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ΠΡΟΤΥΠΩΝ ΤΗΝ ΑΝΑΣΤΑΣΙΝ AND 
ΟΤΕ Η ΜΕΤΑΣΤΑΣΙΣ 

TWO STICHERA FOR AUGUST AND THEIR DIFFERENT 
VERSIONS  IN THE VIENNESE MANUSCRIPT SUPPL. GR. 110 

 
NINA-MARIA WANEK 

 
 
Codex Suppl. gr. 110 at the National Library of Vienna dates 

from the 15th century and is therefore one of the older sticheraria 
of the Viennese manuscript collection (there are two other 
sticheraria at the Austrian National Library, Theol gr. 136 from the 
11th/12th centuries and Theol. gr. 181 from the year 1221).  

Suppl. gr. 110 is the only genuine sticherarion in the Supple-
mentum-corpus. All the other codices feature a mixed repertory. 
The manuscript contains kalophonic adaptations as well as new 
compositions of stichera. It starts with the stichera for the 
immovable feasts of the church year from the 1st of September 
onwards until the 31st of August. Most of the stichera are written 
down in their ‘basic’ anonymous form, but quite a few 

anagrammatismoi by different composers can also be found.  
I have selected the sticheron Προτυπῶν τὴν ἀνάστασιν in the 

second plagal mode for the  feast of the Transfiguration of Christ 
on the 6th of August for analysis in this article. This sticheron is 
ideally suited for comparison, as it cannot only be found in Suppl. 
gr. 110 in its basic melodic form, but also as anagrammatismos-
settings Ioannes Koukouzeles (ca. 1280-1375), by Manuel Chry-
saphes (ca. 1440-1463), and Markos Hieromonachos (14th/15th 
century). The paper will compare the different musical settings of 
the sticheron, focusing on the following questions: 
�x  How is the text dealt with by each composer?  
�x  Is the basic melodic line still discernable in the anagramma-

tismoi?  
�x  Are there similarities between the angrammatismoi for one and 

the same sticheron?  
�x  Can melodic formulas be found in the sticheron and, if so, does 

each of the composers have a standard repertoire of formulas 
for his own use?  
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 In trying to answer these questions, I hope to throw some light 
on the tradition and development of stichera in 15th-century 
manuscripts. 
 
 
6th August (Transfiguration of Christ): Plagios Deuteros 
 
Original text 
1. Προτυπῶν τὴν Ἀνάστασιν τὴν σήν, Χριστὲ ὁ Θεός,  
2. τότε παραλαμβάνεις τοὺς τρεῖς σου μαθητάς,  
3. Πέτρον καὶ Ἰάκωβον καὶ Ἰωάννην,  
4. ἐν τῷ Θαβὼρ ἀνελθών.  
5. Σοῦ δὲ Σωτήρ μεταμορφουμένου,  
6. τὸ Θαβώριον ὄρος φωτὶ ἐσκέπετο.  
7. Οἱ Μαθηταί σου Λόγε,  
8. ἔρριψαν ἑαυτοὺς ἐν τῷ ἐδάφει τῆς γῆς,  
9. μὴ φέροντες ὁρᾶν, τὴν ἀθέατον μορφήν,  
10. Ἄγγελοι διηκόνουν φόβῳ καὶ τρόμῳ,  
11. οὐρανοὶ ἔφριξαν, γῆ ἐτρόμαξεν, ὁρῶντες ἐπὶ γῆς,  
12. τῆς δόξης τὸν Κύριον. 
 

1. The anonymous version on f. 268r (14 lines) features the 
original text, with one slight alteration: instead of “[…] τὸ 

Θαβώριον ὄρος φωτὶ ἐσκέπετο” in line 6, the word “φωτὶ” is here 

replaced by “καπνώ”. This alteration cannot be found in older 
sticheraria, such as the codex Ambrosianus from 1342. 

 
2. The longest version here is by Manuel Chrysaphes on f. 186r 

(43 lines). He starts with the last verse of the sticheron: “Ἄγγελοι 

διηκόνουν φόβῳ καὶ τρόμῳ, οὐρανοὶ ἔφριξαν, γῆ ἐτρόμαξεν, 

ὁρῶντες ἐπὶ γῆς, τῆς δόξης τὸν Κύριον.” He then continues with 
the – slightly changed – beginning: “Tὴν σήν, Χριστὲ προτυπῶν 

τὴν Ἀνάστασιν παραλαμβάνεις τότε τοὺς τρεῖς σου μαθητάς, 

Πέτρον καὶ Ἰάκωβον καὶ Ἰωάννην, ἐν τῷ Θαβὼρ ἀνελθών.” 
Following this, he takes the rest of the text without any changes, 
“Σοῦ δὲ Σωτήρ μεταμορφουμένου, τὸ Θαβώριον ὄρος φωτὶ 

ἐσκέπετο. Οἱ Μαθηταί σου Λόγε, ἔρριψαν ἑαυτοὺς ἐν τῷ ἐδάφει 

τῆς γῆς, μὴ φέροντες ὁρᾶν, τὴν ἀθέατον μορφήν”, and repeats the 
section, “Ἄγγελοι διηκόνουν φόβῳ καὶ τρόμῳ, οὐρανοὶ ἔφριξαν, 

γῆ ἐτρόμαξεν, ὁρῶντες ἐπὶ γῆς”, inserting here a passage of 
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teretismoi, and finishing with the final words “ὁρῶντες ἐπὶ γῆς τῆς 

δόξης τὸν Κύριον”. 
 

 3. Ioannes Koukouzeles’ version on f. 183r is only three lines 
short of Manuel Chrysaphes’ setting (40 lines). Koukouzeles also 
chooses a different opening with the last verse of the sticheron: 
“Oὐρανοὶ ἔφριξαν, γῆ ἐτρόμαξεν, ὁρῶντες ἐπὶ γῆς, τῆς δόξης τὸν 

Κύριον.” He then continues with “Tὸ Θαβώριον ὄρος φωτὶ 

ἐσκέπετο”, repeats the words in a different order, “᾿Όρος τὸ 

Θαβώριον”, and continues with the also inverted line, “Σοῦ 

μεταμορφουμένου Χριστὲ Σωτήρ”. Then he jumps to “Ἄγγελοι 

διηκόνουν φόβῳ καὶ τρόμῳ” and returns to “Οἱ Μαθηταί σου 

Λόγε, ἔρριψαν ἑαυτοὺς ἐν τῷ ἐδάφει τῆς γῆς”. Koukouzeles then 
takes up the line of “Σοῦ μεταμορφουμένου” again, going back to 
“᾿Εν τῷ Θαβὼρ ἀνελθών” and even further back to the beginning, 
which, in the same way as Manuel Chrysaphes, he changes to “Τὴν 

σήν, Χριστὲ Προτυπῶν τὴν Ἀνάστασιν παραλαμβάνεις Πέτρον, 

Ἰάκωβον καὶ Ἰωάννην τότε” – the word “τότε” is put at the end of 
the line so as to start off the teretismoi. Afterwards, Koukouzeles 
takes up the line, “Σοῦ μεταμορφουμένου Χριστὲ Σωτήρ μου”, for 
a third time, continues with “Οὐρανοὶ ἔφριξαν, γῆ ἐτρόμαξεν” (his 
actual beginning), inserts more teretismoi after this and closes with 
the final line, “ὁρῶντες ἐπὶ γῆς, τῆς δόξης τὸν Κύριον, ὁρῶντες ἐπὶ 

γῆς”. 
 

 4. The version by Markos Hieromonachos on f. 182r (34 lines). 
This constitutes the shortest version of the three anagrammatismoi-
settings here. Markos, too, chooses a different beginning, starting 
with “Οἱ Μαθηταί”, and inserts teretismoi immediately after the 
article “Οἱ”. Then he continues with this verse, “Οἱ Μαθηταί σου 

Λόγε”, repeats it, “oἱ Μαθηταί σου Λόγε”, goes on with “ἔρριψαν 

ἑαυτοὺς”, which is also repeated, “ἔρριψαν ἑαυτοὺς ἐν τῷ ἐδάφει 

τῆς γῆς, μὴ φέροντες ὁρᾶν, τὴν ἀθέατον μορφήν, Ἄγγελοι 

διηκόνουν φόβῳ καὶ τρόμῳ, οὐρανοὶ ἔφριξαν, γῆ ἐτρόμαξεν, 

ἐτρόμαξεν, γῆ ἐτρόμαξεν, ὁρῶντες ἐπὶ γῆς”, where he again inserts 
a section of teretismoi before the final words, “τῆς δόξης τὸν 

Κύριον”. However, the first part of the sticheron is completely left 
out. 

 
Thus we can see here three very different settings for ana-

grammatismoi. First of all, each of the three composers chooses a 
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different line for the beginning, apparently not giving importance 
to one and the same verse. Markos Hieromonachos is represented 
with rather a short composition, setting to music only half of the 
sticheron and not changing too many of the lines, but working with 
repetitions of some chosen lines. Nevertheless, he manages to get 
two sections of teretismoi in. Manuel Chrysaphes, on the contrary, 
works in reverse, moving from the last verse to the beginning, 
changing the word-order of the verses. From here on, he continues 
to the end of the sticheron without too many apparent changes. 
Although his is the longest version, interestingly enough, he only 
inserts teretismoi once, almost at the end of his setting. 

Koukouzeles has the most intertwined and ‘meandering’ ver-
sion. Like Manuel Chrysaphes, he also works in reverse, then picks 
some of the verses from the middle of the sticheron and thus makes 
his way back to the beginning. Interestingly enough, the line, “Σοῦ 

μεταμορφουμένου”, is set to music three times by Koukouzeles, 
whereas other lines are left out completely. Like Markos Hiero-
monachos, Koukouzeles inserts teretismoi in two different places 
of his version. Common to all three versions is that a section of 
teretismoi is placed before the final line, “ὁρῶντες ἐπὶ γῆς, τῆς 

δόξης τὸν Κύριον, ὁρῶντες ἐπὶ γῆς”. 
 

 
The ‘old’ version  
 
 First of all, I would like to compare the anonymous, non-
melismatic version with the one which can be found in codex 
Ambrosianus from the year 1342. Almost at first glance, it can be 
seen that, during the 100 years which lie between the two manu-
scripts, the melody has hardly changed at all. There are only minor 
alterations, like using a petasthe instead of an oxeia, or an elaphron 
instead of two apostrophoi, as well as omitting the occasional 
martyria. The melody is only slightly changed a few times, e.g. at 
“παραλαμβάνεις”, where the older manuscript inserts two neumes 
(a petasthe and an apostrophos) , which are missing in Suppl. gr. 
110, for a short ascending and descending movement in the 
melody.  

The melody in the younger codex is also ‘simplified’ at the 

words, “Οἱ Μαθηταί σου”, where the Ambrosianus descends a 
fourth, which is followed by dyo kentemata and an ascending third. 
Instead, Suppl. gr. 100 shows a simple line of repeated isa, without 
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any downward or upward movement. The phrase, “ὁρῶντες ἐπὶ 

γῆς”, is also slightly more elaborate in the older manuscript than in 
Suppl. gr. 110: here we can find an additional apostrophos, fol-
lowed by dyo kentemata and an ascending third again, whereas, in 
Suppl. gr. 110, the melody contains only isa. 

We can therefore say that the tradition was still stable enough in 
the 15th century, as there are hardly any changes at all, except for 
those described above. Interestingly though, the younger version of 
the melody is slightly shorter and less elaborate. 

 
 

Old version compared to the anagrammatismoi settings 
 

At first, the long, melismatic settings of the sticheron by 
Koukouzeles, Chrysaphes and Markos Hieromonachos seem to 
bear no resemblance to the original old version. Only on closer 
scrutiny can we see some slight resemblance. I would like to point 
out some of those places where the old version can, to a certain 
degree, still be reflected in the melismatic lines of the younger 
compositions:  
1. Let us assume that Koukouzeles and the other composers might 

have kept the melodic line, or at least the pattern, of the begin-
ning (“Προτυπῶν τὴν Ἀνάστασιν”) from the old version. 
However, the downward fifth in the original version (“Προ-
τυπῶν”) can be found neither in Chrysaphes’ nor in Koukou-
zeles’ melody (Markos Hieromonachos did not set this line to 

music). Although their settings do not show us this interval 
downright, at least Koukouzeles’ moves stepwise downwards 
from e’’ to a’ and then continues with a slight ornamentation 
(a)-h-a-h (the old version only goes up a second). Here, Chry-
saphes’ bears no  resemblance to the original at all.  

 Both composers then omit the “τήν” and go straight to 
“Ἀνάστασιν”. Here, the old version goes down a fourth, g’-(f-g-
a-f-e-)-d. This downward movement can also be seen in Kou-
kouzeles’ and Chrysaphes’ setting: Koukouzeles also moves 

down a fourth, although in different steps than the original; 
Chrysaphes plainly uses the interval of a fourth (d’’-d’’-a’). 
After this, both composers attach a melisma on the last syllables 
of “ανάστασιν” using the same formula (which is rather 
interesting and which might lead us to the assumption that 
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Chrysaphes might have known Koukouzeles’ version): apostro-
phos-bareia-ison-apostrophos-petasthe-apostrophos-ison. 

2. A more direct borrowing from the original can be seen at the 
word “παραλαμβάνεις”, (the preceding “τότε” is omitted by 

Koukouzeles, whereas Chrysaphes has a different word-order): 
here, Koukouzeles takes up the four isa, then inserts a short 
melisma (c-d-c-d-c-d), before also moving down a third, fol-
lowed by an ascending second. Although Chrysaphes, too, starts 
with two repetitions, he continues in a completely different 
way, neither bearing resemblance to the original nor to Kou-
kouzeles. 

3. Let us look at the word, “Ἰάκωβον”, in the next verse. Here, it is 

Chrysaphes, rather than Koukouzeles, who takes up the original 
melodic line, going up three seconds at the beginning. 
Interestingly enough, the formula Chrysaphes uses at the end of 
“Ἰάκωβον” (oxeia+ison-dyo kentemata-apostrophos-ison), can 
also be found in Koukouzeles’ setting, but at the beginning, 

which he continues with a short ascending and descending 
movement.  

4. In the next phrase, “ἐν τῷ Θαβὼρ”, the old melody is also 

reflected in Chrysaphes’ version and, to a lesser degree, also in 

Koukouzeles’. The ascending line at the beginning of this 

phrase can be clearly seen in Chrysaphes’ composition; Kou-
kouzeles interrupts the upward movement with an apostrophos. 

5. Koukouzeles and Chrysaphes also have less in common than 
one might perhaps think. Only a few lines can be found, where 
they really use the same formula, resp. show the same melodic 
line: e.g. at “μεταμορφουμένου”, Chrysaphes has taken up 
Koukouzeles’ melody, which he continues with a longer 

melisma on “-ένου” (Koukouzeles repeats this phrase three 

times in all, each time to a different melody). Sometimes both 
composers simply use the same formula and it is hard to deter-
mine if this was done on purpose or is rather a chance 
coincidence (e.g. at “Θαβώριον”and again on the last syllable of 

“ὄρος”: as the whole phrase here is rather similar one might be 

inclined to think that Chrysaphes had taken over Koukouzeles’ 

melodic line). 
6. However, there are also similarities between Chrysaphes and 

Markos Hieromonachos. The melody at the words, “Οἱ 

Μαθηταί”, is almost the same in the versions of these two 

composers (notably at Markos’ second treatment of these 
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words), whereas Koukouzeles uses rather a simple pattern – 
repeating the same formula twice – without any long melismata 
at all.  

7. At the phrase, “ἐν τῷ ἐδάφει τῆς γῆς”, Chrysaphes and Markos 

also show a strikingly similar melody, although Chrysaphes 
stretches the word “ἐδάφει” further, whereas Markos inserts a 
longer melisma on “γῆς”. Surprisingly enough, the melodic out-
line, as reflected by Chrysaphes and Markos, can also be found 
in Koukouzeles’ version. In the whole sticheron, no other 

phrase can be found where such an accordance occurs.  
  As Koukouzeles is the oldest of the three composers, it 

might be assumed that the other two knew his melody. 
Unfortunately, this cannot be established here, as all the other 
parts of the sticheron differ quite evidently from each other. For 
the next line, too, “μὴ φέροντες ὁρᾶν”, both composers use al-
most identical melodies, though, again, Markos extends the 
melisma in “ὁρᾶν” by repeating some more of the formulas 

employed here. 
8. There are some more phrases/words, where the basic outline of 

the original melody is reflected in almost all the later versions: 
e.g. at “Λόγε”, where Koukouzeles and Markos (the last time 

also when repeating this word) take up the downward move-
ment of the old version, moreover using the very same formula.  

9. This can also be seen at the beginning of the next verse, 
“ἔρριψαν”, where the old version shows a downward move-
ment, – though not so pronounced – which Chrysaphes, Markos 
and Koukouzeles imitate, although in slightly different ways. 

  A slight similarity between Markos and Koukouzeles occurs 
at the word, “Ἄγγελοι”, where they use the same formula 

(apostrophos-ison-oligon-apostrophos-oligon-apostrophos-
petasthe). Again, we cannot be sure that using the same formula 
here means that Markos knew Koukouzeles’ setting, above all, 
because Koukouzeles uses the formula on the syllable “[γγ]ε-” 

of “Ἄγγελοι” and Markos at the end on “-οι”.  
10. More similarities between Chrysaphes and Koukouzeles can 

definitely be found, as we have already seen at the beginning, as 
well as here in the middle part, e.g. at the phrase “διηκόνουν”, 

where both composers employ the same formula. Koukouzeles 
also takes over the original melody at the beginning of 
“διηκόνουν”.  
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11. Some more similarities between Chrysaphes and Koukouzeles 
regarding the melodic outline, can be found in the next part, 
“τρόμῳ”, which is almost the same, but extended by 

Chrysaphes. 
 
 

Formulas / teretismoi 
 
All three composers use melodic formulas to some extent, but 

not very consistently – unlike other Byzantine chants, e.g. the 
stichera anastasima or the heothina, which are virtually covered by 
formulas. Here the melodic line is too melismatic – most of the 
syllables being long drawn-out ones – to be able to be covered by 
one formula after the other, which is, after all a technique more 
applicable to syllabic chants.  

Nevertheless, the composers work with repetitions, especially 
throughout the melismata and the teretismoi. These special features 
thus get an undulating quality, moving upwards and downwards in 
small steps, usually seconds, only broken up by the odd upward or 
downward third. Bigger intervals are rarely to be found in the 
melismata and teretismoi. Markos Hierolonachos, for instance, 
uses fourths as a kind of special ornament, moving four times up 
and down (a-d-a-d-a-d) in his teretismoi-section.  

Koukouzeles sometimes employs an upward fifth, resp. sixth, as 
a kind of repeated motive and in order to structure his long tere-
tismoi. Interestingly, Chrysaphes also uses an upward fifth in his 
teretismoi-section, at one point going up a fifth, then down again 
and up again (e-h), giving the impression of quite a ‘virtuoso’ 

insertion for the singer. Otherwise the teretismoi are characterized 
by frequent repetitions, often on the same note (four or five 
repeated isa being no rarity). 

Quite often, there are very simple formulas to be found in the 
teretismoi or the melismata, e.g. ison-apostrophos-petasthe-apos-
trophos or even apostrophos-ison-bareia, apostrophos-ison-bareia 
etc. Sometimes only a long string of isa (Koukouzeles, Markos) is 
shown, perhaps acting as a kind of resting point for the singer in 
the meandering of the long drawn-out melody (see also the 
beginning of the teretismoi in Markos’ setting). Markos, especially, 

uses many repeated formulas in his teretismoi-section. 
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Conclusion 
 

What conclusions can be drawn from these observations? First 
of all, the tradition of the basic, anonymous version was definitely 
still stable in the 15th century. Hardly any changes at all were 
made here. Still, when we move further on to the anagram-
matismoi-settings of the three composers in question, we can see 
that they primarily followed their own inspiration. It is quite hard 
to find similarities, nor is the melodic outline clearly any longer 
reflected in the later versions. Some parts might have been 
influenced by the original, but these sections are too erratic to 
enable us to determine a real connection with, or even dependence 
on, the old version. 

Nevertheless, we can detect some common melodic features 
between the three composers, especially between Koukouzeles and 
Chrysaphes. It seems quite plausible, looking at the evidence, that 
Chrysaphes had, to some extent, known Koukouzeles’ version. 

Even if he did not rely on it completely, he seems to have taken his 
inspiration from the older composers’ setting, partly extending it, 

partly using his own imagination or even going back to the original 
for his borrowings. Nevertheless, it would be an exaggeration to 
imply that Chrysaphes had only taken over Koukouzeles’ melody 

in order to change it slightly, because Chrysaphes’ version is an 

overall independent one.  
Markos Hieromonachos’ setting is a case of its own. He set to 

music only half of the sticheron, leaving out the first half 
completely. He then shows some similarities to both, Koukouzeles 
and his near contemporary, Chrysaphes, but seems to be closer to 
the latter one. It seems quite probable that he really knew 
Chrysaphes’ setting, so that he might have received Koukouzeles’ 

version through Chrysaphes. Markos’ setting, though, already 
seems to be quite removed from the old original one. 

The one picture we clearly get from these comparisons is that 
the anagrammatismoi-settings are very independent compositions 
indeed; the composers might still have known the original version, 
but were inclined to draw on their own musical ideas and formulas 
rather than ‘borrow’ elements from the older model. The com-
posers definitely wanted to show their mastery, even their artistry, 
in these virtuoso and very melismatic settings.  

The text is no longer the most important feature, the syllables 
are too long drawn-out to enable the listeners to understand the 
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meaning of the text clearly. Regarding the juxtapositions of the 
text, Koukouzeles is definitely the most ingenious of the three 
composers: he is the only one who radically changes the order of 
the verses. Let a quotation from Grigorios Stathis’ book on 

anagrammatismoi, regarding Koukouzeles, therefore finish this 
essay1:  

 
 Φαίνεται όμως, ότι ο Ιώαννης Κουκουζέλης, πλουτίσας δια 

πολυπληθών συνθέσεων το είδος αυτό, έδωκεν εις αυτό την 

μεγαλυτέραν δυνατήν αίγλην και έθεσε κατά τινα τρόπον τα 

απαράβατα όρια από μορφολογικής απόψεως. 
  

                                                 
1 Στάθης, Ἀναγραμματισμοὶ , p. 83. 
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Comparison between Suppl. Gr. 110 and Ambrosianus A139 sup. 
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Comparison of  the old version with the anagrammatismoi-settings (1). 
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Comparison of the old version with the anagrammatismoi-settings (2). 
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Comparison of the old version with the anagrammatismoi-settings (3). 
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Comparison of the old version with the anagrammatismoi-settings (4). 
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Comparison of the old version with the anagrammatismoi-settings (5). 
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Comparison of the old version with the anagrammatismoi-settings (6). 
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Comparison of the old version with the anagrammatismoi-settings (7). 
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Comparison of the old version with the anagrammatismoi-settings (8). 
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Comparison of the old version with the anagrammatismoi-settings (9). 
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Comparison of the old version with the  anagrammatismoi-settings (10). 
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Comparison of the old version with the anagrammatismoi-settings (11). 
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Comparison of the old version with the anagrammatismoi-settings (12). 
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Teretismoi: Markos Hieromonachos. 
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Teretismoi: Ioannes Koukouzeles. 
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Teretismoi / melismata: Ioannes Koukouzeles. 
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Teretismoi / melismata: Manuel Chrysaphes. 
 

 




