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ABSTRACT

The Byzantine musical notation and its right performance have been discussed already
during the second half of the 15" century. Chrysanthos of Madytos refers to the says of
Ioannes Trapezountios, who in the mid-18% century supported that the long musical
teaching made it complicated and that it was indispensable to have a notational system
easier and simpler. Some years after the death of Petros Peloponesios, at the end of the 18t
century, Agapios Paliermos, after having spent several years in Europe where he was
studying the Western music, presented two notational methods, the first one based on the
staff notation and the second one alphabetical. However, the reactions against Agapios” staff

* This text was initially a scientific paper to the International Medieval Congress of the Leeds
University (2012).
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system - mainly came from Iakovos protopsaltes - have not permitted its essential adoption.
Iakovos protopsaltes has been the major obstacle to the application of his system.
According to Chrysanthos of Madytos’ testimony two facts are referred as the impediments:
a. Iakovos has never been persuaded that the Byzantine notation had to be changed
and b. his ironical and satirical behavior towards Agapios, his person and his teaching
method frustrated the creator of the new notational system. Agapios” attempt does not have
to be considered as a self-centered movement in order to discredit and eliminate the
traditional Byzantine notational system and to impose his own method. His attempts on
notational reform have not been fruitful because they have been really radical, while,
on the contrary, the new analytical method, which has finally been chosen, was a bright
system with several elements of the staff notation occurring beneath the Byzantine signs.
Nevertheless, Agapios’ notational systems, clearly turned towards the Western notation and
the Ancient Greek music, have been the beginning of sequence of analogous attempts of the
19* century, such as the notational system of Georgios Lesvios, the alphabetical systems of
Bucharest and the one of Paisios of the Monastery of Xeropotamos, or the attempts to
harmonize the Byzantine chant and, clearly, the whole ,musical issue” of the beginning of
the 20* century.

Key words: Notational reform, Agapios Paliermos, alphabetical system

The Byzantine musical notation and its right performance were
already discussed during the second half of the 15t century, according to
the testimony of Manuel Chrysaphes. Indeed, he notes in the Preface of his
treatise: , thus, the science of chanting does not consist only of parallage as
some of the present generation imagine but includes many other methods
[...]. If someone were to say, ‘I have composed a melody which does not
lack notes — not a single note is missing which ought to be there — and it is
really correct and sound in its use of parallage so that nothing is absent nor
any other element needed for perfection’, we must consider that such a
person thinks and speaks wrongly and he has deviated from the correct
principles of the science. [...] For, if he were right, as in his ignorance he
would probably claim to be, there would have been no need for Ioannes
Glykys to have composed methods for the theseis in chanting and after him
for the maistor Ioannes to have composed another method and the chanted
signs, and after him for Korones to have composed the other two methods
of the kratemata and the other for the stichera”®. From this testimony,

67 D. Conomos (ed.), The Treatise of Manuel Chrysaphes, the Lampadarios, Monumenta Musicae Byzantinae,
Corpus Scriptorum de re Musica II, Wien 1985, 38-41. See also, Chrysanthos of Madytos, @cwpntixov
Méya ¢ Movoikng, Trieste 1832, XLVI, 69: ,Emi t@wv Xoovwv MavounA tod Xouodadou
avedpavnoav dwaockatot g Movokng, Aéyovteg, Tt cuviotatal T mav e Movotkig &ig v
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but also from the following teaching about the theseis, it can be testified
that already during the period of action of Manuel Chrysaphes,
the stenographic character of the notation and the long content of the
musical formulas began to be obscure and the metrophonic dimension of
the compositions began to be displayed by some who ,held certain
erroneous views about it”.

At the end of the 15* and the beginning of the 16" century,
another composer, Akakios Chalkeopoulos from Crete appeared®.
His autograph manuscript, conserved in the National Library of Greece
under the number 917, dated around 1500 according to the watermarks®
contains an Anastasimatarion, several chants from Sticherarion and
Eirmologion, a short Anthology and among others a particular treatise,
which consists, probably, the first attempt of analysis — and perhaps
transcription - of the Byzantine notation. The term ,exegeses”,
,theseis olographes” and ,aporroes exegemenes” appeared in the treatise
of Akakios Chalkeopoulos for the first time in the Byzantine musical
terminology. Much more interesting, although obscure, is the following
note on the f. 15r of his manuscript: ,Because some of the teachers of the
Music Science said about my shapes that when I will be dead the shapes
will be preserved by my students, because they know and perform them;
but when my students will be dead the shapes will be motionless and
inactive, because nobody from the teachers knows how to perform them.
So, now in my last years I changed my mind and I transformed the shapes
in the text; and the text asks for the shape””. However, although this last

Metoodwviav- Kat 6Tt T mepl TV DMooTATEWV Kal Oéoewv Aeydpeva Ntav meQLttd: mEOg olg
avtupegdpevog 6 Xovoadng, ovvéypape tO meQl MOvOKiG £YXelpiddv Tov: TO OTolov dév
davegdveL AAAO, TXQA AVOOKELNV TIVA TV TOLTwV (Povnudtwy, kat ékbeowv tav
XaoakTowv Kat twv Béoewv, kat okotewvnv tva dixcadpnow twv GOogdv. Qg téoov €xtote
maQépevev 1) ddalLs s petgodwving éwg eig Nuac: [...]".

¢ Emmanouil Giannopoulos, H AvOnon tnc WYadtikne Téxvne otnv Kpntn (1669), Institute of
Byzantine Musicology, Studies 11, Athens 2004, 80-88. Gr. Th. Stathes, Xvumnooiov mepi BuCavtivig
Movoiknc kat ‘Aewvai Oéoeic’ xat ‘eénynoic’, “Ocoloyia MI'", 1982, 749-782.

¢ Manouil Chatzegiakoumes, Xetpoypada ExxAnciaotixic Movoikne (1453-1820), Athens 1980,
113-114.

70 EBE 917, f. 15r: , Emte1dr) Tiveg ddAoKaAoL TOV (sic) TG HOVOKNG EMOTHUNG dUTYoaVTO TTEQL TV
OXNUATWV pov, OTL ATOVTOS kAol Akakiov XaAkeodmovAov kai Oavévtoc dikpévovor T
oxXNHATA EIC TOUG HaBNTAG oL DOTL T YIVWOKOLOL Kal PaAAovTatr &mobavoviwy 8¢ kal TV
HaBONT@OV Lo, dDIAHEVOLOLY T OXIHAT AKivTa Kot avevéQynTa. AlOTL oUdEIS TV DDAOKAAWY
Yvaoket va o PaAn). N1y (sic) ¢ épetapeAnOnka v toic VOTEQOLS LoV Kal ETeea T oxXTHaTA
elg 10 kelpevov: kal to kelpevov (ntet 10 oxnua. Kai 6otig dwwdokarog avantot (sic) kail
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note means a kind of notational analysis, it remains obscure,
especially relating to the terms ,shapes” and ,text”. The abovementioned
testimony becomes more interesting — or challenging — if it is related to a
following koinonikon composition and its title supposing a kind of
arrangement: , the same koinonikon composition named voulgara, renamed
Frankish by the compositor of the shapes. It is organikon (instrumental) and
its music is unified with the tenor; the first and great performer has to
chant it alone without others, and he has to perform the part of the tenor
also alone when it is appropriate, so, he has to leave the text and move to
the tenor part, and again to leave the tenor part and go to the text; it is true
that if someone can perform it without mistake he is a great performer””'.
This title at least implies a different musical education, as the term
,Frankish” indicates, but also the instructions for the performance of the
chant indicate a distinguished musical practice”. Apparently, these two
testimonies have not been necessarily related to each other; nevertheless,
if their significance is connected, Akakios probably could be considered as
the first of a group of musical writers who suggest a more or less Western
type of analysis of the notation, with a , transformation of the shapes”, i.e.,
the theseis, to ,text”, i.e., in a form much more simple. This however is a
matter that would require independent inquiry.

During the 16™ century, another notational attempt followed, this
time with a clear direction towards the western musical notation.
Ieronymos Tragodistes, a Cypriot musician, whose action is dated between
1520 and 1560, after his staying in Italy and his learning period with the
known teacher of music Gioseffo Zarlino”?, has written in about 1556/7 a

BovAetar PaAAew TO Kkeipevov Aéyel tax MAVIA AOPaA@S, omeQ PaAAetar kal TO EUOV
OTLXEQAQIOV- KAl OUTWGS dxAapBdavetal”.

7t EBE 917 f. 148v: ,10 av10 kOWwwviov 1] BovAydoa petdvouaoOeioa GpOAYYKOV TaQX TOD
molovvTog T oxfiuata. Eotv d¢ kal 0gyavikov kal éxov 10 péAog idov tvwpévov (sic) pe to
TeEVOQE, va To PAAAT 6 TIEWTOC Kkl Héyag TeXViTNG (sic) povog Tov dixos ovvteodia- Kai pévog
TOU V& KAV Kol TO TEVOQRE €16 TOV TOTOV 0700 10 (Nt (sic) 1youv va adrjvn 10 Kkeipevov katl
VA KAV TO TEVWQE, Kal TtaAT (sic) vadrivn (sic) 10 tevége vagxete (sic) 0To kelpevov: aAndag
€xeL mavu Vv dxpifnav (sic) 6otic Pedn texviTNG va umogéot (sic) va to PaArn dixog (sic)
obaAua”. Gr. Stathis, “AmAobv péAoc’. Miuix magovoiaorn TV MEQIMTWOEWY ‘AATIVIKNG
Movoung’ ota xewdyoada Bulavtiviic Movowng”, vol. Tuun mtpos tov diddokalo, Athens 2000,
pp. 665-666.

72 See also, E. Giannopoulos, AvOnon 85-86.

78 C. V. Palisca, , Zarlino Gioseffo”, The New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians 20 (1980), 646-649.
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theoretical treatise”. The whole essay consists of an obvious effort to totally
reform the notation, with adoption of the staff notation and perhaps also of
western polyphony. Although older scientists have suggested that this
treatise could help towards the understanding of the Byzantine notation
and its supposed diatonic character, probably because of the assignment of
the two notational systems, related evidence has not been produced?.
Ieronymos has chosen the Byzantine theoretical structure in order to be
followed by the Byzantine specialists, to whom he wanted it to be
addressed. However, this did not happen, surely because these specialists
have not been ready for such a radical change and, also, because the
treatise of leronymos has not been edited, as he wished according to the
letter in the preface, in which the writer seems to dedicate his work to an
anonymous Cardinal demanding financial support for his edition”.
In the same dedicative letter, one can distinguish the reasons that led
Ieronymos to such a radical proposition. He clearly says that from his
childhood he had followed the teaching of the older compositors and
teachers, but he concluded that his contemporaries did not know the
performance of the signs or the content of the theseis, although they used
them, because of their negligence. They also lost happiness because of the
same reason and the only way to re-find it is to chant to God. He also says
that he was moved, apparently to invent another notational system, by
pious thought and divine motivation. He finally proposes to apply another

7*About the person and the life of leronymos Tragodistes, see Stathis, Oi Avaypauuatiouol xat i
MaOnuata tnc BuvCavtivic MeAomotiac, Institute of Byzantine Musicology, Studies 3, Athens 1977,
131; by the same author, ,Ta yxewdyoada kai 1 PulavTivoowvaiTikl] HOUOIKT] TAQAdOOT).
ZuppoAn oty iotogia g Bulavtiviic Movownc”, Vol. Twun mpoc tov ddackado ..., Athens
2001, 461-466;, O. Strunk, , A Cypriote in Venice”, Natalicia Musicologica Knud Jeppesen Ano
MCMLXII Collegis oblata, 101-113; N. Panayiotakes, , Griechische Musiker im Deutschland des 16.
Jahrhunderts”, H. Eideneier (ed.), Graeca recentiora in Germania. Deutsch-griechische Kulturbeziehunger
vom 15. bis zum 19. Jahrhndert [Wolfenbutteler Forschungen 59], Wiesbaden 1994, 137-147; P.
Agapetos, ,Teowvupoc Toaywdiote 6 Kvmolog: évag yoadéas kai povoueog e Oiung
Avayévwnone”, H EAAnqvikn ypadn xata tovs 150 xar 160 aiwves, Athens 2000, 283-300; D.
Balageorgos, ,Avayoadr véwv otoxelwv Kal  pagTruowov  amo v A’ dadon
KATaAoYoyoadOews TV OvalTik@OV HoLo K@V XewpoYoadwv”, Iapvacadc N' 2008, 183-198. See
also the critical edition of Ieronymos’ theoretical treatise Ilepi xpeiac povoikne ypaikwv
xapaxtipwv, B. Schartau (ed.), Hieronymos Tragodistes. Uber das Erfordernis von Schriftzeichen fur die
Musik der Griechen, Monumenta Musicae Byzantinae, Corpus Scriptorum de re Musica III,
Wien 1990.

75 Strunk, ,, A Cypriote” 102; Panayiotakes, , Griechische Musiker” 146. Gr. Th. Stathes, ,’H maAauwx
Bulavtivr) onuetoyoadia kait To MEOPANUA petayQadnc g el 1o mevtdyoappov”’, BvCavtiva 7
(1975), 193-220; idem, Avaypappatiopot 56.

76 B. Schartau, Hieronymos, pp. 34-38. Agapetos, ,, Tegwvupog” 291.

50



notation using almost all the old signs and some others that he has
invented”. It is clear that Ieronymos had to confront to the following
problem: because of the stenographic character of the notation,
the musicians of his time ignored the content of the musical formulas and
even the right performance of the phonetic signs, which led to a wrong
performance of the chants. Consequently, Akakios and Ieronymos, in two
different areas under Venetian occupation, Crete and Cyprus, almost
during the same period, have to face the same problem: the specific
Byzantine stenographic notation has begun to be obscure and forgotten,
a fact leading to the wrong music performance.

In the time in-between leronymos Tragodistes and Balases the
priest, it seems that there are no other attempts at notational reform, either
towards a simplification of the Byzantine notation or towards an
adaptation of the Western system. Balases the priest and his followers,
pointing toward the right performance of the chant through the
appropriate use of the notation, tried to write in a more analytical way, or
to transcribe some of the compositions. Chrysanthos of Madytos refers to
the words of loannes Trapezountios, who in the mid-18* century
supported that the long musical teaching made things complicated and that
it was indispensable to have a notational system which was easier and
simpler. Ioannes Trapezountios was the first compositor who used a

77 B. Schartau, Hieronymos, pp. 34-38: ,, Tovtolc [t0lg maAauols dwaokaAowc] éywye totvuv madidbev
Kot (Xvog €mopevog, v ovoav d¢ maQ’ NULV NOKNKWS LOVOIKNV EMOTAUNY di TV évtavOol
XQAQAKTHOWYV, T& Te KAt avThVv EUNinTovia BeacAUEVOS ATOTA, UITOLYE DX TNV TWV TEOTEQOV
eV avTV apédelav ovoTNOAVIEWVY (KAt YaQ avtol Hév, WG TEOLPNUEV, OUV dUa TIACL TOIg
aAAols pabrjpact, kat TadTnVv KaA@g ovotnodpevol Hebodkws ovvetadfavto), dux d¢ paAAov
MV TV Ko MUAS TE kal MEO UKEOD ToL kab NMUAS Tvwv xedvov, &AAwvV AAAwG e
xonoapévwv avt), Uit 0Atyov tv Gpvowv eidoTwyv, PNt 0&elag, Ut &EYoL 1] YoQYOL 1] OAwC
TWOG TV ETAOITIWYV ONpElwV, KALTOL TOVTOS AVTOIG ATAVTWY XOwHEvwy- [fj]v ovk old” 6mwg
oLV G TROL RAAOLG HaBrpaotl Te Kal evdALUOVIAS AEATIWS ATTOAWAEKELHEY (AUAQTATLY OIHOL
Al NUETéQALS), WV ATOAEAALKOTES HEXOL TTOAAOD, Taviv DoTeQovHevoL dlakelpeBa mavtwy:
XaAemdv te vouloag elvat kal TV ayav émaxfeotdtwy, Kav el un tavmmy avaktmowueda, v
Omwe pe 1o Belov (we €00€0mM) dofoAoyntat Akatamavotws, UNdéE WAc ' ws av &l Tig oinbein
YALXOUEVOG, TV T LEV OVTWY, TTf) O€ OUK OVTIWV, LAAAOV &' 00D 6AwG (el Oepitov eimelv) OvTwv
d0&ng, Belx Tvi & émvola xat (NAw, mMEOS Tavd’ wWEUNONV, TOD KATA TV MEOCVOTNOAVTWY
avmy  TavTV (¢ EyQUAl) TNV EMOTAUNY YVWuNV, dwxebwoacBal te kal ¢ elmetv
avaAeipaocBbal, kal tovTwv amdviwv éoxatov EkTumwoacBat tavty, el duvvatov. [...]
‘E€eigyaotat yao pot 10 VOV oUtwe €Xov: 1] Te TV TOAVUABeoTATWVY THETEQWV TIQOYOVWVY T
apa kol dwaokaAwv (ol mAeloTVv olda mACL TV X&QLV) HOLOWKT) EMNVwEbwTAL, Toig ohv
AVTOV PEV TIAOL OXEDOV XOWHEVE onuelol (0U Ydo pot kaAov €dofev eivat 6Awg v ABnvav
petakwvetv o0 Pewdiov): TANV O0Alywv mootebelpévov TIVOV, TRG TOVTWV  dlavoiag
TOQWOHNHEVEQ oLVTEDELévav”.
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simpler version of the Byzantine notation, being the father of the exegeses,
i.e. notational analysis’. This analytical version of the notation was initially
imitated and later developed by Petros Peloponnesios who ,,almost arrived
to transform the musical signs from symbols to letters”?.

Some years after the death of Petros Peloponesios, at the end of the
18t century, Agapios Paliermos, after having spent several years in Europe
— probably in Livorno of Italy — where he was studying the Western music
in order to come back to ,enlighten” the other Greeks¥, arrived in
Constantinople and appeared to Patriarch wGregorios®. He then exposed
the disadvantages of the Byzantine notation, in all probability putting
forward its stenographic character and the instruction’s complexity.
Apparently, his notational method was based on the staff notation,
however, as it was also noticed without the , deficiencies” of the Western
notation. One could conclude that Agapios made a kind of adaptation of
the western system to the Byzantine needs. Unfortunately, there is no copy
of his first system or pieces transcribed, and the study of his system is not
possible. The result of his presentation to the Patriarch was that the
Patriarch was persuaded and he decided that Agapios’ notational system
had to be taught, and that the chanters of the Patriarchate were obliged to
learn and use it.

78 Chrysanthos of Madytos, @cwpntixév, XLVIII-XLIX, 75: ,&moeme v onkwO1) Amo T TOWHATA TV
€icelvr 1) Lk TO TOAVXEOVIOV duokoAin TG ddAfews kal petaddoews e WaApwdiag [...] kat va
ovoOn cvoTUa XAEAKTHOWY AMAOVOTEQOV, LLeDODIKWTEQOV Kal OToLXelwdES, dI 00 v& elvat
duvatov va yoadntat kaBe eldog peAwdiag, Kat v petadidetat anagacadevtws. "O0ev év étet
apvot’, étav 1o oL Prropovoov Kupiddov, ta g Iatowgyeiag tdte dibBvvovtog mndaAL,
noeteann pet émpovig O Twavvng eic v odvBeow TOV Macamvoagiwv, ToAveAéwv,
d0E0AOYIDV KAl KOWWVIKWV KTA, peteXelplodn 1oomov tov yoadewy, 60Tl eivat diddoog tov
TAAQLOD, Kol KALveL €lg O eEnynuatucov, kat éotddn adtog 1) pila To eENynuUATIKOL TEOTIOL,
Ov petexeiodn 6 pabntrg avtov ITétpog”

7 Chrysanthos, Ocwpnrikév XLIX-L, 76-77: ,0oxedov €pBacev eic 10 va ¢éon Tovg Hovotkolg
XAQAKTNOAS ATO CUPOAWY £lg Yodppata”.

80 Chrysanthos, Ocwpntixév LI, 78, note a: ,Ovtog mepmABe trv Evoddmmnv émtavtov, dux vo
daxO1) v povowrv twv Evgwnaiwv évteAds: émerta v EAOT) eic v EAAAda, va wdeAnon
TOUG OLOYEVEIS TOL Kata To0T0. "'O0ev ad’ 00 évedevapwdn doreta ig TV elONUEVIV HOVOLKT)Y,
NABe eig 10 Aylov "Ogoc: pn teAeodoproag d¢ Ekel, émnyev eig v "Edecov- anmotuxwv 8¢ katl
£xel, NABev eic KwvotavtvovmoAw [...]".

81 About the person and the life of Agapios Paliermos, see, Chrysanthos, @cwpntixov L-LIL;
Papadopoulos, ZvupoAai 316 and note 1101; Gr. Stathis, «Eioaywyr). H Bulavtivr) Inueoyoadia
Kat aL yevopeval petayoadal me», in Aovuoiov A. Wagiuavov, 183 ExkAncwactixoi Yuvor eig
BuCavtivryy ket Evpwnaixniyv Hapaonuavtikny, Toovua Bulavtiviic MovowkoAoyiag, ABrjva 2004,
ouy'-opud'; G. Plemmenos, To povotké moptpéto Tov NeoeAAnvikov Atagwtiopod, Athens 2003, 69-
102
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Firstly, the fact that the Patriarch accepted Agapios’ radical system
is really impressive and could be explained by two factors: a. firstly,
the complexity and difficulty of the Byzantine notation has been a fact
accepted by the compositors and, consequently, known by the Patriarch.
As the known attempts at a notational analysis or simplification of the
notation already began in the 17™ century, we could suppose that the
problem was evident at the end of the 18t century. b. Secondly, as the ideas
and the concepts of the Enlightenment influenced the thought of the
scholars, they believed that Greeks would reveal their national identity
through a turn towards the Ancient Greek Culture and towards the West®2.
The same reason led a little later to the choice of the notational reform of
the Three Teachers, known as New Method of Byzantine Notation, and to
the rejection of the notational attempt of Apostolos Konstas, which has
been more traditional and directly related to the old stenographic notation.
One more time in this case a notational system with several Western
elements, as the syllabic parallege, covered under Byzantine signs was
chosen®.

Agapios’ attempt on notational reform was the result of the
analogous movements that had begun almost three centuries earlier and its
reason was the complexity and the stenographic character of the Byzantine
notation, to which many persons could not confront, and consequently they
began to forget the right performance of the signs and the stenographic
musical formulas.

However, the reactions against Agapios’ staff system — which
mainly came from lakovos protopsaltes — did not permit its essential
adoption. Blamed by the failure of his method, but also his attempt on
notational reform, Agapios left Constantinople and, probably, went to a
European city in order to study Western music further. He had to work
more on his system and perhaps invent another more appropriate one,

8 About the Greek Enlightenment see, P. Kitromelides, NeoeAAnvixoc AwapwTtioudc, Athens 2000;
idem, The Enlightenment as Social Criticism, Princeton 1992; K. Th. Dimaras, NeoeAAnvixoc
Aadpwrtiouds, Athens 2007; A. Tampake, Ilepi NeoeAAnvikov AwagwTtiopov. Pevuata 1dewv kat
olavAor emkowvwviag pe 0 ovtikn oxépn, Athens 2004.

8 About that see, K. Romanou, ,H petagov0uion tov 18147, MovaikoAoyia 1 (1985), 7-22; Plemmenos,
To povorkoé moptpéto 165-194; idem, “The active listener: Greek attitudes towards music listening in
the Age of Enlightenment”, British Journal of Ethnomusicology 6 (1997), 51-63; F. Kritikou,
“@ewonTikéc ovyyoadéc Bulavtiviic Movokric tov 10" at. kat NeoeAAnvucde Atxdwtiopog”, A’
Emuotnuoviké Zvumodoio tne NeoeAAnvikne ExkAnoiaotixne Téxvne. Ilpaxtikd, Athens 2009, 641-
652.
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apparently persuaded that the failure has been caused by some weaknesses
of his method. Until 1815, the year of his death in Bucharest, he went back
to Constantinople twice, suggesting another notational system, this time
based on the Greek alphabet, an attempt which was not successful®.
Besides, it is impressive that Agapios” alphabetical system, although
not used in Constantinople, was supported in Europe and a Doxology
written according to his notational system was printed in Vienna in 1813 by
Leopold Ground” Printing House®. On the first page of the edition it is
written: ,,Doxology in third mode composed by Agapios Paliermos from
the island of Chios according to the newly invented Greek tones”.
Respectively, the title of the composition is: ,,Doxology in third mode
composed by Agapios Paliermos and characterized [written] according to
the diagram of his own system”®. It is evident that Agapios, after his initial
turn towards the Western staff notation, tried a second turn towards the
other center of interest of the Ideas of the Enlightenment, the Ancient Greek
culture, and he invented a notational system based on the Greek alphabet.
This is also testified by the phrase , Greek tones” used on the first page,
but also by the use of the word ,tropos” instead of the term ,echos”.
According to Agapios’ alphabetical system the composition is divided in
meters. This composition starts with the letter M, probably used as a kind
of key or the initial note; mainly the consonants of the Greek alphabet were
used, replacing the phonetic signs of the Byzantine notation, other letters
(usually the letter d) in a smaller dimension is used probably indicating
quality signs or generally a different expression, one, two or three lines
underline some of the letters, probably as an indication of the time and the
score is completed by points and commas. Agapios’ two notational systems
resolve the two essential problems of the Byzantine notation: first,
its stenographic character does not exist anymore and, second, the inability

8 Chrysanthos, Ocwpntikov LI, note a.: ,amotuxwv d¢, petéfale 10 ocvommua, kal 6tav NAOe T
devTeQOV Kal TO TolToV £ig KwvotavtivovmoAw, petexeoileto 10 AAPaPnTov”.

8 See Gr. Stathis, , Eloaywyn” oud'. A photo of the title page and the first page of a Doxology have
been provided to me by the colleague and friend Achilleas Chaldeakes. I have to thank him also
from here.

86 See the title page: ,AOZOAOTIA TPITOY TPOIIOY LYNTE®EIZA YIIO TOY MOYZIKOAOTIQTATOY KYPIOY
ATAIIIOY TTAATEPMOY TOY XIOY KATA TOYXI YII” AYTOY NEQZXTI EININOH®OENTAL EAAHNIKOYZ
TONOYL”. See also the title of the composition in the first page as following: “AOEZOAOI'IA EIZ TPITON
TPOIION ovvteOeloa magd TOD HOLOUKOAOYLWTATOL kueiov Ayamiov IlaAiéoupov Xiov, kat
XaoaKTNEWwhEeloa KAt TO dLAYQAUHA TOD diov CLOTHHATOS”.
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of the phonetic signs to indicate the same pitch has been precluded,
as each letter indicates a stable pitch.

As it is mentioned above, the person most against the adoption of
Agapios Paliermos’ notational system was lakovos Protopsaltes, one of the
more conservative individuals of his time and a real guardian of the
traditional Byzantine notational system and generally of chant¥.
Iakovos Protopsaltes has been the major obstacle to the application of his
system. According to Chrysanthos of Madytos’ testimony, two facts are
mentioned as impediments: a. Iakovos was never persuaded that the
Byzantine notation had to be changed and b. his ironical and satirical
behavior towards Agapios, his personality and his teaching method,
frustrated the creator of the new notational system®. This last notice of
Chrysanthos creates a number of questions firstly about Agapios’ teaching
approach, which was inappropriate and perhaps middling, but mainly
about his accent. We could only imagine the strength of Iakovos’ reactions,
which arrived to barrier the application of the patriarchal decision and led
to the departure of Agapios. It was really unfortunate for Agapios that his
attempt on notational reform coincided with the period when the first
chanter of the Patriarchate was lakovos, who ,was keeping the tradition,
following the traces of his teachers and he has not content with the
innovations”®. Thus, ,he strongly fought Agapios” reforming attempt and
his European notation”®. In the general innovative atmosphere of the
18t century Iakovos was known as an extremely traditional personality.
His very known composition, the Doxastarion, is composed with analytical,
simple and sticheraric theseis, as it is usually noted in the title, in order to
compose a shorter chant, using all the old sticheraric theseis and the new

87 About his person and his life see, Chrysanthos, Ocwpntixév LI-LII; Papadopoulos, ZvupoAai
315-316; Gr. Th. Stathes, , Idxwpog mowtopdATng o Bulavtiog (+23 AmpiAiov 1800)”, Emtiotnuovikn
Enetnpic tov Iaveruotnuiov ABnvav, Tiuntixév A¢iépoua g Evayyedov A. Ocodwpov, AB'
(1997), 317-334; Ch. G. Patrinelis, “XuuBoAal e v Iotoglav tov Oucovpevicotv Iatoagyeiov.
A' TlowtopdAtatr, Aaumaddgor kot dopéotikor g MeyaAng ExxkAnoiac (1453-1821)7,
Mvnuoovvn 2 (1968-69), 64-93; Chatzeyiakoumes, Xeipdypada 49 and 97 notes 269-272; idem,
Movoika Xepoypada Tovproxpatiags (1453-1832), Athens 1975, 299-302.

8 Chrysanthos, Ocwpntixév LI, 78: ,Awx 10 axkatameiotov Opwe tov HowtopdAtov TakwBov, kat
dlx TAC elpwVeElaG TOL TEOG TV TEOPOEAV Kol TOV TEOTOV dd&Eews Tov Ayariov, dév &ywve
KQTOg”.

8 Chrysanthos, Ocwpnrixév LI, 78: , O d¢ duadoxoc 100 AavimA TakwPos 6 Tlowtopadtng,
AKOBOS PLAATTWV TX TAEAdEDOUEVA, TOIG (XVEOLWV EUUOVWS Palvav TV dATKAAWY TOv,
d&V EXaQeV TOOOV €IG VEWTEQLOHOVS” .

% Papadopoulos, ZvupoAai 315-316 note 1101.
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ones’!. lakovos’ persistence to the tradition is indicated from this notice but
also from his whole compositional practice. It is also evident that he derives
his material from older compositional models according to the ancient
practice of the imitation of the older compositors. This impressive
compositor has been charged to point out the weaknesses of Agapios
Paliermos’ notational system and the inappropriate use of the staff notation
for the Byzantine music. Apparently, lakovos persuaded Agapios that his
system was unfavorable for the writing and the teaching of the Byzantine
chant and that perhaps he himself did not have the necessary knowledge to
assign the truth of the wise observations of Iakovos protopsaltes, who has
been a man of education and musical experience, and he decided to go to
Europe in order to learn more about the European music”®2.

Agapios’ attempt does not have to be considered as a self-centered
movement in order to discredit and eliminate the traditional Byzantine
notational system and to impose his own method. Chrysanthos refers to the
fact that Agapios initially appeared to the Patriarch asking to correct the
existing notational system, explaining the reasons which led to this
attempt, or to invent another new system, or to keep Agapios’ system and
to transcribe all the Byzantine compositions according to it®. In other
words he proposed to correct all the ,faults” of the Byzantine notation,
but firstly to explain the reasons leading to that, in order to not consider the
correction as an arbitrary movement. As a second resolution, he proposed
the adoption of another notational system, either his own system or
another. The fact that he proposed the adoption of another system and not
necessary his own system points out that he was acting in order to conserve
the musical tradition through an easier notational system. The same
intention is indicated by the fact that he considered the transcription of the

91 See for instance the introductory note in the manuscript 52/200 (f. 1r) of K. A. Psachos Library,
Doxastarion of lakovos protopsaltes written by Anastasios Prikonessios round the end of the
18th century: ,AofaoTikd TOV JEOTOTIKWV Kal OeopnTogk@v £00T@WV KAl TV  Aolm@v
£optalopévawy ayiwv kal tva idopeAa o0 Towwdiov kai ITevinkootagiov ovvtebévia kat
OUVTOUWTEQOV TOOTOV, €k O€0ewV OTIXNOWV TE KAl EIQUHOAOYIKOV TTAQAX TOD TEWTOPAATOL THG
oV Xowotob MeyaAng ExkAnoiac koo Takwpov”.

92 Papadopoulos, ZvupoAai 316, note 1101.

% Chrysanthos, Ocwpntixov LI, [...] va dopfwowot 10 ExkkAnootikov cvotnua, d0vtes tovg
nEémovTag Adyoug, 1] va eéhevpwat AAAO VeEWTEQOV, 1) VA KQATHOWOL TO T’ avToD ToD Ayartiov
TEOOPEQOLLEVOV, Kal kaT avtd va petayedpwotv 6Aa ta omola 1&evoovoy ExkAnowotua
HEAN”.
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whole Byzantine musical production to any other notational system,
chosen in order to conserve the Byzantine musical tradition.

Agapios Paliermos' attempts on notational reform have not been
fruitful because they have been really radical, while, on the contrary,
the new analytical method, which was finally chosen, was a bright system
with several elements of the staff notation occurring beneath the Byzantine
signs. It has been a brilliant combination of the two notational systems,
the staff and the Byzantine one. Nevertheless, Agapios” notational systems,
clearly turned towards the Western notation and Ancient Greek music,
have been the beginning of a sequence of similar attempts of the
19t century, such as the notational system of Georgios Lesvios,
the alphabetical systems of Bucharest and the one of Paisios of the
Monastery of Xeropotamos, or the attempts to harmonize the Byzantine
chant and, clearly, the whole ,musical issue” of the beginning of the 20t
cent®.
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