as we will see.9  

Turning to the metrical variation, at first sight the metre of many ὥσπερ ξένοι 

occurrences is downright deplorable. Of the 192 occurrences in the DBBE, no fewer than 

74 (barely 40%) contain verses that do not have twelve syllables. Can we simply dispel 

these varieties as mistakes made by ignorant scribes? It seems to me that 40% is too large a 

number to ignore.  

Additionally, we see the same kinds of mistakes reoccurring, which does suggest a 

pattern. These are the varieties we see repeated:  

• eight decasyllables 

• fifty-one decatetrasyllables, one of which is corrected 

• twleve decapentasyllables 

• one heptasyllable  

• one pentasyllable  

 

                                           
9 Additionally, an interesting parallel of this formula can be found in Syriac and Arabic manuscripts, where 

the exact same simile can be found in colophons (McCollum 2015). This is a clear indicator of the wide 

spread of the formula, as it was even able to cross the boundaries between languages and cultures, whilst 

remaining relatively intact. The Syriac and Arabic formulae are chronologically later than the Greek ones in 

the DBBE, therefore suggesting that the Greek was first.  
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• one enneasyllable  

Sometimes we find combinations of two or more of the above in one epigram, but in most 

cases there is one deviating line embedded in an otherwise-correct dodecasyllabic epigram. 

In fact, this is another argument against blaming ignorant scribes for these mistakes: it is 

clear that the scribes did know how to produce correct dodecasyllables, as the rest of their 

poem is written as such, but for some reason they deviate from it for one or two lines. Let 

us examine the deviations more closely.  

 

6.2.1 Decasyllables 

I will start with one of the least common variants in our case study, which is the 

decasyllable—a verse with ten syllables instead of twelve, as shown in the example below.  

 

(71) Ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν ἰδεῖν πατρίδα 

καὶ οἱ θαλαττεύοντες εὑρεῖν λιμένα· 

οἱ νοσοῦντες δὲ ||B5 τυχεῖν ὑγείας, 

οὕτω καὶ οἱ γράφοντες βιβλίου τέλος. 

(DBBE 18674, Athos, Monè Koutloumousiou 246)  

 

Just like strangers rejoice in seeing their homeland,  

And those at sea in finding a harbour,  

And those that are ill in regaining health,  

So do writers in (seeing) the end of their book.  

 

It is worth noting that, as is typical, the decasyllable is the odd line out in the entire epigram. 

It is clear that verse 3 was added as a ‘unique’ adaptation by the scribe, but he failed to 

produce a correct verse in this case. Also note that the particle δέ is placed in a non-classical 

position (instead of οἱ δὲ νοσοῦντες or indeed καὶ οἱ νοσοῦντες). I discussed this 

phenomenon in detail in 5.4.1 and 5.4.2. 

It is also interesting that the semantic structure in the deviating verse mirrors that of 

the correct verses: in each line the second colon expresses a verb followed by the ‘goal’ of 

the subject (i.e., πατρίδα, λιμένα, τέλος, etc.). This is no different in verse 3, except that we 

are missing some syllables. We see, moreover, that the decasyllabic verse has a medial 

caesura, which divides the verse into two equal halves: 5 + 5 = 10. This trend appears in 

other examples, too, including the following:  
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(72) Ὡς ὁδοιπόροις ||B5 πατρίδα φθάσαι, 

οὕτω καὶ τοῖς γράφουσιν, βίβλιου τέλος:- 

(DBBE 16951, Athos, Monè Batopediou 314, f. 95v) 

 

Just like the approaching of their homeland is for travellers,  

So is the end of the book for those writing it.  

 

Here the decasyllable is the opening line of the epigram, making it less conspicuous as an 

ὥσπερ ξένοι case study. However, the idea is very much the same as in our other cases. The 

medial caesura at B5 ties in with what we find in other metrically irregular lines and points 

us in the direction of an explanation for these varieties, which I will embark on shortly.10  

 

6.2.2 Decatetrasyllables 

The most commonly occurring variant is the decatetrasyllable, the fourteen-syllable line. 

The following occurrence is typical for the decatetrasyllabic verses in my research corpus, 

where the two extra syllables are the consequence of the repetition of ἰδεῖν, ‘gegen das 

Metrum’ (Treu 1995: 47).  

 

(73) ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίροντες ιδεῖν πατριδα, 

οὕτ(ως) (καὶ) οἱ γράφοντες ||B7 ιδεῖν βιβλίου τέλος:- 

(DBBE 17053, Paris, BnF, Coisl. 28, f. 269v) 

 

Here, the addition of two syllables (i.e., ἰδεῖν) clearly happened in analogy with the first 

verse, making this a very understandable mistake. In this regard, it is interesting that we 

have one occurrence where this same repetition happened, but where the second ἰδεῖν was 

erased—by the scribe or by a later correcto—thus restoring the verse to its correct 

dodecasyllabic form:  

 

(74) + ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν ἰδεῖν π(ατ)ρίδα· 

οὕτω (καὶ) οἱ γρ(άφ)οντες [ἰδεῖν] βιβλίου τέλο(ς) + 

(DBBE 16914, Firenze, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 60, Cod. 15, f. 205r) 

 

 

                                           
10 It is also interesting to note that Lauxtermann (2019) mentions decasyllables as an existing verse type in 

popular songs. As such, it was not unheard of, if highly unorthodox, to produce them in book epigrams.  
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However, although this mistake is understandable when it happens once or twice, it 

does not explain the very large quantity of decatetrasyllables in my research corpus, nor 

those cases where the decatetrasyllable occurs in a completely different place and in a 

different context, for instance:  

 

(74) ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίροντ(αις) || ἰδεῖν π(ατ)ρίδα γέν(ους) 

κ(αὶ) οἱ θαλαττεύοντεσ ἐβρὶν λιμένα- 

οὖτοσ καὶ οἱ γράφον(τες) βϊβλίου τέλο(ς) 

(DBBE 18466, Kalavryta, Monè Megalon Spelaion 16, f. 193r) 

 

The extra syllables in this case are caused by the addition of γέν(ους), without any analogy 

to spur this on. The following example even has two decatetrasyllabic lines:  

 

(75) ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν ἰδεῖν π(ατ)ρίδα·  

(καὶ) οἱ θαλατεύοντες || εὑρεῖν καλὸν λοιμένα, 

οὕτος (καὶ) οἱ γράφοντες:- || ἰδεῖν βιβλίου τέλος:- 

(DBBE 19149, Firenze, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 5, Cod. 25, f. 226r) 

 

In verse 2, this is caused by the addition of εὑρεῖν (or perhaps by the addition of καλόν) and 

in verse 3, by ἰδεῖν. We therefore cannot say that these mistakes occurred simply because 

of analogy with the first verse. Moreover, despite the many different contexts and shapes 

that these decatetrasyllables come in, one thing is always very clear: a medial caesura. In 

all of the examples in the case study, the decatetrasyllables were composed out of a 7 + 7 

colometry (which is essentially a pairing of two heptasyllables), much in the same way as 

happened in the decasyllables.  

 

6.2.3 Decapentasyllables 

There is a third type of deviating line, which consists of fifteen syllables and is equivalent 

to the political verse (πολιτικὸς στίχος). As such, it is not so much an irregular verse as a 

‘hidden stranger’ in a crowd of dodecasyllables.  

 

(76) ὥσπ(ερ) ξένοι χαίρουσϊν ἰδεῖν π(ατρ)ίδα 

καὶ οἱ θαλαττεύοντες ἰδεῖν λιμένα, 

οὕτω καὶ οἱ βιβλογράφοντες || B8 ίδεῖν βιβλίου τέλος :~ 

(DBBE 22437, Vienna, ÖNB, med. gr. 26, f. 118r) 
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It requires a synizesis between καὶ and οἱ to come to fifteen syllables, which is not 

uncommon in political verses.11  

What spurred on this sudden shift of metre? The dodecasyllable is a popular metre 

in book epigrams and fits well with the somewhat highbrow Byzantine Koine language 

(Hinterberger 2014). In contrast, political verse is much more lowbrow and more associated 

with didactic poetry, longer narratives (such as romances), and epics and chronicles. How 

should we interpret this kind of shift? This is where the so-called ‘principle of pairing’ 

comes in.  

 

6.2.4 The Principle of Pairing 

In 1990, Mackridge (1990) first introduced what he called ταίρισμα, which Lauxtermann 

would go on to call the ‘principle of pairing’ (1999: 51). This principle explains the 

emergence of the political verse as a pairing of the shorter octo- and heptasyllable, 

respectively eight and seven syllables. These were two older verse types that, by their 

consistent pairing, evolved into two cola of a larger verse type. Lauxtermann describes the 

situation as follows (2019: 371):  

 

Just as Empedocles imagined nature trying out various hybrid forms of life before finding the 

right combinations, so too should we regard late antique accentual poetry as one gigantic 

experiment, trying out cola of various lengths and piecing them together in ever-novel 

configurations—and just as organisms are subject to natural selection, so too, out of this 

primordial soup of metrical configurations, the political verse (8 + 7), the paired octosyllable 

(8 + 8) and the paired heptasyllable (7 + 7) eventually evolved. 

 

Lauxtermann had earlier remarked that ‘the juxtaposition of two metrical segments rather 

rudimentarily corresponds to certain cognitive processes of the human mind’ and that it is 

something that happens very frequently in Byzantine metre (1999: 85). He reiterated this in 

his Appendix Metrica, where he wrote that ‘in Byzantine poetry there are two ways of 

grouping together cola: either the hymnodic system, which is to string them together in 

strophes that rhythmically correspond to one another, or the juxtaposition of paired cola, 

repeated line by line (κατὰ στίχον)’ (2019: 369). Interestingly, it is a principle that is not 

 

                                           
11 Do note that the same καί and οἱ in the preceding verse did not warrant a synizesis. Indeed, synizesis is 

rarer in dodecasyllables than it is in political verse.  
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only limited to metre, however, as it regulates the composition of rhetorical and liturgical 

texts as well, in the form of an antithesis or a parallelism.  

The principle of pairing thus suggests that the composition of any verse is a cognitive 

process that strings together cola as cognitive building blocks (i.e., IUs). It therefore ties in 

very well with our main hypothesis and moreover explains the occurrences of ‘wrong’ or 

deviating verses within what is an otherwise-standard dodecasyllable. Indeed, it is 

Lauxtermann again who mentions paired heptasyllables in a hymn in the Barbarinus 

Graecus 310 manuscript (1999: 51), thus giving us a potential forerunner of our 

decatetrasyllables. In that example, the scribe composes these verses by pairing cola; 

however, choosing the ‘wrong’ cola results in a deviating verse—7 + 7 or 5 + 5—rather 

than 5 + 7 or 7 + 5.  

As such, in its most fundamental shape, Byzantine metre is based on the pairing of 

cola. The three main types of known cola are a five-syllable (pentasyllable), seven-syllable 

(heptasyllable), and eight-syllable (octosyllable) colon. However, it appears to have been 

easy for less-educated scribes to mix up these cola and to combine two in the ‘wrong’ way, 

thus resulting in a verse with too many or too few syllables. Indeed, it was customary to 

start with a five- or seven-syllable colon, to which was added respectively a seven- or five-

syllable colon, but mix-ups seem to be common, in which case the correct pairing does not 

result in the expected verse type. Or indeed it results in a verse that looks like a political 

verse yet is nothing more than an octosyllable and a heptasyllable combined.12  

Lauxtermann (2019: 369) then concludes that ‘political verse is not 15, but 8 + 7; 

dodecasyllable not 12, but 5 + 7 or 7 + 5. That this is so can be seen from the fact that each 

of the two cola may occur in unusual combinations or separately.’ Indeed, it also explains 

how a pentasyllable and a heptasyllable were able to occur on their own. Scribes often wrote 

their texts in scripto continua (not divided into verses, as they are transcribed in the DBBE 

and as I have done in this thesis), so they were literally just ‘spewing’ cola on their 

parchment, as it were, and perhaps it was relatively easy to write one colon too many, which 

did not fit into the verse and therefore ends up alone. As such, they were pairing one colon 

too many.  

In this regard, it is interesting to reiterate that many epigrams display some sort of 

punctuation (usually a semicolon) between the cola. This indicates that the scribe was aware 

that he was producing cola in order to make them visually distinct. However, often the end 

of the verse receives the same semicolon, without any other way of distinguishing between 

 

                                           
12 The combining of different metres within one and the same text is not problematic in a Byzantine context 

according to Lauxtermann (2019: 374), who observes that ‘one of the beauties of Byzantine versification is 

how easy it is to shift from one metre to another, almost surreptitiously’. 
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the caesura and the verse end. Since their texts were usually not written in verses, but 

continually, we are dealing with a lining up of cola, which then had to be paired together 

by the reader. This again confirms what we know about the principle of pairing and explains 

the production of one colon too many.13 All of this is indicative of the fundamental division 

of the verse into two paired cola.  

It is striking that Lauxtermann mentions paired heptasyllables (1999: 50–51), as well 

as another hymn composed of paired octosyllables (1999: 50). It suggests that the known 

cola of Byzantine metres used to be a shorter verse-type on their own, before the principle 

of pairing had them evolve into the larger metres that we know. Consequently, the deca- 

and decatetrasyllables are mistakes that are logical in their own sense and give us vital 

information about the production of dodecasyllables and other isosyllabic metres. However, 

logical as these deviations are, we cannot consider them to be metres in their own right, as 

they remain the odd ones out. Indeed, there are no epigrams in our corpus that are written 

entirely in decatetrasyllables or decasyllables. One can imagine that more learned authors 

looked down on these productions, but the larger mass of readers may not have really 

registered these verses as ‘wrong’ per se. For instance, as previously mentioned, 

decasyllables were a known metre for popular songs. Thus, encountering them in a book 

epigram might not have triggered a lot of readers or listeners.  

In this regard, the research of Tsur Reuven (1998) is interesting. He researched metres 

where the accent pattern deviates from the metrical pattern in English texts. Even though 

we are dealing with a different sort of text (stress patterns are less prominent in our 

isosyllabic texts than in his English verses)14 and therefore a different sort of deviation (the 

wrong number of syllables is very different from stress in the wrong place), it is illuminating 

to see what he has to say. He suggests that the reader (or listener) can overlook certain 

metrical anomalies by hearing the ‘echo’ of the regular metre behind the deviation, even 

though it is not acoustically there. However, this only works over a relatively short amount 

of time, so only for several metrical feet at the most. This would explain why often we find 

deca- and decatetrasyllables as a lonely exception in an otherwise-correct metrical text.  

In the context of our main hypothesis, the principle of pairing corroborates the idea of 

metrical cola as cognitive IUs. It fundamentally simplifies the production of metre and 

 

                                           
13 It is also worth noting DBBE 18864 in this context, which is written in two columns, with each column 

containing one colon (Appendix I). 
14 As we have seen in Chapter 2, there is a regulated stress pattern in isosyllabic metres, to a certain extent. 

The political verse is more strictly regulated than the dodecasyllable, since it also has a pre-caesural 

regulation, as well as the fixed paenultimate accent at the end of the verse (which the dodecasyllable also 

has). For a comparison between the stress pattern of the separate octosyllable and of the first colon of the 

political verse, see Lauxtermann (1999).  
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brings it back to nothing more than the stringing together of units that are both metrical and 

cognitive, both colon and IU. This view helps us understand the many metrical deviations 

in our corpus as well.  

As a final example, we have DBBE 18900, which illustrates the cognitive indepen-

dence of our metrical cola:  

 

(77) + ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν ἰδεῖν π(ατ)ρίδα, 

καὶ οἱ θαλαττεύοντες ἰδεῖν λιμένα, 

καὶ οἱ στρατευόμενοι ἰδεῖν τὸ κέρδος 

καὶ οἱ νόσῳ κείμενοι ἰδεῖν ὑγείαν 

οὕτω καὶ οἱ γράφοντες ἰδεῖν βιβλίον τέλος. 

(DBBE 18900, Thessaloniki, Monè Blatadon 93, end of ms)  

 

Here we see here the same elaborations that we encounter in many other epigrams, where 

seafarers, soldiers, and sick people join the ranks of the strangers and the writers. However, 

a mistake has been made, rendering the content somewhat nonsensical. In verse 3 we see 

that the soldiers (οἱ στρατευόμενοι) are supposedly happy to see profit (τὸ κέρδος), which 

does not make a whole lot of sense. Indeed, in other epigrams, we see that it is usually the 

merchants (οἱ πραγματτεύοντες) who enjoy seeing profit, while the soldiers are happier to 

see victory (τὸ νῖκος; see DBBE 18180).   

What seems to have happened here is that the scribe mixed up these two quite well-

known verses and merged them into one.15 More precisely, he paired cola belonging to two 

different verses, in the same way as happened with our deca- and decatetrasyllables—only 

this time in terms of content. This confirms the idea of metrical cola as being cognitive units 

and building blocks of the verse.  

 

6.3 The Case of ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα16 

A second case study of formulaic colophons is the ἡ μὲν χείρ ἡ γράψασα-type, which is 

slightly less common than our previous case study but is still attested in a respectable 

seventy-nine occurrences,17 divided among twenty-one types in the database. Garitte (1962) 

 

                                           
15 Interestingly, the same mistake happens in DBBE 20482.  
16 This case study is largely based on the contribution to Boeten (2020).  
17 Compare this with only seventy occurrences at the time of writing Boeten (2020).  
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and Atsalos (1991) have collected several manuscript witnesses of this formula, but the 

DBBE database holds many more occurrences today.  

The most popular type, with twenty-eight occurrences under its header, is type 1974, 

which appears as follows:  

 

(78) Ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα σήπεται τάφῳ, 

γραφὴ δὲ μένει εἰς χρόνους πληρεστάτους. 

 

The hand that wrote this rots in a grave,  

But the writing remains until the end of time.  

 

However, the variation on this more ‘standard’ version is even more elaborate and 

diverse than in our previous case study. We find καλύπτεται instead of σήπεται, τύμβῳ 

instead of τάφῳ, and γράμμα in place of γράφη, next to all kinds of variations on χρόνους 

τελειωτάτους/ἀπειράντους, μακροὺς χρόνους, and ἀπείρους αἰῶνας, etc. The different cola 

in the epigram seem to have been considered as separate formulaic variables that could each 

be swapped out; for example, often the last colon of the second verse is traded for a different 

wording while the rest remains the same.  

Sometimes we also find variations where the idea in the more optimistic second line 

is omitted:  

 

(79)  + ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα σὺν τῶ καλάμω· 

σαπήσεται φεῦ καὶ γεννήσεται κόνις· 

(DBBE 21491, Paris, BnF, gr. 505, f. 456v) 

 

The hand that wrote this with a pen,  

Alas, rots and has become dust.  

 

Sometimes the formula is embedded in larger epigrams as well, as the occurrence discussed 

in Boeten and De Groot (2018) in example 68 illustrates. The same formula is also found 

in Syriac and Arabic manuscripts, in the same way as the ὥσπερ ξένοι epigram, again 

indicating its very wide spread (McCollum 2015).  

In many ways this case study is comparable to our previous one, with the main 

difference being that even more metrical deviations can be found in the ἡ μὲν χεὶρ γράψασα 

type, parallel to the much wider variation in content. In the seventy-nine total occurrences, 

we find no fewer than fifty-one irregular verses or lines, spread across forty-three 

occurrences, meaning that more than half contain irregularities. Do we find the same 

patterns recurring as in the ὥσπερ ξένοι epigrams? More or less, however, that is not the 

entire story. To be precise, we find:  

• one octosyllable 
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• one enneasyllable 

• six decasyllables 

• fourteen hendecasyllables  

• twenty decatriasyllables  

• six decatetrasyllables 

• one decapentasyllable  

• two decaheptasyllables  

Thus, we see the deca- and decatetrasyllable trend continuing, but they are no longer the 

majority. Instead, we see a host of lines with eleven or thirteen syllables. We will dive more 

deeply into what that means in a moment, but first it is important to note that the context 

where these different variations occur are very different again, as we have also seen in the 

ὥσπερ ξένοι case study, so that we can rule out the idea that we are dealing with one mistake 

that is being copied over and over again. To illustrate:  

 

(80)  χεὶρ μὲν ἡ γράψασα, σήπτεται τάφω: 

γραφὴ μόνιμος || ἐστὶν ἐνθάδε: 

(DBBE 18425, Athos, Monè Xeropotamou 221, f. 201v) 

 

The hand that wrote this rots in a grave 

Only the writing is here.  

 

(81)  χειρ μ(εν) ἡ γράψασ(α) σέπεται τάφω· 

σκιἀ κὰι τέρφα υπ(έ)ρ. τῆς ὦ ἄνθρωπε 

τί συνε περ(ὶ) σε || κύψον || βλέψον 

ἐν τὸ τάφω τ(ὴν) ζὼ(ὴν) σου κὰι θρίνησον:- 

(DBBE 21483, Meteora, Monè Metamorphoseos 84, f. 113v) 

 

The hand that wrote this rots in a grave,  

Shade and ashes cover it, O man.  

Bend over and see what takes you away  

and [look at] your life in the grave and wail18 

 

What we see in these two examples are two instances of decasyllables in entirely different 

contexts and with entirely different content as well. This same thing occurs in our other 

deviating lines. Also note that both epigrams contain hendecasyllables as well. 

These texts are on the verge of being considered prose since they contain so many 

anomalies and deviations. However, because the typical epigrams with the ἡ μὲν χείρ 

formula are metrical, we can assume that these scribes tried to pursue this in their texts as 

 

                                           
18 The translation was made with the useful imput of Marc Lauxtermann.  
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well. Indeed, the fact that they used the ἡ μέν χείρ wording as well as the general idea behind 

the formula, puts these epigrams within a certain tradition, and that tradition is metrical. 

The division into cola is sometimes also helped by punctuation (v. 1 of example 80, v. 2 of 

example 81), and in all verses but one we have a paroxytonic stress pattern. Additionally, 

vv. 2 and 4 of example 81 do have twelve syllables. Therefore, I have considered them to 

be written in some sort of metre, but I am aware that this is in fact verging on rhythmical 

prose instead.  

 

6.3.1 Deviating Colometries 

One of the deviations we see, first of all, is a different colometry in some of the 

decasyllables, as is illustrated in example 81 for instance, where the main caesura in verse 

3 is located at B6. In fact, we only find a colometry of 5 + 5 (which is the expected colometry 

considering the principle of pairing) in two occurrences. This can be seen in example 80 

cited above and in DBBE 17080, in example 82 below.  

 

(82)  ἠ χεὶρ μὲν ἠ γράψασα σύπετε τάφω, 

γραφεὶ δὲ μένη· ||  προς χρώνους πολλοῦς· 

(DBBE 17080, Paris, BnF, gr. 375, f. 193r)   

 

The position of μέν in this example is postponed, as the typical formula uses ἡ μὲν 

χείρ instead. This is similar to the way in which δέ is also sometimes postponed, and we 

have discussed this phenomenon in detail in 5.4.2. However, this is one of the few times we 

see it happening with μέν, which is interesting, considering it does not change anything in 

the metre or stress pattern of the verse in this particular case. We could assume that this 

specific scribe felt the particle ἡ and its noun χείρ to be more of a whole than the other 

scribes and therefore did not want them to be split up by the particle. Another possibility is 

that the ἡ was hardly or not pronounced at all, which is indeed suggested by the omission 

of the article in certain examples (e.g., 80 and 81). Moreover, in the second line of the 

formula, γράφη usually never receives an article, and parallellism would suggest that the 

same would happen in the first verse. Possibly the ἡ in the first verse was only written down 

to make it to twelve syllables, while it was in fact hardly or not pronounced. There is no 

way of really knowing this for sure, but the postponing of the particle as well as the absence 

of the article in several epigrams is striking. The punctuation in verse 2 indicates that the 

medial caesura was intended by the scribe in this particular case.  
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Within the corpus, I found a colometry of 6 + 4 in five instances, as in the following 

example:  

 

(83) ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα σήπετ(αι) τάφω, 

ἡ δὲ γραφὴ μένει ||B6 εἰς αἰῶνας:- 

(DBBE 21503, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana - Vat. gr. 52, f. 212v)  

 

In the second verse we see that the scribe starts by just regurgitating the basic formula in 

the first colon, copying the word order of the first verse (article – particle – noun), but the 

addition of the article ἡ, which is normally not there, renders it a six- instead of a five-

syllable colon. When it is then followed by a four-syllable colon instead of seven, we end 

up with ten syllables instead of twelve. This is verging on the edge of rhythmical prose, but 

since the first verse is a correct dodecasyllable and the formula is usually metrical, I have 

decided to treat it as metre.  

Another example of a colometry of 4 + 6 can be seen in the following:  

 

(84) + ἄναρχε θεὲ· ||B5 τῶ τρησώλβιων βήος· 

σκέπαι φλούρει φύλαττε ||B7 τῶ σοῦ ἡκέτι. 

θεὁδῶρου λέγω ||B5 δὶ καὶ αύτην·  

τηρεὶ αὐτῶ αὐτῶ εἰς χρόνους ἀπεράντους 

ὧ χ(ριστ)ε μου ||B4 σῶ με ||B6 τὸν σῶ εἰκέτην·   5 

τῶν καὶ γράψαν ταύτα·||B6 τὴν δέλτον ταύτην· 

τοὺς δὲ ἀναγινώσκων ταύτα· 

τυρεὶ αὐτοῦς·||B4 ἐν ταίλοὶ αἱὦνων· 

χε̃ρ μὲν εἱ γράψασα· ||B6 σέπεται τάφω 

γραφῆσα δὲ μένει εἰς χρόνους ἀπεράντους·    10 

(DBBE 17859, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1853, f. 124r) 

 

God without beginning, triple blessed life,  

Watch over, guard, and protect your servant,  

I mean righteous (?) Theodoros 

Save him for a time beyond measure 

My Christ, save me, your servant,  

Who has written this book,  

And those that are reading this, 

Protect them in the end of time.  

The hand that wrote this rots in a grave,  

But the writing remains until the end of time.  

 

This is another tricky epigram, somewhere in the grey zone between poetry and prose. Many 

interesting things are happening here, however. To begin with, the known formula only 

occurs at the very end of the epigram, as a sort of wrap up of the text. The formula itself is 

deviating in metre (the first part is eleven syllables, the second part thirteen) and 
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orthography (χε̃ρ instead of χείρ, εἰ instead of ἡ, σέπεται instead of σήπεται, etc.), but we 

will not go much deeper into this, as hendeca- and decatriasyllables will be covered in the 

next section. 

The first two verses of the epigram are perfectly dodecasyllabic, but verse 3 is an 

enneasyllable (with a synizesis in θε̮οδώρου) and from then on we lose the rigidity of the 

metre, with a host of hendeca- and decatriasyllables. Line 8, for instance, is a decasyllable, 

but again with deviating colometry. We could then question whether we are still dealing 

with metre at all here, but the very consistent paroxytonic ending, as well as the use of the 

essentially metrical formula at the end leads me to believe the scales tip in the direction of 

metre again. Additionally, in some cases, the semicola indicate a caesura (as in line 8), so 

at the very least we can say that the scribe intended for it to look like poetry.  

The decatetrasyllables of our case study exhibit a similar colometric deviation. Only 

two of the six instances have a colometry of 7 + 7:  

 

(85) Ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα τήνδε τὴν βίβλον 

σαπήσεται φεῦ καὶ γενήσετ(αι) κόνις· 

τάφω προσεγγίση τὲ· σωματοφθόρω 

ἡμεῖς δὲ ἅπαντ(ες), οἱ τοῦ χ(ριστο)ῦ μερίδος· 

εὔχεσθε πρὸς κ(ύριο)ν ||B7 εὑρεῖν σφαλμάτ(ων ) λύσι(ν)· 

(DBBE 21494, Paris, BnF, gr. 1553, f. 301r) 

 

The hand that wrote this book  

Alas, will rot, and will become dust.  

It will be approached by a grave that destroys the body.  

Let all of us now, those who have a part in Christ,  

Pray to the Lord to find salvation of our sins. 

 

This entire epigram is correctly dodecasyllabic (with a synizesis again at δὲ̮ ἅπαντες), 

except for the last decatetrasyllabic verse. The rest exhibit a colometry of 6 + 8 instead:  

 

(86) Ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα σήπεται τύμβῳ 

ἡ δὲ γραφὴ μένει ||B6 εἰς αἰῶνας ἀπεράντους. 

(DBBE 21535, Venice, Bibl. Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z. 274  (coll. 625), f. 205r) 

 

The hand that wrote this rots in a tomb 

But the writing remains until the end of time.  

 

This particular epigram has one syllable too many in each of the two cola of verse 2, 

resulting in fourteen syllables instead of twelve. In the first colon, this is caused by the 

addition of the article ἡ in analogy with the first verse; however, this is absent in the regular 

variant of the formula. In the second colon, this is caused by the choice for the variant εἰς 

αἰῶνας ἀπεράντους instead of εἰς χρόνους ἀπεράντους.  
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Despite their deviating colometries, however, it is obvious that these decatetrasyllabic 

verses were meant to be metrical in their respective contexts, as they are embedded in an 

otherwise correct metrical text and they generally exhibit a paroxytonic verse end. What 

many of these deviations have in common, however, is that they contain a six-syllable 

colon, which is not amongst the correct possible cola for Byzantine metre. I will go into 

more detail about this in what follows.  

 

6.3.2 Verses with Eleven or Thirteen Syllables 

We now arrive at the majority of the deviations in our ἡ μὲν χείρ epigrams: verses with 

eleven or thirteen syllables (resp. hendecasyllables and decatriasyllables). We might 

wonder whether these verses are really verses at all, or if we are dealing with some sort of 

rhythmical prose instead. As I will discuss in Chapter 7, the text in Byzantine book epigrams 

often starts out in metre but then ‘lapses’ into prose, as we have also seen in example 84. 

So perhaps this is what we are dealing with here? However, the consistent paroxytonic 

ending of the verse as well as its colometry very much suggest that these were meant to be 

metrical (or at least rhythmical).  

Lauxtermann considers texts like these to be simply bad poetry, acknowledging that 

while ‘it is certainly not unusual to find hypermetric or hypometric lines in Byzantine 

poems’, these are all ‘due to scribal sloppiness or authorial incompetence’ (2019: 292). This 

is most likely the case here too, as these are by no means correct or beautiful verses. 

However, that does not mean there is no explanation or mechanism to be found accounting 

for how these lines came into being, or that they can’t teach us something more about verse 

production in general.  

We have a first category of these verses that can be easily explained in the same way 

as we explained the emergence of deca- and decatetrasyllables; that is, through the wrong 

pairing of correct cola. This can be seen in the following epigrams:  

 

(87)a.  ὁτὶ χεῖρ μεν̃ ἠ γράψασα ||B8 σίπεται τάφω·  

γραφῆ δὲ μένοι· εἰς μάκρους φεῦ μοι χρ(όνους)· 

(DBBE 18522, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Barb. gr. 455, f. 145r) 

 

That: the hand that wrote this rots in a grave,  

But the writing remains for many years, alas me.  

 

(87)b. ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράφουσα σήπεται τάφω· 

γραφὴ δὲ μένει ||B5 εἰς αἰῶ(νας) ἀπεράντους 

(DBBE 17714, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 67, f. 256r) 
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The hand that wrote this rots in a grave, 

But the writing remains until the end of time.  

 

(87)c.  Οἱ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα σήπεται τάφω· 

ἡ δὲ βίβλος παῑφῆκεν ||B7 χρονους πλῆστους· 

(DBBE 23991, Athos, Monè Dionusiou 10, f. 518) 

 

The hand that wrote this rots in a grave,  

But the book is for many years.  

 

If we examine these more closely, we can see that the first line of 87.a is thirteen syllables, 

due to the strange addition of ὁτὶ as the first word. What may have happened here? A 

possible explanation is that the scribe wanted to present the epigram as though it were a 

direct quotation, thus leading the opening of the epigram with ὅτι, which essentially 

functions as a colon (:) in this context (Lidell, Scott, et al. 1966: s.v. ὅτι II: ‘ὅτι is freq. 

inserted pleon. in introducing a quotation’). Indeed, in the manuscript itself, the epigram is 

preceded by a semicolon, dividing it from the rest of the text (cf. Appendix II). This 

explanation would imply that the accent on ὁτὶ is wrong, which is not very much of a stretch, 

considering that many accents in our corpus are—at best—dubious. If we consider this 

explanation to be true, we might make an extra assumption: the article ἡ, which is missing 

from the line altogether, has been ‘absorbed’ as it were into the [i] sound of ὅτι. As such, 

the line should have read ‘ὅτι: ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα’, with ὅτι standing ‘outside’ of the 

metre. This would have resulted in a correct dodecasyllable. However, as it is, we see a 

colometry of 8 + 5, which is not a correct dodecasyllable, but which is arguably not very 

wrong either, since both these cola are considered correct metrical cola, but they were 

simply combined in a wrongful way. We see the same thing in the other two epigrams.19 

 In example 87.b we see that the second verse has thirteen syllables instead of twelve. 

The first colon is the correct one, but the second colon has one syllable too many. We could 

imagine that εἰς is in fact an archaic written version of the pronounced ‘ς, which would 

solve this extra syllable easily. Compare this with other versions of this epigram, where the 

εἰς is completely absent:  

 

(88) +ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα, ||B7 σήπετ(αι) τάφω· 

γραφὴ δὲ μαίνει·||B5 αἰῶνας ἀπεράντους:- 

(DBBE 17840, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 918, f. 158r) 

 

 

                                           
19 Also note, by the way, the very clear diaeresis at B8 in the second verse of example 87.a, which facilitates 

a clear break in pronunciation before ‘φεῦ μοι’.  
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The hand that wrote this rots in a grave,  

But the writing remains for uncountable centuries.  

 

The same thing also happens in DBBE 24024 and 21493, for instance. The absence of εἰς 

makes for a correct dodecasyllable, meaning that the addition of εἰς in example 87.b is what 

makes this particular verse deviating. A more modern pronunciation of εἰς could solve this 

issue. 

Another possibility has to do with the fact that the -ας of αἰῶνας was not written out 

fully but was added in the form of a tachygraphic sign (hence the brackets around -ας). As 

such, the written verse has the correct number of syllables, while the spoken one has one 

syllable too many. It is indeed possible that the scribe only counted the written syllables 

and was happy when he came to twelve, not being bothered by the extra syllable when it 

was read out loud. Yet another possibility is to pronounce αἰ̮ῶνας with synizesis. However, 

yet again we are dealing with two correct cola (5 + 8) if we pronounce the epigram out loud, 

so it would not have stood out as much as other deviations. Regardless of whether we 

assume the extra syllable to have been pronounced or not, we can explain the verse as either 

5 + 7 or 5 + 8—both of which were deemed acceptable.  

This touches upon the study by Reuven (1998) I mentioned earlier, which states that 

certain deviations in a metre could be overlooked by the reader or listener, as long as the 

mistake did not go on for too long and it did not deviate too much. I think that we all 

remember certain nursery rhymes and songs that require the very rapid pronunciation of 

some words for them to fit the rhythm—or quite the contrary, the stretching of certain 

vowels so as not to clash with the music. We can assume something similar may have 

happened in certain epigrams. In this particular example, a rapid pronunciation which turns 

εἰς into ‘ς could solve all our problems. As with our nursery rhymes, these verses are quite 

inelegant, but nobody seems to have been too bothered by them either.  

The last example in this triad, example 87.c, exhibits eleven syllables in the last verse. 

The reason for this is the omission of εἰς in the second colon, which usually reads ‘εἰς 

χρόνους πλῆστους’. Purely grammatically speaking, this is still correct and εἰς is not 

necessary per se, but metrically speaking we end up with an incorrect verse. It is possible 

that the scribe has simply forgotten to add εἰς (and the very hasty way in which the epigram 

seems to have been written does corroborate this assumption), but it is also possible that the 

scribe has again wrongfully combined two correct cola: in this case a heptasyllable and a 

tetrasyllable. The tetrasyllable is somewhat dubious as a correct colon, however, since it 

does not occur very frequently. Yet, as I discussed in 5.9, the diaeresis at B4 suggests that 

a colon with four syllables is not completely alien, thus rendering the colometry of example 

87.c more or less acceptable.  
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If we compare this with example 87.b, where it was also εἰς that caused the faulty 

metre, we can see that in this case it was the addition of εἰς rather than the omission. The 

fact is that the second colon of the final verse of the ἡ μὲν χείρ-formula has many different 

possibilities, some of which retain εἰς but others have it removed. There is εἰς χρόνους 

πλῆστους, εἰς πληρεστάτους χρόνους (as in DBBE 19027) or εἰς χρόνους πληρεστάτους 

(DBBE 18908), but conversely there is αἰῶνας ἀπεράντους or χρόνους πλῆστους (DBBE 

23991). It would have been easy for scribes to mix this up, especially when they were more 

concerned about reconstructing the semantic formula than about producing correct metre.  

As such, all three epigrams display cola that are considered to be correct but have been 

combined wrongly, thus leaving us with hypo- or hypermetrical lines. These cases also 

illustrate, however, that some scribes tried to reconstruct the ἡ μὲν χείρ formula from 

memory, but messed up several words, compromising the metre. Thus, they were trying to 

reconstruct the semantics and were less concerned with the metre. This is evident from the 

addition/absence of εἰς or of the article. In any case, it is clear that the resulting sloppy metre 

was not felt to be too problematic by many scribes.   

However, this does not explain all instances of eleven- and thirteen-syllable verses. 

What the rest have in common, is the fact that they contain a six-syllable colon, which is 

not among the accepted or available cola in Byzantine metre. What are we to make of this?  

 

6.3.3 The Six-Syllable Colon 

Usually, the six-syllable colon is simply considered to be a blatant mistake. Lauxtermann 

(2019: 356) states that ‘all other examples of possible C6 are found in poets with very little 

feeling for the isometric structure of the dodecasyllable’. However, the fact that these 

mistakes can often tell us something about the production of metre has been demonstrated 

throughout this entire thesis. Let us therefore consider the epigrams in example 89.  

 

(89)a.  ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα, σήπετε τάφω· 

τὸ δὲ γράμμα μένη ||B6 εἰς χρόνους πληρεστάτους   

(DBBE 21492, Paris, BnF, gr. 770, f. 268r) 

 

The hand that wrote this rots in a grave,  

But the letter remains for many years.  

 

(89)b.  χεὶρ μ(ὲν) ἡ γράψασα, ||B6 σίπεται τάφῳ· 

γραφὴ δὲ πᾶσα μένει, εἰς τοὺς αἰῶν(ας) 

(DBBE 17841, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 920, f. 221v) 
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The hand that wrote this rots in a grave,  

But the entire writing remains for the centuries.  

 

While 89.a exhibits a thirteen-syllable verse and 89.b an eleven-syllable verse, they 

both contain a six-syllable colon, respectively in the first colon of the second verse and in 

the first colon of the first verse. We cannot somehow make these six syllables into five or 

seven to make it fit, and it is also impossible to split the colon of seven syllables into two 

smaller cola of three syllables—which would be more or less acceptable if we kept the 

diaeresis at B3 in mind (5.9)—because there are no word(group) boundaries to facilitate 

this.  

While the omission of the article has previously been the reason for a faulty metre, in 

the case of example 89.a it is in fact the addition of the article that leads to too many 

syllables. Indeed, the ‘prototypical’ version of our epigram starts off the second verse with 

‘γράφη δὲ μένει’, which is exactly five syllables. Our example here has switched out γράφη 

for γράμμα, which has the same number of syllables, but the addition of τὸ has disrupted 

the metre. Again, we can ask ourselves, as in previous examples, whether the scribe was 

concerned with reproducing the word order from the first line, therefore forgetting the 

correct metre. Thus, a parallellism between the first and second line seems to have taken 

over in the minds of certain scribes. We can understand this easily in the context of fluid 

texts, as scribes were reproducing from memory rather than from parchment, so a certain 

echo from the first line can have influenced the second. What is more, this particular 

occurrence is part of a prose colophon, so it might even be possible that our scribe here was 

not aware that he was writing a text that was supposed to be metrical. Again, this would 

mean that he was more concerned with reproducing the semantic content of the epigram 

than the metrical form.  

Example 89.b, yet again, has left out the article, also leading to a fault in the metre. 

The fact that our standard version starts with ‘ἡ μὲν χείρ’, with the particle μὲν in P2, and 

our example here has ‘χεὶρ μέν’, also with the particle in P2 (i.e., following χείρ), does 

suggest that this was not simply forgetfulness on the part of the scribe, as otherwise we 

would have most likely seen ‘μὲν χείρ’ instead. Even though ‘ἡ χεὶρ μέν’ is not wrong in 

terms of word order, and particles are sometimes indeed postponed until what is technically 

P3 after the combination article + noun, the fact that by far the majority of these formulae 

have the particle in P2 and not P3 does seem to suggest that the scribe made a somewhat 

conscious adaptation here. But that means that we are left with a six-syllable colon that 

cannot be explained.  

Additionally, no fewer than twenty-five verses with a six-syllable colon can be found 

in the ἡ μὲν χείρ epigrams. The majority of these exhibit either an addition of an article, as 
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in example 89.a, or an omission of an article, as in example 89.b. However, there are 

examples of six-syllable cola that are not spurred on by any of these alterations, for instance:  

 

(90) ἠ χεὶρ μ(ὲν) η γράψασα καλύπτετε τάφω:· 

Γραφὴ δὲ μένη ||B5 εἰς χρόν(ους) τελειωτάτους:– 

(DBBE 24182, Ankara, Milli Kütüphane gr. 37, Museio tu Kastru 37, f. 2r) 

 

The hand that wrote this is covered by a grave,  

But the writing remains for endless time.  

 

In this particular case, the use of τελε̮ιωτάτους instead of, for example, πληράντους, makes 

the verse unmetrical (even with a synizesis in the -ει-).  

Moreover, there are plenty of other epigrams in our corpus that also do not belong to 

the ἡ μὲν χείρ formula and also exhibit cola of six syllables. For instance:  

 

(91)a. Πνευματικοῖς λόγοις ||B6 ἤρδευσε τ(ὸν) κόσμον 

(DBBE 17139, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana - Vat. gr. 1815, f. 280r) 

 

He irrigates the cosmos with spiritual words 

 

 

(91)b. Σύνπραξον πρακτικῶς ||B6 πρὸς τοὺς λόγους: 

(DBBE 19069, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Urb. gr. 3, f. 3v) 

 

Assist effectively in these words.  

 

Should we blame ignorant scribes for these examples? Most definitely. But should we 

simply discard these as wrong? Maybe not.  

A possible explanation for the existence of these six-syllable cola is the re-

interpretation of smaller cola into larger units. Let me explain by reiterating the principle of 

pairing, which states that the pairing of shorter cola has resulted in the emergence of the 

medieval verse form as we know it. This suggests that, at some point in time, the two shorter 

cola were no longer considered to be two separate units, but became two subparts of a larger 

whole. This is a re-interpretation of the pairing of cola into a larger unit (the verse). 

Subsequently, we can see that from a certain point in time, for some authors the entirety of 

the verse came to prevail over the cola in that verse. This means that they did not pair two 

cola (i.e., a penta- and a heptasyllable), but immediately aimed at composing a 

dodecasyllable, with little to no regard for the constituent cola. This becomes apparent when 

we find no clear caesura in some verses, as in the following epigrams:  
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(92)a.  Τὸ παρὸν τετραευάγγελον, ὑπάρχ(ει) 

ἑμοῦ Γρηγορίου ἱερομονάχου· 

(DBBE 18420, Athos, Monè Xèropotamou 107, f. 553r) 

 

The present Gospels are  

Mine, Gregorios’ the priest and monk.  

 

(92)b.  ἐλενη ἐκ θεοῦ ἐυρεμα ἐδόθη. 

(DBBE 17192, Firenze, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana - Plut. 11, Cod. 9, f. 282r)  

 

Helen was given as an invention from God.  

 

(92)c.  τὴν χειροχορδοβροντόκρουστον κιννύραν. 

τὴν ᾀσματοδοψαλμοσύνθετον βίβλον. 

τὴν θειοκοσμοψυχόσωστον πυξίδα  

προφητοτερπνόφθογγον ἔφρασε στόμα 

καὶ κρατοῦσαν καὶ λαλοῦσαν (καὶ) ψάλλουσάν σε 

(DBBE 24339, Athos, Monè Dionusiou 60, f. 6r) 

 

It showed the kinnor which sounds like thunder when the strings are struck by hand,  

The book which is composed of songs and psalms,  

The codex which saves the divine cosmos and soul,  

The mouth with  sweet prophetic sounds,  

While it was strong and talkative and musical—it showed you.  

 

In epigram 92.a we find a diaeresis at B3 and one at B9 in the first verse. However, because 

of the long word τετραευάγγελον, no caesura is possible. Verse 2, moreover, has the caesura 

at B6, so is a great example of the six-syllable colon. In example 92.b we again find two 

diaereses at B3 and B9, but no real caesura. Example 92.c contains such extremely long 

words that it is effectively impossible to find a caesura or even a diaeresis anywhere. While 

we are almost certainly dealing with a literary trope in order to come to a certain stylistic 

effect, it is striking how the absence of any caesura is perfectly acceptable in the first three 

verses. The last two verses, however, do display caesurae again (B7 in verse 4 and B8 in 

verse 5, which is a decatriasyllable).  

 In all these epigrams, the combination of two cola has been re-interpreted as one, 

more-or-less unbroken verse. How does this relate to the six-syllable colon? We have seen 

that the trissyllable is a somewhat acceptable colon in Byzantine metre, if we take the 

diaeresis into account. Indeed, the separation of the heptasyllable into two smaller 

components (resp. a trissyllable and a tetrasyllable) is a direct consequence of the concept 

of the diaeresis (Chapter 5.10). It is not unthinkable that two trissyllables were on a more-

or-less frequent basis combined into a 6-syllable colon.  

Later, in the same way as the entire verse emerged out of two cola, the six-syllable 

colon was re-interpreted as being one colon and the separation into two trissyllables became 
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forgotten. It would explain why there are not that many occurrences of six-syllable cola, 

since the combination of two trissyllables would have been rather rare and they are generally 

not considered to be ‘correct’, but why at the same time there are still enough of them to 

form a noticeable group. Once again, therefore, we are dealing with something not entirely 

wrong and at the same time not quite correct either. Again, further research might be able 

to shed more light on this matter.  

 

6.4 Summary  

In this chapter I have discussed formulaic and fluid texts, suggesting that certain epigrams 

from my corpus can be considered to fall under both categories. This was then followed up 

by two case studies, the first one of which (ὥσπερξ ξένοι) confirms the idea of metrical cola 

as cognitive units and building blocks of the verse, while the second (ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα) 

focuses on deviating colometries and lines, showing that we can find explanations or 

mechanisms that account for how they came into being through the idea of metrical cola as 

IUs. Indeed, most of the examples studied in both case studies are all made up of correct 

and accepted metrical cola, but they have simply been combined in the wrong way.  

The importance of the ‘principle of pairing’ (Lauxtermann 1999: 51) is hard to 

overestimate in this regard. Indeed, it means that the composition of any verse is a cognitive 

process that strings together cola as cognitive building blocks (~ IUs), thus coming back 

full circle to our theoretical framework. In its most fundamental shape, Byzantine metre is 

based on the pairing of cola. That means that the deviating verses in this case study are not 

the norm, but also not very wrong either. 

Several of these deviations contain a six-syllable colon, which is not among the 

accepted cola for Byzantine metre, but is still recurrent throughout my corpus. I proposed 

the theory that these perhaps came into being through a re-interpretation of smaller units 

into larger units. 

I will now progress to the second set of qualitative observations, i.e. the interplay 

between prose and poetry in my corpus.  
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Chapter 7. 

Rhythmical Prose and Metre   

 

 

Having now introduced the concepts of formulaic and fluid texts, as well as two case studies 

that underline how metrical texts are made up of cognitive building blocks that resemble 

IUs, I will now consider a second set of qualitative finding, which pertains to the concepts 

of prose and metre. The main question at hand here is the vague line dividing poetry and 

prose in many texts of my corpus, and whether it is feasible and even desireable to draw 

such a dividing line.  

First, I will consider rhythmical prose and the connection it has to metre, questioning 

whether we should divide Byzantine texts into either poetry or prose, or whether the division 

is merely a modern one I then refer to the perception-oriented theory of metre, covering the 

role of the reader or listener, and noting that one or two deviations do not hamper a metrical 

perception. I also note the connection with our short-term memory and consider the 

flexibility of Byzantine readers/receivers, arguing that they were, in the first place, 

perceivers of cola. This connects back to the main hypothesis at hand, that is, that Byzantine 

metre is fundamentally a stringing together of cognitive units.  

In the second half of the chapter, I look at rhetorical texts, considering the role of 

Asianism in Byzantine oratory, noting the clear similarities between Asianic prose and 

Byzantine poetry. Here I argue that we must make a distinction between metre and prosody 

on the one hand, and rhythm or harmony on the other. 

All of this sheds more light on the way the texts from my research corpus were 

constructed and, consequently, perceived. It emphasises the fundamental poetic building 

block that is the colon, and highlights how it can also be considered to lay at the foundation 

of prose texts, thus making it into an indispensable part of language production overall.  
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7.1 Metrical Texts Resemble Prose  

 

I have alluded to it on several occasions, and now is finally the time to address the distinc-

tion between poetry and prose, or the lack thereof, in the Byzantine period. Indeed, Bernard 

(2014: 41) mentions that the Byzantines used the term ‘οἱ λόγοι’ for any form of intellectual 

occupation, both passive (the books that are read) and active (the act of writing texts). The 

term also denotes both poetry and prose, without any distinction. In short, the Byzantines 

simply did not have the terminology to distinguish between the two.  

This lack of terminological distinction has led to the assumption that they did not have 

any conceptual distinction either. For instance, Zagklas (2019: 5) states that ‘form is 

essentially what defined a text as a poem for the Byzantines, for there was no difference 

between poetry and verse […] for them poetry was not a superior form of literature placed 

in some ivory tower far above prose’. There was no special use of words or any other distinct 

characteristics for one or the other, only the number of syllables and the colometry really 

demarcated something as poetry. Lauxtermann (2019b: 21) has also written on this as 

follows:  

 

where we tend to draw a sharp dividing line between poetry and prose, the Byzantines saw 

both as logoi. What separates the two is the use of metre. Anything in verse is poetry for the 

Byzantines: it can be bad poetry if it fails to live up to the high demands of fellow logioi, but 

it is poetry nonetheless. The distinction between ‘poetry’ and ‘verse’ (or ‘doggerel’) is a 

romantic notion, and not one shared by the Byzantines; the same goes for the idea that poetry 

is something special, high up on a pedestal of lofty artiness, and so very ‘poetical’. For the 

Byzantines a poem is as good and bad as any other text out there on the literary market. 

 

He also argues that the Byzantine concept of οἱ λόγοι comes much closer to the German 

‘Schrifttum’ or the Greek γραμματεία than to ‘Literatur’ or λογοτεχνία, respectively.  

Valiavitcharska (2013) also agrees that form is the defining characteristic for the 

distinction between poetry or prose and adds that there was a strong synergy between form 

and content for the Byzantines. She also cites the following excerpt from the 9th-century 

grammarian Choeroboscus:
20  

 

ὅθεν πολλάκις ἐν πεζῇ φράσει εὑρίσκονται μέτρα καὶ διὰ τὸν ῥυθμὸν τῆς πεζῆς φράσεως 

λανθάνουσι (καὶ ἔμπαλιν ἐν μέτροις εὑρίσκεται πεζὴ φράσις καὶ οὐ νοεῖται εὐχερῶς), εἰ μὴ 

ἄρα ἡ ἀκοὴ καλῶς ἐπικρίνουσα εὔδηλον καὶ φανερὸν ποιήσει.  

 

                                           
20 Edition: Consbruch (1906).  
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Whence often meters are found in prose, but on account of the rhythm of the prose utterance 

they go unnoticed (and conversely, prose utterances found in metered discourse are not easily 

perceived), unless indeed the sense of hearing, with good discrimination, should perceive it 

distinctly and clearly.21  

 

Indeed, she says that although in prose we find metres, we also find prosaic phrases in 

metrical texts. Thus, Choeroboscus says we have metrical texts that exhibit some prosaic 

characteristics (‘ἐν μέτροις εὑρίσκεται πεζὴ φράσις’). Illustrative of this is a marginal note 

in a 15th-century manuscript of Symeon the New Theologian, mentioned by Lauxtermann 

(2019: 349). The note tells the reader that one should not look in vain for prosodic feet in 

Symeon’s poetry, but rather seek ‘rhythmical harmony, correct syntax and word order as 

befits prose’ (see Hörnandner 1995: 285). In short, metrical texts resemble prose. 

 If we now turn to the research corpus, I have already mentioned that some book 

epigrams seem to balance on a tightrope between poetry and prose. This means that they 

can start off as poetry but trail off to prose, or they seem to exhibit only a vague notion of 

metricality. This can be seen in the following example:  

 

(93) + ἡ βίβλος ἥδε ||B5 τῆς μονῆς ἀκαπνίου.||12 

πόθω πόνω τε ||B5 καὶ συνδρομῆ συντόνω·||12 

θύτου εὐτελ(οῦ)ς ||B5 μαρκιανοῦ τὴν κλῆσιν.||12 

οἰκεί(ας) ἐξόδου τε ||B7 σὺν σπουδῆ πάση.||12 

πέρ(ας) ἔλαβε ||B5 καὶ τέλος ἀπηρτίσθη. ||12    5 

σὺνἀραμένου τῆς σπουδῆς ||B8 καὶ μερικῆς ἐξόδου.||15 

θύτου δανιὴλ ||B5 τιμιωτάτου πάνυ,||12 

καὶ προσετέθη ||B5 τῆ μονῆ ||B8 μέγα τι χρῆμα||13 

ὠφέλεια̮ν πλουτίζουσα ||B7 τοῖς ἐπιοῦσι.||12 

διὸ̮ τοῖς ἐντυγχάνουσιν ||B7 ἀντιβολοῦμεν λίαν·||14   10 

εὐχὴν ἡμῖν χαρίσασθαι ||B8 εὐπρόσδεκτον κ(υρί)ω.||15 

ἴν’ εὕρημεν λύσιν τε ||B7 τῶν ἐσφαλμένων.||12 

καὶ τῆς μερίδ[ος] τύχημεν ||B8 τῶν σωζομένων πάντων.||15 

ὁ δέ γε ||B3 ταύτην συλῆσαι βουληθεὶς || καὶ τῆ μονῆ στερῆσαι. 

βίβλω ζωῆς μηδέποτε γραφῆ μὴδ’ ἐν τοῖς σωζομένοις.   15 

ἀλλά γε σύνδικος φανῆ, ||B8 τοῖς στ(αυ)ρωταῖς κ(υρίο)υ.+||15 

(DBBE 18612, Paris, BnF, Coisl. 73, f. 321v) 

 

This book belongs to the monastery of Akapnios.  

[And it], by the desire and labour, and harmonious collaboration,  

Of a worthless priest Markianos by name, 

Took its end and was completed   

With all effort of his own expense.  

While priest Daniel, the most honourable,  

 

                                           
21 Translation from Valiavitcharska (2013: 32).  
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Took part in the effort and part of the expenses,  

And it was handed over to the monastery – a great wealth –  

Enriching those in possession with help.  

Therefore we very much entreat those come across [this book] 

To grant us a prayer which is welcome to the Lord,  

So that we find salvation from what we have done wrong,  

And that we have part in the fate of all those that are saved.  

But he who wants to steal this book and deprive the monastery,  

May he never be written in the book of life or belong to those that are saved;  

But he will show himself an accomplice with those who crucified the lord.  

 

This epigram starts off in exemplary dodecasyllables for the first five verses. Then we 

abruptly see a decapentasyllable (v. 6) emerging—which is not uncommon, as we have seen 

in Chapter 6—only to return to dodecasyllables. This is followed by a slightly problematic 

decatriasyllable (v. 8), indicating that at this point our scribe had probably lost interest in 

counting his syllables. A dieresis at B8 seems plausible here, as both the grammar and 

semantics allow this, which would make the verse have a colometry of 5 + 3 + 5.  

Moving on, we see that verse 10 is a decatetrasyllable (with a synizesis in δι̮ὸ—as 

suggested by the accent), so now we are definitely entering the territory of deviations, even 

though this is still very much a metrical text. Verses 11 and 13 are yet again decapenta-

syllables, but verse 14 is the first that fails to be a verse at all. We could assume a dieresis 

at B3, after the topicalised constituent ὁ δέ γε (which can be considered to be a ‘Theme’), 

but what follows cannot be fitted into any metrical scheme.22 The same goes for line 15, 

even though, surprisingly (and perhaps coincidentally) line 16 is yet again a 

decapentasyllable. This is a perfect example of the slowly but steadily fading dividing line 

between poetry and rhythmical prose. It seems to be a sort of primordial soup of cola that 

are combined rather randomly, with most more or less resembling a metrical verse, but 

others not fitting in any poetical scheme. Do note, however, that throughout the epigram the 

paroxytonic verse end remains, even when all else fails. Interestingly, something similar to 

the paroxytonon exists in Byzantine rhythmical prose and oratory.  

Many of the examples in our previous case studies could be filed under the category 

of rhythmical prose rather than metre, as I have mentioned. Again, this confusion is due to 

the lack of differentiation between poetry and prose in the Byzantine period. This is 

corroborated by both Hörandner (1995 & 1981: 21–26) and Lauxtermann (1998 & 1999), 

who assume that the roots of isosyllabic metre are to be found in rhythmical prose and 

 

                                           
22 In fact, after the focalised constituent, the line is a correct political verse. However, it seems unlikely that 

the scribe has inserted ὁ δέ γε as a loose constituent, only to then consciously return to a correct metre, 

especially given the next verse is also not correct metre. Instead, it looks like this was a coincidence.  
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oratory. As such, the difference between the two is only time and our perception of them, it 

seems. Valiavitcharska (2013: 76f) moreover notes that Byzantine authors on oratory used 

the same terms for prose as they did for accentual verses, indicating their closeness. She 

also argues that the words εὔρυθμος (‘possessing good rhythm’) and κρότος (‘strike, beat’), 

which refer both to rhetorical prose and isosyllabic metres, are especially conspicuous. In 

this regard, Valiavitcharska also mentions that expectations play a large role in the 

perception of texts as either prose or poetry: without a regular repetition of patterns, a certain 

rhythm or metre can be easily overlooked and perceived as prose instead. Conversely, the 

regular repetition of the metre makes something recognisably metrical, even with deviations 

occurring.  

Similarly, Tsur (1998) has explained how the reader/listener has a built-in cognitive 

mechanism to ‘smooth over’ certain metrical mishaps and anomalies and thus receives a 

very metrical impression, even when the metre is far from perfect. Thus, through the 

memory of the perceiver, who knows what the metre should look like, some metrical 

deviations get overlooked and accepted as correct. Bernard (2018: 25) mentions the same 

thing and suggests that rhythmical performance and the cognitive framework it operates in 

help measure regularities and absorb irregularities of the metre. This is called the 

‘perception-oriented theory of metre’ and will be discussed in the next section.  

 

7.1.1 The Perception-Oriented Theory of Metre 

The perception-oriented theory of metre is, then, an interesting theoretical addition to the 

discussion at hand. Indeed, metre can only be explained by linguistic evolutions to a certain 

extent. Tsur (1998: 9) explains that this is because ‘poetic rhythm is not merely a linguistic, 

but also an aesthetic phenomenon’. As such, verses that are considered ‘unmetrical’ by 

purely metrical or linguistic standards, may not be conceived in this way from the 

perceiver’s standpoint. If this is true, how do we differentiate between a metrical and an 

unmetrical line—is it possible, or even desirable?  

Tsur stresses that metrical deviations are an instrinsic part of the metre itself and are 

in fact essential for the aesthetics of the text. According to Tsur, whether or not something 

is metrical depends on the hearer or reader and whether they can make the deviations sound 

metrical in their head. This explains why the DBBE team encountered difficulties when 

categorising certain texts as book epigrams: following Tsur’s reasoning, it should not really 

be up to them to decide whether a text is metrical or not (and thus a book epigram) as this 

depends on each individual visitor to the database. However, including every single 
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paratext, whether prosaic or metrical, is obviously not a feasible thing to do, so the decisions 

were made based on the DBBE team’s personal impressions—as is inevitable.  

 In order to understand metrical deviations, we must first go back to the basics. What 

is metre in its most fundamental sense? Poetical rhythm is based on the regular repetition 

of different clusters. The two keywords here are ‘repetition’ and ‘different’. Without 

repetition, something is not recognisable as metre, but without difference in the clusters 

(e.g., cola), rhythm would become deadly monotonous.  

Metre is at its core a combination of two types of units that can have some kind of 

interaction. One unit is the verse, the whole, and the other is the metrical foot, colon, or any 

other type of smaller subsection. Indeed, as has become abundantly clear throughout this 

dissertation, there is constant play between the number of syllables in a verse on the one 

hand, and the cola out of which they are made up on the other.  

Most theoretical approaches to metre try to find rules to distinguish metrical from 

unmetrical lines, but according to Tsur, this is not only impossible but even undesirable. 

Indeed, it is exactly the reconciliation of clashing sounds and patterns that create the 

aesthetics of poetry. That is why more recent theories have emerged that make a distinction 

between tension-creating deviations (that are in fact aesthetically pleasing) and chaos-

creating deviations (that are not aesthetic and to be avoided). The difference between the 

two is personal and depends on the listener of the text.  

 

Rhythmical Performance 

Much of the reconciliation of clashing metrical patterns happens in the rhythmical 

performance of a text. Wellek and Warren (1956) pinpoint three metrical dimensions for 

qualitative metres: 1) linguistic stress pattern, 2) metrical pattern, and 3) performance. 

When 1) and 2) conflict with one another, and thus render the line technically unmetrical, 

they are often reconciled in 3)—that is, by the listener making the line conform in their head 

during the performance. In fact, not only the structure of the verse is a criterion for the 

acceptability of the metre, but also the rhythmical competence of the reader or listener, and 

their willingness to read a certain verse as metre. The reader/listener, in this case, perceives 

the deviant verse with the regular verse structure as a kind overlay. 

Tsur defines rhythmical performance as the vocal conditions in which both the 

metrical pattern and the linguistic stress pattern are simultaneously available for the 

perceiver (1998: 30). He thus assumes that poetic rhythm is essentially an auditory 

phenomenon, albeit also affected by syntax and semantics (1998: 15). This corroborates 

Lauxtermann’s claim mentioned in 1.1.3 on the background to Byzantine metre: ‘rhythm 
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does not exist on paper. It comes to life only when it is heard’ (2003: 56). This means that 

the perceiver must use their own knowledge of metre to keep a sort of ‘echo’ in the back of 

their head of the correct metrical shape, even though the acoustic performance is deviant. 

For this, the perceiver needs to first recognise the conflict, and second, have the rhythmical 

competence to find a solution. If and when the perceiver succeeds, the text receives an extra 

layer of tension, thus adding to the complexity of the text instead of downgrading it.  

However, this is possible only for a brief moment, and only for a small number of 

cola. I refer back to the case studies in Chapter 6, where generally a deca- or decatetra-

syllable was the odd line out in an otherwise-metrical poem. This can be understood better 

now, against the backdrop of the perception-oriented theory of metre, since more deviation 

would have obliterated the metre, whereas only one—maximum two—irregular verse does 

not seem to have hampered a metrical perception.  

Similarly, it is also more exceptional when a deviation occurs in the very first verse 

(though it does happen). According to Tsur, this is because, ‘if possible, the mind will tend 

to perpetuate an initial pattern’ (1998: 57). Thus, whenever a metrical pattern has been 

correctly initiated in the first (few) verse(s), it is easier to perpetuate this pattern across later 

irregularities and deviations. He also mentions, as an example, that in the first 165 lines of 

Milton’s Paradise Lost there are only two strictly regular lines. It is the rhythmical residue 

of these lines that has a regularising function in our memory (Tsur 1998: 58). While this is 

of course a somewhat extreme example, it is to a certain extent applicable to our corpus.  

 

Cognitive Capacity and Short-Term Memory 

This short-lived echo of any given metrical rhythm can and must be connected to our short-

term memory (Miller 1970). This memory works in an auditory manner but is very limited 

and can only hold a maximum of four words at a time (Chafe 1994: 65).23 After this, if it is 

not transferred to the long-term memory, it is lost to us. According to Tsur, that is the reason 

why the longest stretches of verses that can be considered as one rhythmical whole are ten 

syllables long. Fry describes the mental process as follows:  

 

Just as the speaker, in generating his message, is working on a number of different levels at 

the same time, so the listener in reconstructing it has to work on the same levels and, like the 

speaker, he works on them all at the same time. This means that, as the message is coming in, 

the listener is forming the morpheme string, reconstructing the word sequence and thus 

building up the sentence. (Fry, 1970: 49) 

 

                                           
23 Chafe moreover remarks that this is only an average number, which is very dependent on the type of 

language. For example, in polysynthetic languages like Inuit, where a word contains much more information 

than in, for example, English or Greek, this number will be closer to one (see Janse 2012: 16). 
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Thus, anything longer challenges the limits of our cognitive capacity and causes us to lose 

track of the metrical pattern before it is even completed.  

This bears comparison with the dodecasyllable and the political verse, where the 

longest possible cola are respectively seven and eight syllables long, as well as with the 

hexameter, where the latest possible caesura (4a–4c always corresponds with an early 

caesura) implies that there is a maximum of ten syllables in one colon. Lauxtermann (2019: 

367) also mentions that of the Byzantine cola with seven or eight syllables, by far the most 

contain two words, sometimes one word, but more often three. This ties in beautifully with 

the upper limit of four words for our auditory memory. 

All of this is very similar to the limited cognitive capacity that leads to the use of IUs 

in spoken language, as we have seen. In 2.1, I noted that only short chunks of information 

could be processed at the same time, which leads to the fact that spoken language is 

necessarily pronounced in spurts; that is, IUs. The perception-oriented theory of metre is 

founded on the very same principle, but instead of semantic information we are dealing with 

metrical information.  

Of course, in poetic texts, form (metre) and content (semantics) converge in many 

ways, and therefore the parsing of both semantic and metrical information into smaller units 

most often coincides in our texts, meaning that the resulting textual chunks have both a 

formal and a semantic dimension. (Tsur calls this parsing the ‘Gestalt theory’: the percep-

tion of rhythm through the grouping of words and sounds in clusters).24 This is relevant in 

light of my main hypothesis, as we have proven that the chunks in Byzantine metre 

encompass not only a formal and semantic aspect, but also a cognitive one. This is of course 

the reason why the division of isosyllabic metres into smaller cola is such an important 

feature in Byzantine poetry. Indeed, a verse of more than ten syllables would be very hard 

to process for the perceiver, who benefits greatly from a subdivision into smaller units.  

All of this means that a verse must be finished in time, before its beginning starts to 

fade from the mind, which in turn means that fifteen syllables is about the absolute 

maximum length for a verse (provided that the verse has a clear pause, as more than ten 

syllables at once is more than our cognition can handle). Tsur (1998: 73) explains this in 

relation to modern languages as follows: 

  

The span of immediate memory has been established, experimentally as five monosyllabic 

English words (or fifteen phonemes). […] This may also be one of the reasons that the most 

 

                                           
24 Interestingly, Tsur mentions that with this parsing of information, the last chunk of a verse is usually more 

‘downbeat’ than the rest, thus signalling the end of the verse. This is of course very similar to the Byzantine 

accentual cursus that I have mentioned a few times already.  
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frequent poetic lines in English are decasyllabic (iambic pentameter) and the longest verse 

line normally used in English, French and several other modern languages, is dodecasyllabic, 

with an obligatory caesura after the sixth syllable. 

 

It also means that, whenever there is a deviation from the metre, it must be confirmed again 

as soon as possible, or else all impression of metre is lost.  

Tsur also mentions that, in English medieval poetry, the place where the highest 

percentage of regularity occurs is the very last position in the verse. This suggests that 

authors were wanting to reconfirm the metre one last time before ending the verse, thus 

leaving the reader/listener with a clear impression of the metrical rhythm. The second place 

where the most regularity occurs is the fourth position in the verse, which—in English 

medieval poetry—is immediately preceding the caesura. Yet again, this serves to remind 

the perceiver of the metre right before a break or pause.  

All of this is especially meaningful for our epigrams in dodecasyllables, but especially 

political verses. Indeed, in the political verse there is only a regulation of the stress pattern 

in exactly these positions: preceding the caesura (proparoxytonon or oxytonon) and at the 

very end (paroxytonon). It is now clear that this serves a purpose: to call back into memory 

and corroborate the metre immediately preceding a break or pause.  

 

Flexible and Rigid Perceivers 

Returning to the perception-oriented theory of metre, the main emphasis is placed on the 

reader/listener and how they perceive a certain text. The perception of the text thus becomes 

more important than whether the author had intended the text to be metrical. In this way, 

much depends on the personality and flexibility of the perceiver. Certain perceivers are 

more tolerant of metrical insecurity and deviations than others; for instance, a more flexible 

personality can cope with so-called ‘delayed closure’, where the confirmation of the metre 

is postponed and the metrical insecurity is prolonged, while a more rigid personality needs 

more immediate closure and will more readily consider a text to be unmetrical.  

Following this logic, a metrical pattern should in fact be treated as a ‘perceptual 

hypothesis’ (Tsur 1998: 62). As such, when a reader starts reading or a listener begins 

listening, they have a hypothesis in mind of what the metre of the given text will be. This is 

based on the expectations that are raised by the content and the genre. A rigid perceiver will 

suppose that there is a monopoly of just one hypothesis and will try to fit the text into this 

particular metre in advance.  

If we apply this to the DBBE database, we know that around 80% of book epigrams 

are written in dodecasyllables. Our hypothesis would therefore be that any given book 

epigram is likely to be dodecasyllabic and we would begin our reading from this presup-

position, trying to detect a dodecasyllable in the text. However, this often leads to a faulty 
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labelling of metres, according to Tsur, as one will more easily fit things into the said metrical 

pattern. Put simply, we would see dodecasyllables where there are none.  

A more flexible reader of the DBBE, on the other hand, would perhaps assume that 

the text is most likely going to be dodecasyllabic, but would at the same time keep in mind 

that this is merely one possibility, thus remaining open to a change of mind as their reading 

progresses. Thus, although they start off thinking that the text will be dodecasyllables, upon 

seeing that it is in fact a kind of metrical rhythm that comes closer to political verses, this 

reader can easily shift their perspective.  

We can also tie this in with how deca- and decatetrasyllables might have been per-

ceived. Indeed, readers or listeners most likely had some expectations concerning the length 

of the cola in a dodecasyllabic poem. We have seen that the caesura at B5 is more prevalent 

than the one at B7, so an earlier caesura might have been more expected. That said, there 

most definitely was an expectation concerning the second and final colon of a verse. Indeed, 

when the first colon was five syllables long, the perceiver then expected the second colon 

to be seven syllables—and vice versa. However, in our deca- and decatetrasyllables, this 

expectation is disturbed, as there is yet another pentasyllable after the initial pentasyllable 

(resulting in a decasyllable), or another heptasyllable after the initial one (resulting in a 

decatetrasyllable), and only more ‘flexible perceivers’ would have kept their impression of 

a metre after this.  

 Having now established the various aspect of the perception-oriented theory of metre, 

it remains to establish its applicability to my Byzantine corpus of book epigrams. While in 

my opinion it is a useful analytical tool, I do not wish to apply it without first presenting 

some caveats. My first caveat is that Tsur works with metres that are entirely stress-

regulated, which means that his deviations are in fact places where the word accent and the 

metrical accent do not line up. This is, of course, quite different from adding extra syllables 

to a verse and mucking up the isosyllabic metre that way. While the idea that all metricality 

resides in the perceiver of a text may have some benefits for the texts that Tsur researches, 

I believe it is only one part of the picture in my corpus. Indeed, many texts clearly exhibit 

one metre or another, without even one single mistake or deviation, which to me is a clear 

indicator that these texts’ authors also play a very important role in the production of metre 

and therefore steer the perception of their poetry. We, as modern readers, must bear in mind 

that the composers of these Byzantine texts did have certain intentions, which is where the 

perception theory has its limits.  

A second caveat relates to the issue of rhythmical prose and the grey area between 

poetry and prose I mentioned in 7.1. This lack of differentiation between poetry and prose 

is quite clearly a Byzantine tendency and must not be overlooked or discarded. It is 

definitely true that some mistakes or deviations do not render a text unmetrical per se, as 
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we have discussed in the previous chapters, but it is also true that not all deviations can be 

considered metrical—which is what this theory seems to imply. Example 93, which I cited 

earlier, does seem to lapse into metrical prose in some places; there is not really any 

‘smoothing over’ that can cover this up. And this is okay, because it is precisely this grey 

area of rhythmical prose that makes the text very much Byzantine.  

Despite these caveats, the theory is a valuable tool to employ in order to gain a better 

picture of our corpus because it gives a sturdy framework for the deviations that do occur 

and it teaches us that, even though something is technically speaking not correct, it could to 

a certain extent be smoothed over by the reader. The expectation of the reader plays a huge 

role in this, as well as their mental capability and willingness to overlook certain deviations. 

In many ways, it seems that the Byzantine reader/listener was a more flexible perceiver than 

we, modern perceivers, are. This suggests that the Byzantine perceiver of poetry was in the 

first place a perceiver of cola, and many of our metrical deviations are only deviations when 

we instead focus on the verse as a whole and expect exactly twelve syllables in each and 

every verse. Chatman sums this up well:  

 

Perhaps the difficulty lies in attempting to devise an abstract principle that will take only 

individual lines and determine whether or not they are metrical; maybe the problem should be 

approached differently, say by statistics. But if an entire poem, a sonnet, for example, somehow 

establishes the sense in the reader that its meter is iambic pentameter, then there doesn’t seem 

to be any particular reason to call any particular line unmetrical if it happens not to fall within 

the explanatory power of a set of rules. What Wimsatt had aptly called the assimilative power 

of the meter could presumably assimilate even five trochees into the framework of an iambic 

poem [...]. Certain lines can be very weak without being completely unmetrical; of course, a 

heavy concentration of such lines might change the meter. (Chatman, 1971: 217). 

 

In summary, the idea of limited cognitive capacity and short-term memory is very 

relevant in light of our main hypothesis, as was mentioned. Tsur calls this ‘mental economy’ 

(1998: 82). The fact that poetry is by definition at least partly auditory implies the 

involvement of our short-term memory, which is severely limited. The Gestallt theory 

moreover adds that the perception of metre happens in clusters, which one could call cola 

or IUs. This further corroborates the main hypothesis and helps us to better understand the 

deviations mentioned in the previous chapter.  
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7.2 Rhetorical Texts Resemble Poetry 

 

Returning to the main question at hand (can and should we draw a line between poetry and 

prose?), we have seen that metrical texts may have some prosaic characteristics in them. 

The opposite is also true, however, because we find that especially rhetorical texts may 

resemble poetry (ἐν πεζῇ φράσει εὑρίσκονται μέτρα). I refer to Bakker (1997: 123ff), who, 

when talking about so-called ‘special speech’ (i.e., poetic language), mentions that rhythm 

is not something that is superimposed on language from the outside; rather, it is internal and 

can be ‘strengthened, regularized and standardized to the point at which we can speak of 

meter’ (1997: 130). As such, certain rhythmical texts are only a small step away from 

effectively being written in metre.  

Indeed, Valiavitcharska (2013) considers rhetorical rhythm to be the meeting point 

between poetry and prose25 and in this light mentions the so-called ‘Byzantine accentual 

cursus’ in Byzantine rhetoric as one of the concrete crossroads between the two. The 

accentual cursus is a rhythmical closing of a sentence or clause in oratory; however, there 

is some debate as to what exactly this looks like. Bouvy (1886) assumed that prose became 

‘rhythmical’ when a sentence ended in a dactyl (/xx), for instance with the word ἄνθρωπος, 

but Meyer (1891) mentions that the rhythmical ending is a paenultimate accent, rather than 

a dactyl (/x). Krumbacher (18972) refuted the strict term ‘law’ that was applied to this 

phenomenon, and assumed that it was more of an unconscious tendency, which followed 

naturally from the fact that the Greek language has many words that end in a paroxytonon 

(see Hörandner  1981: 19–46; Valiavitcharska 2013: 13). Maas (1902), on the other hand, 

claimed that the cursus revolves around an even number of syllables between the last two 

accents in a clause, with an uneven number being avoided.  

Despite these variant views, something important is clearly happening when it comes 

to rhythm at the end of a clause in rhetorical texts. This is of course very similar to the 

paroxytonic accent at the end of the poetic verse in Byzantine isosyllabic metres. In this 

context, I also refer again to the fact that most regularities in metre occurred immediately 

preceding the verse end (see Tsur 1998), indicating that the end of the line is a very 

important anchoring place in poetry.  

Often homilies are mentioned in regard to rhythmical prose, as they—similar to 

poetry—often contain paired cola and rely heavily on ‘responsion’; that is, the echoing of 

 

                                           
25 Additionally, I reiterate in this context that the term ‘colon’ was first used by rhetoricians to indicate the 

units in their texts.  
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verse patterns throughout the text, without being altogether metrical. While homilies are a 

great example of this, we find similar patterns in other Byzantine prose genres as well. M. 

Jeffreys (2019: 76) mentions that ‘even distinctions between prose and poetry collapse, 

since many prose cola differ from poetry only in showing less pressure towards isosyllaby’ 

and E. Jeffreys (2019: 96) and notes that the construction of metrical cola ‘was important 

because this was also a fundamental element in the composition of high-level prose, which 

demanded euphonic rhythmic patterns and cadences at sentence ends. These indicated to 

the reader, and more importantly the listener, the shaping of sense sequences.’ In many 

ways, then, it all comes down to the rhythmical style that a lot of Byzantine oratory or high-

level prose had. This style can be traced back all the way to Late Antiquity and Asianism.  

 

7.2.1 Asianism 

To understand why Byzantine oratory came to be so rhythmical, we must go back to Late 

Antiquity, to a style that is mostly known because of its opposition to Atticism. The Asianic 

style flourished during the Second Sophistic, but seems to have remained present in more 

latent forms, only to emerge again in Byzantine homilies and oratory. Indeed, Wilamowitz-

Moellendorff (1900: 7–14) already pointed out an unbroken tradition ranging from Gorgias 

(5th–4th century B.C.) all the way to Gregory of Corinth and Michael Choniates (13th century 

A.D.) (see Valiavitcharska 2013: 58).  

The Asianic style was not fluent, like the Attic style was, but rather abrupt, in that the 

texts were subdivided into short prosodic units with a certain rhythm that was repeated 

indefinitely. This made the text sound more rapid than fluid, which Lauxtermann (1998) 

has called γοργότης in the context of accentual poetry. On the similarities between Asianic 

prose and Byzantine poetry, Valiavitcharska has observed that ‘the poetic line virtually 

breaks up into two independent clauses, with stress regulation at the end’, which thus has 

an effect that ‘is not unlike that of the parallelistic and antithetical prose of the Asianic 

orators’, because in both, ‘the sentences are made up of short fragments, and the clauses are 

no longer subordinated, but coordinated’ (2013: 77). 

 We have most of our information about the Hellenistic Asianism from the opposing 

side: Atticist writers. In fact, Atticism as a stylistic movement partly originated out of 

defiance against Asianism. It comes as no surprise, then, that they did not have much good 

to say about their Asianic colleagues. Valiavitcharska (2013: 58) has noted the Atticists’ 

complaints about their rivals formed a long list, including but not limited to allegations that 

‘it was boastful and empty; redundant and puerile in its balance and antithesis; it employed 
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highfalutin language and effeminate rhythms; it chopped the discourse into small fragments 

and short rhythms; [and] it used the same rhythms again and again.’ 

Indeed, this chopping of their texts into smaller fragments and the subsequent 

repeating of rhythms made their texts sound musical. It is a style very much associated with 

the east (especially Asia Minor, hence ‘Asianism’) and frivolity. Dionysius of Halicarnassus 

called Asianic rhetoric the ‘new’ rhetoric, which he accused of a ‘theatrical shamelessness’ 

(ἀναίδεια θεατρική) and compared to a ‘senseless harlot’ (ἑταίρα δέ τις ἄφρων).26 

Our main source about Asianism, however, is Cicero’s Orator. He blames the 

Asianists for repeating the same rhythms over and over again, thus making their texts sound 

almost like a song. Indeed, they are ‘slaves to the rhythm’, he says,27 and the biggest concern 

he seems to have with this is that this extensive use of rhythms makes their texts sound too 

much like poetry. This is of course a very interesting statement in the context of this 

dissertation. Indeed, Asianic authors had a tendency to repeat accentual patterns throughout 

their text and in subsequent sentences, having a certain ‘responsion’ or echo as a result. 

 A beloved ending of the clause in the Asianic style, for instance, was the double 

trochee, making the text sound very sing-songy. To make matters even more poetical, the 

word ends in these trochaic clause endings would often coincide with the end of the trochaic 

foot. While Atticists also often aimed at rhythmical prose, the consistent repetition of this 

same pattern was a bit too much for their taste. Additionally, this is very similar to the 

Byzantine accentual cursus of later times (mentioned earlier), which most likely has its roots 

in this Asianic feature.  

Another characteristic of the Asianic style is the finishing of one thought within one 

segment, which worked particularly well to underline antitheses. Valiavitcharska mentions 

this as ‘word clusters’ that are bound within a single rhythmical ‘foot’ (2013: 61–62). This 

is of course something that Asianism very obviously shares with Byzantine metre and where 

the connection between the two becomes most apparent. These short, self-contained 

clausules carry all the rhythm in Asianic texts and lend themselves perfectly to a simplifying 

of the content. An example is this excerpt of the Hellenistic orator Hegesias, which was 

meant to be read very abruptly (see Valiavitcharska 2013: 58–59):28  

 

                                           
26 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Περὶ τῶν ἀρχαίων ῥητόρων (ed. Radermacher & Usener 1899).  
27 Cicero, Orator 231: ‘The orator who avoids these faults, who does not transpose words so that it seems to 

be done intentionally, who does not stuff in words as though to fill up the cracks, who does not cut up and 

weaken his sentence in his pursuit of short rhythms, who does not use the same form of rhythm without 

variation, will avoid nearly all faults’ (edition and translation: Hendrickson 1962, italics are my own). Also 

see Cicero, Orator 212–214.   
28 The text is transmitted in Strabo 9.1.16 (ed. Meineke 1877).  
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ὁρῶ τὴν ἀκρόπολιν || καὶ τὸ περιττῆς τριαίνης ἐκεῖθι σημεῖον, || ὁρῶ τὴν Ἐλευσῖνα || καὶ τῶν 

ἱερῶν γέγονα μύστης. || ἐκεῖνο Λεωκόριον, || τοῦτο Θησεῖον. || οὐ δύναμαι δηλῶσαι καθ’ ἓν 

ἕκαστον.  

 

I see the acropolis and the sign of the enormous trident there. I see the 

Eleusis and have become an initiate of its sacred mysteries. There is the 

Leocorium, here is the Theseium. I cannot point them out one by one.29 

 

We can see from this text that this style is characterised by short, self-contained 

clauses, and a certain balance of phrase. Or as Valiavitcharska observes, ‘compared to the 

flowing periodic discourse of the classical orators, this style appears abrupt and dislocated, 

relying perhaps on too many ellipses’ (2013: 59). This is what is called the ‘commatic style’ 

or writing ‘κατὰ κώλα καὶ κόμματα’. The text consists of a series of self-contained clauses, 

which can easily be cut up into smaller meaningful parts, which must have sounded very 

different from the flowing phrases of Atticist orators. No waiting for the verb until the end 

of the page here.  

Indeed, these short, self-contained phrases were the subject of criticism as well, for 

instance by Theon, who claims that the Asianic style is both defined by metre as well as by 

rhythm (μάλιστα δὲ τὴν ἔμμετρον καὶ ἔνρυθμον λέξιν, ed. Spengel 19662 ii: 71). This again 

underlines that Asianism is where the distinction between poetry, which was governed by 

metre, and prose, where rhythm was the fundamental element, becomes blurry.  

However, even Cicero had to admit that some Asianic characteristics are not that 

terrible, since he said that they compensate for all of their vices with a certain ease and 

fluency (‘vel facultate, vel copia’, Orat. 231) or swiftness (‘celeritas’, Brut. 51).30 The 

shorter chopped clauses that I already mentioned were also praised for striking the hearer 

effectively (Orat. 226). Indeed, Valiavitcharska mentions that Cicero was a student of 

Apollonius Molon, who preferred a style that sought the middle ground between Atticism 

and Asianism, so it was in fact not all bad (Valiavitcharska 2013: 60). 

 Valiavitcharska (2013) notes that the characteristics heavily criticised by Cicero must 

have been very well received by the more common people (see Dewing 1910).  

 

The ultimate judge of declamation was the audience, for whom the Gorgianic [i.e., Asianic] 

style, with its short and balanced clauses, clear rhythms, and readily noticeable figures of 

speech, was much easier to follow upon first hearing than the syntactically convoluted, long, 

and flowing periods of the Attic orators, which were more suitable for leisurely reading. 

(Valiavitcharska 2013: 59)  

 

                                           
29 Translation from Valiavitcharska (2013: 58). 
30 The latter of course reminds us of γοργότης, the ‘velocity’ that is attributed to Byzantine isosyllabic metres 

by Lauxtermann (1998).  
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Indeed, writing in short, linked phrases resembles oral language to some degree (cf. IUs), 

and facilitates the use of antitheses and parallelisms to underline certain ideas or to simplify 

more complex material. It is certainly true that antithesis and parallelism abound in Asianic 

texts—techniques that were happily adopted by later theological writers, as this fits in nicely 

with their material. As Valiavitcharska has noted, ‘the bold of balance and antithesis became 

a convenient tool for expressing the paradoxes and complexities of Byzantine theology’ 

(2013: 59-60). 

It is most likely through these theological texts that the Asianic style was passed on 

until it resurfaced in the Byzantine period. What is most interesting in this context, is that 

in these early theological texts the sentence segments were often paired in twos or threes, 

which leads us back to the principle of pairing in Byzantine metre, threefolders, and from 

there to the metrical deviations in our case studies that were mentioned in the previous 

chapters. Yet again the similarities between Asianic prose and Byzantine poetry become 

very clear.  

7.2.2 From Asianism to Byzantinism 

As has been mentioned, the characteristics of Asianism were preserved well into the 

Byzantine period. Indeed, even though the grammarian Quintilian gives the impression that 

Asianism had died out by the first century A.D., it had always remained very much alive, 

as is attested in Byzantine rhetorical and liturgical texts (Valiavitcharska 2013). Not only 

had the style survived for so long, but it even seems to have become more or less 

commonplace to produce texts in this style—in contrast to Late Antiquity, where Asianism 

was more of an exception. Most likely, this has something to do with the popularity of the 

Asianic style with the lower classes and its subsequent introduction in liturgical texts.  

I am mostly looking at Byzantine rhetorical and liturgical texts that adopt these 

Asianic characteristics from the start of the early Byzantine period onwards. In turn, it is 

these texts that influenced the style of the isosyllabic metres when they emerged. Indeed, as 

we have seen, both Hörandner (1995 & 1981) and Lauxtermann (1999 & 1998) assume that 

the isosyllabic metres have their foundation in rhythmical prose and early Byzantine 

oratory.  

Moreover, Zagklas (2017) mentions that it is not at all uncommon in the later 

Byzantine period to mix prose with poetry, corroborating all of these assumptions. This is 

called ‘prosimetrum’ (see Pabst 1994; Dronke 1994; Ziolkoski 1997; Bartonkova 1976) and 

exists in Latin medieval texts as well. As some exemplary texts, Zagklas cites 

Macrembolites’s Hysmene and Hysmenias and Prodromos’s Amarantos and Bion Prasis, 
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although he also claims this prosimetrum often happens in letters as well (e.g., John Tzetzes, 

Letters 1, 9 and 106). As such we see a clear line going from Late Antique Asianism to 

early Byzantine theological texts, which in turn influenced isosyllabic metrical texts. 

Prosimetrical texts then again strengthen this connection between poetry and what is 

essentially a style for prose texts.  

 

7.3 Conclusion: The Same, Yet Different 

 

In all these ways, Byzantine poetry resembles prose and the other way around. The dividing 

line between the two is very thin and easily gets blurry, as is also illustrated in various 

epigrams in my corpus. However, this thin dividing line does not mean that there is no 

difference at all. Zagklas (2017) concurs and says that all of this does not mean that the 

Byzantines were incapable of noticing the difference between the two, as there was an 

audible as well as a visual distinction.  

Indeed, Bernard (2014) states in this regard that metre was seen as something that 

adds extra beauty or sophistication to a text, with the word μετρόν really indicating ‘metre’ 

as opposed to ῥυθμός, ‘rhythm’, which could be applied to both prose and poetry. He 

mentions a letter of Michael Psellos (addressed to John Mauropous, Letter 18231), where 

Psellos says that he speaks as charmingly as possible about his master; that is, in metrical 

figures. As such, metre really does make a text sound different. However, this same Psellos 

also says the following: ‘τὴν γέ τοι ἁρμονίαν μὴ ἐν μέλεσι μόνον ἡγοῦ, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν ἔπεσι 

καὶ λόγῳ πεζῷ’ (Letter 189, p. 481.29-30). We must therefore make a distinction between 

metre and prosody on the one hand, and rhythm or harmony on the other. Indeed, rhythm is 

where prose and poetry meet, but poetry takes this rhythm to a higher level and perfects it 

by fitting it into a scheme. That is why poetry can be referred to as ‘bound speech’ while 

prose is ‘loose speech’. Hinterberger (2019: 41) explains the difference, noting that ‘the 

poetic language is dense and tight, its meaning is compressed, and for this reason a line of 

verse has more ‘specific weight’ than a line in prose’. Valiavitcharska (2013) also agrees 

that rhythm is the common ground for poetry and prose, because since it has to do with the 

 

                                           
31 Ed. Sathas (1876).  
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accent and the subsequent cadence of the words, it can be applied to both. She argues that 

‘the Byzantines understood the difference between prose and poetry […] as a difference in 

rhythm, not simply a difference between regularly repeated and less regular/mixed prosodic 

sequences’ (2013: 18). 

Poetry and prose also only seem to blur in some texts. There are plenty of epigrams 

in the DBBE that are without a shadow of a doubt poetical, that are carefully wrought pieces 

of art. Here the confusion is non-existent. It therefore makes the most sense, in my opinion, 

to see Byzantine poetry and prose as two opposite ends of a continuum. Some texts are 

firmly situated on one end or the other, but some texts must be situated in the grey area 

somewhere between. Some texts might even migrate along this continuum, starting off 

firmly on the poetical side, but ending up somewhere in the muddy realm between. 

Lauxtermann underscores this when he says that ‘in the Byzantine world, however, prose 

and poetry dance to the same tune and respond to the same rhythmical rules.’ Rhythm really 

is the common denominator for both poetry and prose, and it is fundamental if we want to 

grasp the production of Byzantine texts. Even if some epigrams exhibit many mistakes on 

all levels, what unites them is that they all strive for some sort of rhythm. Bernard (2018: 

38) sums it up quite well: ‘Let us then perhaps listen and read aloud instead of counting, 

and if we count, let us pay attention to style and aesthetics instead of rules and laws.’ Let 

us therefore appreciate these texts for what they are, that is, rhythmical constructions, rather 

than fixating on the exact numbers of syllables.  
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Conclusion 

 

 

 

Ὡς ἡδὺ νηπίοισι μητρώας πέλει 

θηλῆς γαλακτόβλυστον ἕλκειν εὖ ῥύσιν· 

ξένοις βλέπειν γονεῦσι πατρίδα 

οὕτω γε τοῖς γράφουσιν ὕστατος στίχοις 

(DBBE 23439, Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Barb. gr. 166, f. 239r) 

 

Just like it is pleasant for infants to nurse at the mother’s breast 

And drink the stream of well-flowing milk, 

And like it is for strangers to look upon their fatherland with their parents, 

So is the last verse also pleasant for those who are writing. 

 

 

 

In this dissertation, Byzantine metre was taken out of the margins and studied more 

closely within my corpus of book epigrams. In Chapters 1, 2, 3, and 4, I introduced the 

necessary background theory, including the theory concerning book epigrams, Byzantine 

book culture, Byzantine metre, IUs, DMs and particles, the colon and its link with IUs, word 

order, topic and focus, and OCPs.  

In the second half of my thesis, I was able to focus on the research corpus, thereby 

testing the hypothesis that metrical cola function as IUs and offering a number of research 

insights. The main findings were discussed in Chapters 5, 6, and 7. Chapter 5 focused on 

the signposts of information structure that were tagged in my own subdatabase, while 

Chapters 6 and 7 elaborated on certain case studies and the concepts of prose and poetry in 

Byzantine book epigrams.  
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The first thing that I have tagged in my corpus, and thus the first point that was 

discussed under the quantitative conclusions (Chapter 5), were the caesurae. Indeed, these 

are fundamental in identifying the cola and thus the building-blocks of each verse. In my 

conclusions, we saw that the regular caesurae in both dodecasyllables and political verses 

(i.e., caesurae at C5, C7, and C8) were not always feasible or desirable. An additional 

problem in determining the caesura were the verses that were not exactly twelve (or fifteen) 

syllables, and where the caesura is consequently positioned in an irregular place. For all 

these reasons, the tagging of the caesurae was an important aspect of my research. From 

this research of the caesurae in my corpus, the results showed that in the dodecasyllable, a 

caesura at C5 is more popular than at C7, but other possibilities at C3, C4, C8, and C9 were 

also present (with a slight preference for C8, perhaps in analogy with political verses).1 The 

search for caesurae was necessarily aided and guided by the additional tagging in my 

corpus, as these gave more insight into other signposts of information structure that could 

help us in pinpointing the location of the caesura. 

The second feature to be tagged was the syntax of my corpus. Syntax often reflects 

the way the scribe wanted to package and convey his information, and how he conceived of 

certain relationships between words, because of the correspondence between syntax and 

semantics. Additionally, oral IUs usually coincide with a single clause (Chafe 1994: 65, 

1980: 40; Johnstone 20082: 68). The unsurprising result from my tagging, therefore, was 

that the start of a clause almost always coincides with the start of the verse or the caesura. 

More often, though, we find it coincides with the start of the verse, because it implies a 

stronger pause than the caesura (see Lauxtermann 2019: 353).  

The next feature that I tagged and discussed were the apostrophes and appositions, 

or so-called ‘syntactically non-integrated constituents’ (Scheppers 2011: 14). Because 

parenthetical expressions are usually an IU on their own, the question was whether this was 

also the case metrical cola. I found that this is indeed true for the majority of the cases, but 

that particularly apostrophes are very often part of a colon instead. In these cases, the 

apostrophes usually concur with a breathing pause on a least one side. When the apostrophe 

is ‘fronted’, this breathing pause precedes the vocative (i.e., the start of the verse), and when 

the apostrophe is ‘delayed’ this breathing pause usually follows the parenthetical. The 

shortness of the apostrophes in question can explain why they do not fill the entire colon. 

In those cases where there is no caesura in the neighbourhood of the apostrophe, this might 

be explained if we take the presence of a diaeresis into account.  

 

                                           
1 Later, the concept of diaereses was introduced, and it became clear that some of these should be 

defined as diaereses instead of caesurae.  
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Next, DMs or particles were studied, since they are considered to be ‘IU boundary 

markers’ (Soltic 2015: 62). That means we find them either in P2 of the colon, or in another 

position near the caesura or verse end, indicative of the boundary that these imply. In my 

corpus, even though I did find the expected decline in both frequency and variety of the 

particles present, I found that about 85% of particles could be found in P2 position of the 

colon. In order to have a complete view of the facts, however, it was important to investigate 

where the other 15% of cases were positioned. For that reason, the chapters about τε καί 

and δέ were added here, since these particles behaved especially strangely in my texts. What 

I found was that whenever τε καί occurred juxtaposed, they were often separated by the 

caesura, and that τε generally occurred frequently immediately preceding a caesura or verse 

end. The particle is still a signpost of the caesura, but instead of the previous caesura (when 

it is in P2), it now marks the following caesura instead. To be clear, both instances can still 

be found in my corpus: both τε in P2 position, and τε indicating the following caesura.  

An investigation of the particle δέ led to the conclusion that it has changed in function 

within the period covered by the corpus, since it has become almost interchangeable with 

τε in some places. Indeed, it was not only just being used on a discourse level, as was the 

case in antique times, but was now functioning more as a nominal coordinator, or was being 

used to link subordinate clauses, on a smaller level. In any case, its semantic meaning seems 

to have been bleached to the point where it becomes so void of meaning that a mix-up with 

τε could easily occur. In contrast, the particle γάρ proved to be very loyal to the ancient P2 

position. In every instance where it was not situated in the second position, there was usually 

some explanation—be it prosodic or pragmatic reasons.  

The four functions of Byzantine particles were also discussed: stylistic, metrical, 

rhythmical, and pragmatic. All these functions are present to a certain extent in our corpus, 

but the rhythmical one has become more and more prominent, as especially δέ and τε seem 

to act as ‘enhancers’ of the caesura, introducing it and making it stand out more. As such, 

they structure the metre and steer the pronunciation of the verse. In this guise, we could 

compare them with so-called ‘filled pauses’ (Swerts 1998: 485–496).  

The next feature that was tagged were enjambments. The findings concerning 

enjambments are slightly more nuanced, since we saw that enjambments across the caesura 

(‘internal enjambments’) are much more accepted than enjambments across the verse end. 

This can again be tied in with the heavier pause that verse end entails than the caesura. As 

such, I did still find a decent number of enjambments, but very few of them cross the verse 

end. Furthermore, the relationship between a genitive and its verb/noun seems to allow 

enjambments more freely than other congruencies in the syntactic sentence. This suggests 

a weaker relationship in these cases. Additionally, whenever enjambments do occur, they 

tend to have stylistic reasons and often relay focus onto certain words. In summary, I found 
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that the unmarked word order does not have enjambments, but when we do find one, it 

catches our attention and usually means there is more to the verse than we see at first sight.  

The final tagged feature was the OCP placement. Here I found a typically medieval 

situation, where postverbal placement is the norm, but preverbal placement is triggered by 

either subordinating conjunctions, or focalised constituents (amongst which there are 

preferential words). My corpus thus corroborates the so-called focus hypothesis (Mackridge 

1993, Soltic 2013b). Most OCPs are adjacent to the verb and thus part of the verb phrase. 

This is a heralding of the Modern Greek situation, even if we do not yet find proclisis. 

Conversely, there is still a large portion removed from the verb, which indicates that we are 

in fact not yet dealing with the Modern Greek situation, and whenever they are separated, 

the OCP generally travels to P2 position, which is the ancient placement. This is possibly 

an expression of register since our epigrams do belong to the higher end of the Byzantine 

linguistic register—that is, Hinterberger’s ‘literary Koine’ (2014). The fact that the more 

vernacular political verses have a larger proportion of OCPs within the verb phrase seems 

to confirm this.  

An additional signpost of information structure in our corpus is the punctuation. 

Punctuation marks were added to the text in order to help the reader and/or listener to 

interpret the text more easily, and as such, they are essential indicators of the information 

flow and how it was intended to be understood by the scribe. Even though punctuation 

marks are much more common at verse end than they are verse-internally, they do occur 

often enough to corroborate other signposts of information flow and give us some indication 

as to the position of the caesura. Another visual feature that sometimes occurs in epigrams 

is the addition of extra empty space where a caesura must go. This is not quite as common, 

but when it does occur, it can be of help.  

Another central feature in discovering the information structure in my corpus was the 

word order that was described in 4.1 (including narrow focus, ‘Themes’, ‘Settings’ and 

‘Tails’, etc.). This was not part of the tagging of my corpus, however, since this must be 

discovered through the close reading of each epigram, but was still essential in discovering 

the position of the caesura in certain cases. When all of the tagged signposts are combined 

and connected with the general word order, we usually come up with a very clear picture of 

information structure, where the caesura must be located, and what the subsequent cola look 

like. Indeed, by looking at these quantitative features throughout a relatively large corpus, 

I have collected a number of verifiable linguistic characteristics that can be applied to texts 

to gain insight into the production of poetry on a more cognitive level and a profound 

understanding of the information flow therein.  

In the second section of Chapter 5, these signposts were applied to another concept of 

Byzantine metre: diaereses. The indicators of information flow that were investigated for 
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the caesura, sometimes seem to point to other, smaller and weaker pauses in the verse as 

well. The addition of the diaeresis essentially divides the verse into three cola and results in 

a threefold division, which has been well established for Ancient, Modern, and Vernacular 

Medieval Greek. The possible locations for a diaeresis seem to be D3, D4, D8, or D9.  

Apart from reframing the study of word order in Byzantine poetry, the research of 

information flow in our epigrams implies that we need to re-evaluate some of these 

anomalies as well, since it can give us more insight into the mechanisms of producing poetry 

and many mistakes can be explained this way. This is mostly what Chapter 6 focused on.  

In Chapter 6 I considered the concepts of formulae and fluid texts, and argued that 

we can apply these terms to some of our epigrams. Indeed, several popular book epigrams 

are reused and varied by scribes time and again. They function as a sort of blueprint for 

scribes, without any one text being the ‘original’ or ‘correct’ one. Especially dodecasyllabic 

and scribe-related epigrams (so-called colophons) are very likely to be adapted to the needs 

of the person writing them down, and to travel from manuscript to manuscript. The way 

they travelled and were reproduced reminds us very much of formulae in Ancient and 

Medieval epics, such as the Homeric epics or Digenis Akritis. Some of our epigrams thus 

seem to be formulae in the true sense, placing themselves within a certain tradition and 

aiding in text production, in the same way as epic formulae do.  

The main point of contention here was the oral-formulaic theory (Lord 1986), which 

suggests that formulae only occur in oral texts, thus excluding our written book epigrams 

from the equation. However, the idea that oral and written texts are to be understood as two 

neatly separated textual forms is outdated. Both Bäuml (1984) and Sifakis (1997) assume 

that certain texts fall in between these two categories, and I have added some of our 

colophon book epigrams to this class of texts.  

This is where the concept of ‘fluid texts’ came in; these are texts that are reproduced 

from memory and behave as though they are transmitted orally, while remaining 

fundamentally written (Thomas 2003; Van Nuffelens 2012). They are then adapted to the 

needs and context of the moment, with each ‘performance’ having its own value. The fact 

that medieval texts were always read out loud is a very important factor in this regard. 

Furthermore, the many variations in our case studies can only be explained if we consider 

these texts to have been produced from memory rather than copied from parchment.  

With all of this in mind, I looked at two case studies that behave very much like 

formulae: the ὥσπερ ξένοι χαίρουσιν and the ἡ μὲν χεὶρ ἡ γράψασα epigrams. The ὡσπερ 

ξένοι formula exhibits many metrical anomalies, but the same ones keep recurring, thus 

suggesting more of an underlying pattern. The irregularities we see coming back are: 

decasyllables (5+5 colometry), decatetrasyllables (7+7 colometry), and decapentasyllables 

or political verse (8+7 colometry). These are all made up of correct and accepted metrical 
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cola, but they have simply been combined in the wrong way. The importance of the 

‘principle of pairing’ (Lauxtermann 1999: 51) is hard to overestimate in this regard. Indeed, 

it means that the composition of any verse is a cognitive process that strings together cola 

as cognitive building blocks (~ IUs), thus coming back full circle to our main hypothesis. 

In its most fundamental shape, Byzantine metre is based on the pairing of cola. That means 

that the deviating verses in this case study are not the norm, but also not very wrong either.  

In the ἡ μὲν χείρ formula I found even more metrical anomalies that cannot be 

entirely explained by the principle of pairing. Many of the cases I looked at here were 

situated somewhere in the grey zone between prose and poetry. An example are the many 

verses with eleven or thirteen syllables instead of twelve. Most of these deviations contain 

a six-syllable colon, which is not among the accepted cola for Byzantine metre, but is still 

recurrent throughout my corpus. I proposed the theory that these perhaps came into being 

through a re-interpretation of smaller units into larger units. Just like the entirety of the verse 

came to prevail over the cola of that verse for certain authors, the six-syllable colon might 

have arisen from an original pairing of two trisyllables. This was then re-interpreted as one 

whole: a six-syllable colon. However, this remains at the level of hypothesis, as we would 

need more research and further investigation before concluding that it is indeed true. In any 

case, the fact remains that six-syllable cola are a phenomenon in our corpus.  

The final chapter dealt with the lack of differentiation between Byzantine metre and 

rhythmical prose. It is striking that the Byzantines themselves did not have the terminology 

to distinguish between prose and poetry, and it is generally agreed that only form (the 

number of syllables) demarcated something as poetry, rather than content. On the one hand, 

I found that metrical texts resemble prose. It is especially meaningful, in this context, that 

Hörandner (1995 & 1981) and Lauxtermann (1998 & 1999) assume that the roots of 

isosyllabic metre are to be found in rhythmical prose and oratory.  

The expectation of the perceiver plays a big role in this regard, which I investigated 

in an excursus about the ‘perception oriented theory of metre’. An important concept here 

was the cognitive capacity of the perceiver, and our short-term memory (‘mental economy’ 

see Tsur 1998: 82). This again led us back full circle to our main hypothesis and the idea of 

metrical cola as IUs, since IUs are also primarily based on our short-term memory (Miller 

1956; Chafe 1980). Indeed, while the ‘perception oriented theory of metre’ has its pitfalls 

and problems, it is an interesting point of view to study our texts and especially the 

deviations therein, placing much faith in the receiver of these texts, who had the ability to 

make them metrical, even when they strictly speaking were not.  

On the other side of the story, Byzantine rhetorical texts seemed to resemble poetry 

(see for instance the Byzantine accentual cursus, Valiavitcharska 2013). This is where the 

Asianic style comes into play. Indeed, Late Antique Asianism employed many ‘poetic’ 
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characteristics, but the most conspicuous was the frequent repetition of prosodic units and 

the finishing of one thought within each of these units. This style later found its way into 

Byzantine oratory and liturgical texts, due to its popularity with the lower classes of the 

population. From there on, it went on to influence the style of the isosyllabic metres.  

The common denominator of both poetry and prose is rhythm. Rhythm is an essential 

part of Byzantine text production, and it is where poetry and prose meet. Poetry simply 

takes this rhythm to a higher level and perfects it by submitting it to a strict pattern. For our 

corpus, it makes the most sense to consider a continuum going from poetry to rhythmical 

prose, but with many epigrams to be situated somewhere in the grey area between the two.  

In summary, the production of Byzantine poetry as well as prose has the colon as its 

fundamental building block. They function within my written corpus in a way that is similar 

to the way IUs make up oral language, which means that they have a cognitive aspect to 

them. This understanding, as well as the identification of said cola in my research corpus 

by means of several signposts, has proven essential in the perception and appreciation of 

said texts. It has also shown that metrical deviations and anomalies must not be simply 

overlooked, but their study can give us a look behind the scenes of poetry production.  

The study of Byzantine metre is for a large part limited to quantitative research of a 

poetic corpus, because of the lack of contemporary information written by Byzantines 

themselves (see 1.1.4). This is therefore what I have done in this dissertation, focusing on 

the dodecasyllable and partly on the political verse. The study has highlighted the colometry 

of said verse types and their rhythmical composition overall, rather than their origins or 

their successors. I have also shown how more ‘common’ scribes without any extensive 

education were producing some of my texts, which lead to many of the deviations in my 

examples, which in turn demonstrated the production process of these metres. The 

understanding of Byzantine poetic production is fundamental for its appreciation, which I 

hope to have contributed to.  

 

The subjects of Byzantine metre, on the one hand, and of Byzantine book epigrams, on the 

other, hold much potential for further research. For instance, there are the concepts of the 

six-syllable colon, as well as the smaller trisyllables and tetrasyllables that need more 

extensive study. These seem to be a possibility in some of my epigrams, so it would be 

interesting to see this applied to other texts beyond book epigrams. The idea of the 

hexameter as an ‘isosyllabic’ metre, first launched by Lauxtermann (2019: 301), could use 

some more substantial backing as well. Additionally, there is a great number of 

orthographical or morphological mistakes in our corpus that could provide some interesting 

insights into the evolution of the language at the time.  



 

252 

It would also be interesting to see the concept of ‘mental economy’ (Tsur 1998: 82), 

which is similar to the ‘cognitive contraints’ on information flow that are the basis of the 

concept of IUs (Chafe 1987), applied to Byzantine oratory and then compared to Byzantine 

metre. Because I wanted to focus on book epigrams, the actual rhetoric texts have remained 

unstudied in this dissertation, but it would be interesting to study these in more detail. The 

use of formulae on a much smaller scale (such as half-verses or even just word 

combinations) would also be an interesting subject to study, and in fact, this is about to 

become the subject of a new PhD dissertation in the context of the DBBE.  

It is clear that these small texts hold much information that is yet to be uncovered. I 

hope to have indicated several possible avenues for further investigation and to have taken 

them out of their figurative margins. They do deserve our attention as possible windows 

into the scribes’ minds since they give us a glimpse of the mechanics of poetry production 

by more ‘common’ people without any extensive education.  
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Appendix 

Appendix I  
Close up of folio 301r from Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, gr. 594. 
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Appendix II  
Close up of folio 145r from Vatican, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, Barb. gr. 455. 

 

 


