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The “Wild Beast from the West™’:

Immediate Literary Reactions in Byzantium

to the Second Crusade

Elizabeth Jeftreys and Michael Jeftreys

The purposes of this study are two: the first and more important is to draw attention to
two scrappily published and largely ignored Byzantine poems on the Second Crusade.’
They were written for eyewitnesses of events, with a little hard information caught up
in a web of allusive references that require interpretation, typical products of the prop-
aganda machine of Manuel I Komnenos. But the rhetoric is worth analysis, for there
is evidence that both poems were written and very likely given some kind of public per-
formance within days, certainly within weeks, of the passage of the Crusade. They
may thus be taken as examples of immediate Byzantine reactions to the Crusaders. The
less significant purpose is to examine the operation of some of the rhetorical structures
of the poems, which, it seems to us, give an unusual degree of insight into the way
a twelfth-century rhetorician might use his skills to show his audience how to react to
contemporary events.

The poems concerned are nos. 20 and 24 in the huge series of poems attributed to
“Manganeios Prodromos,” a conventional name invented by modern scholarship to
avoid the difficulties of the word anonymous.? This study assumes that Manganeios Pro-

' E. Miller, Recueil des historiens des croisades: Historiens grecs, vol. 2 (Paris, 1881) (hereafter Miller, Recueil), ed-
ited only extracts useful for his purposes, some very short, marking poem 20 as from fols. 30r-33r of the manu-
script, poem 24 from fols. 35r—37r. Miller wrongly includes in poem 20 the 122 lines of poem 19, which is in a
different meter and on another subject. Thus the line numbers he provides for substantial extracts from poem
20 should be reduced by 122 (his numbers are marked here with the prefix Mi). This error is not found in his
transcription of Manganeios in Paris, BN suppl. gr. 1219. The extracts he publishes from the two poems are:
Recueil, pp. 220-25 (poem 20.17-20 [no Mi line numbers|, 56—266 [Mi 178-388]); Recueil, pp. 228-29 (poem
20.287-307 [Mi 409-29]); Recueil, p. 757 (poem 20.329-39 [Mi 451-61]); Recueil, p. 188 (poem 20.355-58
[no Mi line numbers]); Recueil, pp. 757-58 (poem 20.414-22 [Mi 536—44], 479-87 [Mi 601-9], 582-90 [Mi
702-10]); Recueil, pp. 758-59 (poem 24.1-2, 38-39, 8893, 142-63, 189-90, 212-13, 240-66).

2 On Manganeios Prodromos, see S. Papadimitriou, “’O IIp6dpopog 100 Mopkiovod kddikog X1 22, Viz-
Viem 10 (1903): 123-32; W. Hérandner, “Marginalien zum ‘Manganeios’ Prodromos,” JOB 24 (1975): 95—
106; A. Kazhdan and S. Franklin, Studies on Byzantine Literature of the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries (Berkeley,
1985), 87-93; R.. Beaton, “The Rhetoric of Poverty: The Lives and Opinions of Theodore Prodromos,”
BMGS 11 (1987): 1-28; P. Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos, 1143—1180 (Cambridge, 1993), esp.
494-500. Quotations from Manganeios Prodromos not taken from Miller, Recueil, are from our forthcoming
edition of the corpus. To help elucidate the allusions, without which a modern reader cannot follow the poet’s
meaning and intentions, we plan to provide in the edition an additional apparatus of “Keywords” on the page
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dromos was a different person from the most prominent court litt¢rateur of the period,
Theodore Prodromos.?> The name Manganeios acknowledges this poet’s ultimately suc-
cessful campaign for admission to the hospice of the Mangana complex. Some of his
poems were explicitly written for particular patrons, and many others suggest a frame-
work of patronage. He wrote a great deal for the Sevastokratorissa Eirene, Manuel Kom-
nenos’ sister-in-law, but his talents were also available to other patrons, particularly in
the imperial administration.* Indeed, poem 20 and especially poem 24, as we shall see,
were probably imperial commissions.

Both poems are textually straightforward. Like the bulk of the corpus they are pre-
served in one manuscript only, Marcianus graecus XI 22, a thirteenth-century compen-
dium of twelfth-century court rhetoric, perhaps part of a Nicaean attempt to preserve
or revive Komnenian court practices.

Poem 20 deals with the progress of Conrad III’s German crusading army through
Thrace in the autumn of 1147. It opens at the top of fol. 30r, in the middle of a speech:
the beginning of the poem has been lost as the result of physical damage to the manu-
script. Since the order of folios has also been disturbed, it is impossible even to guess
how many lines might have disappeared. However, with 642 lines, poem 20 is already
one of the longest in the corpus; it is unlikely that it was originally much longer. The
meter is the Byzantine twelve-syllable, less common in Manganeios’ work than its other
major meter, the fifteen-syllable. We have a subjective impression that Manganeios is
less comfortable with the twelve-syllable than with the fifteen-syllable, since the syntax
in the former is often strained and the meaning rather muddy. It is also worth mentioning
that Manganeios in his surviving corpus repeats far more twelve-syllable lines than
fifteen-syllables, as if he is determined to make maximum use of them once they have
been forged.’

The lines run continuously, with no formal divisions into stanzas. Analysis by content,
however, suggests that it falls into five sections of unequal length:

Lines 1-266: Conrad has reached Philippopolis. The poem narrates clashes around
the city (88 ff') and at Adrianople (109 ft'), culminating in a long description of a

below the text, giving references to a “Keyword glossary” at the back of the projected volume. Some of the
glossary entries are used experimentally in this study. The poem numbers given here (and in the new edition)
are those of E. Mioni, Bibliothecae Divi Marci Venetiae codicum graecorum manuscriptorum catalogus, vol. 3 (Rome,
1970), 116-25.

3 Most evidence for the distinction to be made between the two poets was set out by Papadimitriou, “ITpo-
dpopog,” 123-32, which our edition will repeat with a few additions. Doubts over Papadimitriou’s conclusions
are expressed by Kazhdan and Franklin, Studies, 87-93. The centerpiece of their argument is a new interpreta-
tion of Manganeios, poem 37, which Papadimitriou and others (including ourselves) take as a reference to The-
odore as a dead colleague—preventing at a stroke any attribution of the corpus to him. However, Kazhdan and
Franklin’s reinterpretation of the poem was successfully attacked by R.. Beaton, “Rhetoric,” 17-23. Beaton also
goes on to equate the two Prodromos poets, but his own reinterpretation of poem 37 is no more convincing
than that which he had demolished. The issue will not be examined further here. Internal evidence shows that
the two poems under discussion were written in Constantinople in 1147; beyond that, for present purposes
their authorship is immaterial. However, it is worth pointing out that the deconstruction undertaken here of
the rhetorical structures that underpin the poems shows poor authorial control, which is characteristic of the
Mangana corpus but looser than may be observed in most of the works securely attributed to Theodore.

* Magdalino, Manuel, 510.

5> Many lines of poem 20, for example, recur in poem 108, and there is overlap between poems 67 and 69.
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flash flood in the camp at Choirobacchoi (131 ft), where many Germans were
swept away in a torrent of mud.

Lines 267-286: A transition passage on the forging of the speech by the metaphor
of hammering, providing an opportunity to turn attention to tongs as a metaphor
for the Virgin, praising her for her miraculous intervention and demonstration
of her concern for the imperial city.

Lines 287-346: Conrad’s arrival in Constantinople and camping in the suburb of
Pikridion, followed by further skirmishes with the Byzantines and his crossing
of the Bosphoros to Damalis.

Lines 347—-473: An encomium of Emperor Manuel, in the persona of the poet.
Lines 474—642: A tfurther encomium of Manuel, this time put into the mouth of
the City of Constantinople.

Poem 24 is much shorter (284 lines), though the difference in length is partly compen-
sated by the fact that it is in fifteen-syllable verse. It is divided into stanzas varying from
four to fifteen lines each—a feature that elsewhere in Manganeios’ work suggests a fairly
formal level of performance before a public audience. Each stanza is marked in the
manuscript by a capital letter at the beginning of its first line. The title suggests that the
poem is addressed to the emperor as from the City of Constantinople,® as a reaction to
the crusading armies. It may be summarized as follows (note that the stanzaic division
imposes greater fragmentation of sense):

Lines 1-22: The City addresses Manuel, congratulating him because the wild
beasts, the Crusaders, have fled, terrified by her new teeth and revitalized appear-
ance.

Lines 23-50: Manuel has dressed the City like a bride with burgeoning flowers.
Lines 51-70: Manuel’s good sense has seen oft the enemy.

Lines 71-85: The City has been well paid for the cost of bringing him up.

Lines 86—105: He has shown the kings from Old Rome the vigor of New Rome.
Lines 106—141: Manuel has proved unshakable in the face of attack.

Lines 142—149: The crusading armies are depicted begging helplessly for food at the
monastery of St. Mamas and on the opposite Asiatic shore of the lower Bosphoros.
Lines 160—-194: Manuel is the City’s savior, greater than Constantine or Alexander.
Lines 195—228: An eclipse marked the eclipse of the kings; New Rome, invigorated
by Manuel, is superior to Old Rome; Manuel has been aided by the Virgin.

Lines 229-284: Manuel shines brilliantly, surpassing his father and grandfather.

Similar events are narrated by Kinnamos and Choniates.” The three accounts show
considerable, though not complete, unanimity. Manganeios adds a few details and adopts
a far more hostile point of view toward the Crusaders than the other two. Both Manga-
neios’ poems show a publicity agenda likely to appeal to employers (or potential employ-

° The content of the poem supports the title (not always the case in this corpus): ‘A0 Thg TOLE®G £1G TOV
ovtokpatopo Ote kKatéhafov ot piiyeg 6 ‘Alapaviag kol 6 Ppayyiag.

7 Ioannis Cinnami Epitome rerum ab loanne et Alexio Comnenis gestarum, ed. A. Meineke (Bonn, 1836), 73—80;
Nicetae Choniatae Historia, ed. J. L. van Dieten (Berlin—-New York, 1975), 63—65. One suspects that the imperial
equivalent of press releases for the period were available to all three writers.
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ers) in the imperial administration. But whatever spin he was putting on events, we
should remember that he was writing as an eyewitness for an audience of eyewitnesses.
When he states, for example, that Manuel replaced the City’s teeth under the threat of
attack from the Crusaders and that her walls blossomed unseasonably in September,® in
spite of the vagueness of expression, we should assume some repair of the walls in 1147
and a spectacular display of fabrics to impress the Westerners. Such details command a
high degree of credibility. It is the contemporaneity of his accounts that distinguishes
Manganeios. In this connection, it is striking that the focus is on Conrad and the German
army while the French forces and Louis VII are barely alluded to. The reason may per-
haps be because the latter were more amenable, or maybe the events of their passage
gave less scope for dramatic representation.

When were these two poems written? A reply to this question may use only internal
evidence, prefaced by an indication of Manganeios’ practice elsewhere. The preparation
of a preliminary edition of the text of all 148 poems of the corpus has led us to the belief
that he usually wrote very fast under the pressure of events, and that poems containing
historical narrative may usually be dated shortly after the last event mentioned. The last
activity noted in poem 20 is the Germans’ crossing to Damalis (near the modern Uskii-
dar),” and indeed the whole poem is a thanksgiving for the safe removal of this menace
from the City’s territory. A poet who shows obvious glee at every sign of the discomfiture
of the Germans in Europe could not have ignored the far greater disasters that met them
in Asia, had the poem been written late enough to include them. In poem 24 there is a
reference to the city’s reaction to the Germans’ arrival in September and to a recent
eclipse, perhaps dated to the end of October." It would thus seem likely that both poems
were written (and probably performed) around this date, as the Crusaders set out into

524.8-13 Teodvtag tovg 086vTag pov pabdvto 1o Onplo
ABov @ dv Bnpevomot Kol Kotoddymot pe:
0N g Xprotog 'Eupavounk 6 Mavounh 6 véog
TANpGdovTov avESEIEE Kal VEOV LE TV Ypalay,
Kol TPEUEL TOV 08OVTMVY OV TOG VEAPOG EKPVOELS,
Kol pevyel ONp 10 Bfpopo, Kav VAaKTEL kol ¢UCEL.

24.38-44 "EERvOnoay 10 telyn pwov kobdnep ol KolAGdec.
"EE€otnoay ol PAEmovteg ‘Alopavol kol Opdykot-
fvBouv mg kpivov 10 Aevkdyv, 10 kKKIVOV oG PGSOV,
WG KPOKOV 10 XpLGOYPOLOV, TO TPAGLVOV WG YAONV,
v ovpaviypovy 8¢ Badnv wg dvBog Lakiveov,
g 1oV 10 Aeydpuevov 10 KaToEE0G YPDUOL
Kol TAvieg kotemAdynoov T mapadoéw 0£q.
Cf. Miller, Recueil, 758.
220.333-34: Miller, Recueil, 757 [Mi 455-56].

1024 .47-48 "Eyad & np&aunv avaliv ano tod Xenteuppiov,
Kol kotd 10 ¢fvonwpov xhodlm kol vealo.
24.195-99 Méyag aomp €£ ovpavod detvonabncog Tpimv

10 0®G aLT0D GUVESTELIAEV £TL TOAROLG TOLG DPOLS,
kol v Nuépav £detéev éonépav Topadotme,
Kol TOV (0oTpev TdV prydv ekelvov g £onEpag
v €klelyy eunvuoey ekdelyog ev Nuépa.
V. Grumel, La chronologie (Paris, 1958), 466, lists a solar eclipse for 26 October 1147.
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Asia Minor, and certainly before Conrad was rescued at Ephesos and brought back to
Constantinople, where he celebrated Christmas.!

The question of performance is often an insoluble problem in connection with
twelfth-century court poetry. Presumably these two texts were to be performed at some
gathering or gatherings in Constantinople to celebrate the departure of the Crusaders,
since poem 20 uses £vOAde, “here,” in a way that can only mean the City.!> Manganeios
could normally not guarantee his work getting a hearing, though in the case of poem 20
he is optimistic, for the speech refers to its own performance." It is hard, however, to
deduce from either poem any details of the occasion.

It is time to look at the two texts more closely, following both the agendas announced
at the beginning of this study. We shall examine attitudes shown toward their main char-
acters, Manuel, the City of Constantinople, and the Virgin on one hand, and Conrad
and the crusading army on the other, trying to gauge Manganeios’ reactions to the pres-
sure of events and the feelings he expected in his audience, insofar as we are able to
discern them. At the same time we shall seek to evaluate the poet’s rhetorical techniques
and the frameworks in which he presents the events and personalities of 1147. Since the
poems have been published only in scraps, there will inevitably be many quotations in
the footnotes to support our analysis. To reduce their number, we shall refer to E. Miller’s
publication where we can, despite its faults, and we shall not quote words that seem to
us purely conventional (for example, praise applicable to any emperor). The chief con-
clusion of the second head of the inquiry will point to Manganeios’ use of the small-
scale rhetorical reaction at the expense of any overall ideological framework for the
poem, leading to inconsistencies at various levels. Evidence for this will be either quoted
in full or fully explained with a reference to Miller.

Both poems are dominated by the figure of the emperor. The beginning of Manuel’s
reign four years earlier had been a moment of great political tension. His father and two
of his three older brothers had died in a brief space of time. Isaac—the remaining
brother—and others had dreamed of forestalling him on the throne. It is plain that Man-
uel’s claims needed all possible public exposure and support, and much contemporary
work of court poets and rhetoricians may be read as a concerted attempt to achieve this.
The huge output of such material at the beginning of the reign has been well analyzed
by P. Magdalino, who shows that attempts were made to convert the emperor’s youth
into a glamorous asset.'* But by the autumn of 1147, Manuel, now aged twenty-nine,
had begun to gain experience; he had waged a not unsuccessful campaign against the
Seljuk Masud in Ikonion and had been married for more than a year. The rhetoric bol-

"' Wibald of Stavelot, Epistula 78, ed. P. Jafté, Monumenta Corbiensia: Bibliotheca rerum Germanicarum, vol. 1
(Berlin, 1864), 153; cf. F. Chalandon, Les Comnene, vol. 2 (Paris, 1912), 308 n. 2.
2 Poem 20.121, 130 (Mi 243, 252): Miller, Recueil, 222.
3 At, e.g., 8.214-17 and 15.137-39 he complains that the emperor did not notice his work and at
49.178-98 that he is fourth in the queue of speakers. Cf. 20.54-55:
6mwg 8& T0dToV 0l0g MV EHOVEPOL
0 viv kpotndeig Topadnidcet AGyos.
'+ “Eros the King and the King of Amours: Some Observations on Hysmine and Hysminias” DOP 46 (1992):
197-204; Manuel, 434—54.
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stering his claims to authority no longer needed to be so defensive. Yet one has a sense
that the administration had set up a propaganda machine that now continued under its
own momentum.

Manganeios molds our perception of Manuel both by isolated remarks in the course
of the narrative and by formal encomia. The most common reference is to Manuel’s
name, which, being one syllable different from Christ Emmanuel (as befits a created
being), endows Manuel with a Christlike disposition.'® This leads to references to his
virtue, generosity, and tireless work on behalf of the City; he is also compared to David
as a youngest son selected ahead of older brothers.' He is a second Solomon, a second
and greater Alexander, the lion’s cub,'” a glorious bridegroom. The overt encomia in-
clude similar comments but also focus on his appearance and physique, his good sense,
and his only campaign, that against Ikonion."® Manuel is an unshakable rock amidst a
sea of troubles. He cares for the City of Constantinople, tends it and renews it, he is its
second founder and greater than the first for he has restored it to its former glory." He

1520.97-100 (Mi 219-22): Miller, Recueil, 221.
20.312-14 oV 3€ MPOTLILDV YPLOTOUIUNTOLG TPOTOLG
700 TPWTOTONOL 10 TPECMONOV dECTHTOV,
0 YPLOTOKANTOVLUOG, O TPOOG HUoEL . . .
24171 £v 00l 1@ puot PactAel, T® HOVEO XPLOTOVOLO.
1©20.353—6 oL Yap 0 YpGdmv 100 Aavid Thv elkdva
APOUOCL TPAOTNTOG EVOVOESTATNG
Kal yap GAn0dg dg Aovid £dug vEog
Yotatov Gvbog VoTEPGPTNE TP POV . . .
Cf. Miller, Recueil, 188.
24.87 kol véog Yéyovag Aovid, nokpobuuog Kol mpaog.
David appears frequently in the corpus as author of the Psalms and a major character in the narrative books of
the Old Testament. His first role is to mark some of Manganeios’ many references to the Psalms in direct
speech, which adds variety to the poems’ narrative. The second is as a prototype ruler, making Manuel a new
David. The closest comparison is that both gained power despite several older brothers. One may add similarity
in strength and military skill and in moral character: patience, modesty, meekness, goodness. Both fought a Gol-
iath (in Manuel’s case the Hungarian Bakchinos), and both are celebrated for routing tens of thousands (cf. 1
Sam. 18:7) and for great achievements in marshy areas.
1720.414 TkOUvov o€ 100 AE0VToG 0VKOVY KOAECW;
“Lion cub” is a warrior image with imperial links (indistinguishable categories for the Komnenoi). The source
is biblical (e.g., Gen. 49:9, Deut. 33:22). It usually refers to emperors, but includes sons, a grandson, and a son-
in-law. Reference is mostly to Manuel I, sometimes without mention of a lion father. More often it involves
Manuel’s father, occasionally glorifying the son from the father, but usually referring to the son’s precocious de-
velopment to equality with his father, even the son’s superiority. John II is a lion, Manuel a frisky cub who be-
comes a lion among cubs, then a lion, then even more of a lion than his dead father.
182(0.485-91 07 £¢ oA médBokog Trovidwv
NV €K TEALAY 008’ EYVOOUEVOV YXPOVOV
ovKk €18ev GALog 008’ EtéAunce $OdsaL.
"Edprttov ot mavteg yop avThv og Adnv-
oV 8¢ 9Bdcag Exdelcag 0vTIG 10 oToUD
t0v KépBepdv 1e 10V ¢pOAaxo 1OV kOvo,
£1peyog LAGTTIOVTO, Ut 8GKVOVTa OE.
The novelty of the attack on Ikonion is emphasized to an outrageous extent.
1920.461-67 20 yop ToAMoTNG devtepedov detkvin
G&Log Gvteg avdpLavtog XpucEov,
€1 vov mapiv tig ZevEig N kal Peidlog.
‘O pev yop aviyelpev oty €k Babpwv
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is in fact the celestial light that illuminates the New Rome, supported by the Virgin
and defending orthodoxy.?” The image that is projected here is of a youthful, vigorous,
responsible—and handsome—Ileader, fully justifying the trust placed in him, for he is
already surpassing his father and his grandfather, particularly in his competent dealings
with the crusading armies.?! It is also in this context that Manuel is praised for achieving
a bloodless victory and for using gold judiciously to achieve it.

Next, the City of Constantinople. In the poems we are considering and elsewhere in
the corpus, the City is personified, in the ancient manner, as a female figure. In addition
to several isolated references, the City in this persona addresses two formal encomia to
Manuel, in the last 170 lines of poem 20 and the whole of poem 24. The figure of the
City embodies contradictions that enable the poet to stress both the venerable prestige
of Constantinople and the particularly vigorous (and apparently youthful) phase she is
passing through in Manuel’s reign. The pattern is announced in the first two lines of
poem 24: “The City, Lord, shedding the wrinkles of old age and dressed up today as a
bride.”? She is a woman wrinkled with age and lame, an elderly empress,> but she
becomes a young and beautiful bride, brightly dressed.?* She is also Manuel’s nurse who
reared him and looks forward to rearing his children,” and whose efforts in nurturing
him are now well recompensed. The City’s transformation is due to Manuel, who has
reversed the roles of mother and child by dressing her in brilliant clothing and persuading

ov & ex BaBpwv péAdovoay elg nTOCLY PENELY
£owcag, Eotipiéag ovbig Ndpdow,
NATLOUEVOL TTOUOTOG OVTIY EPPUOM.

24.67-69 Kol KTHTOP TPWTodeVTEPOG OG KPEITTOV GVEGGVNG.
‘O p&v yap puoévov éktioe, o 8¢ pBapeioav cdlels,
KotakMBgicay dvopBolg, otnpilels khovnbeicay . . .

2020.432-33 telvag 8& PAéupa Tpog HévNV TV TPOSTATLY
£0’ N 10 KAeWOV doty KovydTat 08e . . .
20.548—49 aondletol 6ov TG KPOTOLaG WAEVAG
36pv otpehovoog LEp 0pBodo&ioc.
21 20.405-6 Ta monnikd oot Kato Aativov kpdtn

AvteEeTaom TOlg VEOLPYHLLOGT GOL.
Cf. 24.246-53: Miller, Recueil, 759.

22 Miller, Recueil, 758.

220.516-19 ‘1800 yop 1 Ypads 1@ xpove KotekAlONY
0pGg Ommg Exopyo kol Tag Lyviog,
6nmg & cuykiNTOVoH KEILAL TPOG YOV,
MG KOTEKAUOOMY VIO ToAoinmplogc.

20.533-35 Nooel yap o0t kduntetol 1€ 1@ xpove

Kol v ToAaldtnTo vov delkvuct cot
g av TopEENG XEPO. UNTPL Un TEoT.

20.592 nOMG, TpodGG cot, BactAic ynporéa. . . .
24 24.32-33 ‘O BaoctAeg Hov oNUePOV BG VOUINY HE 6TOACOG
TOoTAS0 UEV TO TELYXO0G 1OV, BoAAIOVG 8E ToVG TUPYOUG . . .
24.36-37 Kol 10lg KUKAMoooLV £x0poic I Ypodg OpduoL kopn

Kol vOuon kol BociMoco KOTareETOLKIAUEYT.
% 20.525-27 Teviicopot yap xpnoiun cot Kol mdAiv:

{owg avagm kol YAUKELG 600G £YYOvoug:

g €KY6VOUG BGAY® d& Kol KOATWV 6.



[ 108 ] The “Wild Beast from the West”

26

her to put on her cosmetics and conceal her wrinkles.?® He has renewed her and made

her young again. Twentieth-century taste may find some of the images grotesque. The
rouge with which the City enhances her cheeks is the blood of the Germans,?” an image
that does not sit well with praise for Manuel’s bloodless victories. The City had lost her
teeth, but Manuel had renewed them—probably, as noted above, a reference to repairs
to the city walls. The audience is imbued with a sense of civic pride in ancient tradition, a
self-confident perception of renewal, and an appreciation that the city’s fate is intimately
connected with the emperor and the ruling dynasty. As the Virgin supports Manuel and
comes to the City’s defense, so the City is God-built and protected by God.

When we turn to Manganeios’ presentation of Conrad and the crusading army and
the motives attributed for their arrival, we find that he assumes that the forces had come
with hostile intent. At several points in poem 20, Conrad is said to have planned to
capture Constantinople and its territories, to intend a secret attack, and to have designs
on the City’s wealth.?® In its present form, poem 20 opens with Conrad’s schemes to
impose his faith on Constantinople and to set up a Latin patriarch in the City.?” Poem
24 is predicated on the Crusaders’ hostile intentions: at the outset we were told that
they had come hunting the aged City, under the impression that she was now toothless
and defenseless.

When we look in more detail, we find that Conrad and his army are boorish, bes-
tial, greedy, deceitful, and aggressive.”® Conrad himself is wily, arrogant, and destruc-

2020.520-24 "Ev ool caAedm: ony podov un topidng.
Z€c0v 10 YNpog, aderod tag putidog,
10 YEloo0, pot otipi&ov, €voeg kpnridog,
10 nintov avopbwoov, aviépetldé pot,
ot6Mle kol kaivile v Ypodv OG VEOv.
24.26-27 20 8¢ o1oMEELg KOl KOOUELG, VIE LoV, THY UNTEPO,
Kol KpOTTELS TG PUTISOG LoV Kal TEPLPAALELS VKOG,
27 24.210-14 20 yop €xOpolg nue duvotnv elpydom Kol ohprydoay,
o0 pov 10 yipag £Esoagc, Exkpuyog oG puTidag,
kol oAy dvekoivicog kooufoag kal dowvikag,
KkaBdnep €pvOpacLYy ALOUOVAY TOlG GOVOLG
kol 101G €Kelvov alnacty dg GUKEL He AoUTpOvaC.
220.61-63 (Mi 183-85): Miller, Recueil, 221.
20.308-10 ‘O ugv yap €0AEYLOLVEV 01 TPOECKOMEL
Kol TpOG TOV OABOV GhopAY TRV £vOGSe
€owbev wg ONMp Eonapdrtieto Ppuydv . . .
20.631-33 Thyv ofv Yop a0TOl KATAKPOTHoOL TOALY
Kol Taviog Nuag eEodelyat tob Blov
Gpdnv €Bovievoovto kad NAtkiov.
220.1-3 Opdéve 8¢ TavTdYA®ocoV £YKaOLEpLom-
g lepopydv kotd Popoinv €6og
GCuuo Bvoel v vopikny Buciav.
3020.14-17 100¢ BopPapikovg aroteryilmv Adyoug
®¢ TLoL AyYUoLg TolG KoTaokiolg dOAOLC.
Toavto Tpoypdyog Kol KoAOWoG €V 6KOTEL
0 AovBovoion Tthg dikng vmokpicet . . .
20.6-11 OAOTEKOG HEV VIOKPLOLY SELKVVWV
£v10¢ 8¢ kpUmtwv Ty 6Anv okatwpiav,
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tive.”! The Crusaders are wild boars, Gadarene swine,* fittingly rolled in mud, wild
beasts and insatiable serpents from the West; they are from the land of the evening and
fit to be eclipsed. They are innumerable, more than the stars or the sand, they are like
ants; they are a turbulent sea surging around the rock that is the emperor. Conrad is a
fox in disguise, a chameleon, a secret wolf, a savage beast.** In other words, Manganeios
draws on a pejorative vocabulary and, in particular, on pejorative animal imagery. This
can become bizarre: toward the end of poem 24, we are told that the dpdkwv, dragon,
the Latin ruler of Antioch, has become a puppy scrabbling at Manuel’s imperial feet.*
We should remember that the only animal image regularly used in connection with
Manuel is of the lion cub.

The Crusaders are also shown in humiliating situations. Manganeios gloats over the
disastrous flood at Choirobacchoi. He takes advantage of the opportunities the name
offers for pejorative comments on Bacchic frenzies, on the porcine banquets that the
corpses fittingly offer.”® He relishes the ironies of the army’s bitterness in the suburb of
Pikridion and starving outside the monastery of St. Mamas.”” Conrad’s pride had pro-
voked divine retribution, and he is reduced to trembling fear.*®

The few mitigating features in Manganeios’ account are used only to paint the rest of
the picture darker by contrast. For example, though they are not orthodox (as we can
see in the opening passage in poem 20 on the use of unleavened bread), the Crusaders
are co-religionists nonetheless and not to be killed.* Though now driven wild like
the Gadarene swine, they had previously been rational.** Conrad is said to be a dedi-
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cated Crusader taking no account of God, his armies hymn the cross but destroy the
faithful. *!

Manganeios’ audience is thus presented with a heroic emperor, a multifaceted city,
and bestially aggressive foreigners with few positive features. His audience’s reception of
these figures is ruthlessly controlled by the use of loaded adjectives and images, especially
animal imagery. Nothing is left to chance in the manipulation of the audience’s sympa-
thies.

The text is enmeshed in a web of biblical allusions. These often show little regard for
consistency of reference, as may be shown in the opening passage of poem 20.** The
initial justification for the sequence of motifs is that Constantinople is the New Jerusalem
(20.19)—a regular part of the Byzantine thought-world.* If this is so, then Conrad is a
Sennacherib, the Assyrian king whose host swept down on Jerusalem (20.20), and may

420.58 (Mi 180): Miller, Recueil, 221.
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also become, in the same line, Doeg, Saul’s herdsman.* For David, read Manuel. Doeg
we will return to in a moment. Sennacherib’s opponent in Judaea was Hezekiah, so a
little later (20.44) a new Hezekiah (read Manuel) is the hapless victim of invasions. But
the invader this time is Holofernes (read Conrad); it may be pedantic to point out that
Holofernes was an emissary of Nebuchadnezzar, not Sennacherib, and it was against
Sennacherib and not Nebuchadnezzar that Hezekiah organized resistance. We must as-
sume that the overall precision of allusion is of little importance to Manganeios in com-
parison with the resonance set off in his audience by each opposition.

This is one of the more elaborately worked out sets of biblical allusions. Other cases
may be brief: for example, the flood at Choirobacchoi parallels Samuel’s experience at
Masifat (Mizpah)* (for Samuel, read Manuel). Or they can be more complex, as demon-
strated by the most prominent comments found in connection with the flood at Choiro-
bacchoi. Here Manganeios uses two parallels. The first is with the passage of the Israelites
through the Red Sea, an excellent watery precedent.*® But the poet has to work hard to

* The chief of Saul’s herdsmen (1 Sam. 21-22), responsible (in the Septuagint) for the murder of eighty-five
priests suspected of taking David’s side against Saul. On the symbolism of Doeg, see most recently P. Devos,
“Dock dans I'hagiographie byzantine, chez S. Augustin et dans une lettre de S. Basile,” AB 111 (1993): 69-80.

+20.256—61 (Mi 378—-83): Miller, Recueil, 225. At Mizpah, after Samuel’s sacrifice, God intervened with a
thunderous voice (apparently without flood) on Israel’s behalf against the Philistines, leading to the rout of the
latter (1 Sam. 7:5-11). However, one line of interpretation (e.g., Athanasios, Expositiones in Psalmos, PG 27:201)
makes God’s intervention a violent hailstorm.
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make it apply to Choirobacchoi. Many of the enemy drowned: for Pharaoh’s men, read
the German army; for the Israelites, read the Byzantines. But in Exodus the Red Sea
divided and water became dry land before the sea rushed back: at Choirobacchoi, the
land was dry and became sea, or at least a flooding river. According to Manganeios,
the flood was unprecedented, though Choniates calls it an annual occurrence.*’ In Old
Testament terms, Pharaoh (read Conrad) was drowned, but now Conrad survived: this,
says Manganeios (20.160), was so that he could learn the strength of the Virgin’s support
of his enemies. The Lord had worked a greater miracle, a modern improvement on
Exodus (20.147, 152). Manganeios is convinced that the present can be better than the
past, and gets round the differences between the two situations by the brazen claim that
God had now achieved a more spectacular success.*

The rhetorical point that Manganeios was impressing on his audience was an equation
of the Byzantines with the Israelites, the Lord’s chosen people, and of their enemies with
the Israelites’ enemies. There is no need to explain the moral superiority in the conflict
conferred by this equation. But the inconsistency involved is much wider than the list
of incongruous parallels given above, and in fact it undercuts the whole of the first part
of the poem. The same passage in which Manganeios enthusiastically accepts the Jewish
part of the Byzantine heritage, as we have seen, also accuses Conrad, directly and by
implication, of Judaizing. The Old Testament appears on Manganeios’ list of positive
rhetorical exempla for the claiming of righteousness, while accusations of Jewish reli-
glous practices are also prominent in Byzantium as negative exempla, means of con-
demning nonorthodox Christians.*” Both sets of references seem to be invoked automat-
ically, and there is no overall control of the ideological framework sensitive enough to
pick up the clash. There could hardly be a more convincing demonstration of the small-
scale, mechanical operation of Manganeios’ rhetorical methods.

A second biblical parallel used in connection with the flood at Choirobacchoi involves
the Gadarene swine, a reference for which the name Choirobacchoi, with its scope for
porcine puns, admirably suited Manganeios’ purposes. This leads to another major tool
used by Manganeios: wordplay. Punning is a significant feature of Manganeios’ style, as
for many Byzantine writers. Poems 20 and 24 provide ample instances. Some are trivial,
like the play on Adyo¢ and Adyun in 20.14—15% or on memolB€vorl and témovOey in

npOg Apeog kivnoly NUTPETLOUEVOL
npOg 16BOATY £T010V LoTMVTEG 86pU.
175 "Pong 8¢ pikpag exdpapovong 0EEwg
0 ®opamd TPOTLETOG EVOVE LTROTNG
avtiotdg €hevyev GAL 00 TPLoTATNG
£€mg 10 KOQO THG KEGOANG T0D POV
ouppedoov £0tpopnoe ToAAoVG GOLIOVG
180 &v XotpoBakyotg tov Blov Aeroindtog.
47 Choniates, ed. van Dieten, 64.62—67.
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20.122.5' Some have become an almost automatic response, for example, the use of
xprotopiuntog for Manuel, referred to above. In other cases Manganeios is taking seren-
dipitous advantage of opportunities presented by geographical names: for example, the
play on 8€épket and Aépkog at 20.332 or addapLog and AduoAlg at 20.334; or the name
of the river that flooded: a blacknamed (uelovovuuog) flood suddenly poured down
and hid the army in black death (uélovt Bavatw).> As we know from Choniates, the
river that runs over the plain of Choirobacchoi is the Melas, the Black.

At times Manganeios develops these chance opportunities extensively. He seizes on
the fact that the German armies camp in the district of Pikridion to play with concepts
of bitterness:>* Conrad’s bitter mood, caused by his setbacks (20.300), and bitter herbs
associated with the Jewish use of unleavened bread (20.302)—for Manganeios a defining
feature of nonorthodox Christians, as is clear from the opening of poem 20. Choniates
and Kinnamos confirm that the German army was encamped at Pikridion,* so we need
have no suspicion that the demands of rhetoric are taking over the narrative. In other
cases we should perhaps be more wary.

Let us look at two instances. In poem 20, at lines 31 to 37 (cited in note 42 above),
we find wordplay on k6pog and KOpog, “excess” and “Cyrus.” In spite of the loss of the
poem’s opening lines, it is clear that what is being expressed is the questioning of Con-
rad’s motives in coming to the East and, in particular, suspicion that he intends to impose
the Latin rite on the Eastern church. Conrad is then denigrated with a series of animal
images. But “unleavened bread” has flicked Manganeios’ rhetorical switch marked “Ju-
daism” and has set him off on the series of biblical allusions already discussed, with refer-
ences to the new Jerusalem (20.19, meaning Constantinople) and Sennacherib (20.20)
and the “new Doeg.” Doeg’s relevance here is as a murderer: he stands for Conrad’s
violence, although Conrad has not yet in fact inflicted any bloodshed on Byzantine
troops. This is no hindrance to Manganeios. Conrad, he says, is proposing to impose the
use of unleavened bread, a practice that will prevent the use of &p1og, the true bread
(20.24), which is tantamount to murder. One senses that Manganeios may have realized
after writing the line that his reference to Doeg went beyond the facts. However, instead
of crossing it out, he decides to justify it by the rather strained claim of theological
murder. At this point, Manganeios, having exhausted his biblical references, switches his
symbolic register to the classical: Conrad is like Cyrus, insatiable. With the Scythian
queen Tomyris and a tag from Herodotus comes the punch line, “Adfe, Kbpe, tov
Kk6pov TOV aipdtov”’ (20.37).5 This whole passage shows an escalation of rhetorical
paradigms further and further away from the historical situation.

A passage in poem 24, lines 145 to 159, is another interesting example where it is not
impossible that rhetoric has got the better of geography (see note 37 above). Manganeios
depicts the plight of the starving German army, reduced to begging for food. He de-

°120.122 (Mi 244): Miller, Recueil, 222.

5220.332-34 (Mi 454-56): Miller, Recueil, 757; 20.205=7 (Mi 327-29): Miller, Recueil, 224.
5320.298-307 (Mi 420-29): Miller, Recueil, 229.

54 Choniates, ed. van Dieten, 65.3; Kinnamos, Bonn ed., 75.14.

> On Tomyris and Cyrus, see Herodotos, 1.205-14.
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scribes them crossing the Bosphoros toward its southern end, from the suburb, or harbor,
of St. Mamas. Choniates and Kinnamos give no confirmation for this place name: Man-
ganeios seems to be the sole authority for this detail.** However, the name provides a
splendid opportunity for a play on words that puts the threatening foreign hordes into a
humiliating perspective, using the Greek “baby talk” word for food, which remains in
use to this day: kol ymiadovotr Mauovto kol Mdpavta oovovot (20.148). Granted
the pun, there would be a temptation for Manganeios to shift the point of embarcation
to St. Mamas, if indeed it had taken place elsewhere. It must, of course, have been close
enough to pass the test of the eyewitness audience to which we have referred.

Within a year the wholly negative picture of the Crusaders given in these two poems
had to be adjusted in public, for political reasons. Conrad himself, his army decimated,
was brought back to Constantinople and healed by Manuel’s medical skill; Conrad’s
brother Heinrich Jasomirgott was married to the most eligible unmarried female of the
Komnenoi, Theodora, third daughter of the Sevastokratorissa Eirene and the emperor’s
deceased brother Andronikos. This German alliance was to be a central plank of Manu-
el’s Western policy, aimed particularly against Roger II and the dangerous Normans of
Sicily. Manganeios, perhaps because of his close connection with the bride’s mother,
wrote an official Epithalamion for the wedding. He used stanzas of ten fifteen-syllable
verses each, which we believe to be the mark of his most prestigious poems written for
public performance: “Dance, Alamania, and leap and shine brilliantly! For the Sevastok-
rator’s most beautiful daughter is being united to the glorious duke, to his great good
fortune, and he is becoming more brilliant from her greater brilliance and much more
glorious from her greater glory.”>

The tone is one of almost unalloyed jubilation and triumphant and brilliant ceremo-
nial. The magnificent emperor, Manuel, is bestowing a glorious bride, Theodora, upon
a worthy bridegroom, Heinrich. The emperor is a radiant sun, shining brilliantly all
around him, while the bridegroom is also a luminary, though a lesser one, “a star who
has come from the West to the dawn of daylight”; Manuel is asked not to let the full
beams of his radiance blot him out.>® But even so, “the most fortunate duke . . . is ad-
vancing from glory to greater glory, he is being promoted from honor to higher
honor.”**

There are few shadows in this picture. The bridegroom and his German background

3 See Pargoire, “Les Saints Mamas,” 303; cf. E. Chalandon, Les Comneéne, vol. 1 (Paris, 1900), 278 n. 2.
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are firmly subordinated to Manuel and the Byzantines: but the praise, though faint, is
real. The only negative hints come in the list of Manuel’s martial achievements, for it is
said that he has “shown the Kelts too to be boastful skeletons and to have humbled the
lofty pretensions of the Kings”—a characteristic pun within a reference to the Second
Crusade which was to become a cliché.® In the last line of this poem, Manuel becomes
the “benefactor of him who did you harm,”®' that is, the bridegroom had been involved
in events (surely the crusade) that called for the exercise of benevolence by Manuel.
But through Manganeios we have also privileged access to the reactions of the bride’s
family at less public moments. In a series of poems written within three years of the
marriage, which we believe were performed within the family, the loss of Theodora is
described as a major disaster in the life of Eirene the Sevastokratorissa. Eirene’s life was
tempestuous, and her reactions to misfortune were always intense, as may be seen from
the words of Manganeios and other writers close to her. But her response to the fate of
Theodora is shown as unusually and consistently vehement, over several poems and sev-
eral years: the complaint is that Theodora had been torn from her mother and handed
over to a savage monster, to live a gloomy life of exile. Elsewhere, Eirene is consoled for
the loss of a golden chick, a nightingale imagined as singing mournfully amid rocks and
precipices, surrounded by a flock of birds of prey.®® This is presumably, in part at least, an
expression of natural maternal distress that remained keen even years after the marriage.
Theodora was the first Komnene bride to be married outside the empire, so that the
maternal sensitivities of the ladies of the imperial family were not yet blunted.®® Further-
more, it is possible that Theodora was being sent to an area to which Eirene was person-
ally antipathetic. If Eirene was of Norman background (as we have suggested elsewhere),
she may have objected to the use of her daughter to cement a Byzantine alliance with
the German dynasty, opponents of the Normans.®* We have no evidence that the mar-
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ond Crusade, when the Kings of France and Germany are astounded, humbled, beaten off, and routed.
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riage was unhappy in personal terms. A poem written around 1151, describing a visit by
Theodora to her mother in Constantinople, accompanied by one of her sisters, makes
purely conventional comments.®> And the marriage was a dynastic success: Theodora’s
symbolic role was significant in the establishment of the Babenbergs in Austria and of
Austria as an independent political entity.®

This study has provided documentation for an immediately negative Byzantine reac-
tion to the Second Crusade—a reaction of suspicion and intolerance which one might
anticipate, but which is otherwise difficult to demonstrate. In at least one part of the
ruling dynasty of the Komnenoi, this attitude may be confirmed by its continuation
after the end of the Crusade, with Eirene the Sevastokratorissa being encouraged by
Manganeios to put aside the diplomatic niceties of the marriage of her daughter and to
relive the painful moment of her loss via the demonization of the bridegroom, using the
same pejorative animal imagery we have seen in operation in the poems written during
1147: “When did such a union of opposites take place? When did a maiden cohabit with
a flesh-eating beast? When did a delicate girl unite with a dragon? When has a tender
calf been joined to a wild boar? All this I endured when I saw my tender daughter
defiled, when the wild beast from the west was joined with her, and I wept over my
living daughter as though she were dead.”®”

Exeter College, Oxford, and the University of Sydney

% Poem 55, dated (probably accurately) by Magdalino to 1150. In the title, Theodora and her sister are re-
turning ano 100 t0&e1diov (from campaign), i.e., from the imperial army camps which made a kind of alterna-
tive court during Manuel’s reign. There is no indication that her sister had been to Austria with her.

% This subject is dealt with exhaustively by K. J. Heilig, “Die Verwandtschaft der Theodora im byzantin-
ischen Kaiserhaus,” in Kaisertum und Herzogsgewalt im Zeitalter Friedrichs I., ed. T. Mayer, K. Heilig, and C. Erd-
mann (Leipzig, 1944), 229-71.
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I16te Onpi cuvdknoe TopbEvog woBopw;
T16te ouvilbe dpdxovtt podboxkwtdtn kopn;
I16te cLVRHON poVLD TPLOEPMTATH HOGYOG;
120 "AMAG KOl TODTO YEYOVOG VITEGTNV 0VY, £K0VCO,

Kol 10 1epmvOV Buydtpiov AeAvpocuévov eidov,
ondtov BNp £oméplog Ekelve cuvnvddn,
kol {@doav anedprivnoo koTd VEKPAV TV TO180.

Cf. Miller, Recueil, 768—69.



