Abstract
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Of Masters and Servants

Hybrid Power in Theodore Laskaris’
Response to Mouzalon and in the Tale
of Livistros and Rodamne

The present paper examines two Byzantine texts from the middle of the thirteenth
century, ostensibly unrelated to each other: a political essay written by a young
emperor and an anonymous love romance. The analysis is conducted through the
concept of hybrid power, a notion initially developed by postcolonial criticism. It
is shown that in the two texts authority (that of the Byzantine emperor and that
of Eros as emperor) is constructed as hybrid and thus as an impossibility, though
in the case of the political essay this impossibility remains unresolved, while in the
romance it is actually resolved. The pronounced similarities between the two texts
on the level of political ideology (e.g. the notion of friendship between master and
servant, the performance of power relations, shared key concepts) informing the
hybrid form of authority and its relation to its servants is a clear indication that
they belong to the same socio-cultural and intellectual environment, namely the
Laskarid imperial court in Nicaea around 1250.

The aim of this study* is to examine two ostensibly unrelated Byzan-
tine texts. The first is a “political essay’ by the emperor Theodore II
Doukas Laskaris (1254-58) on the relation of friendship between
rulers and their close collaborators; it can be plausibly dated between
1250 and 1254, at the time when the author was crowned prince. The
second text is the anonymously transmitted Tale of Livistros and
Rodamne, along love romance of almost 4700 verses probably writ-
ten between 1240 and 1260. Thus, both texts were arguably com-
posed around the middle of the thirteenth century at the so-called
Empire of Nicaea (1204-61) under the dynasty the Laskarids, the
time when the Byzantines were forced to reinstall the Rhomaian Em-
pire (Bact\eia ‘Pwpaiwv) in exile, while Constantinople was under
Latin rule.

In our paper we intend to take a step out of some established ap-

proaches to Byzantine literature by attempting a twofold methodo-
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1. On this matter see Agapitos,
“Grammar, Genre and Patronage”
and “Karl Krumbacher”

2. On the history and evolution of
the term see Mishra and Hodge. For
other efforts to define this field of
studies see Ahmad; Acheraiouy;
Hiddleston; Nayar.

3. See, for example, Moore-Gilbert 10
for a discussion of the case of Canada
in relation to the many ways that
postcolonial situation can be
described. Postcolonial theory now
operates across diverse disciplines
ranging from political economy to
environmental studies, sports,
religion, linguistics, mathematics,
philosophy, anthropology, education,
psychoanalysis, art history, cinema-
tography and literature. Indicatively,
see also Achebe; Bishop; Grove; Bale
and Cronin; King; Nochlin; Said;
Suleri; Zabus.
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logical experiment. On the one hand, our experiment is comparative
in nature. We bring into juxtaposition two texts generically diverse
in terms of their littérarité — a political, non-narrative essay and an
erotic narrative poem. Moreover, the two texts belong to two areas
of Byzantine textual production that traditionally are not brought
into comparison, namely, so-called learned and so-called vernacular
literature.' Laskaris” essay belongs to the former linguistic idiom,
while the anonymous romance to the latter. On the other hand, the
experiment concerns our interpretive approach. We shall be using a
contemporary theoretical concept that so far has not been applied
to Byzantine texts, namely, the notion of hybrid power as a herme-
neutical tool.

The paper is organized in four parts. It begins with a brief pres-
entation of our theoretical framework of analysis. It then presents
our readings of Laskaris’ essay and of the love romance, while in the
last part it will offer a comparison of the two texts. Our purpose is to
show that, even though the two texts belong to different genres and
linguistic idioms, by mapping power as hybrid in a similar manner,
both appear to share common ideological and intellectual preoccu-

pations.

1 The notion of hybrid power

Studying the two texts together, one observes that a common reoc-
curring subject in both is their preoccupation with power and au-
thority, although in a very different way — one text reflecting on the
nature of political power at the imperial court, the other betraying
such a concern through constructing the fictional sphere of Erotokra-
tia, Eros” Amorous Dominion. Such queries, over the nature of pow-
er, constitute the main object of research in the field of studies known
as Postcolonialism. The term was coined in political theory to de-
scribe the nations which had liberated themselves from colonial rule
after the Second World War.” Since then it has become a tangled and
multifaceted term historically, geographically, culturally and politi-
cally and has expanded across a broad range of disciplines.> One of
the main contributions of postcolonial theorists that is of interest
here was their insistence upon studying literature as part of the mul-
tifaceted political, historical and cultural background that propels its
production.

It should be pointed out that postcolonial theory describes pre-
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4. For example, his treatise Explana-
tion of the World (Koo SijAwotg)
or the grand laudatory oration he
composed for his father, Emperor
John III Batatzes; see Angelov,
Political Ideology 234—50.

5. Itis important to note that
postcolonial thinkers challenge
divisions between ‘high’ and
‘popular’ literature (Moore-Gilbert
8), a fact that brings the idea of
postcolonial theory a step closer to
what the present article aspires to do.

6.1t could, for example denote the
coexistence of two separate natures
such as the Arthurian Merlin, who
was supposed to be half demon and
half human (see Hiie). It could also
describe a monster, a giant or a
person from a certain ethnical
descent considered as ‘sinful’ (see
Friedman; Williams; Cohen, Monster
Theory and Hybridity; Huot).

7. Along with Edward Said and
Gayatri Spivak, Bhabha is considered
to be one of the founders’ of
postcolonial criticism. Young
characteristically calls them the
“Holy Trinity of colonial discourse
analysis” (163).
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occupations that have to do mainly with discursive forms, and in this
it differs from the history of colonialism. The postcolonial idiom
could be seen as a reading method engaged with what carries and sig-
nifies power and which defies the notion that there exist so-called
‘pure’ identities of dominant or subordinated nations, races or cul-
tures within a Postcolonial situation. The postcolonial frame brings
with it a given authority that asserts itself as dominant but its power
is automatically challenged from within.

Given this context, we believe that there exists a certain contex-
tual affinity between the post-traumatic experience and reception of
authority as presented in postcolonial theory and the post-catastro-
phe traumatic situation of thirteenth-century Nicaea as reflected in
the literary production of the era, in which the ‘State’ exists only to
become something else: a vehicle of return to Constantinople. This
disjunction between the ideal singular Rhomaian monarchy an-
chored in Constantinople and historical reality — an authority in ex-
ile, fractured across three claimant successors and a disrupted, dislo-
cated administrative and ecclesiastical system - resulted in an insta-
bility comparable to the postcolonial context. It is exactly this insta-
bility that the intellectuals of the Nicaean era attempted to bridge on
a theoretical level by reflecting on aspects of power.

Theodore Laskaris himself appears to repeatedly explore the
concept of power from various angles. The nature of power, its
boundaries, the relation of the one who possesses authority with the
one who lacks authority, the performance of power, are topics that
run through a number of Theodore’s works.* Likewise, even though
Livistros and Rodamne is not a political treatise, it nevertheless acts
out power on various levels of its complex plot.’ This common cul-
tural and political context between, on the one hand, the ideological
pursuits of the two works concerning power and, on the other, post-
colonial experience and the resulting enquiries allows us to profit
hermeneutically by employing ‘hybrid power” as discourse.

Hybridity as a category that describes a peculiar coexistence of
two (or more) different and/or opposing elements was known in
other medieval, eastern and western, contexts and has been studied
extensively in the last three decades.® However, power as hybridity,
as a kind of an unstable, self-conflicting, although apparently con-
crete form of authority, is a conceptual structure produced within
postcolonial theory.

More specifically, we take our starting point from a proposal

made by Homi Bhabha.” Bhabha suggested that an element repre-
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8. The essay has been included in a
1994 collection of Bhabha’s essays
with a preface and an introduction by
the author, republished by Routledge
in 2004, and reprinted many times
thereafter. All references to the essay
follow the 2004 edition.

9. Characteristic in this respect is
Bhabha’s statement: “As a signifier of
authority, the English book acquires
its meaning after the traumatic
scenario of colonial difference,
cultural or racial, returns the eye of
power to some prior, archaic image
or identity. Paradoxically, however,
such an image can neither be
‘original” - by virtue of the act of
repetition that constructs it — nor
‘identical’ - by virtue of the
difference that defines it. Conse-
quently, the colonial presence is
always ambivalent, split between its
appearance as original and authorita-
tive and its articulation as repetition
and difference” (153).
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senting power in a text can be viewed as hybrid under certain circum-
stances — whether this is discourse, a character, an object or even the
text itself as object. He expressed the concept of hybrid authority
most explicitly, if not necessarily in a coherent manner, in his 1985 es-
say “Signs Taken for Wonders,” beginning his analysis from three in-
stances in which ‘authoritative’ texts — for example the English Bible
— were received by the colonized.® According to Bhabha, the author-
ity that such a written discourse exerts is hybrid. We should make
clear that we do not aim at a one-to-one application of Bhabha’s sug-
gestions since we have actually extracted a hermeneutic approach
through reassembling and reinterpreting into a concrete proposal
Bhabha’s determinants of hybrid power, scattered here and there in
what could be described as a very obscure essay. What we, therefore,
present as hybrid power in what follows is, in fact, our own elabora-
tion of Bhabha’s ideas. What we should also mention is that we are
not interested in how feasible Bhabha’s idea of hybrid authority may
be on a practical level. What we are interested in is his idea that hy-
brid authority might materialize as a form of literature.

Bhabha asserts that the hybrid nature of power derives from the
simultaneous articulation of a series of opposed categories which, at
the same time, are the authority’s constructive parameters. We
would, more specifically, view three such interrelated pairs that si-
multaneously encompass externally superimposing and internally
conflicting forces. These pairs can be described as: (i) preexistence
vs construction, (ii) originality vs repetition, and (iii) oneness vs
twoness. It is not possible for an authority based on the first, exter-
nally superimposing, part of the pair to establish a stable identity be-
cause this identity is undermined by the second, internally conflict-
ing, part of the pair.

In other words, the stable identity of authority is an impossibil-
ity because hybrid power appears as the representative of a superior
truth and of a pure concept, in a way that it creates the impression of
possessing a preexistent and, therefore, original identity, externally su-
perimposed on the subject to be dominated. However, this identity
image is an illusion since authority is only realized as such at every
recurring moment of its continued articulation. Hence, it can only
be the result of a construction which is formed through repetition, that
is, through internally conflicting practices (Bhabha 149-53).° Fur-
thermore, hybrid authority creates an effect of absolute oneness, a
sense of mono-polar independence from the subject which it dom-

inates, thus excluding this non-authoritative Other from its identity.

Interfaces 6 - 2019 - pp.96-129



10. For ease of reference we will use
Response to Mouzalon as the essay’s
short title. The text was first edited by
Tartaglia, “Lopusculo” with a brief
introduction and Italian translation.
It was then reedited twenty years
later by Tartaglia, Theodorus II Ducas
Lascaris 120—40. The text is quoted
from this edition as RespMouz. with
reference to paragraph, page and line
number.
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However, this impression also proves to be invalid since authority
must factually presuppose the one who will recognize it as authori-
ty, its essence, therefore, being one of relative twoness and of bi-po-
lar dependence (Bhabha, 160-62). Thus, the insistence of authority
on preexistence, originality and oneness — that is, its claim to exter-
nally superimposing forces — is opposed by construction, repetition
and twoness — that is, authority’s internally conflicting condition.
Consequently, these clashing forces reveal power as discourse to be
hybrid, while this self-conflicting condition thwarts any attempt of

such a discourse at forming a stable identity.

2 The blended statue

The work Theodore Laskaris addressed as a crown prince to his fu-
ture ‘prime minister’ George Mouzalon bears the heading “To his
lordship George Mouzalon who asked how should servants behave
towards their masters and how masters to their servants” (ITpog tov
MovCddwva kdp Tedpylov épwthoavta dmoiovg Sel eivat Todg SovAovg
elg ToDg kvplovg Kal Todg kvplovg ig Todg Sovhovg)." In terms of its
content and as to its historical context the work is a short political
essay of twenty printed pages but in terms of genre it is an apokrisis
(améxpiotg), a ‘response’ This is what the participle “asked”
(¢pwthoavta) in the heading suggests, alluding to a specific genre of
instruction called ‘Questions and Responses’ (¢pwtanokpioeig) and
used for various subjects ranging from grammar to theology
(Papadoyannakis). This should be kept in mind because the
admonitory and didactic parameter is of major importance for a
fuller understanding of this complex work. The Response to Mou-
zalon, when hastily read, appears not to display an obvious and clear-
ly marked structure, in the sense of conventional structures offered
by rhetorical or philosophical training. Even the central topic — that
is, the response to the question formulated in the heading — is ex-
pounded in a different way as is revealed at the end of the text (§10).
Laskaris discusses only ‘how servants must attend to their masters)
in other words, only the first part of Mouzalon’s question, thus down-
playing the supposed bilateral aspect of the relationship. The author
tackles his topic by means of two basic concepts, friendship as a phil-
osophical notion in line with the definition of Aristotle, and friend-
ship as a political practice between Alexander the Great and his five

captains, later to become the leaders of the kingdoms following the
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11. For a broader appreciation of the
essay as a political manifesto see
Angelov, Imperial Ideology 204-52.

12. The summary follows the editor’s
division into paragraphs; the
numbers in parentheses indicate the
lines in Tartaglia’s edition of
Theodore’s Opuscula rhetorica. The
letters in angular brackets and italics,
e.g. <a> indicate structural subdivi-
sions of the paragraphs, not marked
by the editor.

13. On the importance of Hellenism
for Theodore see the differing
assessments of Kaldellis 368—79;
Page 94-107; Stouraitis, “‘Roman
Identity” 215—20. More specifically,
see now Koder and Stouraitis,
“Reinventing Roman Ethnicity”
85—87. To these studies one should
add the pioneering articles by
Irmscher and Angold.

14. The importance of Alexander’s
friends for his judgement as a ruler is
pointed out by Nikephoros Blem-
mydes in his treatise Imperial Statue
(Seveenko and Hunger, Baothixog
Av8pidg V.7s: 66), which he had
dedicated to Theodore as crown
prince and which the latter had read
and used; see Agapitos, “Laskaris-
Blemmydes-Philes” 2-6.
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death of the Macedonian king. At the same time, a series of other
concepts (political, philosophical and moral) are employed to de-
velop Laskaris’ exposition."” For the following analysis it will be use-

ful to offer here a summary of the essay’s content:"*

§1 (6-48). Alexander, “king of the Hellenes but also fellow-
soldier and commander of the Macedonians” (6-7
AXEEavdpog 6 T@v EMAvwy pv Pacihets, Makedévwv §&
ovoTpaTIwTNG Kal &pynyds)™ was famous for his military
exploits, but as a king he was more famous on account of his
five friends (i.e. the captains of the Macedonian army), a
pentad similar to the five senses. These friends assisted him in
everything and were “bound to him through a divine harmo-
ny consisting of virtues” (44-45: appoviag Oeiag
ovvioTapévoug £§ dpeT@v).

§2 (49-87). The five friends became in this world “model
panels of virtues” (&pxétvnot mivakeg dpet@v) by having been
bound through an indissoluble bond. The rulers of the world,
in imitating Alexander, offer endless gifts to their servants
and friends. For what is equal to the friendship and good-will
of a true servant? There follows an exposition of the tripartite
relations of friendship, from which spring three rivers: (i) the
one is pleasurable to the bodily senses; (ii) the other is finer
and cleaner than the first; (iii) the third is the most honest,
completely unmixed with earthly mixtures and clearest in
itself. These rivers reflect a hierarchy of friendship that moves
from true friendship on the highest plane (iii) down to
earthly pleasures in this world (i).

§3 (88-120). According to this “exemplifying analogy”
(mapaSerypatikn avadoyia), there are three parts in the
relation of friendship: (i) one part is devoted to pleasure, (ii)
another is devoted to advantage, and (iii) a third one is
devoted to what is by nature good. As a result there are three
types of friends.

§4 (121-68). <a> It is better to honour kings and love
them, more so than one’s own blood relations and friends
since the emperor provides peace, glory of fatherland, victory
over the enemies, order, justice and prosperity in society.
After God, only the emperor is the governor of all these
things. <b> We are introduced to the characterization of the

friend who is devoted to what is by nature good (i.e. §2—3
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category iii).

§5 (169-251). Then follows the discussion about the
friend devoted wholy to “advantage,” 10 cvpépov (i.e. §2—3
category ii). The extended passage presents in a seemingly
associative manner all forms of giving and receiving in “best
reciprocity” (xaMioth dvtiotpoer). Emphasis is placed on
the “ineffable knowledge” (yvoig andppnrog) of the master’s
“ineffable secrets” (pvotipla dnéppnta). This friend will be
mystically received by Christ by obeying and giving to his
ruler.

§6 (252-316). <a> Finally, the author presents the friend
devoted to pleasure (i.e. §2—3 category i), who should obey
his master and will thus receive what he peacefully desires.
There follows a list of all things pleasurable at the “imperial
court” (Baot\kai adhai) with explicit and at points detailed
references to money, property, food, clothing, music, hunting
and riding. <b> When the servant is praised and loved by his
master, his fellow servants honour him, but when the master
casts at him a grim glance, his fellow servants avoid and
detest him. Therefore, the servant’s wish has to follow his
master’s wish, and so everything will be performed according
to “nature’s order” (313 1) T#jg pdoewg TdfLg). It is “through
natural sequence and lordly inclination of the creator” that
the “senior state official” prevails over his fellow servants
(314-16).

§7 (317-59). <a> It is “dire necessity” (&véykn mioa) that
the servant should naturally follow his master’s will accord-
ing to the “higher models” (4vw0ev Tomot) and he will receive
pleasure. There follows a list of pleasures and advantages, the
greatest of which is the master’s true love and affection: the
ruler is like a “royal root” (Bacthikn pifa) giving birth to all
that is good, beneficial and pleasurable, while the servant
receives all this as if from a river (nrotapn86v). <b> For this
reason, love of the master is better than love of family and
friends.

§8 (360-420). <a> The author returns to Alexander and
his five friends; there follows a list of everything that Alexan-
der’s friends gave to him; emphasis is placed on the renuncia-
tion of pleasures. <b> That is why the noble king turned his
friends into the senses of his own semidivine body (405: wg

aioBnoeig Tod oikeiov fuBiov cwpatog) and crowned them to
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15. On this image in Theodore see
Encomium on emperor John Doukas, §
9, ed. Tartaglia, Theodorus II Ducas
Lascaris 19.424-26: Toryapodv kai oot
Tf) Oeig ke@alij 6 vOv AdYog eikdva
TPAGTNTOG AYAAHATOOAG AVECTHOEY,
womep Oeiov Aaod koopriTopt
(“therefore, the present discourse has
set up for your divine head an image
of meekness in the form of a statue,
since you are the leader of a divine

people”).

Andreou - Agapitos - Hybrid Power in Laskaris’ Response to Mouzalon and in Livistros and Rodamne 103

serve as his co-rulers by his lordly grace.

§9 (421-82). <a> The master, as if united with his ser-
vants into one statue (dvva}/alparwesig) , represents
(eikoviler) both the governor and the governed;' direct
address of the author to rulers and servants to look up to this
“beautiful artifact of a statue” (ka1 dyalpatovpyia) and “to
imitate the best, the most beautiful reciprocity of this image”
(aplotny kaliotny dvTiotpo@iv eikévog ppndnre). <b> The
author proposes something paradoxically novel
(kawompenéotepov): The true love of servants is far stronger
than that of important blood relatives. Therefore, if the
master’s friendship (@i\ia) is mixed together with the
servant’s good-will (etvoia) and they are fully blended
together through reciprocity (&vtidotikag Siohov
avaxpafeioar), their love reaches heaven. This mixture of the
extremes raises the most beautiful virtues of love and esteem
up high, and invites the friendly powers (i.e. the cardinal
virtues of justice and prudence) to stay with them “in the
mind’s splendid and critical chamber delighting in the divine
concepts” (451-52: v 1@ ToD vOdg Xay.atp@ KOLTWVIoKW TQ
KpLTIK@ Toig Belotg Evipue@v évvorjpaocty). <c> There follows a
first direct address to an audience (453-54: Opieig oi TodSe T0D
Adyov TpuenTai Te Kai dxpoatati), leading to the insertion of
the speaker’s “benevolent admonition” (4yan vovbeoia) in
which hierarchical order and the angelic state of the servant’s
friendship is underlined.

§10 (483-98). Address to Mouzalon; the author
emphasizes that for the love of his addressee he has
composed all the expounded topics as if they were “original
panels of virtues” (&g npwroTdmovg Tivakes dpet@v). He
reformulates the topic of the essay as “How must servants
attend to their masters in everything and how they must bear
worthily their wishes.” The text ends with a sentence in the

valedictory style of a sermon.

From the above, the impression of the text’s structural fluidity
becomes manifest. The progression of the author’s thoughts is
organized around a series of key concepts that relate to each other in
an associative manner. For example, in §1 the concept of the pentad
generates a series of reiterative images based on the number ‘five’ (21:

Katd Tag mEvte aiobnoelg, 23-24: mEvTe Kal adTOG... Pidovg, 37:
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16. See also the Satire against his
Tutor, ed. Tartaglia, Theodorus II
Ducas Lascaris 183.706—07
(ﬁpw‘m‘rﬁnovg apet@v kal Tardeiog
gikovag) for an ironical version of this
image, so important for Theodore.

17. For appearances of these concepts
see: puatk) TéfLg or axolovbia (313,
314, 317), TioTIg (370), dydmn (182,
2009, 437, 442), sbvola (61, 425, 438,
455), VmOMs (57, 245, 430, 470,
472), Sudkprotg (181), pipmots (53,
428), Prhia (61,249, 368, 437), eikvy
=00 (167-68). A massive
appearance of these concepts can be
found in RespMouz. 8, 135.370-75.

18. On this blend of astronomy and
logic in Laskaris see Agapitos and
Angelov 69—70.

19. RespMouz. 2—4: 123.72—79,
124.102—0§, 124.111-25.120, 126.156—68.

20. On friendship in the Response to
Mouzalon see Angelov, Imperial
Ideology 215-26.
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mevTax@s), in §2 the number ‘three’ has a similar function (67+68:
TPITTWG... TPITTWG, 70: TPELG ... TOTAUOL, 89: ‘rplxd)g), while in §1 the pair
of “union” (¢vwotig) and “harmony” (&ppovia) leads in §2 to “union”
(#vwotg) and “interweaving” (mAoxi]) by means of which the ‘model
panels of virtues’ are framed. Just as the pentad resurfaces at §8, so
does the image of the model panels resurface at §7 (317: &vw6ev
tomol), leading at §g to the imposing image of the blended statue, and
reappearing for the last time in §10 at the very end of the text.
Furthermore, anumber of key concepts — such as natural order, faith,
love, goodwill, esteem, judgement, imitation, friendship, the ruler as
‘image of God’ (puow Tdfis, mioTig, dydmm, ebvowa, vTOINYIG,
Siaxpiotg, pipnots, eikia, sikwv @eod)"” — seem to exist in advance as
a set of axioms, in other words, they reflect a condition of preexis-
tence. This impression is enforced upon the recipients because these
crucial key concepts are not explained at any point of the exposition
but are taken for granted, although their meaning proves to be rath-
er different from their conventional use in older texts and quite spe-
cific to the author’s imperial Weltanschauung.

Despite the appearance of scientific logic expressed through nu-
merical analogies of an astronomical character and syllogistic pat-
terns of exposition,"® major issues are presented through a mystical,
ritual, performative vocabulary and imagery. For example, the pas-
sage which describes the thoughts of Alexander’s friends connected
to each other in a five-part manner (revtay@s) and thus supporting
their ruler is phrased in purely ritual and neo-platonic terms (§1: 30~
41), while the characterization of the third type of friendship - “on
account of what is by nature good” (814 10 boet dyafov) — is elevat-
ed to a mystical language that leaves any concreteness behind."”

Asnoted already, the most important tool for Theodore’s defini-
tion of friendship is his version of the Aristotelian tripartite catego-
rization of friendship in Books 8 and 9 of the Nicomachean Ethics.*°
However, the apparent conceptual hierarchy of the three types of
friendship — goodness, benefit, pleasure (&yafév, copépov, 18ovi))
— is undermined by Theodore through his textual exposition. The
high type (§4b) is described most briefly and in the purely mystical
style just mentioned; the middle type (§s) is presented through a
ritualistic style but the admonitions expounded are quite concrete
as to the service offered; the low type (§6a) is described through the
most concrete examples of pleasurable pursuits in a more conven-
tionally organized rhetorical passage.

Often in his works and for various purposes, Theodore employs
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21. See, for example, treatises two
(That the Being is One) and three
(That the Being is Three) of Theo-
dore’s collection On Christian
Theology, ed. Krikonis 88-94 and
95—98; two passages from the treatise
Explanation of the World, ed. Festa 1,
115-14 and Festa II, 6-10; chapter two
of the treatise On the Natural
Communion, ed. Patrologia Graeca
140, 1279—1300.

22. On these rhetorical techniques
and their ritualistic, quasi mystical,
use by Theodore see, for example, his
oration On the Names of God (no. 4 of
On Christian Theology), ed. Krikonis
99-108; or a passage from the third
chapter of the Explanation of the
World, ed. Festa II, 21-29.
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numerical and verbal symmetries.* In the case of the Response, these
symmetries constitute an essential technique for structuring the text.
The most impressive application of such structural devices can be
found in §5 and §é6.

In §5 (169-250) Laskaris expounds the type of friendship “on ac-
count of benefit” (mepi 10 cup@épov). The essential parameter of this
friendhip is “reciprocity” or “interdependence,” dvtioTpogt| or

avaotpoer] (178-82):

But because <the servant> is amorous of that best reciproci-
ty, let him give what is desired and let him receive what is
arduously achieved. Foremost, let him consciously give the
interdependence of a most sincere judgment and let him

thence receive sincere love.

The reader/listener is then confronted with a vertiginous litany of a
pair of imperatives (“let him give and let him receive,” §é6tw xai
AaPétw) thatlists the full spectrum of a servant’s offer of services and
the benefits received from the ruler; this intense ritual repetition is
the very textual performance of reciprocity. Approximately in its
middle (at 35 out of 80 lines), the litany is interrupted by a pause in-
troducing a different pair of imperatives related to the master’s inner-
most thoughts: “But let him never hide away the questions placed to
his master and he shall obtain the ineffable knowledge of his lord’s
ineffable secrets” (204-07). The litany resumes in the same mode as
before the pause. It culminates in an extended last set of ‘giving and
receiving’ (now in the style of gorgotes, ‘swiftness, through shorten-
ing of the cola and acceleration of rhythm at 231-41)** with the mas-
ter appearing at the very end as the only true friend of his servant.
Thus, §5s is structured in five units: introduction (169—7s), first part
of the litany (175-204), pause (204-07), second part of the litany
(207-41), conclusion (241-51). In terms of length we are confront-
ed with a symmetrical pattern of A1 (6 lines) + B1 (30 lines) + C (3
lines) + B2 (34 lines) + A2 (10 lines). This spirally labyrinthine pas-
sage forms the nucleus of the admonitory response to Mouzalon’s
question, expounding Theodore’s concept of the ideal servant with
the ruler placed at its centre (unit C) and at its end (unit A2). The
conclusion of §5 coincides with the very middle of the text, at line
250 out of 500 lines — surely not a structural coincidence.

After this explosion of ritual-performative discourse, we are of-

fered in §6a the characterization of friendship “on account of plea-
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sure’s delight” (252-53: 81 10 i 180viig e0PpavTév). It is arranged
as a paratactic sequence of alternating questions and answers that
slows down the rhythm of the previous passage. In contrast to the
ritualistic discourse of § 5, §6a is highly rhetorical in a more traditional
style since the listeners/readers are not confronted with an
unexpected structure wherein they would get literally lost. The
imagery of the section is concrete and specific, obviously reflecting
the luxurious pastimes to be found at the imperial court of Nicaea
and at Nymphaion. This passage leads to an important statement
(§6b) concerning the social standing of the servant at court in direct
relation to his master and to his fellow servants, wherein Theodore
explains the hierarchic and hieratic progress of benevolence or
malevolence emanating from the ruler to his servants. All of this

culminates in a crucial passage about natural order and dire necessity

(307-20):

Jel kai yap Toig OeAfpact Toig deamotikoig v SodAov OéAnua
SovAtk@g émakodlovBely domep Kai TQ) TVVTOVY TOD TVedpATOG
pedpa t0 T Oaddoong dkolovBel, kai ) vikn T@ vikfoavTt
oTPATNY®, Kai ) evBvpia Tf) edPopiq, Kal TY TAP 6 TpwpeDs, Kai
Tf) T0D fvi6xov 6 dEwy émTndeldThTL, Kol ATADG TAVTA T KaTd
PUOLY TENOVpEVA EMOUEVWG T THS PVOEWS TAEEL PUOIKDG
¢makoAovOel. kal yap pvoewg akodovBig kal SeomoTikij ToD
KtioTov poTi] 6 dpywy T@V 60SoVAWY émikpaTel. Avayky yody
TAoA KaTd TOUG Avwbev THTOVS PLIKWG TG BactAtk®
gvvorjuatt av SobAov OéAnpa émakodovBely, kavtedDev 6
Sodhog EAxvoeL THY 80V Kal ovvagel O dpeoTov Kal

KATATPLPNOEL TOD EDPPAVTOD.

(For indeed every servant volition must follow in a servant-
like manner the lordly volitions just like the sea current
follows the intensity of the wind, victory the victorious
general, contentment follows abundance, the captain the
ship’s course, and the axle follows the dexterity of the chari-
oteer. Thus, simply everything that is accomplished accord-
ing to nature consequentially follows natural orderin a
natural manner. For it is on account of natural sequence and
the sovereign inclination of the Creator that the senior
official prevails over his fellow servants. It is dire necessity,
therefore, that every servant’s volition follow the emperor’s

concepts according to the higher models in a natural manner,
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23. For some thoughts on the
particular hieratic image of the
emperor in late Byzantium see
Hunger 49-61.

24. This is a technique sometimes
used by orators to ‘control’ their audi-
ence’s voice; see, for example,
Eustahios’ of Thessalonike Funeral
Oration on the Archbishop of Athens
Nicholas Hagiotheodorites (1175) in
Wirth 7.63-8.73.
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for it is thence that the servant shall draw pleasure, gather

what is pleasing and fully delight in what is enjoyable.)

Towards the end of the essay, the author addresses his audience for
the first time, defining them as “you who delight in and listen to this
oration” (453-54: Dueic... ol T0d Adyov TodTOL TPLPNTAL TE KAl
dxpoartai). Explaining to these recipients that for the preparation of
their progress in the path of wisdom they need to understand his
“good advice” (&yabr) vovBeaia), Theodore directs at them an ad-
monitory speech (§9c = 458-82). This encased speech is explicitly
delivered in the emperor’s ‘own’ voice: “these things I say, so indeed
listen to me” (458: Tadrta Méyw kai 81 kai dxodete) he states. The
speech is composed in the austere style of the advices delivered by
the Hebrew prophets in the Bible, for example, the books of Miche-
as and Malachias. In fact, Theodore’s prophetic discourse also draws
its imagery from the Old Testament, accentuating the importance of
this ‘direct speech’ through the abrupt stylistic and iconographic
shift. By assuming the voice of an authoritative past, the author as
speaker and crown prince enforces upon his audience the summary
of his ‘good advice’ as the preexistent, original and unique admoni-
tion on the relation between master and servant.*

The encased speech leads to the last section of the text (§10: 483—
98), which constitutes a direct address to Mouzalon. Theodore as the
admonishing voice of authority employs a well-known rhetorical de-
vice. The speaker asks his addressee to formulate his petition, but
then the speaker takes upon himself to do that.** In expressing what
the addressee had asked, he reformulates it as “How must servants
attend to their lords in everything and how they must worthily sup-
port their wishes of their lords” (491-92: n@g 8&t Todg SovAovg
Bepamedery Todg SeomdTag amavraxf kal Tdg dEiwg oTépyey Td abTOY
0eAntd). In contrast to the ‘bilateral’ heading at the beginning of the
work, the topic has now become within the text explicitly ‘unilater-
al’ since all burden of the relationship rests on the servants. “If you
remember, this is the topic, and thus receive now the fruits” (492~
93: &l pépvnoat TodTo A Kal iod dnddaPe Todg kapmovg), states the
crown prince to his future minister, suggesting that it is the former
who controls the latter’s memory.

All of the above makes clear that in the Response to Mouzalon sta-
bility and fluidity manifest themselves as a tense antithesis within the
structure, imagery and style of the text; as a juxtaposition of the log-

ical to the mystical and of the concrete to the abstract; as the hybrid-
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ity of the imperial statue representing at once the governor and the

governed (421-28):

Awx Tadta TdvTa Toig oikelolg SovAoig £ dpetv 6 SeomdThg
ovvayadpatwOels eikovile TO dpyov kai td dpyopevov. GAN
atevioate, fyepdveg kai SodAot AmavTeg, TPOG TAVTNY THV
kaAiy dyadpatovpyiay, dvapa§aode dpetds, dviifoare
iSubpata, yvate SovAikiv ebvotav, Yvdte SeomdTOL EDpEVELAY
@idov te Seomdtny Bedoacde kai Sovdovg pidovg SeamdTov

adT@V, dpioThy KAMIoTHV AVTIOTPOPT]V ik VoG (| OnTe.

(Because of all this the master, having blended himself to his
servants as a statue made out of virtues, he represents both
the governor and the governed. Indeed, you rulers and
servants all, gaze at this beautiful artifact of a statue, receive
virtues, draw distinctive features, know a servant’s good-will,
know a master’s benevolence, see a friendly master and
servants being friends of their master, imitate the best, the

most beautiful reciprocity of this image.)

We can thus observe that in Theodore’s text the three interrelated

pairs of conflicting forces are fully acted out:

(i) PREEXISTENCE Vs CONSTRUCTION. The preexistent charac-
ter of natural order conflicts with the effort to define the basic
temporal relation that upholds this order, namely, the ‘friendship’
between master and servant. The conflict shows that this natural

order and the relation expressing it are, in fact, a construction.

(ii) ORIGINALITY Vs REPETITION. While natural order and the
resulting imperial power as expression of a divine hierarchy are
represented as a condition of originality (for example, the image
of the ‘imperial root’in §7a), their manifestation in the text is ex-
pressed through massive repetition (for example, the ‘river’ in
§7a). Similarly, while the text attempts to present an ‘original’
syntactic structure through its use of scientific vocabulary and
linear patterns of thought, in fact, it uses a highly ‘repetitive’ style
and circular patterns of thought that accentuate its own perfor-

mativity.
(iii) ONENESS vs TwoONEss. Imperial power and its divine na-
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25. On the relation of the imperial
office with the divine in early and
middle Byzantium see Dagron.

26. The romance is composed in ‘city
verses’ (moMrikol otiyot), thatis, ina
free-flowing accentuated fifteen-
syllable metre. The text survives in
three independent redactions (alpha
[=SNP], E, and V), of which alpha
represents the oldest text (ca second
half of the fourteenth century) which
will be used here. Redaction alpha is
quoted from Agapitos, Ap#ynotg
Aupiorpov kad PoSduvng. The
romance was traditionally dated to
the end of the fourteenth or the early
fifteenth century, while it was
suggested that it was written in Latin
dominated lands like Cyprus,
Rhodes or Crete. For the new dating
and localization of the romance see
Agapitos, “Xpovoloyikr) dxodovBia”
130-31 and Aprynoig AiPiotpov kai
Podduvns 48-66. For a different date
and place of composition
(Constantinople, late thirteenth
century) see Cupane, “In the Realm
of Eros” 101. We use the forthcoming
English translation by Agapitos, The
Tale of Livistros and Rhodamne.
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ture is characterized in the text by oneness, in other words, it sup-
posedly exists on its own, as is expressed by the images of stabil-
ity describing it: model panel, root, statue. Yet, in fact, it can op-
erate only in twoness, that is, through its true servants as its cho-
sen subjects. The latter are a formative part of power since their
services result in the authority’s benefactions by means of which
power is defined as to its character and becomes apparent. This
can be seen most clearly in §s when the master’s ineffable secrets,
communicated to the servant, become the conceptual and liter-

ary centre of the text.

Consequently, the whole system of power proposed by Theodore is
self-referential because the identification of the emperor with God
as a governing principle is logically untenable (God is an unmeasur-
able principle) and is therefore internally self-conflicting (the em-
peror is not a ‘principle’),* just like the image of the emperor as a
blended statue is logically false. In other words, an authority that
seeks to represent simultaneously ‘the governor and the governed’is
hybrid, undermining its claim to autonomous stability through its

internalized conflicts of fluidity.

3 The hybrid erotideus and basileus

We turn now to The Tale of Livistros and Rodamne (A¢niynoig
ABioTpov kai PoSapvns, abbr. L&#R) to investigate the presentation
and function of the figure of Eros as the powerful monarch of Ero-
tokratia, in other words as the holder of absolute power. With its 4650
verses, L&zR is the longest among the surviving love romances. It was
most probably written around the middle of the thirteenth century
at the Laskarid court of Nicaea.*® The romance displays an extreme-
ly strong performative character. We find the continuous use of first-
person narrative distributed among five different characters, an in-
tricate ‘Chinese box’ narrative structure, a high presence of letters
and songs, as well as an impressive open-ended epilogue by the main
narrator inviting any later readers to retell the story according to their
taste. L&ZR emphatically adheres to major structural features and rhe-
torical typologies of the twelfth-century novels, such as: division into
books, first-person narrative perspective, in medias res narrative
structure, night-and-day narrative sequences, the presence of a lead-

ing and a supporting couple of lovers, extended dream sequences,
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27. See more broadly Agapitos, “In
Rhomaian, Persian and Frankish

Lands.” For fiction in the Eastern Me-

dieval Mediterranean see now the
various chapters in Cupane and
Krénung.

28. See Agapitos, “The ‘Court of
Amorous Dominion.”

29. For more detailed outlines of the
plot see Agapitos, A¢rynotg
AiBioTpov kai PoSdapvng 45-48 and
Lendari 72—82. In the summary we
have added accents on the names of
the characters in order to familiarize
readers with the pronounciation of
these “strange” words.
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artfully crafted descriptions, the rhetorical system of organizing the
discursive mode and the inclusion of amorous soliloquies, amorous
letters and songs, the use of a different metre than that of the main
narrative for encased songs, finally, the use of a poetological meta-
language to describe the craft of writing and the art of the poet. At
the same time, L& R presents us with a series of wholly new features,
such as: a contemporary aristocratic setting, a set of characters whose
ethnic origins are Latin (i.e. French), Armenian and Saracen but not
Byzantine, elements of ‘Latin’ chivalric practice (oath of vassalage,
jousting, hawk hunting, dress), the presence of allegorical characters
and allegorical exegesis. It is this apparatus that led previous schol-
ars to believe that the romance was composed in a Latin dominated
but Greek speaking territory of the Eastern Mediterranean, but this
is decidedly not the case.””

Itis notable thatin the L&»R we are confronted with the most de-
tailed exploitation of the motif of Eros in Medieval Greek romance,

1.8 Once

especially as regards Byzantine imperial rhetoric and ritua
again, we should keep in mind the discrepancy between the two parts
that form our theoretical pairs — the externally superimposing claims
that validate an authority as such and the internally opposing condi-
tion that thwarts the concretization of this authoritative status. More
specifically, hybrid power is established as the symbol of a superior,
pure and natural authority and claims, therefore, an inherent author-
itative quality which excludesits subordinate. At the same time, these
claims are left unrealized since every form of power has to be repeat-
edly articulated to and assessed by the subordinate, exactly the one
excluded from the authoritative privilege.

The action of the romance unfolds in a geographically fluid East-
ern Mediterranean, without any explicitly signalled appearance of
Rhomaian characters. A summary of the complex plot will be help-
ful at this point:*

At the court of Myrtane (“Myrtle-scented”), queen of
Armenia, a young man (who had himself fallen in love) starts
to narrate “the tale about the love between Livistros the
deeply suffering and the maiden Roddmne” (L&R 25-26).
Livistros, the young king of the Latin land Livandros, refuses
to fall in love. As a consequence of a sad incident (Livistros
shoots a turtle-dove and its mate commits suicide), his
Relative instructs him about the power that Eros, the ‘sover-

eign ruler of amours’ (erotokrator), holds over the animate
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30. The appellations Relative, Friend and inanimate world.?° In a long dream, Livistros is arrested
and Witch are capitalised because by the winged guards of the Amorous Dominion (Ero-

they are used as the names of these ) . . .

otherwise anonymous characters of tokratia) and is taken by a Cupid Guard (erotodemios) to the
the romance. court (aule) of Eros. The awe-inspiring three-faced ruler is

angry at Livistros’ rebellion against love. With the mediation
of Péthos (“Desire”) and Agape (“Love”), the ruler’s power-
ful ministers, Eros forgives Livistros but demands of him to
swear an oath of vassalage and forces him to fall in love with
Roddmne (“Rosy-hued”), daughter of the Latin Emperor
Chrysés (“Gold”) of Argyrékastron (“Silvercastle”), a huge
triangular fortified town. Livistros narrates his dream to his
Relative, who informs him that Roddmne is a real person and
advises him to go find the princess. In a second dream, Eros
presents Livistros with Roddmne; the young king, aston-
ished by the sight of the princess, falls in love, but wakes up
in agony. In a further dream, the lord of the Amorous Domin-
ion in the guise of a flying boy also forces the princess to fall
in love with the young king.

After having wondered for two years with his hundred
companions in search of Roddmne, Livistros reaches the
impressive Silvercastle and camps under the balcony of the
princess. Aided by his Friend, who enters the castle dressed
as a peddlar, and by Roddmne’s trusted eunuch servant
Vétanos, the king succeeds in an extended exchange of
amorous letters, songs and love tokens to convince the
princess of his love. However, Roddmne has been promised
by her father as wife to Verderichos, the menacing emperor
of Egypt. In the meantime Verderichos has also camped
outside the Silvercastle. In a joust demanded by Roddmne
from her father, Livistros wins her hand from Verderichos
who is forced to leave humiliated. The couple marries, and
Livistros is formally proclaimed co-emperor of Chrysés.

However, Verderichos returns two years later to Silver-
castle dressed as a merchant from Babylon and succeeds with
the help of a Saracen Witch to trick Livistros and steal
Rodédmne. Livistros sets out to find his wife. On the way, he
meets a stranger who proves to be prince Klitovon, nephew
of the king of Armenia. Livistros tells his story up to that
point and, then, Klitovén tells his: he had fallen in love with
the king’s daughter, and was forced to flee the country

because she was already married, and because her father
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31. See, indicatively, L&'R 190, 250,
3201 (§pwToKpPATWP), 540
(¢pwrokpat@v); 507, 688 (Pacthels);
267, 284, 292 (Epwrokparia).

32. Agapitos “The ‘Court of Amorous
Dominion,” but also Pieler. In her
seminal study of 1974 Cupane “Epwg
Baothevg” had argued for a link
between Eros in the Livistros and the
Western dieux damour.
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intended to kill him after he had thrown him into prison.
After this exchange of stories, Livistros and Klitovén discover
the Witch on a deserted beach, where she had been aban-
doned by Verderichos. By providing the two young men with
specific advice and with two flying horses, the Witch helps
them to cross the sea to Egypt and find Roddmne. Success-
fully avoiding Verderichos’ wooing, she has been running an
inn for two years attending to the needs of strangers. Klitovon
leaves Livistros in a meadow and visits Roddmne at the inn,
where she narrates her story to him. Following her narration
Klitovon agrees to narrate his as well, including Livistros’
story but without disclosing his name. However, he ends up
revealing Livistros’ name and he helps the two protagonists
reunite. The three of them flee Egypt and, after Livistros has
decapitated the Witch, he takes his wife back to Silvercastle,
where Klitovon marries Roddmne’s younger sister Melanthia
(“Dark-blossom”). However, after the latter’s premature
death, Klitovon returns to Armenia and to Queen Myrténe. It
is thus revealed that Myrtane was in fact Klitovon's first love;
both of them are now widowed. The narrator, who proves to
be an important character of the romance, turns to the

audience to bring his story to a conclusion.

Eros is introduced in the L& R as the personification of erotic and
political power, two almost incompatible practices, the first driven
by desire, the second by logic. As a character of the plot he is both
the sovereign of amours (¢pwtokpdtwp), and emperor (Baci\etg) of
the Amorous Dominion (¢pwtokparia).?* Scholarly research has re-
cently drawn attention to the correlation between Eros the emperor
and Byzantine imperial imagery and ritual >* More specifically, the
fictive hegemonic ideal as illustrated in the L&'R presents many sty-
listic and rhetorical affinities to the imperial portraiture and ceremo-
nial practice of the Laskarid court, for example, the formalized ex-
pressions employed to describe Eros invoke the laudatory poems
and acclamations addressed to the Nicaean emperor. We also ob-
serve this correlation in the ritualistic appearance of Eros in front of
Livistros, in the rituals of Livistros’ petition to Agape and Pothos,
Eros’ chief officials, to mediate on his behalf at the emperor’s court
and also during the ritual of Livistros’ public repentance at the hall
of the Amorous Tribunal (429 ¢pwtodixn), his forgiveness by Eros

the emperor and, finally, in Livistros’ ceremonial subjugation to Eros.
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analysis of the emperor’s frontal pose
in Byzantine art see Maguire, “Style
and Ideology”
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On the one hand, Eros appears as the representative of an author-
itative past, the idea of the erotideus or Hellenistic god of love that is
validated from literary Greek antiquity. The creation of this entity is
placed at some indeterminate moment, outside the textual frame, in
aremote mythological past. In fact, when Livistros first enters Eros’
court, he is confronted with a sculpted arch in whose vaulted roofis
represented Aphrodite giving birth to Eros (323-27). Immediately
after, this Hellenistic cupid, born in the faraway past, proves his pow-
er by shooting his own mother with an arrow of love. Eros is, there-
fore, presented as preexistent and original. On the other hand, Eros is
fashioned as an ideal Byzantine emperor, the representative of Rho-
maian monarchy, who is validated through the will of God. Both of
these analogies set a boundary between Eros and human nature, ren-
dering this boundary as holy order and as the natural status quo. It is
for this reason that Eros appears in a standstill, frontal pose in front
of Livistros, to highlight the ruler’s supra-human, holy quality — in
the manner in which a holy portrait in Byzantium is depicted.® Eros’
status is acknowledged by Livistros, who signs a formal vow (586a—
609), submitting himself as a slave (§od\og) and vassal (Ai{iog) to the
will of his master (8eomdtns).

Being such, however, Eros is from the beginning a conflictual
double. He holds an ambivalent status, lingering between erotic
power, this generally negative force associated with sexual desire in
the romances, and the political power as order. At the same time, the
imagery and rituals that accompany Eros’ performance do not con-
stitute aspects of any vague imperial ideal, but are instead anchored
at the very specific context of the Nicaean court and recognizable by
the romance’s primary audience. In this way, a very particular ideo-
logical code that refers to the present is projected ‘anachronistically’
onto the Hellenistic past, absorbing, on the one hand, the authorita-
tive status that this past encompasses. On the other hand, by being
recognizably ‘modern) this ideological code reveals that the alleged
preexistent, original and natural idea of Eros as erotic and political
authority is an illusionary construction and repetition.

This tension between Eros’ quality as preexistent and natural ver-
sus constructed is also revealed by the ambivalent way the romance
constructs the manifestation of Eros” power upon the subject he
dominates. A characteristic reflection of this statement is the episode
in which the Relative informs Livistros of the great power of Eros.

Among other examples the Relative tells Livistros (166-78):
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“BAémetg o T0DTO TO TOVALY,” AéyeL pe, “TO TPLYOVLY;

ITavtwg eig dpog méTeTar kai £ig dépav Tpéxel,

Kol &v @ovevdi) To Taipwy Tov Kai Aeiyn dmE TOV KOTHOV,

ToTé £ig Sévdpov ov kabetan va Exn xAwpa T eOMa,

ToTé vepov kabdplov &md TNy ny 008&v mivel. 170
mavToTe eig méTpav kaBetat, Opnvel kai ovk dropével,

TV 0TEPN Oty TOL dVioTOpEl Kal TViYEL TOV EVIAVTOV TOV.

Kai pr) Bavpdong 1o movdiv 10 *otdvetar kol PAémet,

aM i8¢ kai Badpace 0 Sév8pov 1o powvikwy,

WG &V 00K EYEL APOEVIKOV TO OnAvkov powikwy, 175
TTOTE 00 KapTeDEL g TNV YV, Tavta Ohippévov oTékel.

Ageg avto kai Badpace OV AoV TOV payviThy,

TG kel amd Tod 0o ToV THV PVOY TOD 018 pov.”

(He told me: “Do you see this bird called turtle-dove?

It always flies over mountains and speeds through the air,
and should its mate be killed and vanish from the world,
it never again sits on a tree with green leaves,

it never again drinks clear water from a spring,but always sits
on arock, laments and cannot endure the pain,

tells of its loss and drowns in its own sorrow.

Yet do not wonder at the feeling and intelligent bird,

but look and wonder at the palm-tree:

should the female plant not find a male

it never bears fruit and always stands bent in sorrow.

Put the tree aside and wonder at the magnet-stone,

how by its desire it draws near the very nature of iron.”)

As the passage shows, it is considered natural for creatures, or even
for fruits and elements to fall in love, or in other words to subject
themselves to Eros’ authority since this authority is considered to be
inherent to and thus to precede the animate and the inanimate world.
The same statement is repeated a few verses later, when Livistros is
arrested by the cupid guards, and he is reminded that no person or
thing can live outside the rule of Eros (251-53). However, it seems
that what is presented as a natural law is thereupon rendered ambiv-
alent. After the Relative has compiled his list with the examples that
prove Eros is a natural attribute of every creature, he presents the
mystery of love as a skill that can be actually taught (185-90). Once
again the same opinion is repeated by the Cupid Guard addressing
Livistros with the advice that he should “be educated in the matters
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of love and learn it as it befits’ him” (271 v& TauSevBifjg T& Epwrikd kai
uddng Ta g appodler).

Thus, subjection to Eros’ authority is both presented as man’s
natural attribute and a socially acquired skill especially ‘suitable’ for
nobles. There is, therefore, an ambivalent attitude governing the
conception of Eros in this romance. It is a supposedly preexisting,
that is, past condition but is also revealed as a skilled acquired in a
particular moment of man’s present when certain circumstances
arise which guide him to become capable of such a skill, among
which man’s social class. What complicates even more the perception
of Eros’ power in the romance is that, even though the two conflicting
views of subjection to Eros as a natural fact and an acquired attribute
are conjoined, a third conflicting view is introduced. The inscription
in front of the gate of Eros’ court informs Livistros that either he

becomes Eros’ vassal or he dies (205—301):

v 8¢ kai O£\ vat épmq) vax 187 kad TV avAfv Tov, 295
g voypay SodAog Tov kal dg yivetat £31kdg Tov,

Kol TOTE vat 18] xaprrag dg éxel 6 moBokpdTwp-

v 8¢ povptevay) va £upi, i) dmoypdyy SodAog,

ag éyvwpion SYptdg Tov yivetat o omadiv pov

Kol £y® KPS TOL TOPAVVOG, peTa adtakpiaiag 300

Vo kOYw TO KeQAALY TOv, va Aeiyy) 4md TOV KOTUOV.

(Yet should he wish to enter and see the court of Eros,

let him sign as his slave, let him become his companion;

he then shall see what charms the Sovereign of Desire possesses.
But should he rebelliously refuse to enter and not sign as slave,
let him know that my sword shall be his executioner,

and I his bitter tyrant; I shall with cruelty

cut offhis head that he might vanish from this world.)

Hence as the story goes on, initiation to the power of Eros appears
simultaneously not only as a natural fact and an acquired taught skill,
but also as an enforced condition. These possibilities, all articulated
together, create an ambivalent conception over the nature of Eros’
power.

Moreover, Eros’ power is articulated only in the context of a
dream, an explicitly mental world. Thus, it is perceivable only to the
one who has access to the dream — Livistros. Eros’ physical extension

into the textual reality is, in fact, Livistros. Therefore, while Eros is
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rendered as a supra-human and quasi-holy figure, it is impossible for
him to function without the human. Eros’ power is consequently re-
vealed to be one of necessary twoness, inextricably linked to and de-
pendent from his ‘servant’.

According to our theoretical model, the identity of authority
which is deconstructed as hybrid constitutes an impossibility. Hy-
brid Eros in L&¥R is absolutely inconceivable as a whole entity. First

he appears as a three-faced ruler (479-99):

Kkal péoa gig TovTovg, Pile pov, pabe o Ti EevioTny,

70 elSaoty T dppdTid pov éEamopel o 6 vodg pov. 480
"Epwg Tptpop@ompéowos kadntat eig Tov Opovov,

TO TPRTOV TOV TO TPOTWTOV PpéPog kpod Tatdiov,
analoadpkov, TpLPepoD, Kal eixev §avOi v Ty Thdow,

€av T €18eg Vit elmeg EkmavTdg Xépta Kadod {wypd@ov

TEYVITOV TO £0TOpToAV, EY0G 0OVSEY Bam’d{et- 485
10 Sevtepov épaiveToy g péarng fAtkiag,

v £X1) TO YEVIV 0TPOYYVAGY, THY SY1v (G TO YLOVL-

Kol TO 4 €kelvov TPOTWTOV YEPOVTOG Vit £ldeg By,

oOvOeoty, oxfipa kai komhv kai TAGoY dvaAdywe:

Kkal 1O pev Tp@ToV Tpdowmnov elxey E0MokAfpov 490
T XépLa, T ToSdpta kai TO EMOY Tov TO odpa,

10 8¢ 4’ éxeivov TpdowTa POVOY dTTd TOdG DHOVG.

"EBewpovv Ta 81t ékeitovtay dg floav kat” d&iav,

EPAema Ty TpLdpewoty, Eleya: “Tig 6 TAdoTHG

<kai> Tl 1o Esvoxdpayov TO B)\émo, Ti €évat £1oD70; 495§
Tig va p ey 10 Oewpd, Tig va pt 10 dvadidaty;”

Kai évooy eig TéTotav pépipvay 6 vodg pov £TpLOKOTIATOV,

okdmote Kal 1] {ftnotg yiveran i €51k pov.

(In the midst of them, my friend, learn now what I wondered at —
my mind is even now astonished at what my eyes saw.

Eros the Threefaced was sitting on his throne,

his first face was that of an infant baby,

soft-skinned, tender and with a fair complexion;

had you seen it, you would have said that a good painter craftsman’s
hand had wholly depicted it — no blemmish is attached to it.

The second face appeared as if of middle age,

having a rounded beard, a countenance like snow,

while the third face had the countenance of an old man,

its features, form, shape and appearance fashioned accordingly.
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34. On the imagery of Christ as the
Ancient of Days, which goes back to
Daniel 7 (and was picked up in
Apocalypse 1.12-18), see McKay. On
the three-faced Christ (an image
appearing in the eleventh and twelfth
century on frescoes in the churches
of Saint Sophia in Ochrid, of the
Virgin Eleousa near Skopje and in St
Panteleimon in Nerezi, all of them
buildings in which the paintings were
executed by Constantinopolitan
artists) see Lidov; Miljkovi¢-Pepek
192—96 and 204-06; Sinkevié 40-43
and figs. xxi—xxv.
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The first face had fully apportioned to it

the hands, the feet and all the rest of its body,

while the other two faces were visible only from above the
[shoulders.

I noticed that they were placed according to their rank,

Ilooked at the trifacial form and said: “Who is the creator

and what is this strangely drawn creation I see, what is it really?

Who shall tell me what is it I behold, who shall interpret it
[for me,

what friend of beauty shall instruct me about it?”

While my mind was split in three by such worries,

I was at some point summoned to appear.)

We are faced here with the coexistence of three distinct and mutual-
ly exclusive natures. Eros’ three identities, that of the child, the mid-
dle-aged man and the old man coexist without mingling. His three
faces reveal the three stages of man’s life-span but each of these phases
normally excludes the other. Actually, this depiction of Eros brings
to mind Byzantine depictions of Christ as ‘the Ancient of Days’ (6
TANALOG TV r‘]y.spd)v) , sometimes represented as a figure with three
faces, that of a youth, a middle-aged man and an old man.3* Eros’ in-
conceivable nature is underlined through the astonishment it effects
upon Livistros. Eros’ impossibility as a hybrid figure is again revealed
a few verses later, when Livistros is unable to determine from which

of Eros’ mouths the voice he hears originates (526-32):

"EnpoonkwOny éx tiv Yy, énpooexdvnad tov,

elda PPIKTOV PVOTHPLOY, Pide pov, eig Eketvov-

TV piay pwviy épépilay T otépaTa T8 TPia, 529
gNaleL 0DTOG Kal va Mg épwvalev keivog, 528
Kol jKOVEG TO TENOG THG PV €K TWV TPLOV TO 0TOUG, 530

Kkal ATA@G ovK elxeg THY dpxnV, 008 TO TéNOG ALY,

1OV AEY0V TOV épwvatev 6Oev va TOV eikalyg.

(Irose up from the ground, I payed obeisance to him and, then,

my friend, I beheld an awe-inspiring mystery concerning Eros.

The one and single voice was divided among the three mouths,

there spoke the one and you thought the other cried out as well;

you heard the closing of the speech from the mouths of all
[three faces,

but - simply said — you could not guess where the beginning was
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35. On this see Agapitos, “The ‘Court
of Amorous Dominion’” 403 and n.
40. Itis actually a fenced garden, on
which see also Maguire, “Paradise
withdrawn” 23-35. On the function
of the garden in Byzantine romance
see Littlewood.

36. On the function of the garden and
water as a sexually-charged motifin
the romances see Agapitos, “The
Erotic Bath” 264—73; see also Barber,
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different angle.
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or where again the end, and whence came the discourse he

[declaimed.)

Now we find a simultaneous and inconceivable articulation of speech
making definition and comprehension simply impossible. The am-
bivalent condition caused by Eros’ hybridity is intensified by the fact
that he changes shape in every appearance, so he seems capable of
shifting between his various forms without ever settling down to one
of them. In Livistros’ second dream, Eros appears as an infant hold-
ing a bow. In the third dream he appears vaguely as a winged crea-
ture, while in the last dream he is a winged boy. In a painted depic-
tion he appears as a naked youth with sword and torch. Hence, Eros
does not have a standard shape but ‘puts on’ different identities sep-
arately or at the same time, even when these identities exclude each
other.

Livistros’ second dream presents a very impressive illustration
of Eros’ hybrid identity. Livistros reports that in this dream he met
Eros “but only the little infant” (700) and thereupon adds (713-15):

Svvanavt® tov Epwtav, Tov yépovta, 1o Ppéo,
10 Bpéog T0 Tapadofov g péong HAkiag,
¢xevov 6mod ékabéletov UETA TTPOOWTIWY dVO. 71§

(I meet Eros, the old man, the infant,
the astonishing infant who was middle-aged,

the one that sat on the throne with its two other faces.)

Livistros does not know exactly how to define Eros’ nature because
the simultaneous coexistence and performance of his various iden-
tities is impossible. Moreover, in this same dream, the garden belongs
to Eros the emperor (688-89), while it presents many similarities with
the ideal thirteenth-century garden — a contemporary setting.3* How-
ever, in the genre of romance a garden of this type is usually associ-
ated with the sexually charged space of the Graces, thus, a Hellenis-
tic past.* One should add that, despite Eros the emperor being the
owner of this garden, in fact, Eros appears in the shape of the myth-
ological god, with the result that we are confronted with multiple lev-
els of meaning which construct Eros” domain and identity as highly
complex. In this ambivalent past-present geographical dimension
and fluidity of identity within the dream, Eros acts out his erotic

power — he offers Rodamne to Livistros as a suitable companion —
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37. See the papers collected in
Angelidi and Calophonos.

38. The passage starts with a
two-verse rubric written out with red
ink in the manuscripts; such rubrics
accompany the whole story and form
an integral part of the romance’s text.
On this matter see Agapitos and
Smith.

39. There is a gap of one verse in the
main manuscript; redaction E
transmitts a garbled verse, which
introduces a different point than the
one made in redaction alpha.
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and, simultaneously, his political power — he grants the princess as a
gift to his vassal. Similarly ambiguous is Eros’ performing sphere
since the dream is an uncertain space between the real and the imag-
inary, a liminal space that in Byzantine ideology hosts the action of
both holy and demonic powers.?”

In Livistros’ third dream, Eros appears as a winged ‘creature’
(897-99), whereas when he later appears to shoot Rodamne with his
bow, he is a winged infant (1411). In the various depictions that Livis-
tros sees inside Eros’ court, Eros appears as either a naked child hold-
ing abow and a torch, or without any description. Hence, the hybrid
Eros flows around the images that are supposed to depict him with-
out being captured in any of them. His hybrid shape is simply incon-
ceivable as one can also conclude from Livistros’ explanation of Eros

to Klitovon, which runs as follows (924-39):3*

Totv w68ov T igdtnTav o Aifiotpog Siédoxet
éxetvov Tov mapdevov pidov Tov Klitofavra.
Einev pe- “To tpimpdowmoy 10 épwtikov 10 PAémel,
drovoe, pade, Airotpe, 10 Ti év’ Siddyvw o€ To. 925
"Epwg €ig v doxOANow mpdowma o dtakpivet,
6 Setva Yépwv dvBpwog kai pf) doyodiitat w60ov,
Kai 0 deiva péoa ToD Kapod Kai TpEmeL va AoXoATjTaL,
Kkal 0 detva TAYpHg Ppéog év’ kai od Tpémet vt dyamhio).
AN kav YEpwy, kv Tardiv, kav péong NAikiag, 930
¢miong &vi 6 Kpepaopog kai 6 I1600¢ toog évt,
Kkai 008v Exet {tiv} mpotipnow <elg> Tod dMov T Aydmny-
< 539
Kai naoay oo, yvwpile, kdv yépovtog, kv véou,
ki vt péoov Tod katpod kv Bpe@ikod Tod TpdTOV, 935
oltw Kkai eig ToDTO Kai €ig avTO Kal TAAW €ig éketvo
0 T1600g tpéxel, Yvdpile, TOV €ideg peta oévav-
Kol pabe, ovk €v’ TpoTipnoig TOV EPWTOTPOCWTWY

eig Timote, VOV éyvwptle, pa 10 omabiv od I160ov.”

(Livistros lectures on the equality of desire
to Klitovon, the wondrous friend of his.
He [i.e. the Seer] said: “The amorous trifacial being that you see,
Livistros, listen and learn about it; I shall instruct you what it is.
Eros does not distinguish persons when it comes to amorous
[concern:

one face is an old man who should not concern himself with
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[desire,

one is a man of middle age who must concern himself,

and one is truly an infant who must not fall in love.

Yet, be it old man, child or mature man,

equal to all is Longing, Desire is the same for all,

and no one takes precedence over the other in Love;

< >

To every human nature (know it!) — be it of an old man, a
[young one,

be it of a man of middle age, be it of childish ways —

Desire, who accompanied you (know it!), rushes to them all,

he rushes likewise to the one and the other and the next.

Learn, then, that the amorous faces do not give precedence

to anyone — know it now by the sword of Desire!”)

The fact that Klitovon interrupts Livistros so that they may return to
the subject of Eros, joined to the fact that the poet puts in Livistros’
mouth this ‘treatise’ concerning the nature of Eros (supposedly de-
livered by a Seer within Livistros’ first dream), reveals both the at-
traction and the awe that this hybrid creature causes to those who
hear about him or are able to witness his curious form but also the
astonishment that his peculiar appearance causes. Eros’ faces are pro-
claimed as equal; none of them is considered to be his primary form.
Consequently, Eros is understood as hybrid, while his image remains
uncertain, incomplete, elusive despite the detailed description. This
feeling is intensified by the unstable presence of Eros within his
sphere of action, but also by the sphere of action itself. Eros appears
only in the context of dream, a liminal sphere somewhere between
the real and the imaginary hosting the action of both holy and de-
monic forces; thus, both saints and the devil exploit this sphere as
their center stage. The levels of reality and imagination as regards
Eros’ presence become even more tangled by the fact that Eros
‘wakes’ Livistros ‘up’ within the dream.

But maybe the most characteristic example of Eros as an absence
in presence is the moment when Livistros enters the Amorous
Chamber of Desire’s Oaths (582 10 keMiv 10 2pwTikdV Tiig
noboopkopwoiag) to declare his submission to Eros (569-609). Eros’
presence in this space is specified in the following ways: (i) with his
depiction on the double door as a naked boy holding a sword and a
torch (572-75), (ii) with an inscription that reveals the identity of the
painted boy and his power to arrest every rebel (576-80), (iii) with
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Eros’ wing and bow (587-88) and (iv) with Eros’ oath, which begins
as follows (587-89):

“Eyw lpou 6 vépog 100 "Epwrog {kai} TodTo &1 10 TTepdV pov
kai o070 Evar T So§dpwv pov, kal dpvveTe of TEVTES

AiCot vax elote SoDAot Tov, Vi pr| TOV dBeTerte.”

(“I am the law of Eros! This is my wing
and this is my bow. Vow all of you

to be the vassal slaves of Eros, never to disobey him.”)

The oath is the form of the writing that refers, on the one hand, to a
religious authority, and, on the other, to an official legal system (the
Byzantine official system, thus, a contemporary situation), both of
which commit the person to act according to what the oath concerns.
However, the oath also denotes here the owner of the wing and the
bow which, to make things even more complicate, point to the Hel-
lenistic conception of Eros as a winged boy. The wing and the bow
were described immediately before this passage through Eros’ depic-
tion and the accompanying inscription that Livistros sees (572-80)
and are declared as the medium through which Eros acts out his pow-
er. But these two ‘objects), a literal part of Eros’ body and power, also
denote metonymically their one and only owner through the ab-
sence of their owner. Eros is both present and absent through his
symbols, through inscriptions, through his oath: he is the ruler of
writing inside the texts that ‘write’ him. Thus, Eros is an elusive pres-
ence that stresses his relation and contribution to the human through
his difference and absence from the human, in other words, a hybrid.

As noted before, Eros” hybrid nature holds him confined in the
sphere of dreams. Having served its function, this device is with-
drawn at the time when the identity of another, non-hybrid, author-
ity is formed. This authority is that of Livistros, king and lover, who
has been initiated to the ideals that Eros’ erotic and political power
represents, but who is firmly rooted in textual reality. Livistros is in-
itiated to the mysteries of love and power through Eros’ teaching.
This instruction, as a force that runs from Eros to Livistros, entails
Livistros’ absorption of Eros’ authoritative function: the young king
acquires the attributes that define the ideal sovereign in the thir-
teenth century. Hence, Livistros serves as a reflection of the ideal Ni-
caean ruler. Given that Livistros’ figure is not constructed as hybrid,

a narrative shift from a clearly mental sphere, Eros’ court, to a textu-
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ally real sphere, the Silvercastle, is enabled.

It appears then that the hybrid formulation of Eros’ power in this
text results in impossibility. However, the poet of Lé#R has managed
to neutralize the impossibility of Eros” hybrid power by intertwining
it with the figure of Livistros. Eros is made perceivable for the sec-
ondary characters and the readers/listeners through Livistros. So,
while Eros fades away in the macrostructure of the text, he is partial-
ized: he loses his borrowed bodies gradually. From three-faced be-
ing (first dream), to winged infant (second dream), to winged pres-
ence (third dream), to linguistic reference (oath, paintings), to sym-
bol (bow and wing), to memory, while, simultaneously, there emerg-
es the ideal ‘Latin lover’ and sovereign ruler firmly bound to Silver-
castle and through it to thirteenth-century Nicaea.

It should be pointed out that the only time in Byzantine romance
that Eros appears as a hybrid form of power is in L& R. In the previ-
ous tradition of the genre, Eros personified appears in the twelfth-
century novel Hysmine and Hysminias by Eumathios Makrembo-
lites.*° In this novel (acted out in a utopian antiquity), Eros has, dif-
ferently from Livistros, a very clear and concrete shape, which he
maintains throughout, that of the Hellenistic erotideus (‘cupid’). He
appears for the first time in a painting as described by the novel’s hero

Hysminias ( 2.7.1-3; Marcovich 17):

Metdryopev Todg d¢Badpods &l T peta Tag TapBévoug
Ypagny kai Sippov op@pey VYNAOY Kai Aapmpov kai SvTwg
Pacthukov. Kpoioov Sippog éxeivog A modvypdoov Mukrvyg
Topavvov Tvég. Tod™ émekddnro pepaxiov tepat@deg,
YOuvwor Tavtelij kad’ 8ov pépov Tod owpatog [...]- To§ov
Kail TOp T XEIpE TOD pelpakiov, papEtpa wepl TV O0PLV Kai
omd0n dpgikomog. Tw 16de pr) kat’ dvOpwmov Ay TH petpakic,

GAN dhov TTTEpOV.

(We turn our eyes to the picture that came after the maidens,
and we see a lofty throne, that is brilliant and truly imperial

— the throne of Kroisos or of some lord of Mykenai rich in
gold. On this was seated an awesome young lad, with every
part of his body naked [...]. There was a bow and a torch in
the lad’s hands, a quiver at his loins and a two-edged sword;
the lad’s feet were not human but were entirely winged.) (Jef-
freys 188).
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Similarly stable is the nature of Eros’ power in Hysmine. Eros is pre-
sented and perceived as a straightforward religious sovereign, who is
made recognizable for the primary audience through various stylis-
tic and rhetorical aflinities to Christ’s portraiture and to the Bible.*

Anillustrative passage in this respect is the following (2.9.1):

BaotAgig, Topavvor, Svvaotal, kpatodvteg Yig wg SodAot

napiotavtar ovk ioa kai facthel &N {oa Oe@.

(Emperors, usurpers, lordlings, masters of the earth, stand

like slaves around him not as if he were an emperor but a

god.) (Jeffreys 189)

In the later tradition, the conception of Eros as fictive ruler is so flu-
id and abstract, that a schematic understanding of his shape, even a
hybrid one, proves impossible, while a similar fluidity characterizes
his power. Eros as a personified figure appears in the late thirteenth-
century romance of Velthandros and Chrysantza.** Eros, who is re-
ferred to as aruler, appears to the Rhomaian prince Velthandros with
some of the Byzantine imperial apparel but in a vague form (491-94
and 667-70):

Avépn tod fdtakod kai Tpdg OV Bpdvov €lde
10 TG dméow kaOnTo 6 Pactheds Epwrwv
oTéppa pop@v Pactdikoy, factalwv oxfmTpov péya,

KpaT@V Kal €ig T x€pLv TO pia xpvomny oaitTay.

BAénel éxel kabrpevoy Epwta t0§o@dpov
el KeQaAAY AV YnAd ékeivov ToD TpLKAivov,
eig MBov &va Aagevtov Avyvitapty covmédiy-

TpLyOpwOev va otékovvtar Tdypata 1oy Epdtwy.

(He climbed the terrace and look towards the throne,
how on it sat the emperor of amours,

wearing an imperial crown, holding a mighy sceptre,
and in his hand he held a golden arrow.) (Betts 14).

(There, he saw Love with his bow sitting

on a seat carved from a single ruby,

high up at the end of the dining hall.

Around him stood ranks of Amours.) (Betts 17).
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44. For example, after Livistros’
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Eros is here an elusive presence that goes beyond hybridity into ab-
straction.*® Actually, it is not even possible to tell if Velthandros wit-
nesses the presence of Eros within a dream or in the textual reality.

The different conception of Eros’ authority in the three romanc-
es is also betrayed by the different reaction of the characters to this
authority. In Hysmine, as also the passage quoted above reveals, the
characters maintain the same stance concerning Eros’ authority: his
power is perceived as a destructive force that causes fear, his face is
so beautiful that it looks real, while his power is acknowledged by ev-
eryone. He is not perceived as a ruler but as a god. That is why he is
only compared to various pagan gods throughout the novel and ap-
pears not only in dreams but also in the textual reality. In L&R, on
the other hand, Eros’ power is perceived by the characters in an am-
biguous way: his human subjects reveal his hybridity through the si-
multaneous expression of admiration and repulsion, desire and fear,
certainty or doubt over Eros’ honesty and even over the actuality of
his power.** Hence, in L&ZR Eros’ authority is continuously scruti-
nized, challenged, admitted, reflected upon — a practice which reveals
this power not to be self-evident but to be instead part of a cycle of
repetitive manifestation and reassessment. In Velthandros, where
Eros’ presence and authority moves towards abstraction, we see part
of his supposed power be rendered to Velthandros. For example,
Velthandros is in the position to choose who, from the great number
of maidens he is presented with, he wants to fall in love with (369-
98). By granting some of Eros’ authoritative functions to Velthan-
dros, who also holds Eros’ wand (Pepyiv, 673), the distinction
between self and other as regards Eros and the hero becomes rather
blurred. Thus, in Velthandros we observe a corrosion of boundaries
between pairs such as self and other, textual reality and textual imag-
ination, ruler and ruled to such a degree that the figure of Eros and
the parameters that define his authority reach the limit of decompo-
sition.

To sum up, in L&R the Hellenistic god is used as the signifier of
a preexistent, well-established notion which validates Eros as a nat-
ural authority, but this same notion is also enriched with the ideal of
Byzantine rulership, also validated as holy and natural but at the same
time contemporary and socially specific. Thus, Eros acquires a hy-
brid quality of erotic power on the one hand, political on the other,
while each aspect of his identity can be performed separately on the

basis of recognizable Byzantine codes and according to the narrative
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or ideological function which each time is deemed necessary.
Therefore, we should understand the appearance of hybrid Eros
in L&R as a narrative device, intentionally and very consciously
formed through the creative juxtaposition of two established author-
ity markers, the erotideus and the basileus. Eros the god is dressed up
in a contemporary loros (the Byzantine coronation garment), while
he still preserves his mythological wings. This happens, in our opin-
ion, because the particular literary taste of the Laskarid era, the high-
ly complex and multi-level organizing principles of L&'R, Eros’ par-
tial employment as vehicle of a political-ideological propaganda im-
pel the formulation of a hybrid figure whose conceptual instability

holds together the text’s semantic and narrative stability.

4 Concluding remarks

In our paper we examined together two thirteenth-century Byzan-
tine texts very different from each other. The analysis, in which we
used the notion of hybrid power as a hermeneutical tool showed that
hybridity in the two works is indeed realized in a different way, while
the exposition of an ideology as a form of rulership is attempted in
both texts. In Theodore’s Response to Mouzalon it takes the form of a
political theory to be applied in practice, while in Livistros and Roda-
mne it takes the form of a fictive ideal kingship. Yet both forms are
hybrid and thus impossible. Theodore’s essay constitutes an impres-
sive case study in failure because his system is self-referential and in-
applicable if removed from its textual space. In the romance, the hy-
brid conflict is successfully cancelled through its flow into the figure
of Livistros and, thus, into narrative textual reality.

Furthermore, we have shown that the two texts reflect a strong
common ideological and conceptual nexus that places them side by
side in the same socio-cultural and intellectual environment. The
two texts have in common the following ideological parameters: the
notion of friendship between master and servant (Laskaris and Mou-
zalon, Eros and Livistros); the performance of power relationships
asinstruction; a group of shared key concepts such as Esteem, Judge-
ment, Servitude, Friendship, Love; the gaze towards an authoritative
(biblical or mythological) past and an equally authoritative (Byzan-
tine imperial) present; finally, the hybrid figure of the ruler as an ar-
tifact (Theodore’s blended statue and Eros’ three-faced figure), si-

multaneously animate and inanimate, stable and fluid, highly rhetor-
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45. See a remark in his autobiographi-
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ing volume edited by Papadopoulou
and Simpson.
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ical and highly ritualistic.

In our opinion, what we have described above is a reflection of
the Laskarid era in its political and cultural pursuits. The looking
back and looking forward in search of the appropriate representation
of a society in an immigrant condition (to paraphrase the Nicaean
scholar and monk Nikephoros Blemmydes),* the simultaneous
presence of conservative and innovative elements in administration,
financial policy, religious practices, literature, manuscript produc-
tion and the arts, the expression of new and nuanced forms of col-
lective identity capture the image of a state in transformation, a state
to a certain extent unstable and, thus, hybrid.46

Ifthe concept of hybrid power revealed hidden affinities between
these two different texts and their era, a further comparison by means
of this method between Theodore’s literary production as a whole,
Livistros and Rodamne and other texts written during the Laskarid
era (for example, the works of Blemmydes) or looking back at it (for
example, George Akropolites’ History) could open up new interpre-
tative perspectives in other areas of Byzantinist and more broadly
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