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PREFACE

Ars Christiana, the seventh and eighth volume of Scrinium, is dedi-
cated to the memory of the Russian philologist and culturologist
Michail F. Murianov (21 November 1928 — 6 June 1995), who was ac-
tive in interdisciplinary Romance, Germanic, Slavonic, and Byzantine
studies, in particular, the etymology of Slavonic languages, the histori-
cal lexicology of Church Slavonic and Old Russian, the hermeneutics
of Russian literature, and iconography. Murianov’s PhD dissertation
and early publications were dedicated to the Western European liter-
ary and, especially, liturgical heritage. Beginning in the early 1970s,
however, he started to focus on the religious culture of the Slavonic
Middle Ages and its relations with the Latin world and Byzantium.
The scholar also dedicated numerous works to the Slavonic and Byz-
antine legacy in Russian literature of the nineteenth and twentieth cen-
turies.

Michail Murianov’s hermeneutic method is unique for its combi-
nation of philological approaches, with particular focus on historical
poetics, lexicology, and etymology, as well as for studies of the his-
tory of arts enriched by philosophical and theological interpretations
of written sources. His research interests covered Byzantine and Sla-
vonic hagiography, vitae and paterika, and Old Russian chronicles
and tales, with a special focus on The Tale of Igor’s Campaign, which
was treated from the point of view of its relationship to Western
European mediaeval culture. To the former topic Murianov dedicated
his monograph The Tale of Igor’s Campaign and Western Europe, which
was published with a commentary and an introduction by one of the
leading Russian linguists and etymologists, Oleg N. Trubachév [see
Palaeoslavica 4 (1996)]. It was Murianov who, in the Soviet Union, tried
to reestablish the philological studies of Church Slavonic and Byzan-
tine liturgical poetry, a tradition which had been initiated by Vatroslav
Jagi¢ and which ceased after the catastrophe of 1917.

The different kinds of ideological, social, and even scholarly resist-
ance with which Murianov was faced made it impossible to publish
any of the editions of Slavonic hymnographical books that he pre-
pared during his lifetime. Some of them have been edited only after his
death. Bibliographies of Murianov’s works have been published several
times; see especially 1. V. Murianova, “Bibliography of Mixail
Mur’ianov’s Published Works (1959-1996),” Philologica 111 5/7 (1996) 57—

Xiv



Preface XV

68 (http://www.rvb.ru/philologica/03eng/03eng_murianov_biblio.htm).
The most comprehensive collection of the reprinted as well as previ-
ously unpublished articles has been compiled in two volumes recently
published in Russia: M. ®. MyppsHOB, Vcmopus KHUXHOU KYAbHYpbl
Poccuu, Ouepxu. Ots. peaaxropnt V1. I'. Jdosrogomos, T. A. VIcaueHKO
[M. F. Murianov, A History of Russian Literary Culture. Essays. Ed. by
I. G. Dosropomov, T. A. IsacHEnko], Parts 1-2 (St Petersburg, 2007-
2008).

Roman N. Krivko



N3zoapaa Buktoposna MypbsiHOBa

MUXAUA @EAOPOBAY MYPLSIHOB
(21.X1.1928 - 6.V1.1995)
BUOI'PA®VYECKUI OYEPK

Munxana ®éaoposna Myposanos (21.X1.1928 — 6.V1.1995, Mocksa)
poauacs B ceae Pézoposke Bpaamesckoro pariona Hmukoaaesckoit
obaactu. Oren ero, Péaop SIkobaesna MypbsHOB, IO CIIeLIaAbHOC-
TU MHXKeHep-Te0Ae3CT, paboTaa CeAbCKUM 3eMAeMepOM, 3aTeM Ha-
4aAbHUKOM 3eMeabHOro ordeaa. Matp, Oasra VMapunmuana Koaen-
A0-MypbsiHOBa, y41nAach B TUMHA3UM, yMepAaa IPpU POXKAEHUN ChIHA.
K nauaay Beaukoit OteuecTBeHHO BOVHBI X ChIH MMxana OKOHINA
IIATh KAAcCCOB IIKOABL 3aTeM II0cAeJoBad IlepephiB B yuyéOe Ha TpuU
roJa HeMeIKOJ OKKyHally, B TedeHe KOTOPBIX OH XX1A ¢ 0abyIIKoii,
Eaenoit ApcentsesHoit Koaengo, B r. Hemupose BuaHMIKOI 004ac-
. Oternt Boesaa Ha ¢pponTe B psgax Coserckoit apmun. ITocae ocso-
boxaennsa Muxana nepeexaa s ceao Illapasik OpeHOyprckoir odaac-
THU K OTIy U I10/4 eTO pyKOBOACTBOM 3a ABa roja IIpOIIEA IIporpaMMy
6-10 xaaccoB MIKOABI M 3aKOH4YMA €€ ¢ oramumeM. OTell HacTamuBad,
9YTOOBI CBHIH IIOIIEA TIO ero CTOIlaM B yuéOe u paboTe M OCTaBaAcs C
HIM, HO CBIH yeXaA B MockBy u rmoctynua B 1946 rogy Ha yaéOy B Moc-
KOBCKOe BpICIlee TexHudeckoe yumauiie nm. H. D. baymana (MBTY)
Ha crlenMaAbpHbI pakyapTeT (Kadespa renepaa-Maiiopa mpogeccopa
A. A. Toaoukosa).

M. ®. MypbaHOB yumnacs, IoApadaTeiBas Ha KIU3HD, TAe BO3MOX-
HO, U M3y4aA MHOCTPaHHbIE S3BIKM, DAarogapsi 4eMy y Hero paspuacs
MHTepec K 'yMaHUTapHBIM HayKaM. 3akoHuna MBTY M. ®. MypbsiHOB
B 1952 roay, mmocae 4ero paboTaa Ha MH>KEHEePHBIX A0AXKHOCTAX B 000-
POHHBIX OTPaCASX IIPOMBIIIIA€HHOCTI.

B 1955 roay Ge3 oTpeiBa OT IPOU3BOACTBA ITOCTYNNA Ha (PUAOAOTH-
gecknit paxkyapTeT /leHNMHIPajCcKOro YHUBEpPCUTEeTa, KOTOPBIN 3aKOH-
una B 1961 rogy c oranauem u 614 IPUHAT B TOM Ke TOAY B AHEBHYIO
acmpaHTypy /leHMHIpajcKoro yHusepcutera (Kadpeapa HeMeIKoi
$uaoaorum), KOTOpyio IPOXOAUA IIOJ PYKOBOACTBOM aKaJeMMKa
B. M. JKupmynckoro. Kanangarckyio amccepranuio o teme «Pe-
KOHCTPYKIIUSI POMaHO-TePMaHCKIX CpeJHeBEeKOBBIX pyKoImceil (Ha
Marepuasle AeHUHIPaACKUX cOOpaHMit)» 3alUTUA B /leHMHIPajCcKOM

XVvi
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yHusepcurete B 1966 roay. B 1968 roay Muxana ®ésoposnd 6b14 rpu-
raamén Ha padory B AH CCCP, nepsrie gBa roga paboraa gupex-
TopoM /labopaTropun KOHcepBallMM U pecTaBpaluy AOKYMEHTOB, B
1970 r. Gp12 IepeBeA€H Ha 40AXKHOCTD CTapIIETro HayYHOTO COTPYAHIMKA
B VHCTUTYT pycckoi antepatypsl (Ilymkunckmii dom), rae paboraa
1104, pykosoactsoM akagemMukos M. I1. Azekceesa n A. C. BymmMuHa.
B 1976 roay o ux xoaaraiictsy Obla niepesea€H B Mocksy, B VMHcTuTyT
pycckoro s3bpika AH CCCP.

B 1986 roay samurtna B /leHMHIpaaCcKOM yHUBEPCUTETE JOKTOPC-
Ky10 guccepraunio «I' mmaorpadus Kuesckoit Pycn: @uaoaormaeckoe
rccaejoBaHIe», CTelIeHb AOKTOpa PUA0A0TMUeCKIX HayK ITPUCY>KAeHa
emy pemtennem BAK CCCP 17 anpeas 1987 r. Pemennem I'ocyaapcer-
seHHoro Kommurera CCCP no napoaHomy oOpasosanuio ot 11 cen-
Ta0ps 1991 r. Ne 8/529-11 npucBoeHo 3BaHMe nipodpeccopa 1o Kadespe
pycckoit anrteparypsl. B 1988-1995 rr. paGoraa BegylinM HayIHBIM
corpyanukoM B Vncruryre muposoit autepatypst AH CCCP — PAH,
B MOCKOBCKOM I1eAarorm4eckoM TIOCyAapCTBeHHOM YHUBEpCUTeTe U
MOCKOBCKOM IIpaBOCAaBHOM ANIIEe AYXOBHOV KyABTYPBI.

OcHoBHBIE TeMBI ero MCCAeA0BaHMUII — MCTOYHUKOBeJeHMe JCTO-
pUM PYCCKOTO sA3bIKa, MCTOpMYecKas AeKCUMKOAOIWS, TMMHorpadus
Kuesckon Pycn, ncropudeckast mo9TUKa PyCCKOM KAAaCCUIECKOI AN-
TepaTyphl, IIyOAMKaIs IaMATHUKOB CAaBIHCKON MMCbMEeHHOCTH, €B-
porienckas MeAueBUCTIKA, UCTOPUs CUMBOAOB APEBHEN CAaBAHCKON
Y BU3AHTUMCKOV KYABTYPBL.

O cBoeit pabore M. ®. MypbsiHOB pacckaszaa caM IIpM 3aliuTe J0-
KTOPCKOII agvicceprarium B 1985 r.!

«ITogpéM HaydyHOTO M Xy/AOKECTBEHHOTO MHTepeca K IIPOIIA0OMY
Pycn Hawaaca B Hamem oOmiectse B rogbl OTedecTBEHHON BOJIHBI.
Y>ke caMo mMeHoBaHIMe BOMHBI OmeuecméeHHOl HAaIIOMHILAO ITOKOAe-
HUIO, IIPUBBIKIIIEMY MBICAUTD KaTeTOPUAMN OyAyIIero BpeMeHl, 4TO
JKIBEM MBI Ha 3eMAe IIPaoTIleB, YTO €€ HY>KHO OTCTOATh, a S3BIK eé
HY>KHO A100MTb 1 3HaTh. VIHCcTUTYT pycckoro si3pika AH CCCP, B xo-
TOPOM 51 MMeIO 4ecTh paboTaTh, ABASETCS AETUIIEeM BOJHBI, OH OBl
OpraHmM30BaH B TSKKOM 1944 roay A4s M3y4deHUs! PyCCKOTO SI3BIKa BO
BCéM 00BEMe ero yucropun. Ha HeoCTHIBIINX ITerleAnIIax BOMHEL pas-
BepHyAU paboTy apxeoaoru. HoBbIl pasMax M HOBBIN CMBICA ODpe-

(1) CaoBo myOAMKyeTCA C HE3HAYUTEABHON peAaKTOPCKOM CTUAUCTH-
YEeCKOU IIPaBKO.
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Aa O6aaropogHas AesaTeabHOCTh OTaela ApeBHEpPYCCKON AUTepaTyphl
ITymxunckoro Joma. Bosdpoguaacek KueBckas MeAMeBUCTHKA.

CaesaHo MHOrOe, HO KOAMYECTBO HEPENIEHHBIX 3a4ad — BO MHOTO
pa3 Ooaslree. Bce MBI cumMTaeM HeAOCTaTOUYHBIM KOAMYECTBO M3AaH-
HBIX IIaMSATHUKOB JApPEBHEPYCCKOIO s3blKa. JaMmbIced MCTOPMYECKOTO
CaoBapsl pycckoro s3bIKa, KOTOPBI M3gaércst B VIHcTUTyTE pyccko-
ro sA3pika, BocxoauT emé Kk A. V1. CoboaeBckoMy, peaabHble KOHTY-
PBI OH Hayaa IpuoOpeTaTh 1104, PyKOBOACTBOM BCeM HaM IIaMATHOIO
b. A. /lapuHa, HO B CBeT BhIIIlAa IPUMEPHO TPeTh CAOBaps (Ha ceroa-
HSIITHUI AeHb U34aHO 29 TOMOB, Be4€TCsI COCTaBAeHIe CTaTell Ha OyKBY
“¥Y”. — Ilpumeu. ped., P. K.). Kauecrso Ca0Bapsi coBepIIIeHCTBYeTCsI OT
BBIIIYCKa K BBIITYCKY, OAVH 13 IIyTeil 9TOTO COBePIIIeHCTBOBaHMs — pac-
I peHne Kpyra IepBOMCTOYHUKOB. EIé 0O4UH I1yTh, B IIEePBBIX BBIITYC-
KaX MTHOPMPOBABIINIICA, — CHUCTeMaTudecKoe IIpUBAedYeHle SI3BIKa
opurnHaja AAsl IepeBOAHBIX TeKCToB. Ha moBecTke g4Hs cTOUT co3ja-
HIIe PYyCCKOM MCTOPUYIECKOI AeKCUKOAOTUM, STO 3aIlMICaHO B IlepCIIeK-
TUBHBIX I1AaHax Hamrero VHcruryra.

Bcé Bea€T K TOMy, UTO PyCCKOM MCTOPMYECKON AeKCUKOAOIMU U
Aekcukorpadum ropa ocsausaTh TuMHorpaduyeckne pykormcyu Kn-
esckoil Pycu — Marepmaa Hamboaee OOIIMPHBIN UM HaMeHee M3Y-
YeHHBIII B COCTaBe JpeBHeNIero pyKOIIMCHOIO HacAeAysl BOCTOYHBIX
caassaH. 'mMHOTrpadraecknit Marepmaa Hago0 cAeAaTh AOCTYIIHBIM, TO
eCTb 134aBaTh, HO IIpeX/e YeM M3jaBaTh — 00sA3aTeAbHO OCMBICANUTD.
34ech IPUBBIYHON KOAMKOAOTUM Maao.

Posno cro aet Tomy Hasag V. B. fIrud 11oao>xxmna Hauyaao aeay, BbI-
IyCTUB KaIlMTaAbHBI TOM CTapIIMX HOBIOPOACKMX MuHei rmepBoi
JeTBepTU ro40BOro Kpyra. Ha sTom paGora ocranosnaacs. B cepeanne
1970-x rogoB aupekiusa VHCTUTyTa PyccKOTO SA3bIKa IPUHSAAA Pere-
HIe eé BO30OHOBUTH. DTO CTal0 MoOell MHAUBMAYaAbHOIN I11aHOBOI
TEMOI.

/I€TK1X, MPOTOPEeHHBIX ITyTell 9To He oOeltaa0. bubanorex, crieru-
aAM3MPOBAHHBIX I10 AUTEPaType, Hy>KHOU 445 3aHATUI TUMHOAOIVE]],
y Hac HeT, BCé IIPUIILA0Ch HAXOAUTD ¢ HEOObIMHO OOABIINIMI 3aTpaTa-
MU ycuAnui 1 BpeMeHn. V1 Bcé ke Tpy4 OKasaAcs pe3yAbTaTUBHLIM.
Haszosy aBe mpuumHbL:

1) TO, uTO camoe OoabIIOe B MHUpe OOraTCTBO ApPeBHEPYCCKUX
ruMHorpagpuyecknx pyKoIuceil cocpejoTOueHO B MecTe paOOThl — B
Mockse;

2)  TO, YTO MOCKOBCKII UCIIOAHUTEAD TEMBI IIPOIIEA (PIAOAOTH-
4JecKyIO BLIYUKY B /leHUHIpaje.
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VItor paboThl, KOPOTKO TOBOPsI, CBOAUTCS K CAeAYIOIIeMY.

MHo10 BHMMAaTeAbHO HIPOYMUTAHBI MpPaKTUYEeCKM BCe ApeBHepyc-
CKue TMMHorpaduyeckrie pyKOINCH JOMOHIOABCKOTO BpeMeH!. DTO
9TO-HUOYADb 4@ 3HAYUT, [IOTOMY YTO A0 HACTOSIIET0 BpeMeHN HI OAVH
cAaBUCT, gaxe Arud, ckazats o cebe 9TOro He Mor. V3 mpoynTaHHOrO
1 IIPOAYMaHHOIO CAeAaHbl OIlpejeeHHble, IIPMYEM HOBble 445 HayKH,
BBIBOABI O CTPYKType M CMBbICAe BCEero aHcaMO0Asl TMMHOB, O B3UIMO-
AEVICTBUI JacTell DTOro aHcaMOs1. TeM caMbIM IIOATOTOB/A€Ha IIOYBa
AAsl OCMBICAEHHON SAMILIMOHHOI PabOTHl B BTOI 001acT, CAeAaHBbI
IepBble 9AMIIMOHHBIe TPOObI — Ha CTpaHUIIaX JKypHaa0B “Borpocs
s3piko3HaHMA”, “CoBeTcKoe cAaBsiHOBedeHNe” 11 coopHmKa “/dyxoBHast
KyAbTypa CAaBsSHCKMX Hapoaos”’, msganHoro Ilymxkmnackum Jomom
k IX MexaynapoaHomy cbe3sy caasuctoB. Iloagrorosaeno usganue
Munen Ay6posckoro. Ilo naany oHo Briiger B cseT B 1988 roay, sTo
AACT II0BOZ, IIOCBATUTD ero 0oapmomy 100maeio — 150-aetuio co aus
poxxaennst Sruda. Jasee, MHOIO IIPOBeAeHbl, C OIIOPOII Ha HOBLIN Ma-
Tepuaa, ceMaHTIYecKye JMCCAeAOBaHMs 110 PsAAY Ba’KHBIX B MCTOPU-
KO-Ky/AbTYPHOM OTHOIIIEHU CAOB APEBHEPYCCKOIO s3bIKa. /lekcuka
ruMHorpagryeckux IaMsITHUKOB IIOCTaBAeHa Ha caykOy CaoBapio
pycckoro sa3bika XI-XVII BB.

VlcTopuku s13pIKa peAKO OIepUpPYIOT TUMHOTpadpuIecKIM MaTepu-
aa0M, OH He BXxoauA B cankuyonnposanHbiii C. I bapxyaapossiM crin-
COK MCTOYHUKOB, peKOMeHAyeMbIX A4 nutuposanns B Caosape. Oty
TpaAUIIMIO celfyac yAaAoch IIPeojoAeTh, BpeMsl IIepBOil ICbMeHHOI
(¢ukcanym MHOTUX CA0B 0Aarojapsi 9TOMY MOXKHO CYIIIeCTBEHHO Y-
PeBHUTSH, a caM cA0BHUK CA0BapsI 3aMeTHO pacIIMpuUTh. JAs IIpaBUAb-
HOTO ITOHVMAHI 3Ha4eHsI MHOTUX CA0B TUMHOTrpadust AaéT IIpeBoC-
XOAHbBle, He3aMeHIMble KOHTEKCTDbI, XOTSI IIPOHUKHYTb B CMBICA DTHUX
KOHTEeKCTOB, A4aTb 4éTKoe, KpaTKoe I 40XOAYMBOe A1l COBPEMEHHOIO
qyyTaTeAs oIpejeleHNe TOAKYeMOMY CAOBY ObIBaeT TPYAHO, B psae
cAy4aeB HY>KHO OBITh BO BCROPY KM BU3aHTOAOTMYECKUX 3HaHUIL. DTO
BCEOPY>KMe HUTAe B TOTOBOM BIUJe He AeKMUT.

I'mMHOZOIMIST — BTO 004aCThb, Ide BHYTPEHH:s AOIMKa UcCAel0Ba-
HILSL 3aCTaBAsIeT llepeceKaTh 3all0BeAHYIO 445 MHOIVIX IPaHNILy MeXAY
SI3BIKO3HAHNEM U AUTepaTypoOBeJeHIeM, TO eCTh 3aCTaBAsAeT ObITh PI-
A1010T0M, I JaKe 00.1ee TOTO — HaXOAUTh OOIINIA A3BIK ¢ VIHCTUTYTOM
ucropun CCCP, ¢ VMHcTUTYyTOM MCKyCcCTBO3HaHM:. MHe ®Tu B3auMo-
00yCAOBAEHHOCTU He AOCTaBAAAN HUYEro, KpoMe TBOPYecKoil pajoc-
i. KoreuHo, OpiBaeT TpyAHO, KOTa IIPUHMMAaeIlb CIIOPHbIe KOMIIO3M-
LIMOHHBIe peleHs. Tak Obl10, K IpuUMepy, KOrda MHe II0Ha4001110Ch
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IIPOBEeCT! CpaBHEHIE C COCTOSHMEM JeA B IPY3MHCKON TMMMHOAOTUM.
B amcceprarium sToMy 0TBeA€HO Bcero 15 cTpaHmil, HO U IIPU yTBEPK-
AeHUM TeMbl B VIHCTUTyTe pyccKOTO sA3bIKa, M Ha IIpeA3allnTe 34ech,
Ha Kadeape pyccKoro s3bika (praoaormaeckoro ¢akyaprera /eHnH-
I'PaACKOIo IocyAapCcTBeHHOTO yHuBepcurera. — [Ipumeu. ped., P. K.),
pasJaBaAuch roA0ca, 4YTO 9TO — AMIIIHee, YTO AydIlle AaTh A4O0II0AHU-
TEABHBIN PYCCKUI AMHIBUCTUYECKNUI MaTepual, UMEIOIIUIICSI B MOMUX
nyoaukanysx. ITo 9Tomy Borrpocy s1 OblA IPUHAT cTapelImHon Gu-
aoa0ros — nnromueM [lerepOyprekoro yausepcurera, Akakuem I'as-
puaosyueM [llannase. EMy cTo4AbKO 4€T, 4TO OH MOT ObI IIOMHUTD JKI-
Boro friya. Hama 6eceaa 12 ¢gespast c. r. mpodoakasach ABa Jaca,
99-AeTHNII TPY3UMHCKNUII aKaJdeMIK Aal BaM IIMICbMeHHOe 0J00peHue
U MOEro IIOHMMaHMs I'PY3MHCKONM TMMHOAOTUM, M YMECTHOCTU DTUX
15 cTpanur; B KoHTekcTe padboTsl 0 tuMHorpadum Kuesckoit Pycu.

3HalO, 4TO MO IOAXOA K TMIMHOAOTMIEeCKOII ITpob.AeMaTHKe, 4a 11 He
TOABKO K Hell, He BCeMI 0406p$1eTc;1. Ha cBoeit kanamaaTckou 3amure B
DTOM AOMe 5 IPUBOAA B OOOCHOBaHIe CBOETo 00pasa AeICTBUI ITPVH-
LINII, KOTOPBIN cpopMyanpoBaa Pprioa0r-MeAneBICT, Ipe3naeHT Vc-
nanckoit Akagemun Hayk Pamon Menengec ITugaan: “Tsxeao rpectn
IIPOTUB TedeHMs], HO rpectu Bcé-Taku Hago”. Ilog stumu caosamu s
TOTOB IIOAIINCATLCSI U CETOAHs, IIOTPaTUB Ha IIPOXOXKAEHUEe PpaccTos-
HISI MEXXAY ABYM:I AMICCEpTalsIMU B ABa-TPU pasa OOAbIIe BpeMeHI1,
He>KeAy Moy 0o/ee yjauAuBble CBepCTHUKM — cBbite 20 aeT.

B 3akaroueHme cunraro cBOMM A0ATOM CKa3aTh, IIOUYEMY CBOIO AVIC-
cepTanmio s IIpeACTaBIA BaM.

CriericoseTos, rae KOMIIETEHTHO U 3alHTEPEeCOBAaHHO OTHECYTCs
K IMIMHOAOTMYECKOI TeMe, eCTh HeCcKOAbKO. IIpu BrIOOpe 1 mcxoama
n3 TOro, 4ro alma mater 3acay>kmBaeT MMeTh IIPUBIAEINIO B IIpaBe
CYAUTH CBOUX IMTOMIIEB. TeM Oo.aee, KOorga pyKoBoauTeAb KadeApsl
pycckoro s3bika B. B. Koaecos, ycarbiias 8 Mockse, 4To 51 3aKaHIMBaIO
AVICCepTalMIO, caM CKa3aa MHe: “I'ze >Ke 3aIliuIaThCs 10 TaKou TeMe,
ecan He B /lenuHrpaackoM ynusepcutere!” He ckporo, yTo 10 Iipn-
raareHye ObL10 MHe AOPOTO.

baaroaapro 3a BHuManme».

O MHOIOM B COCTOSIHUM I1aA€0CAaBUCTUKU B CEMUAECITHIX — Ha-
4yajze BOCbMUAECATEIX TOA0B IIPOIIAOTO BeKa, Korga M. @. MypbsaHOB
pa60TaA Haj MaTepuaaoM A4l CBOeM AOKTOPCKONM AMCCepTalluu, ro-
BOPUT TaK>Ke ero OT3bIB O4HOMY 113 O(pUIIMaAbHBIX OIIIIOHEHTOB, KPYII-
HelimeMy ¢uaoaory-kaaccuky IO. B. Orkymnimukosy.
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«B M0OéM 1oa0xeHnNn yea0BeKa, HUKOT4a He MMeBIIIero Iperoja-
BaTeAsl I'PeYecKoro sI3blKa, ObLAO COBCEM He IIPOCTO Ha IIOPOTe IIec-
TOIO AecsTKa AeT HPUCTYIUTD K IpedeckuM MIHesIM U C IIOMOIIBIO
yuebHUKa C0001€BCKOTO, B IIOAHOM OAVHOYECTBe, 400paThcsl OT HyAs
AO TaKOTO YPOBH:, UTOOBI COCTaBAATh IPaMMaTIJecKlie OIlpese1eHIs
rpedecKux cA10BoPopM, 0COOEHHO I1arOAbHBIX, 4151 CA0BOYKazaTeAs K
MaMATHUKY, AU pacCy>kK4aTh Ha CTpaHMIIaX aKaJdeMMIYeCcKUX KypHa-
A0B O CeMaHTUYECKMX OTHOIIEHNAX MeXKAY TPedyeckuM CAOBOM U €ro
CAaBAHCKIIM COOTBETCTBUEM. S yTemaa ceOsl MBICABIO, UTO PIA0AO-
raM PUXOAUTCS OKa3blBaThCs B ropas3 o 0o4ee TpyAHOM IIOAO0KEeHN,
KOTJa OHM BHUMKAIOT He B TaKOM YXO>KeHHBIN, OCHAIJEHHBIN BeAMKO-
AETTHOI AeKcuKorpadueit sA3bIK, KaK JA3bIK IPeYecKiii, a B COBepIIeH-
HO HeM3y4eHHYIO, IT0AAeKaIlylo Aeru@poBKe IICbMEeHHOCTD, AU B
BOOOIIIe DeCITMCbMEHHBIN SI3BIK.

YauTpiBas cKazaHHOe, MHE IIPUANYIECTBYeT CBeCTM AVICKYCCHUIO C
IOpnem BaagumuposnueM, opunaabHbBIM OIIIOHEHTOM — TIPEIVC-
TOM, K MUHMMYMY, BO BCEM COTAACUTLCS C HUM, Aa eIlé, OepeskHO 3a-
I1ICaB ero COBeThl, 1100AarogapuTh 3a BHUMaHUe. /UIIb ITOCTOABKY,
ITOCKOABKY peraaMeHT TpeOyeT IIOAeMUKH, s POy pa3pelleHs Bbl-
CKas3aTh eAVHCTBEHHOe COOOpa KkeHue.

Hama crpana, BeAnyariiias cAaBsHCKasl Aep>KaBa, 4451 BBIXOAA Ha
IepeJOBble PyOeK) B I1a1€0CAaBUCTIIKe OCTPO HY>KAA€TCs B XOPOIIIO
IIOCTaBAE€HHOI HayKe O IPeuyecKOM s3bIKe cpesHeBeKOBbs. ['penmcTsl
JKe Halllil TpeAIOYNTaIOT OTpaHNYMBaTh ce0s1 aHTUIHOCTBIO. MBI, pa-
Doraromne c ApeBHEPYCCKMMM TeKCTaMM, AUIIEeHBI KMBOTO OOIIIeHI s
C rpenyucTaMy, MHTePeCyIOIMMILCA HalllM XPOHOAOTMYECKUM IIepu-
040M, HeT I AOCTYIIHBIX KHUT IIO BM3aHTOAOIUM, B YaCTHOCTH, CAOBa-
peil cpeAHErpevecKoro sA3biKa. VI3BecTHBINT OKCPOPACKNUIT AEKCUKOH
/laMIle, OXBaTBIBAIOIIMII I'PeUeCKUII sI3BIK I1aTPUCTIUECKOI DII0XH, He-
AaBHO Ilepens/aH Jaxke B JoHKOHTe, HO ero Bcé emié HeT B locyaapcr-
seHHot oubanorexke CCCP nmenn /leHnHa, Kak HeT B Hell ¥ CA0OBapsl
Kpmnapaca, no nepuoay ao XII Beka. A Beab 110400HbBIe CAOBapU HaM
cAel0Baa0 Obl He TOABKO IOKYIaTh, HO I cO3AaBarb. Heobxoamumo
BCTPEYHOEe ABVIKEHIEe PYCUCTUKI U KAaCCIIeCKoll PUA0AOTIY, CETOA-
Hs pa3opBaHHBIX IIOYTH ThicauedetueM. Paspemure, I0puin Baaau-
MMPOBIY, HaIll CeTOAHAIIHUN AUCITYT CYUTaTh OAHVM U3 IIPOBACHUIA
HTOTO BCTPEYHOTO ABVKEHMS».



Izolda V. Murianova

MICHAIL FYODOROVICH MURIANOV
(21.XI.1928 - 6.V1.1995)
BIOGRAPHICAL ESSAY

Michail F. Murianov (11/21/1928 — 06/06/1995, Moscow) was born
in the village of Fyodorovka of the Vradievka District of the Nikolaev
Region (of the present day Ukraine). His father, Fyodor Yakovlevich
Murianov was a geodetic engineer. He worked as rural surveyor and
later as the Head of the Land Department. His mother, Olga Ilinish-
na Kolendo-Murianova, studied in the Gymnasium and died during
childbirth. By the beginning of the Second World War Michail Muri-
anov finished the fifth grade at school. This was followed by a break in
schooling for three years during the Nazi occupation. During this time
Michail Murianov lived with his grandmother, Elena Arsentievna Ko-
lendo, in the town of Nemirov of the Vinnitsa Region. His father fought
at the front in the ranks of the Soviet army. After liberation, Michail
Murianov moved to the village of Sharlyk of the Orenburg Region to
live with his father and under his guidance Michail returned to school
and completed 6th—10th grade in two years, graduating with distinc-
tion. His father insisted that his son should follow in his footsteps in
his studies and career and stay living at home, but Michail went to
Moscow and in 1946 entered the Bauman Moscow Higher Technical
College in the Department headed by Major-General Professor Alexei
A. Tolochkov.

Michail Murianov studied, worked part time wherever possible,
and learned foreign languages thereby developing an interest in the
Humanities. He graduated from the Bauman Higher Technical College
in 1952, and then worked as an engineer in the defense industry.

In 1955 Michail Murianov entered the Philology Department of
Leningrad State University while still continuing to work. He gradu-
ated in 1961 with distinction and in the same year he was accepted in
the full-time Doctoral Program at the Leningrad University (Depart-
ment of German Philology) under the supervision of Academician Vic-
tor M. Zhirmunsky. In 1966, in the Leningrad University Michail Mu-
rianov defended his PhD Dissertation, The Reconstruction of the Roman-
Germanic Medieval Manuscripts (On the basis of Leningrad Collections).

Xxxii
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In 1968, Michail Murianov was invited to work in the Soviet Acad-
emy of Sciences. For the first two years of his career there, he worked
as the Director of the Laboratory of Preservation and Restoration of
Documents, and in 1970 he was transferred to the position of Senior
Researcher at the Institute of Russian Literature (the Pushkin House),
where he worked under the guidance of Academicians Michail P.
Alexeev and Alexei S. Bushmin. In 1976, upon their petition, he was
transferred to the Institute of the Russian Language in Moscow.

In 1986 Michail Murianov received a Post-Doctoral Degree at Len-
ingrad State University with the Habilitation, The Hymnography of the
Kievan Rus’: Philological Investigation; the Degree of the Doctor of Phi-
lology was awarded by the State Commission for Academic Degrees
on April 17, 1987. By the decision no. 8/529 of the State Committee for
Public Education of the USSR on September 11, 1991, Michail Muri-
anov was awarded the title of Professor in Russian Literature. From
1988-1995 Michail Murianov worked as a Senior Researcher at the In-
stitute of World Literature, in Moscow State Pedagogical University,
and in the Moscow Orthodox School of Spiritual Culture.

The main areas of his research were studies of the historical origins
of the Russian language, historical lexicology, hymnography of the
Kievan Rus, historical poetics of the Russian classical literature, pub-
lication of the sources of Slavonic literacy, European Medieval Stud-
ies, as well as the history of the symbolism of Slavonic and Byzantine
Culture.

Michail Murianov said the following about his work during the de-
fense of his habilitation in 1985

“The rise of scholarly and artistic interest to the past of Rus’ started
in our society during the Great Patriotic War. The mere naming of the
War ‘Patriotic’ reminded the generation who was accustomed to think-
ing in terms of the future, that we live in the land of our forefathers,
that we must defend it, and that we should love and know its lan-
guage. The Institute of the Russian Language of the Soviet Academy
of Sciences, where I have the honour to work, is the progeny of the
War; it was organized in 1944 — a hard year for studying the Russian
language in the whole range of its history. Archaeologists set to work
on the smoking ashes of the war. The noble work of the Department of
Old Russian literature of the Pushkin House found new scale and new
meaning; Medieval Studies in Kiev were revived.

(1) The speech is being published with minor editorial stylistic changes.
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Many things have been achieved, but the number of unsolved
questions is far greater. We all believe that the amount of published
monuments of the Old Russian language is insufficient. The idea
of the historical Dictionary of the Russian language, which is be-
ing published in the Institute of the Russian Language, goes back to
Alexei I. Sobolevsky. It began to acquire real shape under the leader-
ship of Boris A. Larin, whom we all remember, but only about a third
of the Dictionary has been published (to date 29 volumes have been
published; the articles on letter “Y” are being compiled. — R. K.). The
quality of the Dictionary improves from volume to volume, and one
of the ways how this is happening, is the expansion of the circle of
sources. Another method which was ignored in the first volumes is
a systematic use of the original language for the translated texts. The
creation of the Russian historical lexicology appears on the agenda; it
is recorded in the future plans of our Institute.

Everything boils down to the fact that Russian historical lexicology
and lexicography need to start investigating the hymnographic manu-
scripts of the Kievan Rus — the most extensive yet the least studied
materials among the ancient manuscript heritage of the Eastern Slavs.
Hymnographic materials have to be made available, that is, they have
to be published, but before publishing they need to be reflected upon.
It is not enough to use traditional codicology.

Exactly one hundred years ago, Vatroslav Jagic set things in motion,
publishing a spacious volume of the earliest Novgorod Menaia for the
first quarter of the annual circle. After this point, work in this field
came to a standstill. In the mid-1970s the Directorate of the Institute of
the Russian Language decided to resume the work. This became the
topic on my own research plan.

Research in this topic was not a simple task. We did not have libra-
ries that specialized in the literature that was needed for studying
hymnology; we had to find everything through unusual efforts and
time consuming work. Regardless, the work did yield results. I can
mention two reasons for that:

1) the world’s greatest wealth of Old Russian hymnographic manu-
scripts is concentrated in my place of work, in Moscow;

2) the person who was responsible for this topic in Moscow received
his philological training in Leningrad.

In short, the outcome of the work was as follows.

I carefully read almost all Old Russian hymnographic manuscripts
of the pre-Mongolian period. This means something, since, until now,
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none of the Slavic scholars, not even Jagi¢, could state the same thing
about themselves. After reading and thinking, I made some concrete
and new conclusions about the structure and meaning of the whole
set of hymns and about the interaction between the parts of this set.
Thus I prepared the ground for meaningful editorial work in this area;
the first editorial tests were made in the journals, Voprosy Yazykoznani-
ya, Sovetskoe Slavyanovedenie, and in the volume of collected studies,
Dukhovnaya Kultura Slavyanskikh Narodov [Spiritual culture of the Slavic
peoples], published by the Pushkin House for the Ninth International
Congress of the Slavic Studies. The Dubrovsky Menaion was prepared
for the publication. It is planned to be out of press in 1988, and this will
offer the occasion to dedicate the edition to a great anniversary — the
150th anniversary of Vatroslav Jagi¢. Further, on the basis of new ma-
terials I conducted semantic research on a number of words of Old
Russian language which are important from historical and cultural
perspectives. The vocabulary of hymnographic sources has been used
for the Dictionary of Russian Language of the 11th-17th centuries.
The historians of language rarely use hymnographic materials. Such
materials were not included in the list of sources recommended for ci-
tation in the Dictionary, which was approved by Stepan Barkhudarov.
This tradition has now been overcome; the first written record of many
words can now be dated to substantially earlier time, and the word-list
of the Dictionary has been significantly expanded. Hymnography sup-
plies excellent and irreplaceable contexts for correct understanding of
the meaning of many words, although it is often difficult to penetrate
the meaning of these contexts and to provide a modern reader with
clear, concise, and lucid definition of the word. In some cases one needs
to be equipped with comprehensive knowledge of Byzantine language
and culture. This knowledge does not lie anywhere on a plate.
Hymnology is the area where the internal logic of the research forc-
es the researcher to cross the boundary between linguistics and literary
studies, effectively forcing the researcher to be a philologist, and even
further, forcing one to find common language between the Institute of
History of the USSR and with the Institute of Fine Arts. This interde-
pendence gave me nothing but creative joy. Of course, sometimes it
is difficult when you make controversial compositional decisions. It
was the case, for example, when I needed to make a comparison with
the situation in Georgian hymnology. Only 15 pages were devoted
to this question in the habilitation, but both when my research topic
was being approved at the Institute of Russian Language and at the
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pre-defense here, at the Sub-department of the Russian Language (of
the Department of Philology at Leningrad State University. — R. K.),
concerns were voiced that it was unnecessary, that it would have been
better to provide additional Russian linguistic materials which were
available in my publications. On this issue I had a meeting with Akaki
Gavrilovich Shanidze, the patriarch of Philology and the alumnus of
the Saint-Petersburg University. He was so old that he could even re-
member Jagi¢ back when he was still alive. Our conversation on Febru-
ary 12th of this year lasted for two hours, and the 99-year old Georgian
Academician gave a written approval of both my understanding of
the Georgian hymnology and of the relevance of these 15 pages in the
context of the work on the hymnography of the Kievan Rus’.

I know that my approach to hymnological problems, and not
only to them, is not favored by everyone. At my Ph.D. defense in this
House, in support of my attitude I cited a principle which was formu-
lated by Ramén Menéndez Pidal, a Medieval Philologist and the Presi-
dent of the Spanish Academy of Sciences: ‘It is hard to row against the
tide, but you have to row anyway.’ I am ready to put my name under
these words even today, having spent two or three times more on the
time between my two dissertations than some of my more successful
peers — over 20 years.

In conclusion, I feel obligated to say why I present this dissertation
to you.

There are several special academic boards where the members
would be competent and motivated enough to consider hymnological
topics. When I was making my choice, I relied on the fact that the alma
mater deserved to have the privilege to judge her alumni. Moreover,
when Vladimir Kolesov, the Head of the Russian Department, heard in
Moscow that I was finishing the habilitation, he told me, “Where else to
defend such a topic, if not at Leningrad University!” I must admit that
such an invitation was very precious to me.

Thank you for your attention.”

The reply of Michail Murianov to Yuri V. Otkupschikov, one of the
official opponents and a leading classical scholar, testifies to the situa-
tion in the Paleoslavic Studies in 1970s and 1980s, when Michail Muri-
anov was working on his habilitation.

“In my position of a person who had never had a teacher of Greek
language, it was not easy, on the eve of my sixth decade, to start work-
ing with the Byzantine Menaia and, with the help of the manual by
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Sobolevsky, all alone, to get from scratch to a level that allowed me to
compose grammatical definitions of Greek word forms, particularly
verbal, for the word index to a written source, or to discuss the seman-
tic relations between the Greek words and their Slavic equivalents on
the pages of academic journals. I derived consolation from the thought
that philologists would often find themselves in a much more difficult
position when they delve not into such neat language equipped with
excellent lexicography as the Greek, but into a completely unexplored
writing needed to be deciphered, or even into non-literate languages.

Having said that, it befits me to wrap up the discussion with Yuri
Otkupschikov, my official opponent and a scholar of Greek language,
to agree with him in everything, and, carefully writing down his ad-
vice, to thank you all for your attention. Only insofar as discussion is a
formal requirement, I ask your permission to make only one point.

In order to stay at the forefront of the Paleoslavic Studies, our coun-
try, the greatest Slavic power, is in dire need of well-organized studies
of the Medieval Greek language. However, our scholars of Greek pre-
fer to confine themselves to Antiquity. We, who work with Old Russian
texts, are deprived of a living communication with scholars of Greek
who are interested in our chronological period; there are no books on
Byzantine Studies, in particular, dictionaries of the Medieval Greek.
The famous Oxford Lampe Lexicon covering the Greek language of
the Patristic period, was recently republished even in Hong Kong, but
it is still not available in the Lenin State Library of the USSR. This li-
brary also does not have the Dictionary of Kriaras covering the period
until the 12th century. But we should not only buy such dictionaries
but also create them. The Russian Studies and the Classical Philology,
now torn apart by almost a millennium, need to start moving toward
each other. Please allow me, Yuri Vladimirovich Otkupschikov, to con-
sider our present discussion as one of the manifestations of this con-
vergent movement.”






Scripturaria







Andrei A. Orlov

Marquette University
andrei.orlov@marquette.edu

THE GARMENT OF AZAZEL IN THE
APOCALYPSE OF ABRAHAM

INTRODUCTION

The Apocalypse of Abraham, a Jewish pseudepigraphon written in the
first centuries C.E., baffles its readers’ imaginations with a plethora of
sacerdotal motifs. From its very first lines, this enigmatic text strives to
portray young Abraham and his relatives as cultic servants performing
priestly duties in a sanctuary filled with idolatrous statues.! The read-
ers of the text soon recognize that its peculiar cultic concerns permeate
the fabric of the entire pseudepigraphon. Indeed, its authors appear to
assign specific cultic roles to almost all of the story’s characters. As the
narrative progresses, and the deity removes the young hero of the faith
from the defiled house of worship and sets him on a celestial journey
to the true sanctuary in heaven, new characters endowed with sacer-
dotal functions begin to enter the story.

The most spectacular cultic responsibilities are given to Abraham’s
celestial guide, the angel Yahoel, whom the text envisions as the heav-
enly high priest and the celestial choir-master of the Living Creatures.
Both his peculiar liturgical duties vis-a-vis the Throne Room’s angelic
creatures and his bold access to the divine Presence reveal Yahoel’s sta-
tus as a very special celebrant ministering in the celestial sanctuary.? As

(1) Thus Alexander Kulik argues that the description of the sacrificial
services of Terah’s family, found in the first chapter of the Apocalypse of Abra-
ham, “precisely follows the order of the Second Temple daily morning tamid
service as it is described in the Mishna: first, priests cast lots (Yoma 2, 1-4;
Tamid 1, 1-2; cf. also Luke 1:9), then they sacrifice in front of the sanctuary
(Tamid 1-5), finishing their service inside (Tamid 6).” See A. KuLix, Retrovert-
ing Slavonic Pseudepigrapha: Toward the Original of the Apocalypse of Abraham
(TCS, 3) (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 2004) 86.

(2) On heavenly Temple traditions see M. BARKER, The Gate of Heaven:
The History and Symbolism of the Temple in Jerusalem (London: SPCK, 1991);
J. J. Corrins, A Throne in the Heavens: Apotheosis in Pre-Christian Judaism,
in: J. J. CorLins, M. FisuBane (ed.), Death, Ecstasy, and Other Worldly Jour-
neys (New York: State University of New York Press, 1995) 43-57; R. ELIOR,
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has been noted before, some of Yahoel’s actions are reminiscent of the
cultic acts of the high priest, that singularly unique sacerdotal servant
who was able to enter the divine Presence in the Holy of Holies on Yom
Kippur. Indeed it seems, in light of the striking panoply of priestly mo-
tifs in the Apoc. Ab., that its authors had not forgotten this central sac-
erdotal ordinance of the Jewish tradition — a major cultic event laden
with portentous revelatory opportunities. As the story develops, and
Yahoel leads his human apprentice, Abraham, into the celestial Holy
of Holies located in the upper heaven, the cluster of motifs pertaining
to this special atoning rite become more and more distinctive. Scholars
have noted previously that the instructions Yahoel conveys to Abraham

From Earthly Temple to Heavenly Shrines: Prayer and Sacred Song in the
Hekhalot Literature and its Relation to Temple Traditions, /|SQ 4 (1997) 217-
267; I. GRUENWALD, Apocalyptic and Merkavah Mysticism (Leiden: Brill, 1980);
D. J. HaLPERIN, Faces of the Chariot; Early Jewish Response to Ezekiel’s Vision (Ti-
bingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1988); 1pEm, Heavenly Ascension in Ancient Judaism:
the Nature of the Experience, SBLSP 26 (1987) 218-231; R. G. HAMERTON-
KeLry, The Temple and the Origins of Jewish Apocalyptic, VT 20 (1970) 1-15;
M. HimMmEeLFARB, The Practice of Ascent in the Ancient Mediterranean World,
in: Death, Ecstasy, and Other Worldly Journeys, 123-137; 1bEm, Ascent to Heaven
in Jewish and Christian Apocalypses (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993);
1pEM, From Prophecy to Apocalypse: The Book of the Watchers and Tours of
Heaven, in: A. GreeN (ed.), Jewish Spirituality: From the Bible Through the Mid-
dle Ages (New York: Crossroad, 1986) 145-165; 1pEm, Apocalyptic Ascent and
the Heavenly Temple, SBLSP 26 (1987) 210-217; C. R. KoEstERr, The Dwelling
of God: The Tabernacle in the Old Testament, Intertestamental Jewish Literature and
the New Testament (CBQMS, 22) (Washington: Catholic Biblical Association
of America, 1989); J. D. Levenson, The Jerusalem Temple in Devotional and
Visionary Experience, in: Jewish Spirituality: From the Bible Through the Middle
Ages, 32-59; 1DEM, The Temple and the World, Journal of Religion 64 (1984) 275
298; A. J. McNicor, The Heavenly Sanctuary in Judaism: A Model for Tracing
the Origin of the Apocalypse, JRS 13 (1987) 66-94; C. R. A. MORRAY-JONES,
The Temple Within: The Embodied Divine Image and its Worship in the Dead
Sea Scrolls and Other Jewish and Christian Sources, SBLSS 37 (1998) 400-431;
1DEM, Transformational Mysticism in the Apocalyptic-Merkabah Tradition, JJS
43 (1992): 1-31; G. W. E. NickeLsBURG, The Apocalyptic Construction of Real-
ity in 1 Enoch, JSJ (1988): 51-64; R. Parta1, Man and Temple in Ancient Jewish
Myth and Ritual (New York: KTAV Publishing House, 1967); C. RowrLanp, The
Open Heaven: A Study of Apocalyptic in Judaism and Early Christianity (London:
SPCK, 1982); ipEm, The Visions of God in Apocalyptic Literature, [S] 10 (1979)
137-154; A. F. SecaL, Heavenly Ascent in Hellenistic Judaism, Early Christi-
anity and Their Environment, in: Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt
11.23.2: 1333-1394.
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invoke the memory of peculiar symbolic actions and rituals which took
place on the Day of Atonement.> Moreover, it has even been suggested
that, in chapters 13 and 14, Yahoel performs the climactic action of the
atoning ceremony on Yom Kippur, that is, the enigmatic scapegoat rit-
ual, by which impurity was transferred onto a goat named Azazel and
then, through him, dispatched into the wilderness.*

Yet despite striking similarities with Yom Kippur traditions found in
biblical and rabbinic accounts, the authors of the Slavonic apocalypse
strive to refashion the ancient rite in accordance with a new apocalyp-
tic outlook, which sees the earthly version of the atoning ritual as a
reflection of celestial and eschatological realities. In this perspective,
one may recognize a new cosmic dimension of the atoning ordinance,
which is envisioned in the Slavonic text as the eschatological Yom Kip-
pur. That we find this emphasis on the heavenly and eschatological
dimensions of the sacerdotal symbolism in a transitional text like the
Apoc. Ab. is no coincidence. It was written during a unique period in
Jewish history, when apocalyptic authors, faced with a wide array of
challenges stemming from the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple,
embraced various theological alternatives for preserving and perpetu-
ating traditional priestly practices. When it envisions heaven as the
true place of worship, and depicts Abraham as an adept of the heav-

(3) See, for example, C. FLETcHER-Louls, The Revelation of the Sacral
Son of Man, in: F. Avemarig, H. LicHTENBERGER (hg.), Auferstehung-Resurrec-
tion (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001) 282; L. L. Grassg, The Scapegoat Tra-
dition: A Study in Early Jewish Interpretation, JS] 18 (1987) 165-179 at 157;
R. HeLMm, Azazel in Early Jewish Literature, AUSP 32 (1994) 217-226 at 223;
B. Lourig, Propitiatorium in the Apocalypse of Abraham, in: L. DiTommaso
and C. BortricH, with the assist. of M. Swosoba (eds.), The Old Testament
Apocrypha in the Slavonic Tradition: Continuity and Diversity (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2011) (Texte und Studien zum antiken Judentum, 140) 267-277;
A. A. Orrov, Eschatological Yom Kippur in the Apocalypse of Abraham. Part 1.
The Scapegoat Ritual, Scr 5 (2009) 79-111; D. SroxL BEN Ezra, Yom Kippur in
the Apocalyptic Imaginaire and the Roots of Jesus’ High Priesthood, in: J. Ass-
MAN, G. Stroumsa (eds.), Transformations of the Inner Self in Ancient Religions
(Leiden: Brill, 1999) 349-366; ipEm, The Biblical Yom Kippur, the Jewish Fast
of the Day of Atonement and the Church Fathers, SP 34 (2002) 493-502; 1DEM,
The Impact of Yom Kippur on Early Christianity: The Day of Atonement from Sec-
ond Temple Judaism to the Fifth Century (WUNT, 163) (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2003) 94.

(4) Orrov, Eschatological Yom Kippur in the Apocalypse of Abraham.
PartI..., 79-111.
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enly priestly praxis entering the celestial Holy of Holies, the Apoc. Ab.
evinces one such sacerdotal option.

Veiled symbolism, which reveals both apocalyptic and sacerdotal
realities, accompanies the seer’s cultic entrance into heaven. Thus in
the Apoc. Ab., as in many other Jewish pseudepigraphical narratives,
the hero’s entrance into the sacred realm coincides with his peculiar
transformation as celebrant of the celestial liturgy. This metamorpho-
sis, hinted at symbolically via the change in Abraham’s ontological
garments, was often taken to mark the transition from an earthly to
a celestial condition. Here, as in the Yom Kippur ordinance, the meta-
morphosis of the celebrant’s wardrobe is the pinnacle of transforma-
tional experience.

Although previous studies have explored many facets of the Yom
Kippur imagery in the Apoc. Ab., sufficient attention has not yet been
paid to the peculiar metamorphoses which the story’s (human and an-
gelic) protagonists and antagonists seem to experience in the course
of their participation in the drama of the eschatological Yom Kippur
ritual. The present study aims to further explore the Yom Kippur tra-
ditions in the Slavonic apocalypse by paying especial attention to the
transformational aspects of this enigmatic atoning ritual.

I. THE PROTAGONIST’S TRANSFORMATION
The Lost Attires

The Apocalypse of Abraham can be divided into two parts. The first,
“haggadic” section (chapters 1 through 8) depicts the young hero of
the faith as a paladin against his father Terah’s idolatrous statues.
The second, “apocalyptic” part (which occupies the work’s remaining
chapters) describes Abraham as he prepares for his heavenly journey,
progresses into the abode of the deity, and acquires eschatological
mysteries. This second section unveils one of the most important dy-
namics to be found in the Jewish apocalyptic accounts. In this concep-
tual framework, both positive and negative characters progress into
the respective realms of their eschatological opponents, and frequently
assume the roles and offices of their counterparts.® In such accounts, a

(5) This peculiar dynamic of apocalyptic accounts is already present in
early Enochic booklets, where the antagonists represented by the fallen angels
assume a wide array of human roles on earth, while a human protagonist —
Enoch — assumes their celestial and priestly offices in the heavenly realm.
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seer and his demoted opponent(s) often confront each other on their
journeys to their new habitats.®

Apocalypse of Abraham 13, where Abraham encounters his eschato-
logical antagonist in the form of the fallen angel Azazel, may represent
a crossroads in the text of this dynamic of exaltation and demotion.
In the course of this encounter, Abraham’s angelus interpres, Yahoel,
informs both parties that the celestial garment of the demoted angel
must now be transferred to a new owner — the translated hero of the
faith. Thus Apocalypse of Abraham 13:7-14 reads:

“Reproach is on you, Azazel! Since Abraham’s portion is in heaven,
and yours is on earth, since you have chosen it and desired it to
be the dwelling place of your impurity ... For behold, the garment
which in heaven was formerly yours has been set aside for him, and
the corruption which was on him has gone over to you” (Apoc. Ab.
13:7-14)”7

The pivotal transformational motif invoked in this passage —
namely, the promise of new attire to the translated hero — signifies not
merely a rather unusual expansion of the patriarch’s wardrobe, but his
ontological transition from the form of a human being to the status
of celestial citizen. Such endowments with celestial attire are not un-
usual in apocalyptic literature. Seers often receive angelic garments.
In 2 Enoch 22, for example, Enoch is clothed with a luminous angelic
garment, which makes his body similar to the glorious bodies of the
angelic servants. Such a metamorphosis is of great anthropological sig-
nificance: it signals a return to the original luminosity the first humans
lost after their transgression in Eden.

In the Apocalypse of Abraham the hero’s transition also seems to
invoke the memory of the protological story, in which the luminous
clothes of the heavenly beings were exchanged for garments of skin.
Abraham’s endowment with angelic garments may, therefore, signal
an eschatological return to the Protoplast’s original condition. Several

(6) One of the instances of such an encounter between exalted hero and
demoted antagonists can be found in 2 Enoch, where the seventh antediluvian
patriarch meets, on his celestial journey, a group of incarcerated watchers in
the second heaven. On this tradition see A. OrLov, The Watchers of Satanail:
The Fallen Angels Traditions in 2 (Slavonic) Enoch, in: 1pEm, Divine Manifesta-
tions in the Slavonic Pseudepigrapha (OJC, 2) (Piscataway: Gorgias Press, 2009)
237-268.

(7) KuLik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 20.
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of the text’s students have, in fact, noted this possibility. Louis Ginz-
berg, for one, suggested the possible Adamic background and pointed
to parallels in the targumic materials and in Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer 20.%
Indeed, the transference of a garment from the demoted angelic antag-
onist to an exalted human protagonist is an important theme through-
out the Adamic lore.

Some of the currents within this tradition entertain the unusual no-
tion that even the original, luminous garments of the first humans had
come from a demoted celestial being. This can be seen, for example,
in the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan on Gen 3:21, a passage which treats the
etiology of the first humans’ luminous attire. According to this targu-
mic interpretation, the original humans were endowed with luminous
garments that had been stripped from the serpent:

And the Lord God made garments of glory for Adam and for his
wife from the skin which the serpent had cast off (to be worn) on
the skin of their (garments of) fingernails of which they had been
stripped, and he clothed them.’

Later midrashim is also aware of the enigmatic provenance of
the protoplasts’ luminous garments; thus, for example, Pirke de Rabbi
Eliezer 20:

Rabbi Eliezer said: From skins which the serpent sloughed off, the
Holy One, blessed be He, took and made coats of glory for Adam
and his wife, as it is said, “And the Lord God made for Adam and
his wife coats of skin, and clothed them.”'°

These passages seem to unveil the dynamic of exaltation and de-
motion noted above; they suggest that the protagonist’s apotheosis,
signaled through his acquisition of luminous attire, comes as a result
of the denigration of the erstwhile favorite, who is now stripped of his
exalted status. While the new possessors of exalted status are drawn,
by the will of God, to their dignified abodes, their antagonistic coun-
terparts are forced into exile from their elevated domiciles.

(8) See GINzBERG, Jewish Encyclopedia, 92.

(9) Tarqum Pseudo-Jonathan: Genesis, tr. M. MazER (AB, 1B) (Collegeville:
Liturgical Press, 1992) 29. Later rabbinic traditions also hold that the glorious
garments of Adam and Eve were made from the skin of the female Levia-
than.

(10) G. FRIEDLANDER (tr.), Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer (New York: Hermon Press,
?1965) 144.
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The tradition of the first humans’ clothes of glory, mentioned in
Targqum Pseudo-Jonathan and Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer, is important for our
study. The motif of Abraham’s endowment with a garment stripped
from the fallen angel cannot be properly understood without explor-
ing the array of traditions associated with Adamic “clothing meta-
phors” — a seminal conceptual cluster whose roots can be traced al-
ready to some biblical developments.' In order to fully grasp these
roots, a short excursus into several biblical and extrabiblical texts is
necessary.

The Garments of Light

Genesis 1:26-27 and 3:21 are pivotal starting points for subsequent
Jewish and Christian reflection on the glorious garments of Adam and
Eve. Genesis 1:26 describes the creation of humanity after the likeness
(7M127) of the image (@ '73) of God. Notably Gen 1:26-27 refers to the
09X (tselem) of Adam, the luminous image of God'’s glory according
to which Adam was created.”? Thus Adam’s tselem was created after
God’s own fselem (1312 '?BD, literally “in our tselem”) — a kind of lumi-
nous “imitation” of the glorious tselem of God. Later rabbinic interpre-

(11) One such cryptic allusion to the Protoplast’s glorious garments can
possibly be found in Ezekiel 28, which tells the story of a glorious angelic
being, originally installed in the Garden of Eden but then forcefully expelled
from this lofty location. The text describes the peculiar garment of this celes-
tial being, decorated with precious stones and gold.

(12) For discussions about the luminous body of Adam, see: D. H. AaroN,
Shedding Light on God’s Body in Rabbinic Midrashim: Reflections on the The-
ory of a Luminous Adam, HTR 90 (1997) 299-314; S. Brock, Clothing Meta-
phors as a Means of Theological Expression in Syriac Tradition, M. ScamipT
(ed.), Typus, Symbol, Allegorie bei den dstlichen Viitern und ihren Parallelen im Mit-
telalter (Eichstétter Beitrdge, 4) (Regensburg: Friedrich Pustet, 1982) 11-40;
A. D. De Conick and J. Fossum, Stripped before God: A New Interpretation
of Logion 37 in the Gospel of Thomas, VC 45 (1991) 141; N. A. Danr, D. HeLr-
HoLM, Garment-Metaphors: The Old and the New Human Being, in: A. YARBRO
Corrins and M. M. MitcHELL (eds.), Antiquity and Humanity: Essays on Ancient
Religion and Philosophy: Presented to Hans Dieter Betz on his 70" Birthday (Tiibin-
gen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001) 139-158; A. GosueNn GotTsTEIN, The Body as Image
of God in Rabbinic Literature, HTR 87 (1994) 171-195; B. MurMELSTEIN, Adam,
ein Beitrag zur Messiaslehre, Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes
35(1928) 255; N. RusIN, A. Kosman, The Clothing of the Primordial Adam as a
Symbol of Apocalyptic Time in the Midrashic Sources, HTR 90 (1997) 155-174;
J. Z. Smith, The Garments of Shame, History of Religion 5 (1965/1966) 217-238.
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tations often argue that the likeness that Adam and God shared was
not physicality, in the usual sense of having a body, but rather lumines-
cence.” In this context, the first humans’ clothing in garments of glory
was often taken by later interpreters as a replication of the state of the
deity, who, according to some biblical passages, was also clothed in
glory and majesty."

It is therefore especially noteworthy that, amidst such major con-
ceptual developments, Gen 3 contains a cluster of motifs pertaining to
the first humans’ attire. According to Genesis 3:21, the deity fashioned
for his beloved creatures a set of enigmatic clothes — “garments of
skin.” This text is usually understood to refer to God’s clothing Adam
and Eve’s nakedness after the Fall. Some scholars, however, argue that
sufficient evidence exists to suggest another interpretation of the time
reference in Gen 3:21. According to this alternative reading, the verbs
in Gen 3.21 are to be taken as pluperfects referring to the status of
Adam and Eve at their creation before the Fall.”

Several extra-biblical materials also show familiarity with the tradi-
tions of the glorious garments of the first humans.'® The motif is appar-
ent, for example, in the elaborations of the Protoplast story found in
the Books of Adam and Eve. Some versions of the Primary Adam Books al-
lude to the story of the original garments of light once possessed by the
first humans.” In the Armenian version of the LAE (at 20:1) a testimony
about the tragic loss of the garments comes directly from the mouth of
one of the protoplasts, when Eve recollects the dramatic moment of the

13) AaroN, Shedding Light on God’s Body..., 303.
14) Cf., for example, Ezek 1; Ps. 101:1; Job 40:10.
15)

16) The Qumran materials appear to be aware of the motif of the glori-
ous condition of Adam. Thus several texts invoke the tradition of the glory of
the Protoplast: 1QS 4:15 22-23: “For those God has chosen for an everlasting
covenant and to them shall belong all the glory of Adam (@78 7122).” 1QH
4:915; “giving them as a legacy all the glory of Adam (278 7122).” CD-A 3:20
“Those who remained steadfast in it will acquire eternal life, and all the glory
of Adam (@78 T122) is for them.” F. Garcia Marrtinez, E. J. C. TIGCHELAAR
(eds.), The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition, 2 vols. (Leiden—New York —Koln:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing, 1997) 78-79; 148-149; 554-555.

(17) On various versions of the Primary Adam Books, see M. E. STONE,
A History of the Literature of Adam and Eve (SBL EJL, 3) (Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1992), and M. pE Jongg, J. TRomr, The Life of Adam and Eve (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1997).

(
(
( Brock, Clothing Metaphors..., 14.
(
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garments’ disappearance: “At that hour I learned with my eyes that I
was naked of the glory with which I had been clothed.”'® This passage
hints, not only to the protoplasts” original possession of the glorious
clothes, but also to their ominous stripping after the Fall."”

Despite this unhappy memory, humanity’s return to the glorious
garments of the Protoplast seems, already in the Primary Adam Books,
to have been eschatologically foreshadowed.” A suggestive hint ap-
pears at the scene of Adam’s burial (which is found in the section deal-
ing with Adamic funerary rites). His body is covered with linen vest-
ments brought from Paradise, imagery which serves as a sign of the es-
chatological re-clothing of humanity and its return to the protoplasts’
original attire:

After this, God spoke to Michael and said, “Go to the Garden of
the [third] heaven and bring [me] three linen cloths.” When he had

(18) G. A. ANDERSON, M. E. StoNE (eds.), A Synopsis of the Book of Adam
and Eve. Second Revised Edition (EJL, 17; Atlanta: Scholars, 1999) 58E. Cf. also
the Armenian LAE 10.1 “When Eve came forth from the water, her flesh was
like withered grass, for her flesh had been changed from the water, but the
form of her glory remained brilliant.” (Ibid., 12E). On the Armenian version of
the Primary Adam Books see also M. E. Stong, The Penitence of Adam (CSCO,
429-30) (Louvain: Peeters, 1981); ipEm, Texts and Concordances of the Armenian
Adam Literature (SBL EJL, 12) (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996) 70-81.

(19) Cf. also the Armenian LAE [44]21.2-5: “Then Adam came to me with
his great glory... and I gave him to eat of the fruit, and I made him like me....”
Later rabbinic traditions also speak about the lost of Adam’s glory after the
Fall. Genesis Rabbah 12.6 contains the following elaboration: “...the six things
...were taken away from Adam, viz. his lustre, his immortality... Adam did
not retain his glory for a night... He deprived him of his splendor and expelled
him from the Garden of Eden...” H. FReepman, M. SimoN (eds.), Midrash Rab-
bah, 10 vols. (London: Soncino, 1939) Vol. 1, 91.

(20) Marinus de Jonge and Johannes Tromp noted that in GLAE the
“promise of the eschatological restoration to glory does not postpone the di-
vine grace to the end of times. Immediately after Adam’s death, the angels and
the sun and the moon ofFer incenses and prayers to God, that he may have
mercy on Adam (33.4-36.1). Their efforts succeed, and trumpets announce
the favourable outcome of God’s gracious verdict on Adam (37.1-2). A Ser-
aph washes Adam in the Acherusian lake (37.3), a ritual known from Greek
mythology as the post mortem cleansing from guilt of the dead. Then God
hands him over to Michael, who is to bring Adam to the third heaven, where
he is to remain until the day of visitation (37.4-6).” M. pE JoNGg, J. TRomp, The
Life of Adam and Eve and Related Literature (Guides to Apocrypha and Pseude-
pigrapha) (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997) 51.



12 Scrinium VII-VIIIL.1 (2011-2012). Ars Christiana

brought them, God said to Michael and to Ozel and to Gabriel,
“Bring these linen cloths and cover Adam’s body, and bring sweet
0il.” They brought them and set them around him and wound him
in that garment (Armenian version). %

The rabbinic materials reaffirm the tradition of the first humans’
glorious garments. The targumic traditions, both Palestinian* and
Babylonian,” while rendering Gen 3:21 “the Lord God made for Adam
and his wife garments of skin and clothed them,” read “garments of
glory” instead of “garments of skin.” This targumic interpretation is
supported by a wide array of midrashic sources. Thus, for example,
Genesis Rabbah 20:12 says that the scroll of Rabbi Meir read “garments
of light” (7R M1IN2) instead of “garments of skin” (712 M1IN2):

(21) ANDERSON, StoNE, A Synopsis... Second Revised Edition, 86E-87E. Cf.
also Georgian version: “They seized three folded shrouds of [cloth] and God
told Michael and Gabriel, ‘Unfold these shrouds and envelop Adam’s body
and take the ointment from the olive tree and pour it upon him.” And three
angels dressed him (in it) and when they had dressed Adam’s body (in it)...”
(Ibid., 87E).

(22) In Targqum Pseudo-Jonathan on Gen 3:21, the following tradition can be
found: “And the Lord God made garments of glory for Adam and for his wife
from the skin which the serpent had cast off (to be worn) on the skin of their
(garments of) fingernails of which they had been stripped, and he clothed
them.” Tarqum Pseudo-Jonathan: Genesis, 29. Tarqum Neofiti on Gen 3:21 unveils
a similar tradition: “And the Lord God made for Adam and for his wife gar-
ments of glory (PIRT ]'WW:L'?), for the skin of their flesh, and he clothed them.”
Targum Neofiti 1: Genesis, tr. M. McNamara (M.S.C.; AB, 1?) (Collegeville: Li-
turgical Press, 1992) 62-63; A. Diez Macno, Neophiti 1: Tarqum Palestinense MS
de la Biblioteca Vaticana (Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientifi-
cas, 1968) Vol. 1, 19. The Fragmentary Targum on Gen 3:21 also uses the imagery
of the glorious garments: “And He made: And the memra of the Lord God
created for Adam and his wife precious garments (NP7 1°W12 I7) [for] the skin
of their flesh, and He clothed them.” M. I. KLEIN, The Fragment-Targums of the
Pentateuch according to Their Extant Sources, 2 vols. (AB, 76) (Rome: Biblical
Institute Press, 1980) Vol. 1, 46; vol. 2, 7.

(23) Targum Omngelos on Gen 3:21 reads: “And the Lord God made for
Adam and his wife garments of honor for the skin of their flesh (P71 ]"FDD'?
717702 e l75.7), and He clothed them.” The Targqum Ongelos to Genesis, tr.
B. GrossreLD (AB, 6) (Wilmington: Michael Glazier, 1988) 46; A. SPERBER (ed.),
The Bible in Aramaic Based on Old Manuscripts and Printed Texts, 5 vols. (Leiden:
Brill, 1959) 1.5.
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In R. Meir’s Torah it was found written, “Garments of light: this
refers to Adam’s garments, which were like a torch [shedding ra-
diance], broad at the bottom and narrow at the top.”*

Another midrashic compilation, Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer 14, also knows
the motif of the Protoplast’s glorious garment:

What was the dress of the first man? A skin of nail and a cloud of
glory covered him. When he ate of the fruits of the tree, the nail-skin
was stripped off him and the cloud of glory departed from him, and
he saw himself naked....”

Indeed, this motif continued to be developed in the rabbinic context
for millennia. In one of the later Jewish mystical compendiums, the
Book of Zohar 1.36b, one finds an echo of the same tradition about the
luminous garments. As was the case at Genesis Rabbah 20, this Zoharic
passage also uses the same word play, 718 /71D:

At first they had had coats of light (71R), which procured them the
service of the highest of the high, for the celestial angels used to
come to enjoy that light; so it is written, “For thou hast made him
but little lower than the angels, and crowns him with glory and ho-
nor” (Ps. viii, 6). Now after their sins they had only coats of skin
(M), good for the body but not for the soul.?

The Glory of the Fallen Angel

The biblical Adamic tradition represents, in many ways, the forma-
tive bedrock of the later apocalyptic and mystical developments cen-
tering on the eschatological re-clothing of the translated patriarchs and
prophets, who change the “attire” of their ontological conditions often
at their opponents’ expense.

(24) Midrash Rabbah, vol. 1, 171.

(25) FRIEDLANDER, Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer, 98. Other midrashic passages
also speak about the luminosity of Adam’s body. Thus, for example, in Leviti-
cus Rabbah 20.2 the following tradition is found: “Resh Lakish, in the name of
R. Simeon the son of Menasya, said: The apple of Adam’s heel outshone the
globe of the sun; how much more so the brightness of his face!” Midrash Rab-
bah, vol. 4, 252. Ecclesiastes Rabbah 8:1 reads: “R. Levi said: “The ball of Adam’s
heel outshone the sun... so was it not right that the ball of his heel should out-
shine the sun, and how much more so the beauty of his face!”” Midrash Rabbah,
vol. 8, 213-214. A similar tradition is also found in b. Bava Batra 58a.

(26) H. SperLING, M. StmoN (eds.), The Zohar, 5 vols. (London—New York:
Soncino, 1933) Vol. 1, 136.
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In the Adamic lore one also finds the roots of the peculiar aetiology,
noted above, according to which the first humans themselves received
their unique status, manifested in luminous garments, as a result of
the demotion of an exalted angelic being who fell out of favor with the
deity. In these traditions, the Protoplast literally takes the place, glo-
ry, and garments of the demoted angelic antagonist. One of the early
specimens of such a tradition can be found again in the Primary Adam
Books, where Satan’s removal from his special glorious place is set in
conceptual symmetry with the creation and exaltation of Adam. More-
over, the very fact of the first human'’s entrance into the world serves,
in this text, as the reason for Satan’s dismissal; several versions of the
LAE connect Satan’s removal from his exalted dwelling with his refusal
to bow down before the deity’s newly created favorite.

Thus, for example, in the Armenian version of the Life of Adam and
Eve 12:1-16:2, the infamous celestial rebel himself describes the reason
for his dramatic exile from the Throne of the Cherubim and the dwell-
ing of light:

Satan also wept loudly and said to Adam. “All my arrogance and

sorrow came to pass because of you; for, because of you I went forth

from my dwelling; and because of you I was alienated from the
throne of the cherubs who, having spread out a shelter, used to en-
close me; because of you my feet have trodden the earth... Thereu-
pon, God became angry with me and commanded to expel us from
our dwelling and to cast me and my angels, who were in agreement
with me, to the earth; and you were at the same time in the Garden.

When I realized that because of you I had gone forth from the dwel-

ling of light and was in sorrows and pains...”%

This enigmatic passage graphically reveals the origins of the long-
lasting drama of competition and revenge that will later overshadow
the whole history of humankind. Yet it also hints at the mysterious dy-
namics of the celestial realm, a hierarchical world where the rise of the
deity’s new favorite almost inevitably leads to demise of the old, who
now must surrender his unique status, reflected in his garment, to his
replacement. It would seem that this unique wardrobe, which signifies
the distinctive status of the servant vis-a-vis the Divinity, cannot be
divided amongst many.

In the Life of Adam and Eve, Satan repeatedly describes his original
condition through metaphors of glory and light. These are precisely

(27) ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second Revised Edition, 15E-18E.
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the formulae often used in the Primary Adam Books to describe first hu-
mans’ celestial attire. Thus, in the Latin version of the aforementioned
text (12.1-16:2), the Adversary describes his lost condition through the
symbolism of “glory”:

“O Adam, all my enmity, jealousy, and resentment is towards you,
since on account of you I was expelled and alienated from my glo-
ry (gloria mea), which I had in heaven in the midst of the angels.
Then the Lord God grew angry with me and sent me forth with my
angels from our glory (gloria nostra). On account of you we were
expelled from our dwelling into this world and cast out upon the
earth. Immediately we were in grief, since we had been despoiled
of so much glory (gloria), and we grieved to see you in such a great
happiness of delights.”*

The demoted antagonist’s alienation from his former glorious state,
then, is several times set in parallel to the exaltation and gifts given to
the Protoplast: “since we had been despoiled of so much glory (gloria),
and we grieved to see you in such a great happiness of delights.”*
Later rabbinic traditions also seem to know this motif, as they too find
explanations for the provenance of the first humans’ luminous attire in
the stories of demoted antagonists.

The Cultic Significance of the Clothing Metaphors

Although the enigmatic exchange of conditions and garments be-
tween hero and anti-hero is already familiar from the stories of the first
humans, in the accounts of the exalted patriarchs and prophets — who
attempt to regain the protoplast’s lost attire — the antagonist’s demo-
tion receives a new, one might say atoning significance via its frequent
connection to priestly and liturgical traditions. When placed in a cultic
dimension, the antagonist not only vacates, by his demotion, the ex-
alted place intended for a new hero, but also and more importantly
fulfills a purifying or cathartic function. In this sacerdotal perspective,
the demoted figures are often envisioned as cosmic scapegoats, who
take upon themselves humanity’s impurity and sins and transport this
heavy burden into the remote abode of their exile. This seems to reflect

(28) ANDERsON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second Revised Edition, 15-18E. On
the Latin version of the Primary Adam Books, see also W. MEYER, Vita Adae
et Evae, Abhandlungen der koniglichen Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften,
Philosoph.-philologische Klasse 14 (1878) 185-250.

(29) ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second Revised Edition, 18-18E.
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one of the fundamental cultic dynamics manifested in the Yom Kippur
ordinance, where humanity’s entrance into the deity’s presence is put
in conspicuous correspondence with the removal of human sins into
the wilderness by the means of the scapegoat.

This Yom Kippur imagery appears to play a significant role in the
conceptual framework of the Apoc. Ab. Yahoel’s promise regarding the
transference of the celestial garment to the patriarch coincides, in the
text, with the angel’s testimony that Abraham’s sins — literally “his
corruption” — are transferred to Azazel:

...For behold, the garment which in heaven was formerly yours has
been set aside for him, and the corruption which was on him has
gone over to you” (Apoc. Ab. 13:7-14).%°

Scholars have previously argued that this striking nexus of motifs
is not coincidental, as it betrays a subtle link to the Yom Kippur ordi-
nance.” Hence it is possible that the motif of the patriarch’s clothing
also bears sacerdotal significance, and is perhaps even related to the
cultic symbolism of the Day of Atonement. The text may envision the
vestments Abraham receives from Azazel as priestly garments trans-
ferred from a demoted celestial priest to a new cultic servant. In order
to further clarify the sacerdotal dimension of the celestial garment that
Abraham receives from the infamous angel in the Apoc. Ab., a short in-
troduction to the traditions of the clothing and re-clothing of the chief
cultic celebrant on Yom Kippur is required.

Even a cursory review of the role played by clothing imagery in the
atonement ritual demonstrates that the symbolism of the heavenly gar-
ments looms large in this cultic ordinance; indeed, it is one of the most
pivotal transformational symbols in the entire Yom Kippur ceremony.
It is well known from biblical and rabbinic materials that this festival
reached its climax in the high priest’s entrance into the Holy of Holies.
As noted above, this strongly resembles certain dynamics of Jewish
apocalyptic accounts, where the seer’s entrance into the deity’s abode
often coincides with the metamorphosis of his earthly body. This sig-
nals the arrival of a new citizen of the celestial community, who now
needs new “clothing” to secure his safety in the upper abode. In these
accounts, as in the Yom Kippur ceremony, the change of “garments”

(30) Kurix, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 20.

(31) Orrov, Eschatological Yom Kippur in the Apocalypse of Abraham.
PartI.., 79-111.
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occurs upon the seer’s entrance into the celestial Holy of Holies (often
represented by the divine Throne Room).

Despite these striking resemblances, the possible apocalyptic roots
of the Yom Kippur ritual remain shrouded in mystery. Did the ritual
described in Leviticus develop as a dialogical reaffirmation of the prac-
tices of heavenly ascent, that is to say, as the earthly complement to the
visionary’s eschatological entrance into the celestial Holy of Holies? Or,
quite otherwise, did the Levitical ritual arise as a polemical response
to such practices, that is, as an attempt to discourage the praxis of the
heavenly priesthood by establishing an alternative cultic framework
that limits the access to the divine Presence on earth to the members of
certain priestly clans?* There is no clear solution to this question. Yet
while the origins of this correlation between apocalyptic symbolism
and Yom Kippur imagery remain unclear to the modern scholar, it is
interesting to note that the imaginations of earliest interpreters were
no less baffled by this striking parallelism. Let us now revisit some
of these early exegetical efforts to grapple with the protological and
apocalyptic dimensions of the Yom Kippur ritual.

Yom Kippur and the Garden of Eden®

As in the narratives of apocalyptic ascent, the transformation of a
human person, upon entering the deity’s domain, stands at the very
center of the Yom Kippur ritual; and as the apocalyptic literature often
casts the visionary’s ascent in terms of return to the protological abode
lost at the Fall, so too the Yom Kippur ritual seems to entertain an im-
portant ontological transition, tied at once both to the story of the pro-
tological mishap and to humankind’s eschatological restoration. In this
respect, the Day of Atonement’s sacerdotal drama, which culminates
in the breaching of the boundary separating human and divine realms,
brings us to a very peculiar nexus, not only of eschatological, but also
of protological motifs. More precisely, this ritual does not stop at re-
hearsing the drama of humankind’s demotion and expulsion beyond

(32) On the question of rivalry between various priestly clans in the
Second Temple period, see G. Boccaccini, Middle Judaism. Jewish Thought,
300 b.c.e. to 200 c.e. (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991); 1pEm, Roots of Rabbinic Juda-
ism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002).

(33) For the identification of the Garden of Eden with the macrocosmic
Temple in Qumran literature and Jewish Merkabah mysticism, see J. R. Davi-
LA, The Hodayot Hymnist and the Four Who Entered Paradise, RevQ 17/65-68
(1996) 457-478.
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the boundaries of the celestial garden. It speaks of the exiled creature’s
eschatological joy; for he is now permitted, by means of this ritual, to
reenter his lost abode and regain his abandoned domain and status.
This explains why several early Jewish texts sometimes identify the
Holy of Holies with the Garden of Eden. One instance of this identifi-
cation can be found in the Book of Jubilees. Robert Hayward notes that

...Jubilees states that Eden is holier than all the rest of the earth
(3:12). According to 8:19, Noah knew that the Garden of Eden is
the holy of holies, and the dwelling of the Lord, and Mount Sinai
the centre of the desert, and Mount Zion — the centre of the na-
vel of the earth: these three were created as holy places facing each
other. It would appear, then, that Adam and Eve were brought into
the Holy of Holies prior to their disobedience: their expulsion from
Eden thus signifies their removal from the place where God’s Pre-
sence on the earth is most immediate for Israel.**

Hayward goes on to suggest that, in these traditions, “the high priest’s
entry into the Holy of Holies on Yom Kippur might, then, in some
manner typologically correspond to the first man’s return to Eden, for
a season, to be reconciled with his Maker face to face.”®

It is important to note, in this connection, that the theme of the first
humans’ peculiar attire, and its sacerdotal significance, does not escape
the attention of the author(s) of the Book of Jubilees. Thus Hayward ob-
serves that the Protoplast’s garments were possibly understood, in this
text, as priestly robes.* He points especially to Jubilees 3:26-27, where
Adam is clothed by the deity prior to his entrance into the Garden of

(34) C.T.R. Haywarp, The Jewish Temple: A Non-Biblical Sourcebook (Lon-
don—New York: Routledge, 1996) 89.

(35) Haywarp, The Jewish Temple: A Non-Biblical Sourcebook, 89.

(36) Similarly in some rabbinic materials the garments of the Protoplasts
were understood as the priestly garments. Thus, Gary Anderson draws our
attention to a passage from Midrash Abkir where the attires of the protoplast is
envisioned as the priestly robes: “What was written above? — “the Lord God
made for Adam...” This teaches that the Holy One Blessed Be He had made
for him priestly garments just as it says in the text, ‘Behold the man adorned
in linen...” (Dan 10:5) [This is similar] to a king who loved his slave and made
for him a tunic of gold. [When] he transgressed [the king] took it from him and
he put on chains. So the Holy One Blessed be He, made for him priestly gar-
ments. When he sinned he removed them from him and he put on fig leaves.
As scripture says, ‘They sewed fig-leaves....” ANDERSON, The Punishment of
Adam and Eve..., 66.
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Eden, and then offers sacrifice to God.”” Noting the subtle detail that
Adam made his offering after God had clothed him, Hayward suggests
that “Jubilees possibly held that God had made for Adam priestly vest-
ments.”* He thus proposes that, for the Book of Jubilees, Adam is “con-
stituted the first priest in a succession which will lead to Levi,* and
then to Aaron and his sons.”*

Ontological Robes

The motif of the Protoplast’s sacerdotal vestments, received from
the deity upon his entrance into the Garden of Eden, reaffirms the ide-
ological tenets of the Yom Kippur ritual, with its keen attention to the
cultic attire suitable for the respective realms. Yet, here as in other cas-
es, clothing metaphors have another, anthropological meaning. They
suggest a change, not only in the adept’s sacerdotal wardrobe, but in
his ontological condition.

In several late Second-Temple Jewish texts, the ontological dimen-
sion of the celebrant’s sacerdotal clothes on Yom Kippur receives spe-
cial attention. Philo, e.g., understands the exchange of the high priest’s
garments not merely as symbolic steps of the cultic routine, but as
symbols of transition between two ontological conditions, one earthly

(37) “And He made for them coats of skin, and clothed them, and sent
them forth from the Garden of Eden. And on that day on which Adam went
forth from the Garden, he offered as a sweet savour an offering, frankin-
cense, galbanum, and stacte, and spices in the morning with the rising of the
sun from the day when he covered his shame.” Haywarp, The Jewish Temple:
A Non-Biblical Sourcebook, 90.

(38) Haywarp, The Jewish Temple: A Non-Biblical Sourcebook, 90.

(39) This tradition of the priestly garments of Adam transferred to pro-
tological and Israelite heroes was not been forgotten in the later midrashim.
Thus Numbers Rabbah 4.8 read: “...Adam was the world’s firstborn. When he
offered his sacrifice, as it says: And it pleased the Lord better than a bullock
that hath horns and hoofs (Ps. LXIX, 32) — he donned high priestly garments;
as it says: And the Lord God made for Adam and for his wife garments of skin,
and clothed them (Gen. III, 21). They were robes of honor which subsequent
firstborn used. When Adam died he transmitted them to Seth. Seth transmitted
them to Methusaleh. When Methusaleh died he transmitted them to Noah.”
Midrash Rabbah, vol. 5, 101. A similar tradition is also found in Pirke de Rabbi
Eliezer 24: “Rabbi Jehudah said: The coats which the Holy One, blessed be He,
made for Adam and his wife, were with Noah in the ark...” (FRIEDLANDER,
Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer, 175).

(40) Haywarp, The Jewish Temple: A Non-Biblical Sourcebook, 90.
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and another celestial. In De Mutatione Nominum 43-44, he reflects on
the peculiar symbolism of the high priest’s two robes, seeing them as
the distinctive “attires” befitting divine and human realms:

It was this thought which prompted Moses when he wove the ta-
bernacle, dividing its precincts into two, and set a curtain between
the parts to distinguish the inner from the outer; when too he gilded
the sacred ark which holds the laws both within and without, and
gave the high priest two robes, the linen robe to be worn within, the
many-colored one with the long skirt to be worn outside. These and
the like are symbols of a soul which in inward things is undefiled
towards God and in outward things is pure towards the world of
our senses and human life.*!

In this passage, the linen robe of the high priest (the garment worn
by the celebrant in the Holy of Holies) and his multi-colored vestment
(worn outside the inner Sanctum) are understood as divine and hu-
man dimensions of the soul.*

At De Specialibus Legibus 1.84, Philo returns to the theme of the sac-
erdotal clothing and comments on the materials from which both gar-
ments are fashioned. The fine linen of the sacerdotal garment worn in
the Holy of Holies signifies the immortality of the one who wears it,
in contrast to the priestly clothes worn outside the inner shrine, and
made of wool — a material taken from the hair of a mortal creature.

(41) Philo, trs. F. H. Corson, G. H. WHITAKER, 10 vols. (LCL) (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1929-64) Vol. 5, 165.

(42) Later rabbinic authors also take the linen garments of the high priest
to signal a transition from a human to an angelic nature. The change of the
garment of the High Priest to white linen often signifies a prerequisite for the
adept’s entrance into heaven. The “celestial” nature of the Yom Kippur ritual
looms large, e.g., in the Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer, 46: “He said before the Holy
One, blessed be He: Sovereign of all the universe! Thou hast one people like
the ministering angels who are in heaven. Just as the ministering angels have
bare feet, so have the Israelites bare feet on the Day of Atonement. Just as the
ministering angels have neither food nor drink, so the Israelite have neither
food or drink on the Day of Atonement. Just as the ministering angels have
no joints, in like wise the Israelites stand upon their feet. Just as the minister-
ing angels have peace obtaining amongst them, so the Israelites have peace
obtaining amongst them on the Day of Atonement. Just as the ministering
angels are innocent of all sin on the Day of Atonement, so are the Israelites
innocent of all sin on the Day of Atonement” (FRIEDLANDER, Pirke de Rabbi
Eliezer, 364).
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The high priest is bidden to put on a similar dress when he enters
the inner shrine to offer incense, because its fine linen is not, like
wool, the product of creature subject to death, and also to wear ano-
ther, the formation of which is very complicated.*

While, in this text, the celestial status of the sacerdotal adept who en-
ters the inner sancta is only hinted at, several places in De Somniis (Som.
2.28 §189; 2.34 §231)* affirm unambiguously the unique ontological
status of the Yom Kippur celebrant by pointing to his “non-human”
nature during his stay in the Holy of Holies:

... a being whose nature is midway between [man and] God, less
than God, superior to man. “For when the high priest enters the
Holy of Holies he shall not be a man.”*

Moreover, it seems that Philo conceives of the high priest as a media-
tor, who, by entering Holy of Holies, breaches the boundary separat-
ing earthly and heavenly realms. Thus, e.g., in De Somniis 11.231 he
unveils the following tradition:

The good man indeed is on the border-line, so that we may say, qui-
te properly, that he is neither God nor man, but bounded at either
end by the two, by mortality because of his manhood, by incorrup-
tion because of his virtue. Similar to this is the oracle given about
the high priest: “when he enters,” it says, “into the Holy of Holies,
he will not be a man until he comes out.” And if he then becomes
no man, clearly neither is he God, but God’s minister, through the
mortal in him in affinity with creation, though the immortal with
the uncreated, and he retains this midway place until he comes out
again to the realm of body and flesh.*

All these distinctive testimonies from a great Hellenistic writer show
that he, not unlike other early interpreters, tried to envision the Yom
Kippur ritual as a transformative sacerdotal event, which proleptically
anticipates and celebrates the eschatological return of humankind to
its original immortal condition. ¥

(43)  Philo, vol. 7, 149.
(44) Cf. also Her. 16 §84.
(45)  Philo, vol. 5, 529.
(46)  Philo, vol. 5, 547.

(47) Later rabbinic traditions also envision the high priest’s entrance into
the Holy of Holies as his entrance into heaven. Jacob Milgrom notes that white
linen as the garment of a high priest was understood in some traditions as an
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Clothes of Ascent

We have seen that biblical and rabbinic accounts of the Yom Kip-
pur ritual demonstrate striking similarities to a cluster of peculiar mo-
tifs also prominent in Jewish apocalyptic and mystical texts. We also
observed that the roots and priority of these mutual correspondences
are difficult to establish, since already in some biblical accounts the
Yom Kippur symbolism betrays its distinctive visionary mold. While
the true extent of the apocalyptic influences on the Yom Kippur ritual
remain shrouded in mystery, it is quite clear that this ritual’s imag-
ery has captivated apocalypticists’ imaginations for many generations.
The earliest Jewish visionary accounts, stemming from the Enochic
tradition, seek to establish the apocalyptic thrust of the atonement
ritual on a new conceptual level, and propel its distinctive symbolism
in an entirely new eschatological dimension. The striking potential for
humankind’s metamorphosis, cryptically embedded in the priestly rite
through the changes of the celebrant’s garments, thus receives further
symbolic elaboration in the transformational accounts of the apoca-
lyptic tradition. In the literature of this tradition, the initiate’s daring
eyes behold an array of transformational possibilities, which, till this
apocalyptic moment, had remained deeply concealed under the veil of
the sacerdotal ritual.

In extra-biblical pseudepigraphic accounts, the transformational
thrust of the Yom Kippur ritual reaches its new conceptual and sym-
bolic dimension. The adept of this kind of apocalyptic narrative is
not merely dressed in the linen garb of the sacerdotal clothes upon
their entrance into the divine Presence. The profound and often ter-
rifying changes he experiences far surpasses his lofty wardrobes; his
very flesh and bones are suddenly annihilated by the divine fire,* the
substance that refashions the visionary’s mortal body into an angelic
or even a divine corporeality. The striking metamorphoses affect not
only the protagonist of the apocalyptic narrative, but also his infamous
counterpart. Demoted subjects, including fallen angels, are drawn into
an overarching drama of transformation, thus becoming part of the
cosmic ordeal mysteriously outlined in the Yom Kippur ritual. Like

angelic garment. Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 1016. He refers to the passage found
in y. Yoma, which compares the action of the high priest on Yom Kippur with
the ministration of a celestial being: “like the ministration on high so was the
ministration below.”

(48) One of the depictions of fiery annihilation is attested in 3 Enoch.
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its sacerdotal celebrants, the other actors in the ritual — including the
scapegoat, its infamous antagonistic sacrifice — are also reinterpreted
eschatologically and cosmically in the apocalyptic tradition.

A remarkable example of the apocalyptic reformulation of an antag-
onist is found in the Book of the Watchers, an early Enochic work stem-
ming from the early Second Temple period. In this text, the scapegoat
rite is reinterpreted angelologically, via the incorporation of details
from the Yom Kippur ritual into the history of its rebel, the fallen angel
Asael. The cosmic tragedy of the angelic servant’s demotion unfolds
in the midst of the exaltation of the patriarch Enoch. Notably for our
investigation, the profiles of both characters are overlaid with explicit
and implicit liturgical connections. Thus Asael, who is envisioned as
the sacrificial agent of the atoning ritual, is openly juxtaposed with
Enoch, who is understood as the celestial high priest entering the heav-
enly Holy of Holies.*” While Asael and other Watchers abandon their
stations and attempt to assume a variety of human roles — including
familial duties of husbands and fathers® — Enoch progresses into the
upper realm and assumes various angelic roles. Here, as in the Apoc.
Ab., the offices of the fallen angel(s), which correspond to his unique
celestial status, are transferred to a human being en route to the divine
Presence. This exchange of “gifts” between positive and negative char-
acters is reciprocal; the angelic antagonist too receives a gift, though a
rather unpleasant one, in the form of the “defilement” associated with
the human condition.

This dynamic mimics the peculiar processions of protagonist and
antagonist on the Day of Atonement, in the course of which the high
priest enters the divine presence while the scapegoat is exiled into the

(49) On Enoch’s priestly roles, see M. HimmELFARB, The Temple and the
Garden of Eden in Ezekiel, the Book of the Watchers, and the Wisdom of ben
Sira, in: ]. Scort and P. SimpsoN-HousLEy (eds.), Sacred Places and Profane Spaces:
Essays in the Geographics of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam (New York: Green-
wood Press, 1991) 63-78; 1pEm, Apocalyptic Ascent and the Heavenly Temple,
in: Society of Biblical Literature 1987 Seminar Papers (SBLSP, 26) (Atlanta, GA:
Scholars Press, 1987) 210-217. See also: J. MaIERr, Das Gefdhrdungsmotiv bei
der Himmelsreise in der jiidischen Apocalyptik und ‘Gnosis,” Kairos 5 (1) (1963)
18-40, esp. 23; 1bEm, Vom Kultus zur Gnosis, 127-8; G. W. E. NICKELsBURG, En-
och, Levi, and Peter: Recipients of Revelation in Upper Galilee, JBL 100 (1981)
575-600, esp. 576-82.; Orrov, The Enoch-Metatron Tradition, 70-76.

(50) On the priestly traditions related to the fallen Watchers see D. Sut-
ER, Fallen Angel, Fallen Priest: the Problem of Family Purity in 1 Enoch 6-16,
HUCA 50 (1979) 115-35.
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wilderness.” The Book of the Watchers reflects the same cultic pattern,
as its hero Enoch progresses in the opposite direction of his antagonis-
tic counterpart Asael, ascending into heaven and acquiring a special
priestly status that allows him to enter the celestial sanctuary. Several
scholars have previously noted this point.** I Enoch 14:9-18 reads:

And I proceeded until I came near to a wall which was built of hails-
tones, and a tongue of fire surrounded it, and it began to make me
afraid. And I went into the tongue of fire and came near to a large
house which was built of hailstones, and the wall of that house
(was) like a mosaic (made) of hailstones, and its floor (was) snow.
Its roof (was) like the path of the stars and flashes of lightning, and
among them (were) fiery Cherubim, and their heaven (was like) wa-
ter. And (there was) a fire burning around its wall, and its door was
ablaze with fire. And I went into that house, and (it was) hot as fire
and cold as snow, and there was neither pleasure nor life in it. Fear
covered me and trembling, I fell on my face. And I saw in the vision,
and behold, another house, which was larger than the former, and
all its doors (were) open before me, and (it was) built of a tongue
of fire. And in everything it so excelled in glory and splendor and
size that I am unable to describe to you its glory and its size. And its
floor (was) fire, and above (were) lightning and the path of the stars,
and its roof also (was) a burning fire. And I looked and I saw in it a
high throne, and its appearance (was) like ice and its surroundings
like the shining sun and the sound of Cherubim.*

(51) In this respect Daniel Stokl rightly observes that the Yom Kippur rit-
ual “...consisted of two antagonistic movements... centripetal and centrifugal:
the entrance of the High Priest into the Holy of Holies and the expulsion of the
scapegoat. As the first movement, the holiest person, the High Priest, entered
the most sacred place, the Holy of Holies of the Jerusalem Temple, burned
incense, sprinkled blood and prayed in order to achieve atonement and purifi-
cation for his people and the sacred institutions of the Jewish cult. As a second
movement, the scapegoat burdened with the sins of the people was sent with
an escort to the desert” (StoxL BEn Ezra, The Biblical Yom Kippur..., 494).

(52) HimvmmEeLrarB, The Temple and the Garden of Eden in Ezekiel..., 63—
78; 1DEM, Apocalyptic Ascent..., 210-217. Martha Himmelfarb’s research draws
on the previous publications of Johann Maier and George Nickelsburg. See:
MaiIer, Das Gefadhrdungsmotiv bei der Himmelsreise in der jiidischen Apo-
calyptik und ‘Gnosis,” 18—40, esp. 23; ipem, Vom Kultus zur Gnosis..., 127-128;
NickeLsBURG, Enoch, Levi, and Peter..., 575-600, esp. 576-582. See also Kvan-
viG, Roots of Apocalyptic..., 101-102; HaLPERIN, The Faces of the Chariot..., 81.

(63) Kniss, The Ethiopic Book of Enoch, vol. 1, 50-52; vol. 2, 98-99.
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In commenting on this passage, Martha Himmelfarb draws atten-
tion to the peculiar description of the celestial edifices that Enoch en-
counters in his approach to the Throne. The Ethiopic text reports that,
in order to reach God’s Throne, the patriarch passes through three ce-
lestial constructions: a wall, an outer house, and an inner house; the
Greek version mentions a house instead of a wall. As Himmelfarb ob-
serves, “more clearly in the Greek, but also in the Ethiopic, this ar-
rangement echoes the structure of the earthly temple with its vesti-
bule @ '71&), sanctuary ('73‘7[), and the Holy of Holies (01"27).”>* God’s
throne is located in the innermost chamber of this heavenly structure
and is represented by a throne of cherubim (14:18). It can be seen as a
heavenly counterpart to the cherubim found in the Holy of Holies in
the Jerusalem temple.

Himmelfarb also suggests that in the Book of the Watchers the pa-
triarch himself, in the course of his ascent, becomes a priest,” similar
to the angels.”® In this light, Enoch’s angelic status and priestly role*”
appear to be interconnected. Himmelfarb stresses that “the author of
the Book of the Watchers claims angelic status for Enoch through his
service in the heavenly temple,” since “the ascent shows him passing
through the outer court of the temple and the sanctuary to the door of
the Holy of Holies, where God addresses him with his own mouth.”>®
The seer’s entrance into to the divine Throne Room, and vision of the

(54) HivmmELFARB, Apocalyptic Ascent..., 210.

(55) David Halperin’s research also stresses the “apocalyptic” priestly
function of Enoch in the Book of the Watchers. He observes that “Daniel and
Enoch share an image, perhaps drawn from the hymnic tradition of merkabah
exegesis (think of the Angelic liturgy), of God surrounded by multitudes of
angels. But, in the Holy of Holies, God sits alone... The angels, barred from
the inner house, are the priests of Enoch’s heavenly Temple. The high priest
must be Enoch himself, who appears in the celestial Holy of Holies to procure
forgiveness for holy beings.” HALPERIN, Faces of the Chariot..., 81-2.

(56) HimMmELRARB, Apocalyptic Ascent..., 213.

(57) Enoch’s sacerdotal duties in the Book of the Watchers also involve his
intercession and transmission of the judgment against Asael. Crispin Fletch-
er-Louis observes that “Enoch’s intercession and transmission of the judg-
ment against Asael is thoroughly priestly and related closely to that of the
high priest on the Day of Atonement whose ministry involves the sending of
a scapegoat into the wilderness to Azazel (Lev 16).” FLETcHER-Louis, All the
Glory of Adam..., 40.

(58) HimMmELFARB, Apocalyptic Ascent..., 212.
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Glory of God, suggests strongly that the Book of the Watchers elaborates
an apocalyptic version of the Yom Kippur celebration, which, like its
earthy cultic counterpart, culminates with the celebrant’s entrance into
the divine Presence.

Although the apocalyptic re-enactment of the Yom Kippur ritual
in the Book of the Watchers does not openly invoke the imagery of the
celebrant’s garments, other pseudepigraphic accounts often do. For ex-
ample, in the depiction of the initiation of a heavenly priest reflected in
the Testament of Levi 8 and 2 Enoch 22, sacerdotal-clothing symbolism
looms large.”” Moreover, as in the aforementioned Adamic develop-
ments, these descriptions also betray distinctive protological connec-
tions; at both Testament of Levi 8 and 2 Enoch 22, the priestly investitures
of the hero appear to be understood as the glorious garments of the
first humans. The Testament of Levi 8:2-10 offers the following depic-
tion of Levi’s celestial investiture:

And I saw seven men in white clothing, saying to me: Arise, put
on the robe of the priesthood and the crown of righteousness and
breastplate of understanding and the garment of truth and the plate
of faith and the turban of (giving) a sign and the ephod of prophecy.
And each of them carried these things and put them on me, and
said: From now on become a priest of the Lord, you and your seed
for ever. And the first anointed me with holy oil and gave a staff
of judgment. The second washed me with pure water and fed me
with bread and wine, most holy things, and put round me a holy
and glorious robe. The third clothed me with a linen vestment like
an ephod. The forth put round me a girdle like a purple (robe). The
fifth gave me a branch of rich olive. The sixth put a crown on my
head. The seventh put on me a diadem of the priesthood. And they
filled my hands with incense that I might serve as a priest to the
Lord.®

In this stunning passage, the visionary acquires a glorious robe — an
event tied to a whole array of subtle allusions to the actions and at-
tributes of the high priest. The vestment’s glorious nature invokes the
memory of the first humans’ garments, and a series of other protologi-
cal markers reinforce this connection. One such hint may be the olive
branch, which possibly refers cryptically both to a menorah and to the

(59) A sacerdotal dimension in relation to the change of garments might
also be present in Joseph and Aseneth. See Jos. Asen. 13:3; 14:12; 15:10.

(60) H. W. HoLLANDER, M. Dk JoNcg, The Testaments of the Twelve Patri-
archs. A Commentary (SVTP) (Leiden: Brill, 1985) 149.
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Tree of Life, and thus provides an important conceptual bridge that
helps to unify the narrative’s protological and sacerdotal dimensions.
In 2 Enoch 22, the visionary’s reception of the glorious garment
again appears alongside a cluster of cultic and protological motifs.
2 Enoch 22:9 depicts Enoch’s arrival into the deity’s abode. This entrance
into the divine Presence necessitates an adjustment in Enoch’s ward-
robe. Then the archangel Michael extracts Enoch from his clothes and
anoints him with delightful oil. This oil is “greater than the greatest
light and its ointment is like sweet dew, and the fragrance [like] myrrh;
and it is like rays of the glittering sun.”®' This anointing transforms the
patriarch, whose garments of skin are replaced by the luminous gar-
ment of an immortal angelic being, one of the glorious ones. As in the
Testament of Levi, the unity of the story’s sacerdotal and protological
dimensions is secured through the pivotal arboreal symbol: thus it ap-
pears that that the oil used in Enoch’s anointing comes from the Tree of
Life, which in 2 Enoch 8:3—4 is depicted with a similar symbolism.

...the tree [of life] is indescribable for pleasantness and fine fragran-
ce, and more beautiful than any (other) created thing that exists.
And from every direction it has an appearance which is gold-loo-
king and crimson, and with the form of fire.?

The shorter recension refers to a second olive tree, near the first,
which “flowing with oil continually.”®® Here, as in the Testament of
Levi, the adept’s initiation and redressing coincides with his anointing,
which tries to unify several theological dimensions, sacerdotal as well
as protological. In this respect, Enoch’s investiture with celestial gar-
ments and anointing with shining oil represents not only his priestly
initiation, but the restoration of fallen humanity.

The Primary Adam Books also attest to this anointing tradition and
underscore its significance in the eschatological restoration of the Pro-
toplast. The tradition surfaces, for example, in the Armenian version’s
depiction of Adam’s burial; the Protoplast is clothed with linen gar-
ments brought by archangels from Paradise, and then anointed with oil:

After this, God spoke to Michael and said, “Go to the Garden of
the [third] heaven and bring [me] three linen cloths.” When he had
brought them, God said to Michael and to Ozel and to Gabriel,

(61) AnDERSEN, “2 Enoch...,” vol. 1, 138.
(62) TIbid., 114.
(63) 1Ibid., 117.
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“Bring these linen cloths and cover Adam’s body, and bring sweet
oil.” They brought them and set them around him and wound him
in that garment.®

In light of this Adamic passage, it seems rather clear that the anointing
of Enoch in the Slavonic apocalypse signals the return of fallen hu-
mankind to the original condition of the Protoplast and his garments
of light.

Yet distinctively sacerdotal symbolism also permeates the scene of
restoration in 2 Enoch. Martha Himmelfarb observes that “the combi-
nation of clothing and anointing suggests that the process by which
Enoch becomes an angel is a heavenly version of priestly investiture.”*
Crispin Fletcher-Louis also discerns a cultic dimension in Enoch’s new-
ly acquired garments, suggesting that

Enoch’s transformation in 2 Enoch is greatly indebted to priestly
practice and its understanding of investiture. The myrrh fragrance
of the oil of Enoch’s anointing recalls the sacred oil of anointing
prescribed by Moses for the tabernacle in Exodus 30:22-23. The
comparison of the oil with sweet dew is perhaps a reflection of
Psalm 133:2-3 where there is a parallelism between the oil running
down the head of Aaron and the dew of Mount Hermon. The re-
ference to the glittering rays of the sun is yet one more witness to
the theme of priestly luminescence. The specific comparison of the
oil of anointing with the sun’s rays is ultimately dependent on the
priestly tradition within the Pentateuch since there the oil of anoin-
ting is placed in God’s fourth speech to Moses in Exodus 25-31 as a
parallel within the Tabernacle instructions to the creation of the sun,
moon and stars on the fourth day of creation (Genesis 1:14-19). In
general terms Enoch’s investiture is indebted to the scene in Zecha-
riah 3 where the high priest’s old clothes are removed and replaced
with new ones. In that scene too the priest is attended by angels,
just as Michael acts as Enoch’s attendant in 2 Enoch (see T. Levi 8).
In 2 Enoch 22:6 Enoch is granted permanent access to God’s throne
room, just as Joshua is given rights of access to the heavenly realm
in Zechariah 3:7. The concluding chapters of 2 Enoch (chs. 69-73) are
devoted to the priestly succession after Enoch’s ascension.”®

(64) Armenian version of the LAE 40:2 in: ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis...
Second Revised Edition, 86E-87E.

(65) HiMmMELFARB, Ascent to Heaven..., 40.
(66) FrercHER-Louis, All the Glory of Adam..., 23-24.
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Scholarly attention has focused on the cultic and protological signifi-
cance of Enoch’s anointment and investiture,” yet students of 2 Enoch
have often proved reluctant to recognize the synthetic nature of this
imagery. Nevertheless, in the Slavonic account priestly and protologi-
cal details seem to be seamlessly interwoven.

Priestly Garments of Abraham

It is now time to return to the Apoc. Ab., where the transference
of Azazel’s angelic garment to the patriarch reflects similar sacerdo-
tal associations. Scholars have previously noted that the details in the
enigmatic story of Abraham’s changing wardrobe seem to invoke tra-
ditions from several Biblical prophetic texts. Recall that, in Apoc. Ab.
13, Abraham is caught up into an arcane interaction between the de-
mon Azazel and the angel Yahoel. Azazel attempts to discourage Abra-
ham from ascending into the celestial realm, warning him that he will
be destroyed there by fire; while Yahoel tries to strengthen the will of
Abraham and rebuke the demon.

That fact that Abraham stands between two celestial figures,® one
of whom is a good angel and the other his evil counterpart,® is remi-
niscent of the account in Zechariah 3, where the high priest Joshua is

(67) Thus, Moshe Idel suggests that Enoch’s luminous metamorphosis,
attested in 2 Enoch 22, might also belong to the same tradition which views
Enoch as the one who regained Adam’s lost status and luminosity. IpEL,
“Enoch is Metatron,” 224.

(68) Marc Philonenko, analyzing the symmetrical nature of the positions
of Yahoel and Azazel in the Apocalypse of Abraham, notes the peculiarity of the
interaction between these two spirits, one good and one malevolent. He notic-
es that their contention does not occur directly but rather through a medium
of a human being — Abraham. In the Slavonic pseudepigraphon, Abraham
thus becomes a place of the battle between two spiritual forces. Philonenko
sees in such struggle a peculiar mold of the dualism present also in a Qumran
material known to scholars as the Instruction on the Two Spirits (1QS 3:13-4:26),
where the Prince of Lights and the Angel of Darkness are fighting in the heart
of man. B. PHILONENKO-SAYAR, M. PuiLoNENKO, L’Apocalypse d’Abraham. Intro-
duction, texte slave, traduction et notes (Paris, 1981) (Semitica, 31) 31-32.

(69) The unique position of Abraham, standing between Azazel and
the Name of God (Yahoel), evokes the memory of the Yom Kippur ritual,
where the high priest stood between two earthly counterparts of these celes-
tial realities — the scapegoat (Azazel) and the goat for the Name of the Lord
(Yahoel).
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depicted as standing between two spirits.”” In Zechariah, as in the Sla-
vonic apocalypse, distinctive priestly concerns are conflated with the
motif of the change of garments; thus Zechariah 34 reads:

...Then he showed me the high priest Joshua standing before the
angel of the Lord, and Satan standing at his right hand to accuse
him. And the Lord said to Satan, “The Lord rebuke you, O Satan!
The Lord who has chosen Jerusalem rebuke you! Is not this man a
brand plucked from the fire?” Now Joshua was dressed with filthy
clothes as he stood before the angel. The angel said to those who
were standing before him, “Take off his filthy clothes.” And to him
he said, “See, I have taken your guilt away from you, and I will
clothe you with festal apparel.” And I said, “Let them put a clean
turban on his head.” So they put a clean turban on his head and clo-
thed him with the apparel; and the angel of the Lord was standing
by. Then the angel of the Lord assured Joshua, saying “Thus says
the Lord of hosts: If you will walk in my ways and keep my require-
ments, then you shall rule my house and have charge of my courts,
and I will give you the right of access among those who are stan-
ding here. Now listen, Joshua, high priest, you and your colleagues
who sit before you! For they are an omen of things to come: I am
going to bring my servant the Branch. For on the stone that I have
set before Joshua, on a single stone with seven facets, I will engrave
its inscription, says the Lord of hosts, and I will remove the guilt
of this land in a single day. On that day, says the Lord of hosts, you
shall invite each other to come under your vine and fig tree.” The
angel who talked with me came again, and wakened me, as one is
wakened from sleep. He said to me, “What do you see?” And I said,
“I see a lampstand all of gold, with a bowl on the top of it; there are
seven lamps on it, with seven lips on each of the lamps that are on
the top of it. And by it there are two olive trees, one on the right of
the bowl and the other on its left.” (NRSV)

In this striking passage we find a description of the priestly initiation
in which a high priest receives the pure garment. This invokes the
memory of other cultic initiations in Jewish apocalyptic texts, like the
aforementioned Testament of Levi 8 and 2 Enoch 22, where the exalted
patriarchs receive priestly robes. As Zechariah 3, these texts allude to
the anthropological significance of priestly initiation, which symbol-
izes return to the original condition of the Protoplast by stripping the

(70) See Rusinkiewrtz, Die Eschatologie von Henoch 9-11 und das Neue Tes-
tament, 101-102; 110-113; StoxL BeEx Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur on Early
Christianity, 94.
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filthy garments of fallen humanity. All three accounts are unified by
the motif of the Tree of Life, which points at once to the Garden of
Eden and to the Temple, its earthly counterpart.

The parallels between Zechariah 3—4 and the Apoc. Ab. 13-14 allow
us to better understand the sacerdotal context of the Slavonic account,
and its connection with the Day of Atonement. Indeed, as Daniel Stokl
has observed, in comparison it seems that the Apoc. Ab. develops the cul-
tic imagery more decisively: “compared to Zechariah 3, the Apocalypse
of Abraham embellishes the Yom Kippur imagery.””! Unlike Zechariah,
where the soiled garment of the priestly figure is simply exchanged for
the pure one, in the Apoc. Ab. the transformational pattern appears to
be more radical; it involves the memory of the specific context of the
Yom Kippur ritual, where the scapegoat took upon itself humanity’s
defilement. In the Apoc. Ab., the priestly initiate’s “soiled” garments are
not simply, as in Zechariah, exchanged for pure ones. They are trans-
ferred to Azazel. This evokes the cathartic nature of the Yom Kippur
ritual, in which the sin of humanity was transferred to the scapegoat.

The Apoc. Ab. 13 graphically underlines this exchange:

And he said to him, “Reproach is on you, Azazel! Since Abraham’s
portion is in heaven, and yours is on earth... For behold, the gar-
ment which in heaven was formerly yours has been set aside for
him, and the corruption which was on him has gone over to you.”
(Apoc. Ab. 13:7-14). 7

David Halperin previously reflected on the importance of the motif of
the wardrobe-exchange between positive and negative protagonists:

...we see here the theme, which we have already met in the stories
of Enoch in the Book of the Watchers and of Adam in the “Apoca-
lypse of Moses,” of the exaltation of the human and the degrada-
tion of the angel corresponding to each other and to some extent
depending on each other. If Azazel can persuade Abraham not to
make his ascent, he will perhaps be able to keep his own privileged
status.”

It should be stressed again that the connections between the initia-
tion scenes in Apoc. Ab. and Zechariah are important since they help to
illumine the priestly nature of the peculiar transitions that the hero of

(71) StoxL Bex Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur on Early Christianity, 94.
(72) KuLix, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 20.
(73) HavrperIN, The Faces of the Chariot..., 111.
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the faith undergoes immediately before his entrance into the Throne
Room in the upper heaven, the sacred locale envisioned in the text as
the celestial counterpart of the earthy Holy of Holies.”™

Scholars have lamented the apparent dearth of decisively priestly
transformation in the Apocalypse of Abraham.” Yet I think Martha Him-
melfarb is right when she suggests that the promise of a garment given
to a seer immediately before his entrance into heaven fulfils, in this
text, the function of the actual re-clothing.”

II. TRANSFORMATION OF THE ANTAGONIST
Garments of Descent

On the basis of our previous investigation it seems that the transfor-
mation of the patriarch in the Apocalypse of Abraham depends in many
ways on the peculiar changes affecting his antagonistic counterpart —

(74) The previous studies of the Apocalypse of Abraham suggested that the
seer’s entrance into the celestial realm reveals the cultic dimension and is en-
visioned as a visitation of the heavenly temple. In this respect, Himmelfarb
observes that “the heaven of the Apocalypse of Abraham is clearly a temple.
Abraham sacrifices in order to ascend to heaven, then ascends by means of
the sacrifice, and joins in the heavenly liturgy to protect himself during the
ascent.... The depiction of heaven as a temple confirms the importance of the
earthly temple. The prominence of the heavenly liturgy lends importance to
the liturgy of words on earth, which at the time of the apocalypse provided
a substitute for sacrifice, a substitute that in the apocalypse’s view was to be
temporary.” HIMMELFARB, Ascent to Heaven..., 66.

(75) Yet the repeated references to a seer’s encounter with fire appear
to be significant for the authors of the pseudepigraphon, who envision fire
as a theophanic substance surrounding the very presence of the deity. Thus,
later in the text, Abraham’s transition into the divine realm is described as
his entering into the fire. Cf., for example, Apoc. Ab. 15:3 “And he carried me
up to the edge of the fiery flame...”; Apoc. Ab. 17:1: “And while he was still
speaking, behold, a fire was coming toward us round about, and a sound was
in the fire like a sound of many waters, like a sound of the sea in its uproar.”
Could the promise of a celestial garment to the patriarch in the Apocalypse of
Abraham signify here, as in many other apocalyptic accounts, that his “mortal”
body must be “altered” in the fiery metamorphosis? On this point, it should be
noted that the entrance of a visionary into a fire and his fiery transformation
represent common apocalyptic motifs found in texts ranging from Daniel 3 to
3 Enoch, where Enoch undergoes the fiery metamorphosis that turns him into
the supreme angel Metatron.

(76) HivMELFARB, Ascent to Heaven..., 64.
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the fallen angel Azazel. The exaltation of the one depends on the de-
motion of the other, who had once prospered in an elevated domicile
but is now forcefully expelled from this domain. As with entrance into
the upper realm, removal is too laden with profound changes in the
spiritual and physical states of the characters. Like the heroes of the
apocalyptic accounts, who undergo spectacular metamorphoses pre-
paring them for the novel conditions of their newly acquired celestial
domains, the metamorphoses of the antagonists have an ontological
significance, foreshadowing the fate of the deity’s former favorites
now transported, by the will of the Creator, into the lower realms.”
From this negative transformation, often conveyed in detail in vari-
ous pseudepigraphical accounts, readers gain insight into the peculiar
refashioning of the celestial “garments” of the demoted antagonists,
who undergo transitions into new forms suited to their exilic realms.

By observing these ominous changes in the antihero (which, para-
doxically, mock the protagonist’s metamorphosis) readers of the vision-
ary accounts gaze into the logic of a kind of negative transformational
mysticism.”® This process plays an important role in apocalyptic stories
as an apophatic reaffirmation of the hero’s transformative motifs.

The perplexed complexity of the negative routine endured by the
demoted agents should not be underestimated. The acquisition of the
novel ontological “garments” bestowed on an antagonist is often sur-
rounded with the most recondite and puzzling imagery to be found in
the apocalyptic accounts. These accounts offer the eyes of their behold-
ers a stunning plethora of cryptic depictions, in which the composite
physiques of the demoted heroes often represent a bizarre mixture of
demonic and heavenly attributes. This hybrid nature of the negative
heroes’ visible manifestations suggests that, despite their exile into the
lower realms, these formerly celestial creatures were never intended
to function as the harmonious inhabitants of their newly acquired en-
vironments; rather, they were predestined to become the agents of a
foreboding corrupting change — a change often fatal to the realms of
their exile.

(77)  Scholars previously noted some connections with Mesopotamian
counterparts, where celestial beings lose garments of light during their de-
scent into lower realms. Thus Sebastian Brock points to the tradition about
Ishtar’s “robe of splendor,” the garment the goddess lost at the seventh gate
during her descent to the underworld. Brock, Clothing Metaphors..., 14.

(78)  On transformational mysticism see MoRrrAY-JONES, Transformational
Mysticism in the Apocalyptic-Merkabah Tradition, 1-31.
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In this respect, it is no coincidence that in the Slavonic apocalypse
(as in many other pseudepigraphical accounts dealing with the demo-
tion of fallen angels) so much attention should be spent on depictions
of Azazel’s various transitional shapes, the portrayals that represent
creative improvisations on the theme of the corruption of an antago-
nist’s original celestial form. Already in his debut at Apoc. Ab. 13, Aza-
zel is designated as an “impure bird” — the sobriquet which, in the
peculiar symbolic code of the apocalypse’s pteromorphic angelology,
points to the corruption of his celestial form.” Interestingly, the fallen
angel’s “celestial” attributes appear repeatedly in many other portray-
als of Azazel in the Apoc. Ab., serving throughout as pointed reminders
of his forfeited heavenly status.

Hence when later, in the heavenly throne room, Abraham sees a
protological manifestation of the demoted angel, his vision combines
both angelomorphic and theriomorphic attributes; Apocalypse of Abra-
ham 23:4-11 reads:

And I'looked at the picture, and my eyes ran to the side of the gar-
den of Eden. And I saw there a man very great in height and ter-
rible in breadth, incomparable in aspect, entwined with a woman
who was also equal to the man in aspect and size. And they were
standing under a tree of Eden, and the fruit of the tree was like the
appearance of a bunch of grapes of vine. And behind the tree was stan-
ding, as it were, a serpent in form, but having hands and feet like a man,
and wings on its shoulders: six on the right side and six on the left. And he
was holding in his hands the grapes of the tree and feeding the two
whom I saw entwined with each other. And I said, “Who are these
two entwined with each other, or who is this between them, or what
is the fruit which they are eating, Mighty Eternal One?” And he
said, “This is the reason of men, this is Adam, and this is their desire
on earth, this is Eve. And he who is between them is the Impiety of
their pursuits for destruction, Azazel himself.”*

In this text, the negative protagonist has a composite physique which
combines features of a serpent (“a serpent in form”) and an angel
(“wings on its shoulders”). This unusual combination of two forms —
animal and angelic — in the appearance of the seducer during his cor-
ruption of the Protoplasts brings to mind the peculiar cluster of traditions

(79) On the pteromorphic angelology of the Apocalypse of Abraham, see
A. Orrov, The Pteromorphic Angelology of the Apocalypse of Abraham, CBQ 72
(2009) 830-842.

(80) KuLix, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 27.
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about Satan’s appearance found in the Primary Adam Books. There too,
in the course of the seduction of the first human couple, the negative
protagonist is endowed with a polymorphic shape that combines fea-
tures of a serpent and an angel.®' In light of these similarities, a short
excursus into the traditions of Satan’s appearances in the Primary Adam
Books is necessary.

I Will Be in Your Form

In various versions of the Life of Adam and Eve, its chief antagonist —
Satan — undergoes a set of enigmatic and sometimes puzzling trans-
formations into angelic and theriomorphic manifestations; he acquires,
temporarily, the shapes of either an animal (a serpent) or a glorious
angel. In this respect, it is intriguing that the two forms manifested in
the Apoc. Ab.’s depiction of the Corruptor also appear in the Primary
Adam Books, in the narratives dealing with the seduction or temptation
of the first humans. And these temporal appearances are envisioned
as “garments” of Satan, possibly understood as the disposable clothes
which the Deceiver can easily switch over in the course of executing
his evil plans.

Satan’s Angelic Garment

It is not without design that one of the most intense conceptual
crossroads dealing with Satan’s transformations should be situated
amidst scenes of the protoplasts” seduction; for the Deceiver tries to
disguise his identity and pose as someone else by assuming the forms
of an angelic messenger or an animal. Moreover, he appears to en-
joy the ability to reenter the impermanent “garments” he had already
used for deception in the past; hence his temporary use of angelic “gar-
ments” occurs not once but several times in the Life of Adam and Eve.*

The Primary Adam Books do not conceal the fact that in the begin-
ning Satan was a very special celestial creature possessing an exalted

(81) In light of the uncertainty of the date of the traditions contained in
the Primary Adam Books, it is often quite difficult to establish the priority of
these mutual influences.

(82) The tradition of Satan’s use of an angelic form for the deception of
the protoplasts is also attested in various versions of the so-called Cheirograph
of Adam. On these developments, see M. StoNg, Adam’s Contract with Satan.
The Legend of the Cheirograph of Adam (Bloomington: Indiana University Press,
2002) 17, 18, 65, 75, 84, 88.
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and even glorious status in the heavenly realm — the position whence
he was removed by the deity after his refusal to venerate the newly
created protoplast. Yet unlike some other demoted agents — includ-
ing the protoplasts, who are quietly and obediently exiled to the lower
realms — Satan seems to retain the courage and power needed to en-
tertain the possibility of returning to the upper regions to execute ven-
geance against his enemies, the first humans. This paradoxical ability,
to be topologically present in the upper regions despite his demotion,
may constitute an important prerequisite for the Deceiver’s power to
take multiple forms befitting his evil plans.

The Armenian version of the Primary Adam Books 17:1-2a attests
Satan’s ability to temporarily assume the shape of an angelic being:

When the angels ascended to the worship of the Lord, at that time
Satan took on the form of an angel and began to praise God with
angelic praises. I knelt down by the wall and attended to his praises.
I looked and saw him in the likeness of an angel; when I looked
again, I did not see him.*

Although the Adversary’s acquisition of an angelic form appears
temporary,* this passage also suggests that Satan’s apparitions are not

(83) ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second Revised Edition, 1E. The Geor-
gian version offers a very similar tradition: “Then the devil changed himself
into the image of an angel; he praised the praises of the angels. And I was gaz-
ing in the direction of the enclosure to hear the praises. I stared and I saw him
like an angel and at once he became invisible for he had gone forth to bring
the serpent.” Ibid., 51E. The Greek version also attests the angelic transforma-
tion, but does not mention Satan’s transition into an invisible condition: “And
instantly he hung himself from the wall of paradise, and when the angels as-
cended to worship God, then Satan appeared in the form of an angel and sang
hymns like the angels. And he bent over the wall and I saw him, like an angel.
And he said to me: ‘Are you Eve? And I said to him, ‘I am’.” Ibid., 51E-52E.
The Slavonic Vita also lacks a motif of invisibility, but adds a new intriguing
detail by emphasizing the luminous nature of Satan’s angelic form: “The ser-
pent believed that it was an angel, and came to me. And the devil had changed
to the form of an angel and came here with radiance, singing an angel’s song, just
like an angel, and said to me: ‘Do you eat from everything in Paradise?” And at
that time I took him for an angel, because he had come from Adam’s side, so 1
said to him, “‘From one tree the Lord commanded us not to eat, the one which
stands in the middle of Paradise’.” ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second Re-
vised Edition, 51E-53E.

(84) Michael Stone’s research underlines the temporary dimension of Sa-
tan’s acquisition of the angelic form. He notes that “Satan, who once had heav-
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completely illusory. For they have functional potential. It is quite cu-
rious that, along with his imitation of the angelic form, Satan also at-
tempts to imitate the functions of the angelic beings by participating
in the angelic liturgy. This ability, not merely to take form but also to
function in newly acquired “garments,” appears to grant more sub-
stance and credibility to his transformation, as other characters in the
story are depicted as attending to his praises.

The Life of Adam and Eve goes on to say that Satan appeared (again)
to Eve as an angel during the second temptation. This time the Deceiv-
er’s angelic appearance seems to be even loftier, as the text repeatedly
identifies him as a cherub endowed with a special luminous vestment.
The Armenian version of the Primary Adam Books 9:1-2 provides fur-
ther details regarding this angelic manifestation:

When eighteen days of their weeping were completed, then Satan
took on the form of a cherub with splendid attire, and went to the Tigris
river to deceive Eve. Her tears were falling on her attire, down to
the ground. Satan said to Eve, “Come forth from the water and rest,
for God has hearkened to your penitence, to you and Adam your
husband.”®

enly glory and luminosity, put it back temporarily in order to deceive Eve and
Adam... Provided with the oxnua “form” of an angel, he becomes externally
angelic.” Stong, Adam’s Contract with Satan..., 19.

(85) ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second Revised Edition, 11E. The tradi-
tion about Satan’s transformation into an angel is also supported by the Greek,
Slavonic, and Latin versions. Greek: “But the Devil, not finding a place with
respect to Adam, came to the Tigris river to me. And assuming the form of an
angel he stood before me...” Ibid., 11E. Slavonic: “The devil came to me in the
form and radiance of an angel, there where I stood in the water, letting passion-
ate tears fall to the ground, he said to me, ‘Come forth, Eve, out of the water,
God has heard your prayer and also we angels, we who prayed for you, and
the Lord has sent me to you, that your should emerge from this water.” And I
discerned that he was the devil, and answered him nothing at all. But when
after forty days, Adam emerged from the Jordan, he noticed the footprints
of the devil and was very afraid lest the devil had duped me. But when he
saw me standing in the water, he was very happy. And he took me and led
me out of the water.” ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second Revised Edition,
11E-13E. Latin: “Eighteen days passed. Then Satan grew angry and transfig-
ured himself into the brilliance of an angel and went off to the Tigris River to
Eve. He found her weeping, and then, the Devil himself, as if mourning with
her began to weep and said to her: “Come out of the water and rest and weep
no longer. Cease now from your sadness and lamenting. Why are you uneasy,
you and your husband Adam?’” Ibid., 11E.
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It is striking that, in this second temptation, Satan appears in angelic
form — indeed, as a cherubic creature. Cherubic imagery vis-a-vis the
antagonist also looms large in the Apoc. Ab., where Azazel combines
the attributes of two cherubim joined together.®® At Apoc. Ab. 23, e.g.,
the demon has twelve wings — six on the right side of his body and
six on the left:*

And behind the tree was standing, as it were, a serpent in form, but
having hands and feet like a man, and wings on its shoulders: six on
the right side and six on the left.®

Earlier in the Apoc. Ab., when the hero of faith sees the “Living Crea-
tures of the Cherubim” in the heavenly Throne Room, he reports that
each of them has six wings:

And under the throne [I saw] four singing fiery Living Creatures...
and each one had six wings: from their shoulders, <and from their
sides,> and from their loins (Apoc. Ab. 18:3-6).%

Another intriguing detail of the account found in the Primary Adam
Books is that, during the first and second temptations of the proto-
plasts, Satan’s angelic shape is described as luminous in its nature. The
first temptation underlines the fact that the Deceiver came “with radi-
ance.” Eve’s second temptation refers again to Satan’s splendid attire;
this detail may hint to the fact that the assumption of angelic form is
understood as wearing a garment, and this attire might parallel the
first humans” luminous vestments. This understanding of luminous
angelic form as “garment” is especially evident in the Georgian ver-
sion of the second temptation, which openly refers to the Adversary’s
angelic form as his clothes or his “garment”:

(86) See Apoc. Ab. 23. Similar to the “Living Creatures of the Cherubim,”
the demon is also portrayed as a composite being combining zoomorphic and
human features: the body of a serpent with the hands and feet of a man.

(87) Cf. Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer 13: “Sammael was the great prince in heaven;
the Hayyot had four wings and the Seraphim had six wings, and Sammael had
twelve wings...” FRIEDLANDER, Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer, 92. Cf. also Georgian LAE
12:1 “My [Satan’s] wings were more numerous than those of the Cherubim,
and I concealed myself under them.” ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second
Revised Edition, 15-15E.

(88) KuLix, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 27.
(89) Ibid., 24.
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When the twelve days of his weeping were completed, the devil
trembled and changed his shape and his clothes by his artful deceit.
He went close to Eve, on the Tigris river, and stood beside the bank.
He was weeping and had his false tears dripping (trickling) down
on his garment and from his garment down to the ground. Then he
told Eve, “Come out of that water (where you are) and stop your
tribulations, for God has hearkened to your penitence and to Adam
your husband.”*

Satan’s Theriomorphic Garment

The scene of the first temptation and seduction of the protoplast
without doubt represents one of the most intense conceptual crossroads
manifesting the transformational capacities of the antagonist. Hence it
is little surprise that, similarly to Satan’s first dissembling in angelic gar-
ments — which took place for the first time during the seduction of the
protoplasts — the transition to an animal garment is also found here.

Primary Adam Books 44 has Satan abandoning his angelic manifesta-
tion and entering the animal form of a serpent” in order to deceive the
protoplasts. Yet Satan’s new identity is not entirely unambiguous, since
pseudepigraphic and rabbinic accounts often provide various interpre-
tations of the serpent’s gender. Some of these sources seem to under-
stand the serpent as an androgynous creature, whose skin God later
used to create the “garments” of both Adam and Eve. The tradition
of clothing the first humans in the “attires” of the serpent is especially
intriguing in light of Satan’s acquisition of the same garments in the
Primary Adam Books. Does Satan’s “clothing” as serpent proleptically
anticipate the future re-clothing of the protoplasts in garments of skin?

Satan’s endowment with the “animal garment” of the serpent can
be understood as the anti-paradigm of transformational mysticism.
The antagonist’s transition from an upper (angelic) to a lower (animal)
form brings to mind the opposite metamorphosis, that is to say, the
glorious metamorphosis of the apocalyptic visionary, who undergoes
a transition from garments of skin into garments of light.

(90) ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second Revised Edition, 11E.

(91) The various versions of the Primary Adam Books clearly envision the
serpent as an animal or a “wild beast.” See Armenian, Georgian, and Greek
versions of the Primary Adam Books 16:2. ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second
Revised Edition, 49E.
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The Armenian version of the Primary Adam Books offers the follow-
ing account of Satan’s transformation:

The serpent said, “In what way or how can we expel him from the
Garden?” Satan said to the serpent, “Be you, in your form, a lyre for
me and I will pronounce speech through your mouth, so that we
may be able to help.” Then the two of them came to me and hung
their feet around the wall of the Garden. When the angels ascended
to the worship of the Lord, at that time Satan took on the form of an
angel and began to praise God with angelic praises. I knelt down
by the wall and attended to his praises. I looked and saw him in the
likeness of an angel; when I looked again, I did not see him. Then
he went and summoned the serpent and said to him, “Arise, come
to me so that  may enter into you and speak through your mouth as
much as I will need to say.” At that time the serpent became a lyre
for him, and he came again to the wall of the Garden. He cried out
and said, “Oh, woman, you who are blind in this Garden of delight,
arise come to me and I will say some words to you.”

Satan’s animal manifestation is not merely a phantom or an ideal ap-
parition; he inhabits the actual living creature, and thus becomes a sort
of possessive spirit of within this living being that functions alongside
and upon its true proprietor.”

(92) ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second Revised Edition, 50E-52E. The
tradition of Satan’s metamorphosis into the “living” form of the serpent is
also present in the Georgian version: “And the serpent told him, ‘How can we
have them excluded?’ The devil replied and told the serpent, ‘Be a sheath for
me and I will speak to the woman through your mouth a word by which we
will trick (them).” And the two of them came together and they allowed their
heads to hang on the wall of the paradise at the time where the angels had
ascended to bow down to God. Then the devil changed himself into the im-
age of an angel; he praised the praises of the angels. And I was gazing in the
direction of the enclosure to hear the praises. I stared and I saw him like an
angel and at once he became invisible for he had gone forth to bring the ser-
pent. And he told him, ‘Arise and come and I will be with you and I will speak
though your mouth that which it is proper for you to say.” He took on the
form of the serpent (to go) close to the wall of paradise and the devil slipped
inside the serpent and he allowed his head to hang on the wall of paradise.
He cried out and said, ‘Shame on you, woman, you who are in the paradise
of Delight (and) who are blind! Come to me and I will tell you a certain secret
word’.” ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second Revised Edition, 50E-52E.

(93) Pseudepigraphic and rabbinic accounts depict this process of “pos-

session” of a living form as Satan’s “riding” of the serpent. This tradition will
be explored in detail later in our study.
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In another passage from the Primary Adam Books, Satan again ap-
pears to assume a theriomorphic shape — this time the shape of a wild
beast. Hence on their journey to Paradise in order to obtain the oil of
resurrection needed to heal the dying Adam, Eve and Seth encounter
a mysterious creature labeled, in the narrative, as the wild beast. In the
Greek version of the Life of Adam and Eve, the story takes the following
form:

Then Seth and Eve went toward the direction of the Garden. [And
while they were going,] Eve saw her son, and a wild beast assailing
him. And Eve wept and said: “Woe is me; if I come to the day of
the Resurrection, all those who have sinned will curse me saying:
‘Eve has not kept the commandment of God.”” And she spoke to the
beast: “You wicked beast, Do you not fear to fight with the image
of God? How was your mouth opened? How were your teeth made
strong? How did you not call to mind your subjection? For long
ago you were made subject to the image of God.” Then the beast
cried out and said: “It is not our concern, Eve, your greed and your
wailing, but your own; for (it is) from you that the rule of the beasts
has arisen. How was your mouth opened to eat of the tree concer-
ning which God commanded you not to eat of it? On this account,
our nature also has been transformed. Now therefore you cannot
endure it, if I begin to reprove you.” Then Seth spoke to the beast,
“Close your mouth and be silent and stand off from the image of
God until the day of Judgment.” Then the beast said to Seth: “Be-
hold, I stand off from the image of God.” [And the beast fled and
left him wounded] and went to his hut.**

One of the important details of this intriguing encounter between
the primordial humans and a hostile animal is presence of the peculiar
terminology of the “image of God.” This formula invokes the memory
of Satan’s rebellion, when he refused to worship the image of God. Dur-
ing the hostile encounter between the animal and Seth, who is defined
in the story as a bearer of the “Image of God,” the wild beast does not
fear “to fight with the Image of God.” This confluence of motifs related
to the beast’s antagonism towards the Image of God in Seth appears to
allude to Satan’s original protological opposition to another, original
bearer of the Divine Image: Adam. In this we therefore see the second
instance of a rebellious stand against the Image of God, a rebellion
that mirrors Satan’s refusal to venerate the newly created protoplast.
Scholars have previously noticed this connection; when commenting

(94) ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second Revised Edition, 41E—43E.
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on Seth’s rebuke, “Get away from the image of God,” Gary Anderson
suggests that

...this rebuke has some rather clear resonances with another key
moment in the Vita’s story-line. It sounds very much like the ins-
tructions Satan and the other angels received at the moment of
Adam’s creation, “Prosternez vous devant le semblable et 1’image
de la divinite” (14:1).”

The writers and editors of various versions of the Primary Adam
Books seem also to discern this ominous connection between the Ad-
versary and the animal.” Although Greek, Georgian, and Latin ver-
sions of the Life of Adam and Eve do not name the wild beast as Satan,
the Armenian Penitence of Adam openly entertains this possibility:

Thereafter, Seth and Eve went in the direction of the Garden. As they
were going, Eve saw that a wild beast was fighting with [her son]
Seth and was biting him. Eve began to weep and she said, “[When]
that the day of Judgment came; all sins will be blamed upon me and
(men) will say, ‘Our mother did not hearken to the commandment
of the Lord God!”” Eve called out against the wild beast and said,
“O wild beast, how do you [not] fear the image of God, that you da-
red to fight with the image of God? How was your mouth open[ed]
and your fangs bared, and your hair stood on end? How did you
not remember the obedience which you formerly displayed, that
your mouth was opened against the image of God?” Then the wild
beast cried out and said to Eve, “In truth, our insolence is because of
you, for the example came from you. How was your mouth opened
to dare to eat of the fruit concerning which God commanded you
not to eat of it? [Until he will change all of our natures, henceforth
you are unable to resist that which I speak to you, or if I begin to
rebuke you.]” Then Seth said to the wild beast, “Close your mouth,
O Satan. Get away from the image of God until [[the day will come]]
on which God will bring you to rebuke.]” Then he said to Seth, “Be-

(95) G. AnpErsoN, “The Penitence Narrative in the Life of Adam and
Eve,” in: Literature on Adam and Eve. Collected Essays, 34.

(96) It appears that the Slavonic version underlines the cosmic profile of
the beast. Thus Gary Anderson draws attention to the fact that in the Slavonic
version “the beast declares his intention not simply to harm Seth, but to de-
stroy Eve and all her children (11-15).” Anderson, The Penitence Narrative in
the Life of Adam and Eve, 35. The cosmic profile of the final judgment of the
beast attested in several versions is also noteworthy, as it best suits the final
destiny of the Adversary rather than the destiny of an animal.
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hold, I am standing apart from you, the image of God.” The beast
fled from him.”

As in the first temptation of the protoplasts, in this text Satan appears
to take the form of an animal in order to challenge the protoplasts and
their progeny.

Vessels of Evil:
The Antagonist’s “Possession” of the “Living” Form

The Primary Adam Books demonstrate the perplexing fluidity of the
forms of Satan; in some episodes the mercurial Adversary assumes not
one, but several shapes. These texts often depict the antagonist’s rapid
transition from one manifestation to another. Such a speedy change
is especially notable during Eve’s first temptation. In this scene, Satan
takes the form of both an angel and a serpent, and even assumes an-
other, invisible condition®® between these two manifestations; thus the
Armenian version 17:1-5:

Then the two of them came to me and hung their feet around the
wall of the Garden. When the angels ascended to the worship of
the Lord, at that time Satan took on the form of an angel and began to
praise God with angelic praises. I knelt down by the wall and atten-
ded to his praises. I looked and saw him in the likeness of an angel;
when I looked again, I did not see him. Then he went and summoned
the serpent and said to him, “Arise, come to me so that I may enter
into you and speak through your mouth as much as I will need say.”
At that time the serpent became a lyre for him, and he came again to the
wall of the Garden. He cried out and said, “Oh, woman, you who
are blind in this Garden of delight, arise come to me and I will say
some words to you.” When I went to him, he said to me, “Are you

(97) ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second Revised Edition, 41E—43E.

(98) Michael Stone notes that in the Primary Adam Books Satan becomes
invisible on several occasions. He observes that “at various junctures of the
story in the primary Adam books, Satan becomes invisible. The assumed form
is not permanent. In Apocalypse of Moses 20:3, the Greek text relates that when
Satan had succeeded in seducing Eve and Adam, he descended from the tree
(here as the snake) kol ddpavarog éyéveto, “and vanished” (literally: “became
invisible”). When Adam in the river recognizes Satan, he asked him why he
was so hostile. Satan responded with the story of his fall (12:1-17:3). At the
end of the conversation between Adam and Satan, we read et statim non ap-
paruit diabolus ei, “immediately the devil was not visible to him.” Latin Life of
Adam and Eve 17:2. StoNg, Adam’s Contract with Satan..., 19.
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Eve?” I said, “Yes, I am.” He replied and said, “What do you do in
[the Garden]?” I said to him, “God set us to guard the Garden,” Sa-
tan replied and said to me through the mouth of the serpent, “This
work is good, but come, do you eat of [all] the trees which are in the
Garden?” I said to him, “Yes, we eat of all of them except only of
that one tree which is in the very middle of the Garden, concerning
which God commanded us, ‘Do not eat of it, for if you eat you will
surely die.””*

The Georgian version maintains the same transformational pattern; it
too attests the fluidity of Satan’s manifestations, describing his transi-
tions into invisible, angelic, and theriomophic states:

And the two of them came together and they allowed their heads
to hang on the wall of the Garden at the time where the angels had
ascended to prostrate before God. Then the Devil changed himself
into the image of an angel; he sang the praises of the angels. And I
was gazing in the direction of the wall to hear the praises. I stared
and I saw him like an angel and at once he became invisible for he
had gone forth to bring the serpent. And he told him, “Arise and
come and I will be with you and I will speak though your mouth
that which it is proper for you to say.” He took on the form of the ser-
pent (to go) close to the wall of the Garden and the Devil slipped
inside the serpent and he allowed his head to hang on the wall of
the Garden.!®

Michael Stone suggests that the invisible condition Satan often as-
sumes between taking other visible shapes is intended to underline the
fact that these visible forms are temporal illusions or mirages. As Stone
rightly observes, when “challenged, he disappears from sight.”'™

Another important transformational feature (already mentioned
above) is that Satan is able to take possession of the “living forms” of
existing characters. This is clear from the case of the serpent; Satan is
able to enter existing bodies and function alongside their genuine per-
sonalities. “The devil answered,” says the text, “through the mouth of
the serpent.”

According to Michael Stone, in these transformational accounts
Satan comes into “possession” of certain characters of the story, who

(99) ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis... Second Revised Edition, 51E-53E
(100) Ibid., 51E-52E.
(101) Srong, Adam’s Contract with Satan..., 20.
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thus become Satan’s instruments or “tools.”'” In the Primary Adam
Books,

...Satan says to the serpent, according to the Greek, “be my ves-
sel and I will speak through your mouth words to deceive them.”
The word “vessel” seems to imply the idea of possession.... Satan is
identical for all practical purposes with the serpent; Satan enters or
possesses the serpent and speaks through its mouth; the serpent is
Satan’s instrument or tool.'®

Stone discerns a similar development in the Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer 13,
where Samael “rides” the serpent as a camel. '** He notes that PRE 13
opens with

(102) Itisnot entirely clear if Eve too serves as the living form of Satan in
the Primary Adam Books. De Jonge and Tromp bring attention to the fact that,
like the serpent, Eve also serves as the instrument of Satan. They note that “the
character of Eve is comparable to that of the serpent. Both are instruments of
the devil (16.5; 21.3), who uses them to reach his eventual goal: to have Adam
evicted from Paradise (16.3).” Dk Jonce and Trome, The Life of Adam and Eve
and Related Literature, 54. Yet, unlike in the case of the serpent, where Satan un-
ambiguously enters the body of the creature, Satan’s participation in the living
form of Eve is less clear and more enigmatic. Thus the Georgian version of the
Primary Adam Books 10:1-2 relates: “And Eve came up out of the water and her
flesh was withered like rotten vegetables because of the coldness of the water.
All the form of her beauty had been destroyed. And when she had come up out
of the water, she fell on the face of the earth in great weakness and remained
lying (on the ground) without moving for two days. And after two days she
arose and the devil led her to where Adam was” (ANDERSON, STONE, A Synopsis...
Second Revised Edition, 12E). One of the important details here is that Eve is
depicted as being “led” by Satan. It looks like the Adversary “animates” her
body, taking her to Adam. The second intriguing detail of this passage is that,
after succumbing to Satan, Eve’s form was changed. Although the Armenian
version says that “the form of her glory remained brilliant,” scholars believe
that the Georgian version preserved the original reading. In this respect, Gary
Anderson notes that “As Eve comes out of the water, having succumbed a sec-
ond time to the temptation of the devil, her flesh is transformed for the worse:
‘All the form of her beauty had been destroyed’.” ANpERsON, Punishment of
Adam and Eve in the Life of Adam and Eve, 79.

(103) M. E. StonE, ‘Be You a Lyre for Me”: Identity or Manipulation in
Eden, in: E. GryPEOU, H. SPURLING (eds.), The Exegetical Encounter between Jews
and Christians in Late Antiquity (JCPS, 18) (Leiden: Brill, 2009) 87-9-99 at 96.

(104) “...[The Serpent] appearance was something like that of the camel
and he (Sammael) rode upon it...” FRIEDLANDER, Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer, 92.
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...the theme of angelic jealousy of Adam and Adam’s superiority
to the angels in his ability to name the animals. The fall of the ar-
changel Samael is described, together with his host. He found the
serpent, and “its likeness was like a sort of camel and he mounted
it and rode it.” This relationship is likened to that of a horse and a
rider (cf. Exod 15:1, 21).1%

Zohar 1.35b, attesting to a similar tradition, also understands Samael/
Satan as the “rider” of the serpent:

R. Isaac said: “This is the evil tempter.” R. Judah said that it means
literally a serpent. They consulted R. Simeon, and he said to them:
“Both are correct. It was Samael, and he appeared on a serpent, for
the ideal form of the serpent is the Satan. We have learnt that at that
moment Samael came down from heaven riding on this serpent,
and all creatures saw his form and fled before him.”'%

The same mystical compendium depicts Azazel as a rider on the ser-
pent:

...Now observe a deep and holy mystery of faith, the symbolism of
the male principle and the female principle of the universe. In the
former are comprised all holinesses and objects of faith, and all life,
all freedom, all goodness, all illuminations emerge from thence; all
blessings, all benevolent dews, all graces and kindnesses — all these
are generated from that side, which is called the South. Contrariwi-
se, from the side of the North there issue a variety of grades, exten-
ding downwards, to the world below. This is the region of the dross
of gold, which comes from the side of impurity and loathsomeness
and which forms a link between the upper and nether regions; and
there is the line where the male and female principles join, forming
together the rider on the serpent, and symbolized by Azazel (Zohar
1.152b-153a).'”

This description strikingly recalls the portrayal of Azazel’s corruption
of the protoplasts in Apoc. Ab. 23:4-11, which situates the arch-demon
beneath the Tree of Knowledge in the midst of the intertwined proto-
logical couple. Thus it seems that Satan’s transition from celestial to
“serpent-like” form is not a novelty pioneered by the authors of the
Adamic booklets, but rather an improvisation on a theme with ancient
roots in Enochic tradition.

(105) Stong, ‘Be You a Lyre for Me’: Identity or Manipulation in Eden, 96.
(106) SperRLING, StmMON, The Zohar, vol. 1, 133-134.
(107) Ibid., vol. 2, 89-9-90.
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Azazel’s Theriomorphism:
from Sacrificial Animal to Fallen Angel

The story of Satan’s transformation from animal into angel (and
vice versa) in the Primary Adam Books leads us naturally to certain de-
velopments in one of the earliest Enochic booklets, viz., the Book of the
Watchers, which may constitute the initial conceptual background to
the Adamic antagonist’s peculiar transformation. Nor did the Apoca-
lypse of Abraham escape these seminal influences. It has been noted
that the sacerdotal context of the Yom Kippur festival seems to affect
the chief antagonist’s complex profile in the Slavonic apocalypse. In
this text, allusions to Yom Kippur seem to have been reshaped deeply
by the Enochic apocalyptic reinterpretation of the scapegoat ritual;
its antagonist, the scapegoat Azazel, is envisioned not as a sacrificial
animal but as a demoted heavenly being.!® In the Book of the Watchers,

(108) On the Azazel traditions, see J. DE Roo, Was the Goat for Azazel
destined for the Wrath of God?, Biblica 81 (2000) 233-241; W. Fauth, Auf den
Spuren des biblischen Azazel (Lev 16): Einige Residuen der Gestalt oder des
Namens in jlidisch-aramadischen, griechischen, koptischen, &dthiopischen, sy-
rischen und mandaischen Texten, ZAW 110 (1998) 514-534; E. L. FEINBERG,
The Scapegoat of Leviticus Sixteen, BSac 115 (1958) 320-331; M. GOrg, Beob-
achtungen zum sogenannten Azazel-Ritus, BN 33 (1986) 10-16; Grassg, The
Scapegoat Tradition..., 165-179; HeLwm, Azazel in Early Jewish Literature, 217-
226; B. Janowskl, Siihne als Heilgeschehen: Studien zur Siihnetheologie der Prie-
sterschrift und der Wurzel KPR im Alten Orient und im Alten Testment (WMANT,
55) (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1982); ipEm, Azazel, in: K. van
DER TooRN, et al. (eds.), Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible (Leiden:
Brill, 1995) 240-248; B. JurGens, Heiligkeit und Versohnung: Leviticus 16 in seinem
Literarischen Kontext (Freiburg im Breisgau—Basel—Wien: Herder, 2001)
(Herders biblische Stuiden, 28); H. M. KimMEL, Ersatzkonig und Siindenbock,
ZAW 80 (1986) 289-318; R. D. Levy, The Symbolism of the Azazel Goat (Bethesda:
International Scholars Publication, 1998); O. Lorerz, Leberschau, Siindenbock,
Asasel in Ugarit und Israel: Leberschau und Jahwestatue in Psalm 27, Leberschau in
Psalm 74 (UBL, 3) (Altenberge: CIS-Verlag, 1985); ]. MacLEAaN, Barabbas, the
Scapegoat Ritual, and the Development of the Passion Narrative, HTR 100
(2007) 309-334; J. MiLcroM, Studies in Cultic Theology and Terminology (SJLA,
36) (Leiden: Brill, 1983); D. RupmaN, A note on the Azazel-goat ritual, ZAW
116 (2004) 396-401; W. H. Suea, Azazel in the Pseudepigrapha, Journal of the
Adventist Theological Society 13 (2002) 1-9; StoxL Bex Ezra, Yom Kippur in the
Apocalyptic Imaginaire and the Roots of Jesus” High Priesthood, 349-366;
ipEM, The Biblical Yom Kippur, the Jewish Fast of the Day of Atonement and
the Church Fathers, 493-502; 1pEm, The Impact of Yom Kippur on Early Chris-
tianity...; A. STROBEL, Das jerusalemische Stindenbock-ritual. Topographische
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the scapegoat rite receives a striking, angelological reinterpretation; it
merges the peculiar dynamic of the sacrificial ritual with the story of
its main antagonist, the fallen angel Asael.

1 Enoch 10:4-7 brings us to the very heart of this conceptual devel-
opment:

And further the Lord said to Raphael: “Bind Azazel by his hands
and his feet, and throw him into the darkness. And split open the
desert which is in Dudael, and throw him there. And throw on him
jagged and sharp stones, and cover him with darkness; and let him
stay there for ever, and cover his face, that he may not see light, and
that on the great day of judgment he may be hurled into the fire.
And restore the earth which the angels have ruined, and announce
the restoration of the earth, for I shall restore the earth...!®®

Scholars have previously pointed to the fact that several details in the
account of Asael’s punishment are reminiscent of the scapegoat ritu-
al."® Lester Grabbe’s research outlines the specific parallels between

und landeskundische Erwagungen zur Uberlieferungsgeschichte von Lev.
16,10,21f, ZDPV 103 (1987) 141-68; H. TawiL, “Azazel the Prince of the Steepe:
A Comparative Study, ZAW 92 (1980) 43-59; M. WEINFELD, Social and Cul-
tic Institutions in the Priestly Source against Their ANE Background, in: Pro-
ceedings of the Eighth World Congress of Jewish Studies (Jerusalem, 1983) 95-129;
D. P. WricHrt, The Disposal of Impurity: Elimination Rites in the Bible and in Hittite
and Mesopotamian Literature (SBLDS, 101) (Atlanta: Scholars, 1987).

(109) Kniss, The Ethiopic Book of Enoch, 87-88.

(110) R. H. Cuartes, The Book of Enoch (Oxford: Clarendon, 1893); D. D1-
MANT, The Fallen Angels in the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Related Apocrypha and
Pseudepigrapha (Ph.D. diss.; The Hebrew University in Jerusalem, 1974) [in
Hebrew]; meM, 1 Enoch 6-11: A Methodological Perspective, SBLSP (1978)
323-339; A. GEIGER, Zu den Apokryphen, Jiidische Zeitschrift fiir Wissenschaft
und Leben 3 (1864) 196-204; Grassg, The Scapegoat Tradition: A Study in Early
Jewish Interpretation, 165-179; P. Hanson, Rebellion in Heaven, Azazel, and
Euhemeristic Heroes in 1 Enoch 6-11, [BL 96 (1977) 195-233; HeLm, Azazel in
Early Jewish Literature, 217-226; G. NIcKELSBURG, Apocalyptic and Myth in
1 Enoch 6-11, JBL 96 (1977) 383-405; R. RusinkiEwicz, Die Eschatologie von Hen-
och 9-11 und das Neue Testament, tr. H. Ulrich (Osterreichische Biblische Studi-
en, 6) (Klosterneuberg, 1984) 88-89; SToxL BEn Ezra, Yom Kippur in the Apoc-
alyptic Imaginaire and the Roots of Jesus’ High Priesthood, 349-366; ioEm, The
Impact of Yom Kippur on Early Christianity..., 85-88; D. C. OrsoN, 1 Enoch, in:
J. D. G. DunN, J. W. RoGersoN (eds.), Eerdmans Commentary on the Bible (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003) 904-941 at 910; C. H. T. FLercuer-Louis, The Agedah
and the Book of Watchers (1 Enoch 1-36), in: R. Haywarp, B. EmBRry (eds.),
Studies in Jewish Prayer (JSSSup., 17) (Oxford: OUP, 2005) 1-33 at 24.
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the Asael narrative in 1 Enoch and the wording of Leviticus 16, which
include:

1. the similarity of the names Asael and Azazel;

2. the punishment in the desert;

3.  the placing of sin on Asael/Azazel;

4.  the resultant healing of the land.'"

Daniel Stokl supports this position; he observes that “the punish-
ment of the demon resembles the treatment of the goat in aspects of
geography, action, time and purpose.”''?

Moreover, the place of Asael’s punishment, designated in 1 Enoch
as Dudael, also recalls the rabbinic terminology used for the designa-
tion of the ravine of the scapegoat (171777 /1717717 N1"2) in subsequent
interpretations of the Yom Kippur ritual. '"* Several Qumran materi-
als also seem to be aware of this angelological reinterpretation of the
scapegoat figure; for they choose to depict Azazel as the eschatologi-
cal leader of the fallen angels, and thus incorporate him into the sto-
ry of the Watchers’ rebellion."* Later rabbinic materials also link the

(111) Grassg, “The Scapegoat Tradition: A Study in Early Jewish Inter-
pretation,” 153.

(112) Stoxr Ben Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur on Early Christianity..., 87.

(113) Stokl remarks that “the name of place of judgment (Dudael —
17177 1'3) is conspicuously similar in both traditions and can likely be traced
to a common origin” (StOkL BEN Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur on Early Chris-
tianity..., 87-88).

(114) Thus, 4Q180 1:1-10 reads: “Interpretation concerning the ages
which God has made: An age to conclude [all that there is] 2 and all that will
be. Before creating them he determined [their] operations [according to the
precise sequence of the ages,] one age after another age. And this is engraved
on the [heavenly] tablets [for the sons of men,] [for] /[a]ll/ the ages of their
dominion. This is the sequence of the son[s of Noah, from Shem to Abraham,]
[unt]il he sired Isaac; the ten [generations ...] [...] Blank [...] [And] interpreta-
tion concerning ‘Azaz’el and the angels wh[o came to the daughters of man]
[and s]ired themselves giants. And concerning ‘Azaz’el [is written ...] [to love]
injustice and to let him inherit evil for all [his] ag[e ...] [...] (of the) judgments
and the judgment of the council of [...].” Lester Grabbe points to another im-
portant piece of evidence — a fragmentary text from the Book of Giants found
at Qumran (4Q203). In this document the punishment for all the sins of the
fallen angels is placed on Azazel. 4Q203 7:1-7 reads: “[...] ... [...] and [yo]ur
power [...] Blank Th[en] ‘Ohyah [said] to Hahy[ah, his brother ...] Then he
punished, and not us, [bu]t Aza[ze]l and made [him... the sons of] Watchers,
the Giants; and n[o]ne of [their] be[loved] will be forgiven [...] ... he has im-
prisoned us and has captured yo[u]...” Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition, 411.
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sacrificial animal known from the scapegoat ritual to the story of the
angelic rebels.'™

Nevertheless, for our study the evidence of the early Enochic
materials plays the most important role. In this respect, it is impor-
tant to note that Asael’s transformation into an animal is not limited
solely to the Book of the Watchers. The same imagery also occupies an
important place in the Animal Apocalypse, which depicts the fall of
the Watchers as the mutation of stars into animals."® In this Enochic
booklet, the theriomorphism of the former angels is juxtaposed with
the angelomorphism of Noah'"” and Moses,'"®* whose bodies’ undergo
an inverse refashioning that transforms them from “animals” into
“humans.” In the peculiar symbolic code of this apocalyptic work,
this imagery signals the fact that Noah and Moses have thus acquired
angelic bodies.

(115) Thus, for example, b. Yoma 67b records the following tradition:
“The School of R. Ishmael taught: Azazel — [it was so called] because it
obtains atonement for the affair of Uza and Aza’el”. I. EpsteIN (ed.), The Ba-
bylonian Talmud. Yoma (London: Soncino, 1938) 316. On the afterlife of the
Asael/Azazel tradition see A. Y. Reep, “From Asael and Semihazah to Uz-
zah, Azzah, and Azael: 3 Enoch 5 (§§7-8) and Jewish Reception-History of
1 Enoch,” JSQ 8 (2001) 105-36; 1pEMm, What the Fallen Angels Taught: The Re-
ception-History of the Book of the Watchers in Judaism and Christianity (Ph. D.
Dissertation; Princeton, 2002); moem, Fallen Angels and the history of Judaism
and Christianity: The Reception of Enochic Literature (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2005).

(116) Cf.1 Enoch 86:1-4: “And again I looked with my eyes as I was sleep-
ing, and I saw heaven above, and behold, a star fell from heaven, and its arose
and ate and pastured amongst those bulls.... And again I saw in the vision
and I looked at heaven, and behold, I saw many stars, how they came down
and were thrown down from heaven to that first star, and amongst those heif-
ers and bulls; they were with them, pasturing amongst them. And I looked
at them and saw and behold, all of them let out their private parts like hors-
es and began to mount the cows of the bulls, and they all became pregnant
and bore elephants and camels and asses” (Kn1sB, The Ethiopic Book of Enoch,
vol. 2, 196-197).

(117) Cf. 1 Enoch 89:1: “He was born a bull, but became a man, and built
for himself a large vessel and dwelt on it ...” (Kn1BB, The Ethiopic Book of Enoch,
vol. 2, 199).

(118) Cf. 1 Enoch 89:36: “And I looked there at the vision until that sheep
became a man, and built a house for the Lord of the sheep, and made all the
sheep stand in that house” (KniBs, The Ethiopic Book of Enoch, vol. 2, 206).
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The Garment of Darkness

In the aforementioned passage about the binding of Asael during
the sacrificial ritual in the desert (in 1 Enoch 10) we find an intriguing
tradition about clothing the demon with darkness:

And throw on him jagged and sharp stones, and cover him with
darkness; and let him stay there for ever, and cover his face, that he
may not see light, and that on the great day of judgment he may be
hurled into the fire.'”

The antagonist’s covering with darkness is a pertinent motif for our
investigation, as it may represent a conceptual correlative to the hero’s
clothing with light. Asael’s covering with darkness appear to be a sort
of counterpart to the garment of light which Enoch receives in heav-
en. This ominous attire deprives its wearer from receiving the divine
light — the source of life for all God’s creatures.

That it is the face of the demon which is thus clothed with darkness
may recall a series of transformational motifs involving, respectively,
God'’s Panim and the panim of the visionary. This terminology is quite
well known in Jewish apocalyptic literature. It does not merely des-
ignate the protagonist’s or deity’s visage per se, but symbolizes their
complete covering with luminous attire.

The Impure Bird

The Enochic demonological “template” factors significantly in
the Apocalypse of Abraham, which envisions Azazel, like the Enochic
antagonist, as a fallen angelic being. Indeed, the Azazel narrative of
this later apocalypse reflects several peculiar details from the Enochic
myth of the fallen angels as described in the Book of the Watchers.'*
Thus Ryszard Rubinkiewicz has argued that

...the author of the Apocalypse of Abraham follows the tradition of 1
Enoch 1-36. The chief of the fallen angels is Azazel, who rules the
stars and most men. It is not difficult to find here the tradition of
Genesis 6:1-4 developed according to the tradition of 1 Enoch. Aza-
zel is the head of the angels who plotted against the Lord and who

(119) Kniss, The Ethiopic Book of Enoch, vol. 2, 87-88.

(120) PHILONENKO-SAYAR, PHILONENKO, L’Apocalypse d’Abraham..., 31-33;
R. RusINkiEwicz, L' Apocalypse d’ Abraham en vieux slave. Edition critique du texte,
introduction, traduction et commentaire (Towarzystwo Naukowe Katolickiego
Uniwersytetu Lubelskiego: Zrédta i monografie, 129) (Lublin, 1987) 50.
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impregnated the daughters of men. These angels are compared to
the stars. Azazel revealed the secrets of heaven and is banished to
the desert. Abraham, as Enoch, receives the power to drive away
Satan. All these connections show that the author of the Apocalypse
of Abraham drew upon the tradition of 1 Enoch.'!

In the Slavonic apocalypse, as in the Enochic and Qumran materials,
Azazel is clearly no longer a sacrificial animal, but an angelic being.
Already in his first appearance at Apoc. Ab. 13:3-4,'* the text depicts
Azazel as an unclean or impure bird (Slav. nmuuya neuucmas).'> In the
pteromorphic angelological code of the Apocalypse of Abraham, which
portrays Yahoel with the body of a griffin, Azazel’s bird-like appear-
ance signals his possession of an angelic form. This angelic shape ap-
pears to be compromised and “soiled,” which renders it impure. It
is not entirely clear, in this context, if the term “impure bird” signi-
fies the antagonist’s compromised angelic status absolutely, or rather
the impropriety of his wearing the angelic garment in the current
moment.

In this respect, the reference to the “impurity” of Azazel’s angelic
form recalls the aforementioned tradition in the Life of Adam and Eve,
where the antagonist wears an angelic garment inappropriately. The
situations in which the antagonists appear in questionable angelic at-
tire are very similar; for in both cases they attempt to deceive the sto-
ries” protagonists. Like Satan, who attempts to deceive and corrupt the
primordial couple, Azazel too attempts to deceive the hero of the faith
and persuade him not to enter heaven.

(121) R. Rusinkiewicz, “Apocalypse of Abraham,” in: J. H. CHARLEs-
woRrTH (ed.) The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol. 1 (New York: Doubleday,
1985 [1983]) 681-705, at 685.

(122) Apoc. Ab. 13:3—4: “And an impure bird flew down on the carcasses,
and I drove it away. And the impure bird spoke to me...” KuLik, Retroverting
Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 20.

(123) The reference to the impurity of the “bird” betrays the connection
to the scapegoat figure, who, in the materials pertaining to the Yom Kippur
ritual, is understood as an impure entity, a sort of a “gatherer” of pollution
which contaminates anyone who comes in contact with him — including
his handlers, who must perform purification procedures after handling the
goat. Jacob Milgrom observes that Azazel was “the vehicle to dispatch Isra-
el’simpurities and sins to wilderness/netherworld.” Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16,
1621.
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Cultic Attires

It is now time to return to the motif of the special celestial garment
found in the Apocalypse of Abraham, and the significance of this theme
for the sacerdotal framework of the Slavonic pseudepigraphon. It is no
accident that the promise of a mysterious garment to Abraham occurs
in the very chapters of the apocalypse that represent the text’s sacerdo-
tal nexus — the conceptual crux that intends to bring its readers into
the heart of the apocalyptic Yom Kippur ritual. In Apoc. Ab. 13 and 14,
Abraham’s celestial guide, Yahoel, appears to perform one of the cen-
tral ordinances of the atoning ceremony, by means of which impurity
is transferred to Azazel and dispatched into the wilderness. Consider,
e.g., Yahoel’s arcane address to Azazel at Apoc. Ab. 13:7-14:

...Reproach is on you, Azazel! Since Abraham’s portion is in heaven,
and yours is on earth, since you have chosen it and desired it to be
the dwelling place of your impurity. Therefore the Eternal Lord, the
Mighty One, has made you a dweller on earth. And because of you
[there is] the wholly-evil spirit of the lie, and because of you [there
are] wrath and trials on the generations of impious men. Since the
Eternal Mighty God did not send the righteous, in their bodies, to be
in your hand, in order to affirm through them the righteous life and
the destruction of impiety.... Hear, adviser! Be shamed by me, since
you have been appointed to tempt not to all the righteous! Depart
from this man! You cannot deceive him, because he is the enemy of
you and of those who follow you and who love what you desire. For
behold, the garment which in heaven was formerly yours has been
set aside for him, and the corruption which was on him has gone
over to you.'*

This address — which the celestial cultic servant of the highest rank de-
livers to the demoted angel who bears the name of the scapegoat — is
ritually significant, because it appears to reflect some of the actions of
the high priest on Yom Kippur.'* For this reason, the phrase “dwelling

(124) KuLrik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 20.

(125) Scholars have also pointed out that some technical terminology
found in chapter 13 appears to be connected with Yom Kippur terminology.
Thus, Daniel Stokl draws attention to the expression about “sending” things
to Azazel in Apoc. Ab. 13:10, which Alexander Kulik traces to the Greek term
&mootéAAw or Hebrew MO0, A. KuLik, Apocalypse of Abraham. Towards the Lost
Original (Ph.D. diss.; Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 2000) 90. Stokl propos-
es that this terminology “might allude to the sending out of the scapegoat”
(StoxL BEN Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur on Early Christianity..., 94).



54 Scrinium VII-VIIIL.1 (2011-2012). Ars Christiana

place of your impurity” is especially intriguing. It alludes to the purga-
tive function of the scapegoat ceremony, which centered on the remov-
al of the impurity heaped on the sacrificial animal to the “dwelling”
place of the demon in the wilderness. The corruption of Abraham, the
forefather of the Israelite nation, is now transferred to Azazel.”*® And
Yahoel appears to perform the so-called “transference function” — the
crucial part of the scapegoat ritual — when the high priest passes Isra-
el’s sins onto the scapegoat’s head through confession and the laying-
on of hands.'” This, it seems, may also explain why Yahoel’s speech
contains a command of departure (Apoc. Ab. 13:12: “Depart from this
man!”) rather like the dispatch-formula given to the scapegoat in m.
Yoma 6:4: “Take our sins and go forth.”'*

CONCLUSION

In the conclusion of our study we should again underline the par-
amount significance which the tradition of the celestial garment of
Abraham plays in the cultic framework of the Slavonic apocalypse,
the text overshadowed by the urgent quest for the new apocalyptic
reinterpretation of the central sacerdotal rite of the Jewish tradition,
the crucial cathartic ordinance, which perished in the ruins of the de-
stroyed terrestrial sanctuary. It is indeed because of this very special
attire, not made by the human hands, but taken from the demoted an-
gelic being, an apocalyptic seer endowed with sacerdotal role is now

(126) Robert Helm sees in this utterance a connection to the Yom Kippur
settings by proposing that “the transference of Abraham’s corruption to Aza-
zel may be a veiled reference to the scapegoat rite...” (HeLm, “Azazel in Early
Jewish Tradition,” 223). Similarly, Lester Grabbe argues that the phrasing in
the statement that “Abraham’s corruption has ‘gone over to” Azazel suggest([s]
an act of atonement” (Grassg, The Scapegoat Tradition: A Study in Early Jew-
ish Interpretation, 157).

(127) Lev 16:21-22: “Then Aaron shall lay both his hands on the head of
the live goat, and confess over it all the iniquities of the people of Israel, and
all their transgressions, all their sins, putting them on the head of the goat, and
sending it away into the wilderness by means of someone designated for the
task. The goat shall bear on itself all their iniquities to a barren region; and the
goat shall be set free in the wilderness.” On the “transference” function see
also MiLGrowm, Leviticus 1-16, 1041.

(128) C. Frercuer-Lours, The Revelation of the Sacral Son of Man, in:
F. Avimarie, H. LICHTENBERGER (eds.), Auferstehung-Resurrection (Tiibingen:
Mobhr Siebeck) 282.
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able to transcend the limits of the earthly realm and enter the celestial
Holy of Holies. The removal of the mysterious attire from its former
owner became also laden with the cultic opportunities. Thus, Abra-
ham’s infamous opponent, stripped of his lofty celestial clothes, then
takes on a new, now sacrificial role in the apocalyptic ordinance by as-
suming the office of the cosmic scapegoat who is predestined to carry
the celebrant’s impurity into underworld. The scale of the changes af-
fecting the chief executors of the ancient atoning rite creates not only
new cultic reality but also new distinctive eschatological dimension as
well. But this is a subject of another investigation.

SUMMARY

The essay investigates the cultic dimension of the Apocalypse of Abra-
ham by concentrating on the tradition of Azazel’s angelic garment which
in the Slavonic apocalypse is transferred to the patriarch. It appears that
this endowment of Abraham with the celestial garment before his entrance
into the celestial Holy of Holies betrays distinctive sacerdotal connections
as it appears to be related to the traditions about the attire the high priest
wore upon his entrance into the Holy of Holies. The essay deals exten-
sively with a parallel tradition about Satan’s angelic garment found in the
Primary Adam Books where Satan’s garment of glory is also transferred
to a human recipient.
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THE AKEDAH: A DIVERSE SAMPLING
FROM ANTIQUITY
AND THE MIDDLE AGES

Belief in the justice of God and in a purposeful existence guided
by the Divine Presence is often belied by experience. If, on the one
hand, faith teaches that life is meaningful, steered by divine personal
providence, experience, on the other hand, often mocks these claims.
The history of Jewish interpretation of the Akedah, or Binding of Isaac,
shows that deep-seated questioning of the pillars of faith is probed
and tolerated. The justice of God, the divine tolerance of suffering, the
role of the patriarchs, the offering of the martyr, and the possibility of
finding meaning in the absurd are all questions that emerge from an
examination of the nineteen verses found in Genesis 22. In this study,
I provide a sampling of the disquieting questions that emerge in Jewish
reflection on the Akedah from antiquity to the Middle Ages.' This sur-
vey shows that earlier generations’ questions found various responses.
In some investigations, queries were left unanswered; in other com-
mentaries, we may find answers, but they may leave us unsatisfied.
Some questions were answered in argumentation, others in story, still
others were deflected. The foci are varied — once the emphasis is on
God’s command, alternatively, on the prompting of Satan. The hero is
once Abraham, again Isaac. Ultimately, the story and its commentary
reflect a powerful grip of disquietude. The silence and incompleteness
of the answers are mirrored in the permutations of emphases and re-
sponses found in the totality of the tradition.

(1) The most recent comprehensive studies on the interpretations of the
Akedah include: I. Karivi, “Go, I Beg you, Take your Beloved Son and Slay
Him!” The Binding of Isaac in Rabbinic Literature and Thought, Review of Rab-
binic Judaism 13:1 (2010) 1-29; L. Huizenca, The New Isaac: Tradition and Inter-
textuality in the Gospel of Matthew (Leiden: Brill, 2009) (Supplements to Novum
Testamentum, 131); E. Noort, E. TiccHELAAR (eds.), The Sacrifice of Isaac: The
Aqedah (Genesis 22) and its Interpretations (Leiden: Brill, 2002) (Themes in Bibli-
cal Narrative 4). These works have an extensive bibliography.
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Each generation probes the following questions that stem from the
biblical account. How could an omniscient God ask such a horrific
question of Abraham, seemingly negating His covenantal promise?
Why command an act — child sacrifice — that God’s own words for-
bid? The narrative warns the reader that God’s directive to Abraham is
only a test. But apparently Abraham does not know this — or does he?
How can it be that the Abraham who pleaded for Sodom and Gomor-
rah does not plead for his beloved son? How could Abraham listen to
this command to commit murder? Upon the completion of Abraham’s
act of obedience, God declares that He now knows that Abraham will
totally submit to the divine will. But must an omniscient God pose
such a cruel test to discover this? And for those who see Abraham as
the obedient, sublime patriarch, why should he be so lauded when
countless other Jews have no happy ending to their own trials of the
loss of their children?

Gop

The tradition deals with the unreasonable and troubling aspects
of the command in various ways. One method emphasizes that, all
along, Abraham hoped that God would save Isaac; a second, that the
results of Abraham’s obedience were transformative, mitigating the ir-
rationality by turning to the fruits of the results. A third protects the
capriciousness of the command by deflection — the test was prompted
by Satan; a fourth dares to allow the awful command to stand in its
bleak severity.

Hope that God would save

One trajectory underscores that Abraham’s faith was unshakeable,
not only because he obeyed God’s command, but because he believed
that God would ultimately find another path that would redeem his son.
This point stresses that behind the unfathomable, seemingly cruel de-
mands of God lies a higher purpose that will become known in the fu-
ture. Thus, in a discussion of God’s test of Abraham, we find a reference
to the divine loyalty to Israel — the Almighty will come through in the
end, saving them as He did in the battle of Midian (Gen. Rab. 55:3).> Ac-
cording to the sages, Abraham expresses this faith to Isaac, for, in com-
menting on the biblical verse, “we will worship and we will return to

(2) Quotations from Midrash Rabbah are taken from Midrash Rabbah,
trans. H. Freedman, 10 vols. (London: Soncino, 1983).



58 Scrinium VII-VIIIL.1 (2011-2012). Ars Christiana

you,” one midrash explains that Abraham “thus informed him [Isaac]
that he would return safely from Mount Moriah” (Gen. Rab. 56:2). An-
other tradition emphasizes divine compassion, for Abraham was only
able to say these words because of God’s gift of prophecy. We find, for
example, “Abraham was given the good tidings that Isaac would come
back with him,” even if he did not know the particulars (Pesig. Rab. 40).

A distinct interpretation lessens the heartlessness of God’s com-
mand by emphasizing His concomitant mercy. Indeed, God never
thought Abraham would comply with the command. As we find in
Tanhuma, “Even though I said to him (in Gen. 22:2): PLEASE TAKE
<YOUR SON>, it never entered my mind that he would slaughter his
son” (Tanh 4.39 [S. Buber edition]).? Reflecting on the horrors of child
sacrifice, the gemara reflects on the biblical references to Mesha, Je-
phthah, and Abraham:

And it is further written, Which I commanded not, nor spake it,
neither came it to my mind. ‘Which I commanded not": This refers
to the sacrifice of the son of Mesha, the king of Moab, as it is said,
Then he took his eldest son that should have reigned in his stead
and offered him for a burnt-offering. ‘Nor spake it’; This refers to
the daughter of Jephtha. ‘Neither came it to my mind’: This refers
to the sacrifice of Isaac, the son of Abraham. (b. Ta‘an. 4a. Cf. Gen.
Rab. 55:5)*

Here, not only do the sages make clear that God neither desired the
sacrifice of Mesha’s son nor of Jephthah’s daughter, but also that God
neither desired that Abraham sacrifice Isaac nor expected him to carry
out the command. Similarly, Rabbi Aha relates this account of the pa-
triarch:

[Abraham wondered]: Surely Thou too indulgest in prevarica-
tion! Yesterday Thou saidest, For in Isaac shall seed be called to thee
(Gen. XXI, 12); Thou didst then retract and say, Take now thy son (ib.
XXII, 2); while now Thou biddest me, LAY NOT THY HAND UPON
THE LAD! Said the Holy One, blessed be He, to him: ‘O Abraham,

(38) Midrash Tanhuma, Translated into English with Introduction, Indices, and
Brief Notes [S. Buber Recension], trans. ]. Townsend, 2 vols. (Hoboken, NJ: Ktav,
1989).

(4) The Bible itself condemns the ancients who follow the forbidden
practice of child sacrifice. See the following: Lev 20:2-5; Deut 12:29-31; 18:10;
1 Kings 16:34; 2 Kings 16:2-3; 2 Kings 17:17; 23:10; Psalms 106:37-38; Isa 57:5;
Jer 7:31; 19:3-6; 32:35; Ezek 16:20; 23:37-39.



Sharon Pace 59

My covenant will I not profane (Ps. LXXXIX, 35), And I will establish My
covenant with Isaac (Gen. XVII, 21). When I bade thee, “Tuake now thy
son,” etc., I will not alter that which is gone out of My lips (Ps. loc. cit.).
Did I tell thee, Slaughter him? No! but, “Take him up.” Thou hast
taken him up. Now take him down.” (Gen. Rab. 56:8.)

On the one hand, this stream of interpretation lessens the apparent ca-
pricious nature of God by showing His constancy to His commands.
Technically, God never retracted His decree — because His directive
never specified that Isaac be sacrificed — rather, God ordered Abraham
to bring Isaac up to the mountain’s summit. God’s charge to take Isaac
down is equally incumbent upon Abraham; indeed, when the Almighty
completes this terse command, Abraham, like Job, remains silent. His
questioning attitude is effectively silenced. Yet, the brevity of God’s
words to Abraham yet emphasizes the gulf between God’s commands
and human understanding. No further attempt is made in this pericope
to rationalize the arbitrariness of the apparently rescindable orders.

THE REsuLTs OF ABRAHAM'S OBEDIENCE

One way that the unreasonableness of the command of the Almighty
is mitigated is by seeing it as part of God’s plan for the world.” Im-
mediately before the Akedah, we see the fulfillment of the promise —
at least the first step of it — with the birth of Isaac and the expulsion
of Hagar (Gen 21). With this test, Abraham’s uprightness is proven in
two ways. In one, God sees Abraham’s constancy and credits it to his
descendants. This righteousness is reckoned as merit to Israel in the
future. In another, the world has proof why God chose Abraham and
Israel for His unique mission.

Credit for Descendants

Reflecting on God’s command to Abraham, R. Jonathan turns to a
scriptural verse that states, “The Lord trieth the righteous” (Ps 11:5).
He continues, “A potter does not examine defective vessels, because
he cannot give them a single blow without breaking them. What then
does he examine? Only the sound vessels, for he will not break them
even with many blows. Similarly, the Holy One, blessed be He, tests

(5) The shock and unreasonableness of God’s command to Abraham is
all the more arresting when we remember the biblical context: multiple times
he is given the promise of descendants. See Gen 12:1-3, 7; 13:14-17; 15:1-6;
17:1-8; 18:10.
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not the wicked but the righteous...” (Gen. Rab. 55:2). The results of
this testing are further explained: “So when the children of Isaac give
way to transgressions and evil deeds, do Thou recollect for them the
binding of their father Isaac and rise from the Throne of Judgment and
betake Thee to the Throne of Mercy, and being filled with compassion
for them have mercy upon them and change for them the Attribute of
Justice into the Attribute of Mercy! (Lev. Rab. 29:9).° Abraham’s obedi-
ence becomes a model for faithful behavior by Jews who face trials
from persecution or from life’s brutal losses. If life is meaningful, pur-
poseful, it must be connected with God’s plan for Israel, even in times
of trials. Thus, just as Abraham was tested by the unfathomable, so too
could later generation see their torments as tests given by an inscru-
table God. It appears that the sages concluded that such testing meant
that the sufferers, like Abraham, should be counted among God’s righ-
teous. In such a context, we might imagine that the beleaguered would
appeal to God, hoping that He would respond mercifully, as He did for
the righteous Abraham.

This emphasis on the results of the test is emphasized in Rashi’s
commentary on the Torah. He begins by echoing the midrash: “God
perplexes the righteous [at first] —and [only] afterwards reveals [his
intention]. All this [is done] for the purpose of increasing their reward”
(Commentary on Gen 22:2).” Rashi likens Abraham'’s experience to that
of Jonah, who had to act on God’s directive without knowing its out-
come; similarly, he compares Abraham’s act of cleaving the wood to
the splitting of the Jordan — a redemptive act on behalf of all Israel.
Indeed, the consequences of Abraham’s obedience are immeasurable
and effect all generations — both those who live in the days of temple
sacrifice and those beyond, because Abraham’s righteousness is linked
with atonement.®

Of the phrase “as it is said [to] this day,” (Gen 22:14), Rashi con-
cludes that future generations will see that the time period refers to

(6) See also Judith 8:26-27. It is interesting to note that this saying refers
to “the children of Isaac” instead of “the children of Abraham,” perhaps em-
phasizing here that not only Abraham, but also Isaac was tested.

(7) Quoted from The Metsudah Chumash/Rashi, vol. 1, Bereishis, trans.
A. Davis (New York: Gross Bros., 2000).

(8) For further discussion on the connection of the Akedah and the temple,
see F. Lanpy, The Temple in the Agedah (Genesis 22), in: I. Karivy, P. . Haas
(eds.), Biblical Interpretation in Judaism and Christianity (New York: T & T Clark,
2006) (Library of Hebrew Bible/Old Testament Studies, 439) 220-237.
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their own, one that will be marked by God’s forgiveness. Rashi alludes
to the significance of the Akedah for the Rosh Hashanah liturgy, be-
cause on this holiday, the narrative of the Binding of Isaac is read, the
ram’s horn is sounded, and the following prayer is recited:’

Remember on our behalf, O Lord our God the covenant and the love
and the oath that you swore to Abraham our father on Mt. Moriah.
Let it appear before you, this Akedah, that Abraham bound Isaac
his son on the altar, and he suppressed his compassion in order
to do your will with a complete heart. Therefore your compassion
should suppress your anger against us. Through your goodness
may your anger be removed from your city and your inheritance.
But preserve for us what you promised in your Torah...”*

As Signer shows, this interpretation of the atoning value of Abra-
ham’s obedience grew in the history of interpretation, climaxing in a
unique insight of Rashi."” Whereas the midrash speaks of the Akedah
as the equivalent of resulting in Isaac’s ashes on the altar, Rashi actually
visualizes the ashes. In the midrash (upon which Rashi’s reflections are
based) we find these words attributed to Abraham: “’Sovereign of the
worlds! Regard the act as though the blood of Isaac were being sprin-
kled before Thee!"...He burnt the ram and said: ‘O consider the act
as though Isaac’s ashes were being heaped up upon the altar’” (Num.
Rab. 17:2).2 Numbers Rabbah shows that God indeed looked at Abra-
ham’s act as though he completed the sacrifice of his son, accepting

(9) In addition to the link with Rosh Hashanah, the Akedah is also as-
sociated with Pesach. See E. KessLer, The Sacrifice of Isaac (The Akedah) in
Christian and Jewish Tradition: Artistic Representations, in: M. O’KaNE (ed.),
Borders, Boundaries, and the Bible (Sheffield —New York: Sheffield Academic
Press, 2002) (JSPSS, 313) 86.

(10)  Zichronot of Rosh Hashanah Musaf. Quoted in: J. MiLgrowm, The Bind-
ing of Isaac: The Akedah — A Primary Symbol in Jewish Thought and Art (Berkeley,
CA: Bibal Press, 1988) 70-71. See also L. BErmaN, The Binding of Isaac (North-
vale, NJ: Jason Aronson), 155.

(11) M. SiGNER, Rashi’s Reading of the Akedah, The Journal of the Society
for Textual Reasoning 2.1, n.p. [cited 22 December 2010]. Online: http://etext.
lib.virginia.edu/journals/tr/volume2/signer.html. See also M. BREGMAN, See-
ing with the Sages: Midrash as Visualization in the Legends of the Agedah, in:
M. L. RarHAEL (ed.), The Legends of the Aqedah: Agendas for the Study of Midrash
in the Twenty-First Century (Williamsburg, VA: The College of William and
Mary, 1999) 84-100.

(12) See also Lev. Rab. 36:5, b. Ta’an. 16a, Pesig. Rab. 40, and Tanh Vayera 23.
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Abraham’s plea. Rashi continues this motif with the following: “God
will see [remember] this akeidah so that He may forgive Israel every
year and save them from punishment. So that it may be said ‘on this
day’ — in all the future generations — on the mountain of God shall
be seen the ashes of Yitzchok heaped and standing for the purpose of
atonement” (Commentary on 22:14). Signer concludes, “[Rashi’s] com-
mentary called upon God to look upon the ashes of Isaac heaped on
the altar. If the divine eye were cast upon this pile of ashes it would
surely evoke mercy for Israel, the children of Abraham — who was be-
loved of God.”"* With these compassionate words, Rashi emphasizes
the continuing love of God for his long-suffering people.

In addition to the Zichronot prayer, the use of the ram’s horn in
the Rosh Hashanah liturgy recalls the Akedah. The shemone esrei of the
Rosh Hashanah liturgy quotes this prayer from the Mishnah: “May He
who answered Abraham our father on Mt. Moriah, answer you and
listen to your crying voice this day” (m. Ta‘an. 2.4)."* This supplica-
tion finds a parallel in R. Abbahu’s emphasis that the binding of Isaac
is truly the binding of all Israel. He comments: “Why do we blow on
a ram’s horn? The Holy One, blessed be He, said: Sound before Me a
ram’s horn so that I may remember on your behalf the binding of Isaac
the son of Abraham, and account it to you as if you had bound your-
selves before Me” (b. Ros. Has. 16a).

From the past answer that God gave Abraham comes the hope for the
future. How did God answer Abraham? Although Abraham never actu-
ally sacrificed his son, the midrash relates that God regarded as though
he did. Thus, R. Joshua reflects on this verse of Micah: “Wherewith shall
I come before the Lord, and bow myself before God on high...Shall I
give my firstborn for my transgression, the fruit of my body for the sin
of my soul?” (Mic 6:6), concluding that it refers to God’s acceptance of
Abraham’s offering of Isaac (Gen. Rab. 55:5). Indeed, Abraham himself
appeals to God, “Sovereign of the Universe! Look upon the blood of
this ram as though it were the blood of my son Isaac” (Gen. Rab. 56:9).
Of this principle of merit Jo Milgrom states, “[it is the] credit card that
never expires, for the faith and the trial. Whenever in the future Israel

(13) Signer, “Seeing with the Sages,” n. p.

(14) Similarly, in the Talmud we find this reference in a discussion of the
benedictions said when praying for deliverance from famine and pestilence:
“He who answered Abraham on Mt. Moriah he shall answer you and hearken
this day to the voice of your cry. Blessed art Thou O Lord who redeemest Is-
rael” (b. Ta’an. 15a. See also b. Tu‘an. 15b).
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is entangled... in sin, or trapped by enemies, they will sound the shofar
and God will remember and save. Significantly, the atonement Isaac
achieves is through his trial alone, not his death.”"

Thus, within this type of interpretation, we find that Abraham’s
righteousness serves as a springboard for the merit of the collectiv-
ity. Abraham’s act, completed once in time, has eternal significance
for all his people. On that one occasion on Mount Moriah, God’s com-
mand seemed unreasonable, unfathomable. But in the final analysis,
its significance could only be seen in retrospect. In the future, equally
unreasonably perhaps, God would forgive Israel and protect it, even
when such safeguard would be unmerited. Israel will be given credit
for Abraham’s righteousness in face of their own trials.

A testimony for the nations

Beyond the significance for Israel, Abraham’s act serves as testi-
mony to the nations. God’s apparently irrational command has a very
rational purpose: to prove to the world that God’s choice of Abraham
and his descendants, Israel, is warranted. Rashi expands on the verse,
“for now I know that you fear God, since you have not withheld your
son, your only son, from me,” (Gen 22:12) with these words, “For now
I have a response to Satan and the nations who wonder at My love for
you. I now have a justification for they see that you are God-fearing”
(Commentary on 22:12). With these words, Rashi develops a more an-
cient tradition preserved in the midrash in which the biblical verse is
interpreted as follows: “For now I know [means] I have made it known
to all — that thou lovest Me.” (Gen. Rab. 56:7). A variation of this theme
is found in the discussion of the biblical text that precedes the Akedah,
namely, the expulsion of Hagar and Ishmael. The concerns of the sages
are repeated by Rashi, as well; the narrative of Gen 21 may present a
false impression about Abraham to the nations — that he was cruel.
Yet, upon seeing his astounding obedience, they would know that his
exemplary nature was unparalleled. (Gen. Rab. 54:2.)

SaTAN’s ROLE

For some interpreters, removing God one step from the initiation of
the command lessens the problem of theodicy. Just as the Adversary
prompts God to test the guiltless Job in the Tanak, so too does Satan

(15) MircroM, The Binding of Isaac..., 100-101.
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repeat the attack on an innocent by challenging God to construct such
a test for Abraham. With this comparison, the tradition shows sensitiv-
ity to Abraham’s suffering and the concomitant inscrutability of God’s
demand. It protects the view of a just God by emphasizing that the
prompt was something He agreed to upon Satan’s instigation, thus re-
moving Him one step from the apparent injustice. As in the book of
Job, the gulf that separates the divine plan and human’s capacity to
understand that design is underscored.

The way in which Satan’s plan is initiated stresses the sensitivity
that the tradition has to the possible blemishes on the patriarchal re-
cord. The opening words of the Akedah, “After these things,” prompt
the exegesis that the time reference is to a dialogue that occurred be-
tween God and Satan. Satan reflects on the banquet that Abraham has
to fete Isaac’s circumcision. Satan chides God, remarking that Abraham
neglected to offer even the humblest of sacrifices to God, esteeming his
own son while slighting the Almighty (b. Sanh. 89b). In response to this
taunt, God responds with the command to offer Isaac. Furthermore,
Satan’s role is expanded to not only distance God’s direct role, but also
to heighten the piety of both Abraham and Isaac by continuing his
temptations to have the patriarchs disobey God. Samael (Satan) goads
Abraham with these charges: he is insane, he would annihilate God’s
gift given at his advanced age, God would charge him with murder!
Abraham’s piety and innocence is underscored by the words of Job
that are placed in his mouth with which he responds to these accu-
sations: “If a thing be put to thee as a trial, wilt thou be wearied?”
(Job 4:2, cited in Gen. Rab. 56:4). Having failed to weaken Abraham’s
spirit, Satan turns to Isaac, revealing Abraham’s true intentions. Sensi-
tive to the theological difficulties posed by the narrative, this midrash
shows Isaac appealing to Abraham’s compassion with the exclamation
“why?” —but in the end, he is shown accepting his fate (Gen. Rab. 56:4).
Even at the end of the narrative, Satan does not give up. Abraham felt
he had to hide Isaac when preparing the altar lest Satan disqualify Isaac
as a proper sacrifice by blemishing him with a stone (Gen. Rab. 56:5).

ArLow QUESTIONING:
DisQuALIFICATION, PERPLEXITY, PROTEST

In one tradition, Abraham attempts to void his ability to submit to
God’s demand by a technical disqualification. It appears that this was
an acceptable way for the sages to mark Abraham’s protest. Abraham
asked God whether he could indeed offer a sacrifice, since he was not
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a priest. God, however, answered him, “I have already appointed thee
to be a priest,” and continues, “Thou art a priest forever,” —quoting
Ps 110:4 (Gen. Rab. 55:7). Pesigta Rabbati expands as follows: Abraham
states, “Master of universes, am I fit to offer Isaac up? Am I am priest?
Shem is High Priest. Let him come and take Isaac from me for the offer-
ing” (Pesiq. Rab. 40). This does not deflect God’s command, however, as
He insists that He will consecrate Abraham on Moriah.

One Talmudic passage, in contrast, is willing to express consterna-
tion at Abraham’s silence in response to God’s command, but, at the
same time, expresses perplexity that God would issue the order in the
first place. In this case, although Abraham is chided, it is the king, who
represents God, who beats his subjects.

Rabbi “Akiba tells of a king who had four sons. One is struck and
is silent. Another is struck and is defiant. The third is struck and is
suppliant. Whereas the last says to his father, “Chasten me!” Abra-
ham is smitten and is silent. As it is written: Take now thy son, thine
only son, whom thou lovest (Gen. 22:2). He could have said, “Yester-
day Thou hast said to me, For in Isaac shall seed be called to thee (ibid.
21:12).” Yet he remained silent. For it is written: And Abraham rose
early in the morning (ibid. 22:3). (Sem. 8.11)'¢

In wishing that Abraham posed the question, the passage seems to
ask at the same time: why was the king (God) doing the chastisement
in the first place? By identifying what Abraham should have said, this
context, in effect, asks why would God toy with something as essential
as the covenantal promise? Why would he threaten Isaac, the only one
through whom the divine promises could be manifest? By not provid-
ing an answer, the text underscores the divine inscrutability, the chasm
that exists between God’s plan and human understanding.

The questioning of God continues. In his examination of Gen. Rab.
55:3, Simi Peters emphasizes that the sages insist there are things hu-
mans cannot understand, yet they still allow for the scrutiny to occur.
In the pericope above, the phrase, “The Lord trieth the righteous” (Ps
11:5) refers to Abraham, who is likened to the king’s subject. Of the
king (God), this midrash continues, one must conclude, “Forasmuch as
the king’s word hath power; and who may say unto him: What doest thou”
(Eccl. VIIL, 4)? Peters concludes that although the questioning ends
with the declaration that things go beyond human comprehension, the
process of examination is acceptable. The sages conclude that the faith-

(16) MiLcrowm, The Binding of Isaac..., 81.
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ful can question, within the context of knowing “that God is King, and
that we must fear Him.”"

Considering the willingness of the sages to pose unanswerable que-
ries regarding the Akedah, Milgrom demonstrates how, through clev-
er paranomasia, R. Hiyya displays this dichotomy: From Moriah can
come either instruction or fear (horah’ah vs. yir’ah); light or fear-awe
(‘ora vs. mora’); commandment or plague (dibber vs. debher); Moriah can
be described as either a mountain of myrrh/incense (mor) or a place
that issues bitterness (mara) (Gen. Rab. 55:7). She concludes, “Moriah is
not all roses and dedication... R. Hiyya... sees the dark side. The word
play will work for him too in raising the specter of the misuses of reli-
gious dedication, the savagery of power, its waste of life, the seeming
irreversible preconditions of our existence.”*®

Another way to press the apparent capriciousness of God’s revo-
cation of the command was to continue the questioning dialogue that
Abraham had with God. In one midrash, upon hearing the negation of
the command, Abraham laments to the Almighty that when he first re-
ceived the directive, he could have argued that God was rescinding His
promise that the covenant would be continued through Isaac. Yet, Abra-
ham protests, “I did not do this, but suppressed my feelings of compas-
sion in order to do Thy will” (Gen. Rab. 56:10). He goes one step fur-
ther, intimating that indeed he has endured enough. In an impassioned
voice, Abraham dares to say to God: “Swear to me not to try me again
henceforth, nor my son Isaac” (Gen. Rab. 56:11). In Pesiqta Rabbati, Abra-
ham capitalizes on God’s silence in response to his protest, audaciously
giving God a directive! Not only will the pain he endured by keeping
silent reap benefits for his own future, sparing him from similar agony,
but he insists that his suffering will do the same for his descendants:

...My answer could have been this: “Yesterday, Thou didst tell me,
In Isaac shall seed be called to Thee (Gen 21:12), and now Thou com-
mandest me to cut Isaac’s throat!” But I did not voice this answer.
Instead I acted like a man who is dumb or one who is deaf... Now
each year on this day, when Isaac’s children are called to account
before Thee, no matter how many accusers bring charges against
them, do Thou listen in silence and give no heed to the accusers, just
as | kept silent and gave Thee no answer. (Pesig. Rab. 40:6)

(17)  S. PetERs, Learning to Read Midrash (Jerusalem: Urim Publications,
2004) 88-89.

(18) MivLcrowm, The Binding of Isaac..., 121-22.



Sharon Pace 67

It is extraordinary that Abraham’s demand does not end simply with its
articulation. Rather, God not only answers, but tolerates further press-
ing by Abraham, as we find in the following text: “In reply to Abraham’s
prayer the Holy One, blessed be He, said: “Yes, I shall take note of what
happened on this day’” (Pesiq. Rab. 40:6). Still, Abraham presses on with
this insistence: “Swear unto me.” Pesiqta Rabbati relates that God ac-
cedes to Abraham’s demand: “And God swore at once: By Myself have
I sworn, saith the Lord (Gen 22:16).” Thus, the Bible’s declaration that
He has evidence of Abraham’s loyalty becomes God’s promise to use
this loyalty to protect future generations of Jews, identified as “Isaac’s
children” (Pesig. Rab. 40:6). Abraham’s obedience will serve to protect Is-
rael from limitless future sin or never-ending future attack. Abraham’s
children become, in effect, Isaac’s children, for although it is Abraham’s
obedience that God noted, here it is the near-sacrifice of the victim that
has the same atoning value as if he were immolated.

Finally, we note the unique interpretation cited by Menahem Kash-
er in his anthology on Gen 22:8, from a manuscript of "Abot de Rabbi
Nathan. Although Isaac consented to God’s will, alternative feelings
are nonetheless expressed: “Isaac, indeed, consented with his lips at
that moment, but in his heart he prayed, ‘Oh that I may be saved from
my father’s hand. I have no other helper but the Holy One, blessed is
He,” as it says, My help comes from the Lord, who made heaven and earth
(Ps. 121:2)”. As Milgrom notes, this text “give[s] evidence of Isaac’s
resistance.” Isaac actually expresses his dismay at what Abraham is
about to do! This reflects a very different approach than the one usu-
ally taken: that Isaac was the perfect victim, willing and obedient (as
we discuss below)."”

FURTHER SIGNIFICANCE OF MORIAH
Sacrifice

In the history of interpretation, the atoning value of the Akedah
we discussed above is no surprise, as it is correlated with the very es-
sence of Moriah. This location is linked with the quintessential place

(19) M. KasHEr, The Encyclopedia of Biblical Interpretation [Torah Shelemah]:
A Millennial Anthology, trans. H. Freedman. Genesis: vol. 3 (New York: Ameri-
can Biblical Encyclopedia Society, 1957) 144. Another English translation of
this midrash is given in MiLGrowm, The Binding of Isaac..., 81, based on M. Kasn-
ER, Torah Shelemah [Hebrew], vol. 3, t. 4 (New York: American Biblical Encyclo-
pedia Society, 1949) 882.
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of atonement via sacrifice, the locus in the material world in which
humankind can obtain a glimpse of the transcendent world and God’s
forgiveness. It is the place of past sacrifice as well as the future location
of the temple. Even before Abraham, Moriah was a place of sacrifice
because here, Adam, Cain and Abel, and Noah offered sacrifice. The
acts of Adam and Noah are linked to that of Abraham because they
share something essential: they all participate in the bridge that God
has given humanity to connect with the divine on Mount Moriah for
forgiveness. In the days of the temple period, sacrifice linked Israel
with the God. Thus, in the Tanak we find: “Solomon began to build the
house of the Lord in Jerusalem on Mount Moriah, where the Lord had
appeared to his father David, at the place that David had designated,
on the threshing-floor of Ornan the Jebusite” (2 Chron 3:1). The roots
of this link are found in the Akedah itself, as sacrifice and worship
are intertwined with the very creation of the world. In discussing the
reason why God spared Isaac, Rabbi Isaac made the following associa-
tions: “Everything happened as a reward for worshipping. Abraham
returned in peace [accompanied by Isaac] from Mt. Moriah only as
a reward for worshipping... The Torah was given only as a reward
for worshipping... The Temple was built only as a reward for wor-
shipping... The dead will come to life again only as a reward for wor-
shipping” (Gen. Rab. 56:2). Indeed, Geza Vermes notes that all atoning
sacrifices are linked to the Akedah.*® The following quotation from
the Fragmentary Targum regarding the tamid (daily offering) is telling:
“The lamb was chosen to recall the merit of the lamb of Abraham, who
bound himself on the altar and stretched out his neck for Your Name’s
sake. Heaven was let down and descended and Isaac saw its perfec-
tion and his eyes were weakened by the high places. For this reason
he acquired merit and a lamb was provided there, in his stead, for the
burnt offering.”*!

In the future, Moriah will be linked with God’s “attempts” to bring
a righteous humanity into the world. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan refers to
these stages: “And they came to the place of which the Lord had told
him. And Abraham builded there the altar which Adam had built,
which had been destroyed by the waters of the deluge, which Noah

(20) See discussion in G. VErRMEs, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Hag-
gadic Studies (Leiden: Brill, 1961) (Studia Post-Biblica, 4) 208-212.

(21) Quoted in VErMES, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism..., 211. See also
Lev. Rab. 2:11.
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has again builded, and which had been destroyed in the age of divi-
sions [the time of the tower of Babel]; and he set the wood in order
upon it, and bound Izhak his son, and laid him on the altar upon the
wood” (Tg. Ps.-]., commentary on Gen 22. Cf. Song Rab. 4:6, 2).** In
other words, with Adam, with Noah, at Babel, and with Abraham,
God offered humanity consecutive chances to live according to His
design.

Furthering the transcendent significance of Moriah, we find that
this mountain is connected with the other symbolic mountains of spir-
itual significance in Israel: both Sinai — the mountain on which the
torah was given — and Zion — the mountain on which torah will go
forth. The connection of all three is found in this example: “He took
the measure of all the mountains and found no mountain other than
Mount Sinai suitable for giving the torah on it. He took the measure of
all lands and found no city other than Jerusalem suitable for building
the Temple within it. Again the Holy One, blessed be He, took the mea-
sure of all the mountains and found no mountain other than Mount
Moriah upon which He might cause His presence to dwell” (Pesig. Rab.
50). Another midrash preserves the same correlation of Moriah and
Zion, with the following links made in the name of R. Yannai and R.
Hiyya respectively: “[Moriah] is the place whence reverence (mora’)
and awe (yir’ah) came forth into the world,” and “[Moriah] is the land
whence instruction (hora’ah) came forth: For out of Zion shall come forth
the law, and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem (Isa. 2:3)” (Pesiq. Rab. 40:6).
Further, the very existence of Moriah points to the resurrection, for in
the context of discussing the significance of worship on Moriah, one
midrash states, “The dead will come to life again only as a reward for
worshipping (Gen. Rab. 56:2).%

(22) For discussion on the links between the Akedah and sacrifice see
G. WenHAM, The Akedah: A Paradigm of Sacrifice, in: D. WriGHT, D. N. FREED-
MaN, A. Hurvrtz (eds.), Pomegranates and Golden Bells: Studies in Biblical, Jewish,
and Near Eastern Ritual, Law, and Literature in Honor of Jacob Milgrom (Winona
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1995) 93-102.

(23) The transcendent connections between these mountains have early
roots. Thus, we find in Jub. 18:13, “And Abraham called that place ‘the Lord
has seen,” so that it is said ‘in the mountain the Lord has seen.” It is Mount
Zion.” Because of their spiritual connection, such links are easily made. See
Huizenca, The New Isaac..., 83. Similarly, Josephus shows this connection. See
Ant. 1.222-227.
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Earthy Sustenance

Not only does Moriah provide Israel a connection with God via
sacrifice, it also allows for their earthy sustenance and survival — it
provides food. We note the following discussion: “AND HE TOOK IN
HIS HAND THE FIRE AND THE KNIFE (MA’AKELETH). R. Hanina
said: Why is a knife called ma’akeleth? Because it makes food (oklim)
fit to be eaten. While the rabbis said: all eating (akiloth) which Israel
enjoy in this world, they enjoy only in the merit of that MA’AKELETH
(KNIFE)” (Gen. Rab. 56:3). The words ma’akeleth, oklim and akiloth are
all derivatives of the same root ’kl. Milgrom comments: The principle
that certain miracles happened to Israel because of the merit of the
Akedah is thus extended here to encompass Israel’s basic physical sur-
vival.”?* Similarly, we note the expansion on this theme in Midrash
Tanhuma, which states that the reason the word ma’akhelet was chosen
for “knife,” as opposed to sakin, is because Israel was provided abun-
dant nourishment under God’s providence (Tanh 4.46).

Isaac’s ELEvaTION

With the trajectory that stresses the atoning value of Abraham’s act,
another branch is developed; some interpretations shift the focus to
Isaac, the consummate willing victim. On the one hand, there is a tra-
dition which underscores the human side of Isaac. On the other hand,
more emphasis is placed on his spiritual elevation. Except for one al-
tercation with Ishmael, Isaac is at once the knowing, obedient victim,
the resurrected soul, or a participant in the angelic realm.

Isaac: human

As the Akedah begins with the phrase, “after these things,” com-
mentators reflected on the antecedents to the event. In the Bible, the
previous narrative recounts the expulsion of Hagar and Ishmael,
prompted by Sarah’s concerns regarding any connection between Ish-
mael and Isaac. Thus, one midrash speaks of a specific confrontation
that occurred between Ishmael and Isaac. Isaac responds to Ishmael’s
taunts that the latter’s circumcision is more noteworthy than his own
by bragging that he would sacrifice other limbs of his body. Upon Ish-
mael’s boast that he is more virtuous than Isaac on account of his own
circumcision at an older age, Isaac responds, “On account of one limb

(24) MivLcrow, The Binding of Isaac..., 133.
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wouldst thou incense me! ...were the Holy One, blessed be He, to say
unto me, Sacrifice thyself before Me, I would obey” (Sanh. 89b). But
any hubris is quickly overshadowed by the interpretations that un-
derscore Isaac’s perception as he looks toward Moriah and his faithful
participation in Abraham’s lead.”

Isaac’s Spiritual heights

Isaac’s spiritual insight is stressed when, early in the journey, Abra-
ham asks his son to consider Mount Moriah in the distance. Unlike the
two servants who accompany father and son, Isaac sees a pillar of fire
on Mount Moriah, stretching to the heavens. Abraham understands
Isaac’s observation as a sign of his worthiness as a perfect sacrifice
(Pirge R. El. 31). In addition, when Isaac discovers Abraham’s inten-
tions, the interpretations by far emphasize his absolute willingness.
For example, when Isaac expressed his puzzlement regarding the ab-
sence of a sacrificial animal, Abraham replies, “God will provide him-
self the lamb, O my son; and if not, Thou art for a burnt-offering, my
son” (Gen. Rab. 56:4). Despite this horrific comment, father and son
continued together, “one to slaughter and the other to be slaughtered”
(Gen. Rab. 56:4). Similarly, we find: “Isaac was not distressed by what
his father had said to him. Even as the one rejoiced to make the offer-
ing, the other rejoiced to be made an offering of” (Pesiq. Rab. 40). More-
over, Isaac is shown as being particularly careful that nothing be done
to disqualify him as an offering. He begs his father to bind him tightly,
lest he flinch, causing a blemish — a technical cause for disqualifica-
tion (Pesiq. Rab. 40; Gen. Rab. 56:8).%

In an interesting variation of the specifics of Isaac’s concern, we find
that in Pirge Rabbi Eliezer 31, Isaac is afraid not of physical disqualifica-
tion, but of breaking one of the ten commandments, which, he reasons,
would also disqualify him. Fearing that he would curse his father upon
experiencing fear of dying, he begs to be bound tightly lest he break
the commandment of honoring one’s father: “O my father! Bind for me
my two hands, and my two feet, so that I do not curse thee: for instance
a word may issue from the mouth because of the violence and dread of
death, and I shall be found to have slighted the precept, “Honour thy
father” (Pirge R. EI. 31).

(25) See also Gen. Rab. 55:4.

(26) This theme is also present in 4Q225. See the discussion in Huizenca,
The New Isaac..., 88-93.
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In another example of Isaac’s piety while bound on the altar, it is
he — and not Abraham — who sees the angels who observe the Ake-
dah: “Abraham’s eyes were scanning the eyes of Isaac, and <Isaac’s>
eyes were scanning the angels of the heights; Isaac saw them, Abraham
did not see them...” (Frg. Tg. 22.10). Thus, the prospective victim is,
in effect, praised by the tradition for his duty-bound fealty to both his
father and to God.

ISAAC: PARADIGMATIC MARTYR
Inspiration for martyrdom

For modern readers, one of the most troubling aspects of the in-
terpretive history of the Akedah is the connection made between this
text and the experiences of those who faced the unfathomable loss of
their children due to martyrdom. Both Abraham and Isaac are held
up as paragons: one is willing to obey God even when it means the
annihilation of all that is dear, and one is willing to offer himself as
the consummate victim. Yet, the fact remains: the trial found in Gen
22 does not end in death. God only tested Abraham and Isaac. God
used their obedience and willingness — as developed in the history
of tradition — to educate the world and to atone for Israel. How then
can the Akedah be meaningful to those who witnessed such horrible
occasions with no deliverance? Even in antiquity, authors dared to ask
this question, finding solace with the paradigm of Abraham’s trial and
Isaac’s submission. Early examples come from 2 and 4 Maccabees, in
which we find the arresting accounts of Eleazar and that of the mother
and her seven sons.

On one level, martyrs are held up as models of virtue: “All peo-
ple, even their torturers, marveled at their courage and endurance, and
they became the cause of the downfall of tyranny over their nation.
By their endurance they conquered the tyrant, and thus their native
land was purified through them” (4 Macc 1:11). In addition, as shown
by the faithfulness and prayer of one individual, Eleazar, we find that
martyrdom effects atonement. While dying at the hands of his tormen-
tors, he speaks for all martyrs: “Be merciful to your people, and let our
punishment suffice for them. Make my blood their purification, and
take my life in exchange for theirs” (4 Macc 6:28-29).

Another well-known martyr story that is found in various settings
is the account of the mother and her seven sons. Found first in 2 Mac-
cabees and 4 Maccabees, she finds courage and inspiration from the
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heritage of the Akedah to endure the brutality and torture of Antio-
chus. In rabbinic writings, her story is told in a new second century
C.E. setting, during the time period of Roman persecution in the af-
termath of the Bar Kokhba rebellion (b. Git. 57b; Lam. Rab. 1:16, 50).
From the narrative’s earliest form in the books of Maccabees, we find
that martyrdom accounts and the hope for resurrection are linked, as
shown in the mother’s words to her children, “Therefore the Creator
of the world, who shaped the beginning of humankind and devised
the origin of all things, will in his mercy give life and breath back to
you again, since you now forget yourselves for the sake of his laws”
(2 Macc 7:23).%” Similarly, she appeals to her family’s reunification after
death, telling her youngest, “Do not fear this butcher, but prove wor-
thy of your brothers. Accept death, so that in God’s mercy I may get
you back again along with your brothers” (2 Macc 7:27). In the ver-
sion told in the midrash, the mother’s forceful words express her great
faith, yet reveal her audacity, saying her good-bye to her last child with
these words: “My son, go to the patriarch Abraham and tell him, “Thus
said my mother, “Do not preen yourself [on your righteousness], say-
ing I built an altar and offered up my son, Isaac.” Behold, our mother
built seven altars and offered up seven sons in one day. Yours was
only a test, but mine was in earnest.”” ?* These traditions of the mother
and seven sons show that the Akedah was paradigmatic. Abraham’s
and Isaac’s behavior was seen as inspirational in later generations who
faced state sanctioned persecution and torture. With her own compari-
son to Abraham provided by the mother, however, one tradition dared
to highlight the abyss of loss that contrasted with the divine interven-
tion that Abraham and Isaac received.

For such martyrs who suffered under the tyranny of Antiochus,
the model of their ancestors Abraham and Isaac becomes, both ter-
ribly and grippingly, true: “Remember that it is through God that you
have had a share in the world and have enjoyed life, and therefore you
ought to endure any suffering for the sake of God. For his sake also
our father Abraham was zealous to sacrifice his son Isaac, the ances-
tor of our nation; and when Isaac saw his father’s hand wielding a
knife and descending upon him, he did not cower” (4 Macc 16:18-20).
Both Abraham’s submission and Isaac’s willingness is cited, showing

(27) Cf. the words of the fourth son on resurrection in 2 Macc 7:13-14.
(28) See, also, the comparison of the mother to Abraham in 4 Macc 14:20.
(29) Similarly, b. Git. 57b.
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that the increased emphasis on Isaac, compared to the biblical text, oc-
curred before the turn of the eras: “/Brothers, let us die like brothers for
the sake of the law... Remember whence you came, and the father by
whose hand Isaac would have submitted to being slain for the sake of
religion” (4 Macc 13:9-12). These traditions share one presupposition:
a tenacious belief in the unseen, a steadfast confidence in a seemingly
unjustifiable hope.

Hore FOR THE RESURRECTION AND THE COMING OF MESSIAH
Resurrection

Ultimately these exegetical traditions which emphasize the rele-
vance of the Akedah to actual martyrdom trust that, in the world to
come, wrongs will be righted and that the God who sees all will re-
ward the just. We find the following extraordinary reference to resur-
rection that is seen to be linked with the Akedah.

When the blade touched his neck, the soul of Isaac fled and depar-
ted, (but) when he heard His voice from between the two Cheru-
bim, saying (to Abraham), “Lay not thy hand upon the lad” (Gen.
xxii. 12), his soul returned to his body, and (Abraham) set him free,
and Isaac stood upon his feet. And Isaac knew that in this manner
the dead in the future will be quickened. He opened (his mouth),
and said: Blessed art thou, O Lord, who quickeneth the dead.” Pirge
R. EI. 30 [31 English]*

Similarly, Abraham is included with the blessing of an eternal reward
in the world to come: In the same context we find this promise to Abra-
ham — that he will receive his reward both in this world, with a multi-
tude of descendants, and “in the world to come” (Pirge R. EI. 31).*!

W. J. Van Bekkum illustrates how the gulf between Isaac’s potential
martyrdom and the tragedy of actual death could be crossed.* In his

(30) This blessing comprises the second of the 18 benedictions of the
shemoneh esrei.

(31) For further study, see J. Levenson, The Death and Resurrection of the Be-
loved Son: The Transformation of Child Sacrifice in Judaism and Christianity (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1993).

(32) W.]. Van Bekkum, The Agedah and its Interpretations in Midrash
and Piyyut, in: E. Noorrt, E. TiccHELAAR (eds.), The Sacrifice of Isaac: The Agedah
(Genesis 22) and its Interpretations (Leiden: Brill, 2002) (Themes in Biblical Nar-
rative: Jewish and Christian Traditions, 4) 86-95. The reference cited above is
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study of the poetry of Ephraim ben Jacob of Bonn (1133-1221) who
lived during the Second Crusade’s persecution of Jews, he relates this
remarkable selection from Ben Jacob’s writings: “They [the Bonn Jew-
ish Community] offered up sacrifices: they prepared victims like Isaac
their father”.® For this medieval community the analogy sorrowfully
worked, because, according to this interpretation, indeed, Isaac did
die on Mount Moriah. The resurrection that God granted the obedi-
ent, willing Isaac, yet awaited their own children. With this faith, they
might derive a modicum of solace in their horrific circumstances.

Coming of the Messiah

In much of Jewish interpretation, the justice of God and the trans-
formation of the world’s sorrows act as paradigms for the future. Thus,
the Akedah is associated with the ultimate hope for the transformation
of the world — the coming of the messiah, which is connected with the
timeless significance of Abraham’s act. We note the following text: “The
ashes of the ram were the base which was upon the top of the inner al-
tar. The sinews of the ram were the strings of the harp whereon David
played. The ram’s skin was the girdle (around) the loins of Elijah... The
horn of the ram... (was the one) wherein He blew upon Mount Sinai...
[and] is destined in the future to be sounded in the world that is to
come” (Pirge R. El. 31). Here, the effects of the Akedah accompanied
Israel at the giving of the torah, with the covenant with David, and will
be present with Elijah, the prophet who heralds the messiah; further its
transformative effects will continue to occur in the world to come. In
addition, as the coming of the messiah is linked to the resurrection, it is
also often specified that the dead will be raised at the time of the final
redemption. Indeed, a remarkable interpretation of the Akedah claims
that Isaac was resurrected on Mount Moriah, a preview of the ultimate
resurrection in days to come: “Isaac purified himself and in intention
offered himself up to God, was at that moment etherealized, and, as it
were, he ascended to the throne of God like the odour of the incense
of spices which the priests offered before Him twice a day; and so the
sacrifice was complete” (Zohar 120b).

In this context of the Zohar, God’s compassionate purposes for Is-
rael supersede any doubt or despair that grips Abraham, for at the mo-

from H.-G. voN Murius, Ephraim von Bonn, Hymnen und Gebete (Hildesheim:
Georg Olms Verlag, 1989) (Judaistische Texte und Studien, 11) 84-90.

(33) Van BekkuM, The Agedah and its Interpretations..., 92-93.



76 Scrinium VII-VIIIL.1 (2011-2012). Ars Christiana

ment of his questioning, Abraham beheld the ram made at the twilight
of creation. So essential was this substitute for God’s ultimate design
that the Zohar continues that the ram “was pre-ordained...at the mo-
ment when Abraham should require it.” In other words, as were all the
items made “at twilight,” the substitutionary ram “was predestined
to appear at the requisite moment” (Zohar 120b). The text continues,
God did this because “from that time is was pre-ordained that that ram
should be at hand at the moment when Abraham should require it...
[as were the other things created at the twilight of creation] they were
predestined to appear at the requisite moment” (Zohar 120b).**

For all the disparate strands of interpretation, we find that none
became completely satisfying. No single approach dominates in the
tradition. This multiplicity points to the complexity of theological re-
sponses that exist in the wake of this perennially troubling text. Thus,
for all the anguish and searching in antiquity as interpreters consid-
ered God’s terrible command, and for all the reflection and proposed
solutions, one thing remains in common with us today — the troubling
questions and mystification continue.*® While it is true that interpreta-
tions which find meaning or hope dominate, the very existence of dar-
ing, questioning texts remind us that in our own deeply skeptical age,
we find a common link with those of earlier generations, who dared to
challenge God’s design for Mount Moriah.

SUMMARY

The diverse approaches found in the history of Jewish interpretation of
the Akedah are suggestive of the theological difficulties generated by this
text. Questions about the inscrutable nature of God’s command to Abra-
ham prompted reflections on the merits of the patriarch, his son Isaac, and
the entire people of Israel.

(34) See the discussion in H. Scuawartz, Tree of Souls: The Mythology of Juda-
ism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004) 150; m. "Abot 5:6; b. Pesah 54a.

(35) For further study, see the following: L. Jacoss, The Problem of the Ake-
dah in Jewish Thought, in: R. L. PErkins (ed.), Kierkegaard’s Fear and Trembling:
Critical Appraisals (Tuscaloosa, AL: University of Alabama Press, 1981) 1-9;
M. Rosenak, The Akedah—and What to Remember, in: M. CooGaN, B. EICHLER,
J. Ticay (eds.), Tehillah le-Moshe: Biblical and Judaic Studies in Honor of Moshe
Greenberg (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1997) 307-313; ]J. (Yehuda) GeLL-
MaN, The Meaning of the Agedah [Binding of Isaac] for Jewish Spirituality, in:
L.J. GreensPooN, R. A. Stmkins (eds.), Spiritual Dimensions of Judaism (Omaha:
Creighton University Press, 2003) (Studies in Jewish Civilization, 13) 31-44.
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ITYIINKMHCKIN «OTPOK BUBANI»
N EBAHI'EAbCKUN «bAY AHBIV CbIH»

Tex, kTo Briepsble oOpalllaeTcs K ThopyeckoMy Hacaeaunio M. @. My-
PbsHOBa, ITOpaskaeT IIMPOTa HaAyYHBIX MHTEPECOB M MCKAIOUMUTeAbHAs
spyaunus asropa. Ilo ckpoMHBIM moJcyeTam, ero mepy HnpuHajale-
KaT 0oaee ABYXCOT MCCA€A0BaHNIL II0 POMaHO-TePMaHCKOMY, BU3aH-
TUIICKOMY U CAABSHCKOMY CPeAHeBeKOBbIO, TepMeHeBTUKe PyCCKOI
AUTepaTyphl (C APeBHEMIINX BpeMeH 10 Hadyaao XX B.), 9 TUMOAOTUH,
MCTOPUYECKO A€KCUKOAOTUI PYCCKOTO I3bIKa, POABKAOPUCTUKE, ap-
xeorpadun, nkoHorpadumn.'

Aas mens M. @. MypbsaHOB Ob11 4ea0BeKOM, cpOPMIUPOBABIIIM B
TOABI CTYA€HYeCTBa MOJI MHTepecC K 11a1e0CAaBUCTUKe, BUSAHTUHUCTH-
Ke 11 6110.1e1CTIKe, IODTOMY, ITOCBSAIIAsl €r0 ITaMATH CBOIO CTaThIO, MBI
OyJeM peaan3oBLIBaTh B Hell 3ajady, KOTOPYIO OH CTaBUA, aHAAU3U-
py# ctuxorBopenne A. C. Ilymknnaa «Mupckas BAacTb»: «<...> IIpOBe-
PUTD IyIIKMHCKOE CA0BOYHIOTpeOAeHNe Ha BCIO IAyOMHy CAaBsSHCKON
TpaauLINy, BKAIOYas TpedecKye IepBOMCTOYHUKI».

ok

ObpaTum Hallle BHMMaHIe Ha CTPOKM M3BECTHOTO CTUMXOTBOPEHIS
A. C. Ilymkuna «Bocriomunanus B Iapckom Ceae» 1829 r., koTopsle,
110 MHEHUIO MccAejoBaTeAell, cogepKaT SIBHYIO OTCBIAKY K IIpUTYE O
6ayaHOM cpine.” (Ayk. XV, 11-32). Kak ormeuaer M. 1. UepHsiiesa,

(1) A. A. I'’mmynuH, Heckoapko ca10s 0 M. @. MypbsiHOBe 11 €TO CTaTbe,
Philologica 111 5/7 (1996) 47-50.

(2) A. 4. baaron, Teopuecxuii nymbv [Tyuwxuna (1826-1830) (Mocksa: Co-
BeTCKMII I1catean, 1967) 461: «Jake cHOBa IOCETUB KaK-TO ,,CBAII@HHBIN CyM-
paKk” mpeKpacHBIX AULIENCKUX Cal0B, IIODT BCTYIIaeT B HUX ,,C IIOHMUKIIEIO I1a-
BOII” — BCE C TeM >Ke JKIy4UM pacKasHbeM 3a pacTOYEHHBIE ,, B IIBL1Y BOCTOPTOB
CKOPOTEYHEIX, B 0eCII104HOM BUXPe CyeThl” cokposuia cepaua (,Bocmomu-
HaHws B Llapckom Ceze...”, 1829). CBoe ayIieBHOe COCTOSIHIIE OH YII040045€T
repe>XuBaHUsAM OAYAHOTO ChIHA, BEPHYBILIErocs B oTumit 4om»; C. /. ®PAHK,
Peanrnosnocrs Ilymkuna, B: Ilywkun 6 pycckoit purocopcroit kpumuxe: Korey,
XIX — nepeas norosuna XX 6. (Mocksa: Kuaura, 1990) 393: «B anunoit >xu3Hn

77
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y IlymkmHa «BO MHOXECTBE CTUXOB IPUCYTCTBYIOT HaITOMUHaHUS
©610AeTICKIX MAV eBaHTeAbCKMX CIOXKeTOB. JIHoraa Aas1 ®TOTO gOCTa-
TOYHO OAHOTO-ABYX CA0B».> B JaHHOM caAydJae mccaejoBaTeAb CINTAET,
9TO C/A0Ba, BBI3BIBAIOIINE B ITAMATH YMTaTeAsI €BaHIeABCKYIO IIPUTUY O
61yAHOM CbIHe, — DTO «OTpOK brdanm»:*

...Caapl mpeKkpacHble, 104 CyMpaKk Balll CBSAIIIeHHBIN
Bxo>Ky ¢ TOHMKIIIeIO I1aBoiA.

Tax orpok bubanm® [6e3yMHbIl1] pacTrounTeas,
/0 Karay UCTOLIUB pacKasHbs puaa,

YBuAeB HaKOHel] POAUMYIO OOUTeAD,

I'raBoii oHMK 1 3apbiaad...o

Taxoxe M. V. YepHbllieBa oTMedaeT, YTO B ITYIIKMHCKIX YePHOBM-
Kax, I4e OTCYTCTBYeT codeTaHle «OTPOK bubamm», «curyanus 0oaee
HeollpeJeleHHas, YeM B 0e40BOM BapMaHTe, IIOCKOABKY AOIIyCKaIOT-
Cs1 AOTaAKM»; IO €e MHEeHMIO, B Y4epHOBBIX BapyaHTaxX Ha eBaHIeAbCKUNI
CIOKeT HaMeKaeT TOAbKO CAOBO JpesAe:

Kak apesae 10HBI pacTOUUTEAD,
Towmsich passpaTHO HUIIETOIA. ..

nan

Kax gpeBpae 10HbBIN pacTOUNTEAD,
TomuM packaHbeM KUBBIM. ..

O,Z],HaKO, Ha Halll B3TA54, COBEpHI€HHO O4Y€BIAHO, YTO TOABKO CO-
dgeTaHIms «OTpOK bubaum» A5 OTCBLAKN 4YNTaTeAs K OIIpegeA€HHOMY

[NymknHa BOILAOIIEHNEM ,,aATaps IIeHaToB” ObLAN ABa MecTa — Muxaiia10B-
ckoe 1 ITapckoe Ceao. (Cp. ,BHOBB 5 mocetna...” n ,Bocnomnuanms s Llap-
ckoM Cezae”). B r1ocaegneM CTMXOTBOPEHMM aHTWYHBIN MOTHUB IIeHAaTOB 000-
raiaeTcsl eBaHreAbCKMM MOTUBOM ,,01yAHOTO ChIHA”: ITODT, BO3BPATUBIIICDH
Ioc/e CKMTaHUI — BHEIIHMX 1 BHYTPEeHHUX — K POAHOMY MeCTy, B KOTOPOM
BIIepBLIE 3ap0OANAach ero AyXOBHasl JKI3Hb, OlTyIaeT ceOs 0AyAHBIM CBIHOM,
BO3BPAIAIOIIVMCS B OTYUI AOM».

(3) M. IN. YepHHIIEBA, Yxodaujue caosa, yckorvsatoujue cmoicavt (Mocksa:
MI'VII, 2009) 166.

(4) Cwm. Caosapo asvixa [Tyuwxuna, 1. 3 (Mocksa: AzOykosHUK, 2001) 250:
«Ompox bubruu — o 6AyAHOM ChbiHe 13 6110A€TICKOI IIPUTYI».

(5) Bwraeaeno muom. — A. I

(6) A. C. IlvikuH, Bocnomnuanms B Llapckom Ceae, B: OH XE, [Toaroe

cobpanue couunenuti: 8 16 11., 1. 3/1 (Mocksa, Aenunrpag; Msaarearctso AH
CCCP, 1948) 189.
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Mecty CaamjentHoro ITucanms He Bmoane gocratogHo. CA0BO «OTPOK»
B Berxom 1 HoBoMm 3aBeTax mcrioap3yercs NpMMeHUTEABHO KO MHO-
TUM IIepCOHa)kaM, BBIIIeAIINM 13 MAaJeHUYeCKOTO BO3pacTa U He 40-
CTUTTIINM IOHOIIIECKOTO: 9TO OTPOK Vcaak n otpok Mocud, orpoxk Ca-
Myna,” oTpok AseccaaoMm, oTpok Jdannma. Jaxxe Xpucroc MmMeHyeTcst
orpokoM (Vc 42:1, M 22:18, Ak 2:43). B TO >Xe BpeMs OTMETUM, 4TO
cam OayaHbIi cbIH B EBaHreaun ot /lyku OTpOKOM HI pa3y He Ha3BaH.

Ha nam B3rasig, 6oaee ornpeseaeHHON OTCBIAKONM K €BaHTeAbCKOMY
Tekcty y IlyImknna sABAseTcss cA0BO pacmouumers (0esymHoli pacnodu-
mMeAb AV B YePHOBBIX BapMaHTaxX: H0HbLI PACMOYU1eAb); KOPeHb 4aHHO-
IO CA0Ba BCTpeYaeTcs B cAeAyIolneit crpode:

B 11b11y BOCTOPIrOB CKOPOTEYHBIX,

B 6ecriaoanom Buxpe cyeTsl,

O, MHOTO pacmouui COKPOBUII] 51 CePAEUHbBIX
3a HeAOCTyIIHbIe MEUTHI. ..

CoBepIIeHHO SICHO, 4TO COYeTaHue OHbILL pACouUmeAb AU 0e3ym-
HUITL pacmouumeAb ObLAO B IyIIKMHCKOE BpeMsl He MeHee ITOHSATHBIM
gyTaTeAI0, YeM M3BeCTHOE HaM celdac OAYOHbIL CblH.

Lk ok

Bripaskenne 0Ayonwiii cvitt B EBaHreanm orcyrcrsyeT. Briepsrie B
PaHHeXPUCTMAHCKOI TpasuLIMM KaK OTChLAKa K Ombaeiickomy ¢par-
MEHTY OHO HOsIBAsIeTCs B IlepBoii noaosuHe III Beka B counHeHMsAX rpe-
yecknx (Opuren) u aatunckux (Tepryaamnan) Otnos Lepksu B ¢op-
Max viog dowtog u filius prodigus. IlepBoHa4aabHO CA0BO ACWTOG (OT
raaroa oqlw ‘criacaTs, cOeperaTs’) MCII01b30BaA0Ch IIPUMEHUTEABHO
K TOMY, KOTO (4TO) HeAb3:I CIIacT!: ‘Oe3Ha e KHBII, MOTMOIINIA; ITpOoIIa-
muii’; B O10AeIICKIX TeKCTaX 4aHHOe CA0BO U OAHOKOPeHHOe ACWTE ol
yKa3bIBalOT Ha MOTOBCTBO, HEOOY34aHHOCTh, HeCAep>KaHHOCTD, pacIly-
IIJeHHOCTh, HapyIIleHNs OOIeNpUHATOTO nopsiaka sxusHu (Ipur 7:11,
28:7, E¢. 5:18; Turt. 1:6; 1 Ilerp 4:4).> OTci04a CTaHOBUTCSI IIOHSATHBIM,

(7) Tlo mmenmio A. A. Hukoaaesa, MME@HHO OH MOXKeT MMETBCSA B BUAY
1104 «oTpokom» B cruxorsopenun @. V. Tiotuesa «Hepes auBoHCKMe 5 IIpO-
e3Xaa 1oAasd...»: Tak ompok, yap HOUHBIX cBUAeTeAb ObIB caydaiiHbi, / [Ipo
HIUX U JHEM Mo/A4aHme XpaHmuT»; cMm.: @. V. Tiorues, Iloanoe cobpanue cmu-
xomeoperuii, BcTym. cT. H. JI. BEPKOBCKOrO; cocCT., IOATOT. TeKcTa U IpuUMed.
A. A. Hukoaaesa (Jlennnrpag: Coserckuii nucarean, 1987).

(8) Cm.: Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, vol. I (Grand Rapids,
MI, 2003) 87.
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rouemy B ByabraTe 445 repejadn rpe4eckoro &0wToG UCIIOAb30BaHO
AaTUHCKOe prodigus 'pacTOYMTeAbHBIN, HeyMepPeHHBIN; pacIyIlleHHBI,
pasHy34aHHBI, Oe3HpPaBCTBEHHBIN, HeOOY3AaHHEIN Y OT prodigo ‘THaTh
BIIepéa’ > ‘mposoauts’ > ‘pacrpaunsarte’.’’ B gaapHeiiem B maTpuc-
THKe Y CAOB C KOPHeM AOWT- pa3BMBAETCs 1 3HaYeHue 'pasBpart; I0-
xoTp’,'' 4TO COAMIKAET MX CO CAOBAMI C KOPHEM TIOQV-, BEIPasKaIOIIVIM
BCAKYIO IT0AO0BYIO pacIyIleHHOCTb.

HemnocpeacTsenHo nputya o 64yAHOM ChbIHE MeAa pa3ANdHbIe ViC-
TOAKOBaHUs B paHHeXpUCTHaHCKOM Tpaaunun. [Toa crapimm u maaa-
IIMM CBIHOBBSMIU ITOHMMAAUCh, COOTBETCTBEHHO, NyAeN W S3BIYHUKN
B X OTHOIIEHUM K XPUCTMaAHCTBY, Oe3rpelllHas IIpUpoAa aHIeAOB U
IOpOYHas yeaAoBedecKas Ipupoda, (papucer U MbpITapy, IpaBeiHNU-
K1 1 rpemHnkn.’> TeM He MeHee, B 3aITagHOM XPUCTMAHCTBE aKIIEHT
OOBIYHO Ae4aACsl Ha pacTOYUTeABHOCTI U1 MOTOBCTBE 0AyAHOIO ChIHA
(HeKOTOpLIe COBpeMeHHEIe 3apyOesKHbIe 11CCAeA0BaTeAN IIPOJ0AKAIOT
CYMTaTh, YTO MAAAIINI CBIH BOBCE He pacKasAcsd, TaK KaK BepHYACI K
OTHy IO/ AaBAeHNeM OOCTOATeALCTB, IIpeTeprieB MHOTOYNCAEHHBIe
anmmenns®). C Apyroit CTOPOHbI, B BOCTOYHOXPMCTUAHCKOM, a 3aTeM
U B CAABSIHCKOI TpaAuruy oOpas3 0AyAHOTO ChbIHA IpPeMMYIIecTBeH-
HO CBSI3BIBAACS C MAeell IIOKasIHIL TPellTHIKa U MuAocepAus boxxus.
3aKOHOMepeH 11 BLIOOp CA0B, KOTOPLIE MCIIOAB3YIOTCS AA51 HOMIHa-

(9) Oxford Latin Dictionary, fasc. 1-8 (Oxford: Oxford Universtity Press,
1968-1982) (ut. mmo: http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/resolveform?redir
ect=true&lang=Latin); cp.: ,&0wT0G <...>having no hope of safety, in despera-
te case <...>abandoned” (H. G. LippeLL, R. Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, rev.
and augm. throughout by Sr. H. S. JonEs, with a revised supplement [Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1996] 267); ,,&aowtwg <...> heillos v von schwelgerischer,
verschwenderischer Lebenshaltung” (W. Bauer, Griechisch-deutsches Worter-
buch zu den Schriften des Neuen Testaments und der friihchristlichen Literatur, 6.,
vollig neu bearbeitete Auflage, hrsg. von K. ALanp, B. ALanD [Berlin—New
York: Walter de Gruyter, 1988] 239).

(10) A.WAaLDE, J. B. HormaNN, Lateinisches etymologisches Worterbuch (Hei-
delberg: Winter, *1964) 368.

(11) G. W. H. Lamrg, A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford: The Clarendon
Press, 1982) 255.

(12) Toaxosas budamsa (Mocksa, 1998); Csamoe Esarzeaue ¢ morkosaru-
em Oaaxentrozo Peopuraxma, Apxuenuckona boreapcrkozo (Mocksa, 2000); cp.:
D. A. Hovcate, Prodigality, Liberrality and Meanness. The Prodigal Son In Greco-
Roman Perspective (London: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999).

(13) K. B. BaiLey, The Cross & The Prodigal. Luke 15 Through the Eyes of
Middle Eastern Peasants (Downers Grove, IL: IntenVarsity Press, 2005).
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LMY MAAAIIIETO ChIHA B Pa3AMYHBIX A3BIKaX: BO MHOTHUX €BPOIIEMCKIX
SI3BIKAX DTO IPOU3BOAHEIE OT prodigus: ppanu. les fils prodique, anra.
prodigal son, ntaa. figliol prodigo, uictt. hijo prodigo u Ap. ‘OyKBaABHO: CBIH-
pacrounTear’. B pycckoMm sA3bIKe Tepoii eBaHTeAbCKON MPUTIYM — HTO
OAYOH DL COIH: CP. BARANBIM (POACTBEHHOE BARANTH ‘0Ay>KAaTh, 3a04yXK-
AaThCsl, OmMOATLCs ; BARAB IIepBOHAaYaAbHO ‘OINMOKa, 3a0AyKaeHne,
rpex’, cp. aateiil. blandonis 6poasdra, AnT. blandas ‘mompadeHue B3opa,
yma’, A.-B.-H. blentan ‘ocaenasary’, rot. blinds ‘caenoit’, caoseH. bledem
‘HecTu uy1Ib, 6pea’)." Taknm 00pa3oM, ICKOHHO Ha CAaBSIHCKON IT0Y-
Be OAYOHbITL — DTO 3a0AYOuUL, 3a0AYOUsULUILCS, 3aTeM, BEPOATHO, — 0C-
Aenaermuiil zpexom, epewinviil. Cp. nepudpas mccaelyeMon UCTOPUN Y
ABBaKyMma: A3s, Ao LNBALLK BAYANBIA ChIN, 3ABAYANXD 0TB AOMY OTLLA MOEro,
NACAXCA €0 CRHNHAMM, EKE €CTh BBCbI, MMTAICA MPEXAMH, YeAAKAAA NA0TH. ' TTpn
DTOM B COUeTaHUM OAYOHUIIL CbiH BhIpakeHa M MAes TOTO, 4TO, 0AyXK-
Aasl, 9e10BeK MO>KeT, ITOKAsIBIINCh, BEPHYTLCSI CHOBA Ha ITyTh MCTVH-
HBIII'® — TaK U IIPOMCXOAUT B ICCAE€AYeMOII IIPUTYE, IODTOMY TaKOTO
Je/0BeKa HeAb3s1 Ha3BaTb 1omepsHHbiM, KaK B HEMEIIKOM SI3bIKe (HeM.
der verlorene Sohn — OyKBaAbHO ’'CBIH, IIOTePSIHHBIN A5 OTIIA”).
BaskHo oTmMeTnTs, 4yTO ecan Mbl OydeM paccMaTpuBaTh yrioTpedae-
HI1e CA0Ba 0AYOHbBII B APEBHEPYCCKOM SI3BIKE, TO OHO OOBIYHO peaans3o-
BBIBA/0 MCKOHHYIO CEMAaHTHKY ‘MIMEIOINII OTHOIIeHNe K 3a0AyXKJae-
HUIO, OIMOKe, ycrosedannio AoxKHoro yaenus (CaPA XI-XIV sB."7 ],
237-238) nau mpeACTaBAsA0 3HaYEHNs, KOTOpble ObLAY 00yCAOBAEHBI
rpeJecKMMU COOTBETCTBUAMMU: ‘pa3BpaTHBIN, PacITyTHBII, OTHOCAIIINII-

(14) M. DACMEP, Imumorozuteckutl cAo6apov pycckozo asvika, T. 1 (Mocksa:
A30yka, *1996) 177.

(15) Assaxky™m, Kunra Gecea, B: Ilamsamuuxu ucmopuu cmapoodpsaduecmea
XVII 6. 1/1: 1669-1675 rr. (Pycckas ucropudeckast 6ubanoreka, 39) (/AeHunr-
paa, 1927) 241.

(16) Cm.: 006 aToM y A. M. KamuarHosa: «Ha 1mouse rpedeckoro s3bika
npu nepesode Berxoro 3asera, a 3atem u B Hosom 3aBeTe [4451 BrIpaskeHNs
MAey TIOKasTH | MICTIOAB30BaAVICh I1aroa €moTQéPw, B KOTOPOM COAEPKIUTCS
MBICAB O BO3BpaleHyn K bory, o0ycaasanBalonieM nepeMeHy IIpaKTI4eCcKOro
IIOBeJEHVLs], VI CYLIeCTBUTEABHOE LLETAVOLX, ‘TIepeMeHa yMa’, TO €CTh , IMeeTCsI
B BUAY BHyTpeHHMI1 1tepesopoT”» (A. M. KamuartHos, [Tokastane, nan Pacckas
0 KaliKe, KOTOpasl eCTh, ¥ O BOPOTbKe, KOTOPOIi HeT, B: Oducceii—2003 [Mocksa:
Hayxa, 2003]).

(17)  3aecy u aaaee: Caosapv dpestiepycckozo ssoika XI-XIV 66., 1. 1-8—
(Mocksa: Pycckuit s3p1K, A3OykosHUK, 1988-2008-); Crosapv pycckozo sAsbika
XI-XVII 6s., Bp111. 1-29— (Mocksa: Hayka, 1975-2011-).
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ca x ipeatobogesanio (CaPA XI-XIV Bp. I, 237-238), ‘cKAOHHBIN K 13-
BpallleHIAM, HeIIpUCTOVHBIN, npegocyauTteabnbiit’ (CaPA XI-XVII ss.
I, 245-246). B TO >Ke BpeMs1 B cOCTaBe BBIpaskeHIs1 0AYJHDLIL CbiH AAQHHOE
C/A0BO CBSI3BIBA/A0Ch MICKAIOUNTEABHO C MAeell IOKasHNS U ITPOIeHNs:

BAOYABNALO THA NOAPAKAN. KeKe NPUNAANTH H 3BRATH KB BFY... CarpbuumMxs dve
Ha fIB0 M NPEAB ToBoK;'® CAMPBLIMKE TH Ml - AIK0Ke BAOYABNBIM * HCTORTAAL TH
CA Xe Cl1ce MO * N3 AICO KEAHNOro C'ATEOPH MA * H NPIHMK MA osPALuAroLuAcA;” M ne
MOBEAH B3ATH, 0 BAAABIKO, 0T MeNE AYLLIA MOEA NEMOKAANNBI T3 TEAA PPBLUNA,
HO MAAOE MOKAANHE MOE MIPHHIIH, AIKO BAOYANATO ChINA H BAOYANHLLFO H pAEOHNHICA,
M BBCKpECH MA W 0:KHEBH. 2

Obparum BHMMaHMe, 4TO U B CAydae OAMHOYHOTIO yIoTpeDAeHms,
U B COCTaBe YCTOMYMBOTO COYeTaHMs y cA0Ba 0AYJHDIL OTCYyTCTBOBAA
CMBICA ‘PacTOYMUTEABHBIN, MOTOBCKOIT', XOTSI O PaCTOUMUTEALCTBe 0AyA-
HOTO CBIHA U TOBOPUTCA B BU3AHTUIICKO-1IePKOBHOCAABSHCKUX AUTYP-
TYECKUX TEKCTaX: BOraTheTRO teike MH AACTB. 0ice BAFABTH. PACTOYHND 1€ BB
sAoy,A,bc'rB'*s.zl Toasko ¢ xonma XVIII B. 1104 BAMSIHIEM €BPOIIEVICKUX
SI3BIKOB CeMaHTUKa CA0Ba 0AYJHbITl HaYMHAET M3MEHATLCA: BO-IIePBBIX,
y Hero yucyesaeT 3HayeHNe 'MMeIONINII OTHOIIeHNe K 3a0Ay>KAeHUIO,
omnOKe, ICIIOBEAAHNIO AOXKHOIO ydeHmsl (IocaesHee yroTpeb.e-
Hue ¢uxcupyercsa B Caosape pycckoro szbika XVIII 8., mpumeuaTean-
HO, OAHAKO, 4TO MCTOYHMKOM MAAIOCTPATUBHOTO IpUMepa SBASETCS
IepeBeASHHBIN TeKCT: «2. 3a0Ayxodaroujutics, 6nadaroujuii 6 ouuoxy.
AIT 24. 0 B. Ayx (cp. roa. dwaalgeest — epetnk, Heduncrsiit Ayx). baya-
HBIU AYyX, NAU KTO cABAyeT Kakomy Oaykaenmio. PI/1 10%), Bo-BTOPBIX,
NOsIBASIeTCS 3HaUeHMe ‘PacTOYMUTeAbHBIN, MOTOBCKO : «bAydHobtil. Pac-
mouumeAvtolid, momv. Eearzervcras npumua o OAyoHoMD cotttv. bayoro.

(18) M. C. MyummHckas, E. A. MuHa, B. C. Toabimenko (m34,), Msbopnux
1076 200a, . 1 (Mocksa: Pykonuchusie mamsatHuku Jpesneit Pycn, 22009).

(19) M. A. Mowmina, N. Trunte (Hrsg.), Triodion und Pentekostarion nach
slavischen handschriften des 11.—14. Jahrhunderts, Teil II: 1. bis 4. Fastenwoche
(Paderborn—Miinchen—Wien—Ziirich: Verlag Ferdinand Schoéningh, 2010)
(Abhandlungen der Nordrheinwestfélischen Akademie der Wissenschaften,
Bd. 15; Patristica Slavica, Bd. 20) 260.

(20) C.TII. PosaHOB (134.), 2Kumus npenodobrozo Aspaamus CMoAeHCKO020 U
cayx0vt emy (Cankr-IlerepOypr: Mzganne OTgeseHnst pyccKoro sI3bIKa 1 CA0-
BecHocT ViMnepaTtopckoit Akagemun Hayk, 1912) 22 (mutupyercs: pyKOINCh
XVI B., cogepskamtas Texcr XIII B.).

(21) Mowmina, TruNTE, Triodion..., 261.

(22) Chrosapv pyccxozo ssvrka XVIII eexca, Boin. 1 (Aenunrpag: Hayxka, 1985)
(umr. mo: http://feb-web.ru/feb/sl18/slov-abc).
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Pacmouumenvto, momoscku».* B AzaHHOM cAy4yae JaHHBIN CA0Baph CAe-
ayet Caosapto Axademuu Oparyyscioti 1762 1. (4 U34.), TAe COOTBETCTBY-
Io1Iee CAOBY 0AydHolil prodigue OTHOCUTCS K TOMY, KTO pacmouaem c6oe
umyuecmso upesmeproimu u oesymromu (beurervimu) (folle ‘momerran-
HBIVI, CyMacIIeAInii, 6e3yMHbH71,' OespaccyHbll, 111aAbHOM; IAYIIbII;
GerneHsIl1, Ype3MepHsI’) mpamamu (pacxodamu), CAOBO yHoTpedAs-
eTcsl B TOM uicae u 00pas3Ho.” B-TpeTsnx, 1o J4aHHBIM ABYS3BIYHBIX
cA0Bapell TOro nepuoja® pycckum cAoBoM 0AydHoii B KoHire XVIII -
nepsoii 1moaosuHe XIX BB. MOXKeT IepeBOAUTLCA He TOABKO TaKoe
dpanIiysckoe 1080, Kak prodigue, Ho u lascif, débauché, déréglé. Coraac-
HO caosapsam @. 1. Peridpa n V. Tatumesa, lascif onpeaeasiercst Kak
‘IIOXOTAMBBIN, CAaAOCTPaCTHBIN, CTYAHBII, 13036y>1<4a10mm71 ITOXOTH’
(oOpaTym BHMMaHMe, yTO cA0BO 0AyJv B CaoBape Akasemuu Poccuii-
CKOI1 0AHO3HAYHO OIIpeeAseTcs Kak ‘Tpex IIpOTUB celbMOI1 3a1loBe AN
3akoHa boxxms'*); déréglé xax ‘pacryTHbIN, O€CIMHHO pa3BpaTHBIN ;
débauché xak ‘maayH, 3abyaapira, TyAsKa, pasBpalleHHbIN, 3a0yOeH-
Has roaosa’.” CaoBo débauché BXoAUT B TOAKOBaHIeE BEIpaskeH!s 0AY0-
Hotii coti, cogepkaiteecst B Caosapsax Axkagemun Opanirysckont 1762
n 1798 rr., kKoTopbiMK Mor noanzosatecsa u A. C. Ilymxkun B iepuog
HaIlMCaHMs JCCAeAyeMOTO CTUXOTBOpeHus: «Enfant prodigue, jeune
homme de famille débauché, qui retourne dans la maison paternelle»*
[‘pasBpaTHBIN (pacIlyTHBII) CeMeHBII MOAOAON 4eA0BeK, KOTOPBIi
BO3BpaIiaeTcs B otunii 4oM’]. OOpas 0AyAHOTO ChbIHA KaK pasBpallieH-
HOTO, pa3BpaTHOIO, OECCTHIAHOTO ITaAyHa-TyASIKM aKTUBHO KyAbTUBIU-

(23) Caosapv Awxademuu Poccuiickoir, 1. I (Cankr-Iletepbypr, 1789) (aa-
aee — CAP 1789) 230 (sub verbo); cp. MHOe TO/KOBaHIeE TOTO >Ke KOHTEKCTa, CO
ccprakoit Ha CAP, B Caosape pycckoro sspika XVIII Beka: «3. b. ¢ b1 H . Yiueo-
UUTE U3 POOUMEALCKO20 00MA U 6ePHYEULUTICS 1OCAe CKUMANHUTL, PACMPAMUE 6 10-
POUHOTL KUSHU NOAYUeHHoe om omua umyujecrmeo. EBaHreAbckast mpurda o 61y4-
HoM cuteh. CAP! 1 230» (ot 1, http://feb-web.ru/feb/sl18/slov-abc).

(24) Dictionnaire de I’Académie frangaise* (Paris, 1762) (sub verbo); To >xe B
sIToM usgaavm 1798 r.

(25) @. 1. Pevte, Hosvtil kapmarHblil CAO6APb PYCcK020, Ppar1yy3ckozo, Hemel-
K020 U AHZAUILCKOZ20 SI3DIKO6, 6 OAD3Y POCCUTICKO20 1OHOULECTI6A, 110 CA0GAPSAM AKade-
muu Poccuiickoit, Axademuu Pppanyyscroii, 9. 1 (Canxr-TletepOypr, 1843-1845);
. Tatmmges, Toanwiii gppanyyscko-pycckuti carosapv, T. 1 (Mocksa, 1828).

(26) CAP 1789, 1, 230.

(27) Penoe, Hoswiii kapmanmviil caoéapb..., 9. 1, 36; 4. 2, 193, 214, 408. Tatn-
mEB, [loAnotil ppanyyscro-poccutickuti caosapy, T. 1, 205, 224; 1. 11, 7.

(28) Dictionnaire... *; To >Xe B riaTOM U3Aauuu 1798 r.
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poBaAcs B HpaBOYYUTeABHBIX eBPOIIeIICKIX M3JaHMAX U IIPOU3Bee-
HIUAX M300pa3UTeAbHOTO MCKYCCTBA TOIO BpeMeHM, OT KAaCCHMYeCKMX
A0 nonyaspHeIX. Bcmomuum xots 61 onncannsie A. C. IlymkuHeiM B
csoeit osecTy «CTaHITMOHHBIN CMOTPUTEAD» «KAPTUHKI», YKpaIllaB-
e «CMUPEeHHYIO, HO OIIPATHYIO oOuTeab» Camcona Beipuna. «Onn
1300pakaan UCTOPHUIO 0AYAHOTIO ChbiHa. B iepBoil moyTeHHbIN CTapuK
B KOAIlake 1 maadppoke OTIycKaeT OeCIIOKOMHOTO IOHOIIY, KOTOPBI
IOCHeITHO IIPMHMMAaeT ero 04arocAoBeHNe UM MeIIOK C AeHblaMI.
B apyroit ApxuMu yepTamu M300paskeHo passpanitoe IoBejeHne Mo-
A0/0TO YeA0BeKa: OH CUANT 3a CTOAOM, OKPY>KEeHHBII A0XKHbIMU OpY3b-
amu v beccmuloHpIMU KeHuHamu...».** T1o Bcell BEpOATHOCTH, BCe DTU
11300paskeHN s BOCXOAAT K CIOXKeTaM M3BeCTHBIX KapTUH 3allaJHOeBpO-
nemnckux xyA0kHukos XVI-XVII Bs.

IIpeacraBasieTcs, 4TO B CBOeM CTUXOTBOpeHun «Bocmommuanms s
ITapckom Ceae» A. C. ITymkmun, Kak 1 BO BCeM CBOeM TBOPYeCTBe, CO-
eAVHseT Pa3HOPOAHbIe TPAAUIINMN: KHIKHO-CAABAHCKYIO UM 3aIlagHoO-
€BPOIIENICKYIO.

B mepsrIx pejakumsax yrioMUHaHUE packasibsl AUPUIECcKOIO repost
peaausyeT Ha UAETHOM YpPOBHe CBsI3b CTUXOTBOPEHMs U AUTYprudec-
Koro koHtekcTa Hegean o 6ayanom ceine. Otcioga n BEIOOP B YepHO-
BBIX BapuaHTax CAOB JpeéAe, toblil, Huuiema. CpaBHU B IJepKOBHOCAA-
BSIHCKOM TeKcTe KaHoHa Hegean o 0ayaHOM chiHe (I1ecHb yeTsepTas,
BTOPOI TPOIIaph, UPMOC:

ém w ‘ﬁm TEOf ?;k\'rﬁ& Rorarerso l.'AArferL, Eme ‘;,Lm\ MA Ech HEHBIH S,

?AE’I'O‘":?X'Z\ ISA’E, 'TfXHNMM? I'?AI}*(‘J'AHIWM'Z\ I'IO?M\LOl’](/I‘i:l\’."T':l:',MPK! E\OI'I.l'f; ’I:‘H: ror?rﬁméxm

TH, H?IHMH MA RAKW_EA ‘A'HM'O ‘A'?!EM, I'I?Ot’l'l?'l\ WEATIA MHE TEOA.

Ognaxo B TO >Xe BpeM: B UTOTOBOM BapuaHTe «Bocmomuuanmii...»
MBI YMTaeM:

Tax orpok bubanu, Ge3yMHbIN pacTOYUTeAD,
/0 Karay UCTOLIMB pacKasHbs Ppuad...

A. C. IlymkuH He 1CIIOAb3yeT U3BeCTHOE BhIpaskeHue 0AYOHblIL ColH
(BIIpoueM, B TEKCTe CTMXOTBOPEHMS €CTh 3HaYMMBII IAaroa 0AYxKJax)
U 3aMeHseT ero CeMaHTUYeCKOil KaAbKoil ¢ (ppaHITy3cKoro prodigue,
IIpU HTOM A00aBAsIeT CA0BO 0e3yMHblil, BHIOOP KOTOPOIO OoIlpejeAasieT-
Cs1 OOIIeXPUCTUMAHCKUMM IIPeACTaBAEHNSIMMI O Tpexe Kak IIOMpadeHUN
yMa MAM JKe KaAbKupyeT (paHilysckoe folle ‘rioMeliaHHbIN, Cyma-

(29) A. C. Ivukun, CTaHIOVOHHBINI cMOTpUTeAb, B: OH KE, [loAnoe cobpa-
Hue couurerui 6 16 m., T. 8, 95-106.
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CIIe AT, 683yMHLII7I; 6e3paccy4HLU7[, L1aAbHOYI; TAYIIBII; OeIlleHbli,
ype3MepHBIl’, KOTOpOe, KaK YKa3blBaa0Ch BhIIIIe, MCIIOAb3yeTcst B CAo-
sape Axademuu Pparyysckoii B AepUHNLINY IIpUAaraTeAbHOTO prodigue.
LlepKOBHOCAABAHU3M 0MpoK, KaK y>Ke TOBOPMAOCH, IO HaIllMM JaH-
HBIM, B IIepKOBHOCAABSIHCKIX TeKCTaX, KaKk OMOAercKux, Tak 1 00ro-
CAy>KeOHBIX, He MCII0ABb3YeTCsl MPUMEHUTeAbHO K OAYyAHOMY CBIHY,
3aTO, BO3MOXKHO, KaAbKUpYyeT jeune homme.

Bansinme 11iepkoBHOCAABSHCKOTO TeKcTa 0e3yCA0BHO 4yBCTBYeTCs I
B CAeAYIOIINX CTPOKaX MCCAeAyeMOTrO CTUXOTBOPEeHS:

YBUAEB HaKOHeI] pOAMIMYIO OOUTeAb,
I'aaBoit moHuk u 3apurgad.

B mip11y BOCTOProB CKOPOTEYHEIX,

B 6ecriaoanom suxpe cyeTsr,

O, MHOTO pacTOYMA COKPOBUII] 5T CePAETHBIX
3a HeAOCTyIIHbIe MEUTBHI,

N aoaro 51 64y>XAaa, 1 4aCTO, YTOMAEHHBIIA,
PackasiHbeM ropsi, IpeAdyBCTBYsI OeAbl,

Sl aymaa o Tebe, mpeaea 61aroCA0BEHHBI,
Boobpaskaa cun caabl.

B eBanreanckoit mputye 0AyAHBIN CBIH 6CHIAA U NOULEA K OMIY C60e-
Mmy. V1 koz0a ot ObiA euje 0areKo, Y6UdeA exo omet, e20 U CKAAUACS, U, 1nobe-
kas, nar emy na uieto u yerosar ezo (Ax 15:20). Caessr 6ayAHOTO ChIHA
BO3HUKAIOT B TekcTe [lyIkiHa mam Kak oOIexpucTuaHcKoe BhIpaske-
HIe TIOKasiHMA (CM., HallpuMep, O10AelicKnil 130/, IIpejaTeAbcTBa
ITerpa [M 26:75]: M scnomnur Ilemp caroso, ckasaritoe emy Mucycom:
npexoe HexeAu nponoem nemyx, mpuxoot ompeueurocs om Metris. V viiios
60, NAAKAA 20pbK0), LAV K€ T104, BAVSHIIEM 11epKOBHOCAABSIHCKOTO 00-
rocay>keOHoro Tekcra Heaean o 6ayaHom coine:

é"ﬁﬂml‘u) ﬁA’?A ?Afrl'o‘"’iﬁ'l\ KOFA’T‘TEO, (A ngfAOﬁ{fﬂMMﬂ fKOrﬂﬁ "Afole/k 6'(%/;\““]1":;,
"hl 'I'rEK'l\ ;KMA/A ﬂf{l}lﬂ, rAA/‘%OM'l WA/AX’I\ HE HA‘M[’.M/AIA, HO KOBE?AWAEFA K'a
[:Xroxjrrfénﬂomy i3, BQHBAR (O (AIQAMH: n?i'nmﬁ MA KKW HAEMAHIA neHﬂA/‘A’AMFA
vagrkicoansit mrormS i et ma (CTUXMpa Ha CTMXOBHe, CAaBa, raac 6).

O6pas pacmouentolx cepdedHvlx COKPOSUL, B ICCA@AYeMOM CTUXOTBO-
peHnm MOKeT OIIpeAeAsITbCA 3allagHbIM BAVSHIIEM HpeACTaBAEHI/H?I (6]
CBIHe-pacTounTee, 0AHAKO I B IIEpPKOBHOCAABSHCKOM OOTOCAY>KeOHOM
tekcre Heaean o 6ayAHOM ChIHe, KaK y>Ke TOBOPUAOCH BBIIIIE, B KOH-
TEKCTEe ITOKasIHVL 11 YIIOBaHMA Ha MI1A0cepAne boxne HEOAHOKpPAaTHO
yKasbIBaeTcs Ha TO, YTO OAYAHBIN CBIH pacmovuA 002amcmea (> COKpOBU-
ma), daposanus. Kak pesyabraT BO3HIKaeT 00pas 00HuLasuiezo cepoua:
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7 / g A A 'E . / " / g /
Hm%ﬂ"l\ EA %ﬂw OMEISArW _HM'EHIA EOTAT(TRO, H gM'I'O‘IHﬁ'l\, nemTa KMX'Z‘, B'A
’ /

= / / = ~ /

{W?AHX RCEAHRCA Agl('AﬁMX'l\ F?A}K‘%Aﬂ'l\, ﬁ KTOME HE TENA (R HHMH (OPRHTEALCTRA,
/ .- / = / / !
(;)K?ALJJHA ROMIK 'TH l}l!‘l'fOMg 6['118 fOl'erL'I_UHK'l\ HA HEO l'hl ﬂ(‘i, TOEOH, I?I H"L'fMln

/ /! v / al A/ / /
‘A’OITOHH% HAX![’]HI’A (hIH'A 'TROH: IOTEO?H MA AKW G‘I,HHM'O W HAEMHHK'R "I'KOHX'Z\
" v ~
BRE A NOMAASH MA (cTuxMpHI Ha XBaAUTeEX, raac 8).
/ / o/ / ~ ~ = v o / ~
Borawerso saarviyn, Eme piah mi e ninmH O, PACTOYHY SA (cTuxupst
Ha XBaAUTeX, raac 6).
g / / ~ "L' / s oA/ / - /v
BaSpuarw raden MGHHOWAR TH, FEH: COMPRUIANA Nyel OTHMA TEOHMA EAriH,
/ / / s e / / /
PACTONHY'R EOTATCTRO TROHY' JAPORAHIH. HO NYIHMH MA KARUIACA fiee, A (leH MA,

(CTMXMPBI Ha XBAaAUTEX, IAac 2).
SN s e e -/ ~ / /) " / < o~
GAmia O1a WEHETH  MA  TOTYIHCA, EASAHW AR QAYE MOE SRHTHE, HA
/ / /v / / / L / ~
EOrAT(TRO H(HK{‘J'HEMMOG EBH?AAH I.’."ﬁ?orl"l\ 'l'ﬁOHX'Z\ fﬁﬂ, thﬂ'{i LUKHH!’!MSLU“ MOt
/ I [ " / Al

n’eugr HE DgEyH. Tk ko rit, 6o o\/MnAmi'n Z0E: rorfrl;mﬁ)(m, O, HA HEO H n?r‘;
Togow (cesaaen, raac 1).

O0pas aupuyeckoro repos cruxorsopeHns «BocriommnHanms s
ITapckom Ceae» (1829 r.) mpoTuBOIIOCTaBA€H CO34aHHOMY IIPUMEPHO
B TO >Ke BpeMs oOpasy AanOepa n3 gpambl «CKymoit prijapb» (1826—
1830 rr.). Aapbep mpeacraeT mepes HaMI KakK CBHIH-pacTO4YMTeAb, He
JKeAalolmil packauBaThesl (0OpaTuM BHMMaHUe Ha cTpoku: On paso-
Ovem cesuerirvle cocyovl, // O zpa3b eaeem UAPCKUM HANOUM...), TIODTO-
my TTyInkmH, 1CI104b3ys IPUMEHUTEABHO K HeMY y>Ke 3HaKOMbIe HaM
caoBa Oesymet, MOA0JOL PaACOUUIMEAb, PACHIOU UMD, C OAHOM CTOPOHBI,
A00aBAseT AAsl yCUAGHMS XapaKTepUCTUKI «Apyseli» AapOepa caoBa
pasepamHuK u paszyAvHblil, a C Apyroil — ycTpaHseT pparMeHTHI O cae-
3ax, HUIeTe (OOHUIIIAHU) U TIOKAsTHU:

S mapcrsyto! — Kakoit oane6Hb1r1 0.4eck!
ITocaymna MHe, cuAbHa MOsI Aep>KaBa;

B Her cuacTue, B Hell 4eCTh MOsI 1 cAaBal

sl napcTByI0 — HO KTO BOCA€/, 32 MHOM
ITpunmer Baacts Hag Heto? Mot Hacae AHUK!
besymern, pacTtounTeab MOA0OAOIA,
Pa3sBpaTHMKOB pa3ryabHBIX coOOecegHIK!*
Easa ympy, on, oH! coiigeT cioga

IToga ®TH MupHBIe, HEMbIE CBOABI

C Toar01 AackaTeael, IPUABOPHBIX XKaAHBIX.
YKpaB KAI041 y TPyIIa MO€TO,

OH cyHAYKHU CO CMEXOM OTOIIpET.

/1 moTekyT COKpOBMIIIa MOU

B aTaacHsle, AnpaBble KapMaHBL

(30) 3aecw u gaaee BrigeaeHO MHOI. — A. I.
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On pa3zo0beT CBsIIeHHbIe COCYAD,
OH rp:13b e1eeM LIapCKM HaIlOUT —
OH pacTo4ur... A 1o KakoMmy Ipasy?*!

Takum obOpaszoMm, B cruxorpopenun «Bocrmommuanms s ILlap-
ckom Ceae» (1829 r.) n B apame «Ckymoit puittapb» (1826-1830 rr.)
A. C. IlymkuH A4 onmcaHMs IepeXXVBAHUI IePOeB MCIIOAb3yeT
CIIMBO/BI €BaHTeAbCKON MpUTIM O OAyAHOM CBIHE, KOTOpbIe, OAHAKO,
BOCXOAAT He TOABKO HEIIOCpeACTBeHHO K bubanm, HO 1 K IjepKOBHOC-
AaBsSHCKOMY OOrocay>keOHOMyY TeKcTy — K rumHorpaduu IloctHoi
Tpuoan (Heaeass o 6ayaHOM cBIHE), C OAHON CTOPOHBI, M K 3allaj-
HOEBPOIIeIICKON TpaAMUIINM, OTPa’keHHOI B TOM 4lCAe U B CAOBapsX
Axagemym Ppannysckoii u Akagemnuu Poccuiickoni, — ¢ gpyroit. [Tpnu
DTOM SI3BIKOBbIE U KYAbTYPHBIE I[€PKOBHOCAABSIHU3MBI U TaAANIIA3MEI
COYeTalOTCsl B IIPOaHaAM3MPOBAHHBIX TeKCTaX abCOAIOTHO CBOOOAHO.
IepmeHeBTMYECKNIT aHAAU3 ITO3BOASIET HATU U YTOYHUTDL B TeKCTaX
A. C. [lymknna aaao3un u nnapadpassl Ha O10aeiicKiie TeMbl, KOTO-
pble He IIOAYYMAM AOCTAaTOYHOIO OOBACHEHNUs B TpyJdax MCCAe0Ba-
TeAern.

SUMMARY

The article deals with the meaning of the phrase ompox bubiuu “the
lad of the Bible” in Aleksandr Sergeevich Pushkin’s poem Bocnomunarue
6 Lapckom Ceae “Remembrances in Tsarskoye Selo.” The phrase is proved
to go back to the Biblical image of 6Aydnuiii coin “prodigal son.” However,
the meaining of the expression 6Aydnwii coit “prodigal son” in Pushkin’s
text is defined by the liturgical and theological context of the hymnog-
raphy of the Great Lent as well as the West European cultural tradition
and especially the French standard language as attested by the Dictionary
of the French Academy which influenced the Dictionary of the Russian
Academy, too.

(31) A. C.Ilvukun, Ckynoii peijaps, B: OHXE, [Toaroe codpatue couumeruil
616 m.,.7,112-113.
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THE STORY OF AN UNWORTHY PRIEST
FROM THE CODEX PARISINUS GR. 1632

The text published here is found in a sixteenth-century manuscript,
but can be naturally dated to a somewhat earlier time. The realia men-
tioned therein point rather to the post-Byzantine epoch. For instance,
any references to the emperor, even for dating purposes, are lacking,
and so is the case with officials of the imperial administration. The ar-
chontes (noblemen) that figure in the story look more like small feudal
landlords. The Great Martyr Merkurios suffered under Emperor De-
cius (249-251) in Cappadocian Caesarea, so the fictitious chronological
setting of the second part of the narrative is around 620. At this time
Caesarea was occupied by Persians, and no trips there would have
been possible.

From the linguistic point of view the text is a mixture of the ecclesi-
astical middle-Greek idiom and the vernacular (early Modern Greek).
While in the beginning the author tries harder to adhere to the ancient
grammar, the final admonition is much closer to the spoken language,
which makes one consider the possibility of this allegedly soul-profit-
ing story having been read as sermon. In any case, there can hardly be
any doubt that the author belonged to ecclesiastical milieu. It should
be noted that F. Halkin’s reference to the publication of our text in Neon
Martyrologion by K. Doukakis (see BHG under the entry) could not be
located. Nothing of the kind is found on the pages indicated in BHG.
The story, with a short English summary, is listed in ]. Wortley’s Reper-
toire of Byzantine Beneficial Tales under the number W717 (http://home.
cc.umanitoba.ca/~wortley).!

There are some very close parallels between the stories BHG 1277a
and BHG 1449p (W067), also present in Parisinus gr. 1632. They include,
in particular, such motifs as the sin of fornication unwillingly com-
mitted by the priest and the resurrected dead man who declares him

(1) Iam indebted to Basil (Gregory) Lourié for this very valuable refer-
ence.
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unworthy to perform liturgy. The main consideration which makes me
believe that BHG 1449p depends on BHG 1277a, and not vice versa, is
the following. The former story introduces St. Basil the Great as doing
his best to let the priest officiate again, which is mentioned explicitly
(fol. 249 of our codex). Thus the resurrected dead (in this case appar-
ently permanently and not for a short moment as in BHG 1277a) dis-
avows the great Saint’s intentions. This betrays an arbitrary introduc-
tion of a well-known personage into a plot where he hardly belongs.
My opinion therefore is that BHG 1449p is a rather clumsy re-work-
ing of BHG 1277a moc 10 evoePéotegov. Wortley’s interpretation of
the former story may be incorrect when he maintains that the priest’s
“restoration to the exercise of his priestly functions seems to have fol-
lowed” (“oUk €Eeoti ool AetTovQYELy, OLdE peTaXEWLOON VAL Tt TX
Oela”, so the former dead: fol. 250"-251), but it cannot be ruled out that
the text Wortley used may be different from that of Parisinus.

The manuscript Parisinus graecus 1632 contains hagiographic texts
and soul-profiting stories (beneficiary tales, in Wortley’s terminology)
either converted into vernacular, or containing substantial elements of
the early Modern Greek. For this reason some of them are not even
mentioned in the Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca). The contents of the
codex is as follows:?

1. Fol. 2. The Life of St. Xenophon (BHG 1877u).

2. Fol. 21. The Life of St. Philaretos the Merciful (not in BHG).

3. Fol. 51. Martyrion of St. Panteleemon, paraphrased into vernac-
ular speech by hieromonk Ignatios (not in BHG).

4. Fol. 94. The Life of St. John Kalybites (BHG 868).

Fol. 113. The Life of St. Alexios the Man of God (not in BHG).

6. Fol. 126. The Life of St. Eupraxia, paraphrased into vernacular
speech by the same Ignatios (not in BHG).

7. Fol. 194". Martyrion of St. Aikaterine (not in BHG, vernacular
paraphrase).

8. Fol. 226. The Life of St. Mary/Marinos (not in BHG, vernacular
paraphrase).

9. Fol. 233". The Story by St. Makarios of Egypt about the angelic
apparition (BHG 999r).

i

(2)  The description in the standard catalogue H. OmonT, Inventaire som-
maire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothéque Nationale, vol. II (Paris, 1888), is in-
complete.
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10. Fol. 243". The story of an unworthy priest who lived under the
Emperors Leo VI and Alexander (886-912) (BHG 1449e).

11. Fol. 247. The story of an unworthy priest in the diocese of St.
Basil the Great (BHG 1449p).

12. Fol. 252. The story of a fornicating priest (BHG 1449pb).

13. Fol. 253. The story of an unworthy priest (BHG 1277a).

14. Fol. 261. The story by St. Sophronios Patriarch of Jerusalem
about those who do not read the ecclesiastical service (akolou-
thia) (not in BHG, vernacular).

15. Fol. 263". The same St. Sophronios on Abbas Paul of Alexandria
(BHG 1442p).

16. Fol. 269-271. The story of a chaste woman (BHG 1449v).

NARRATIO DE SACERDOTE EBRIOSO (BHG 12774)
E CODICE PARISINO GRAECO 1632

[f. 253]
‘Etéoa O11)YNO1g MeQL TOU £TEQOV 1EQEWG KAl MAVL WdEALUOG.

‘Ev toig xoovolg, év oig éuapgtupnoev O dylog Meprovplog O
HEYAAOUAQTUG, )V TIG LEQeLS &V Th) avTh xwea Hébvoog Tavu kat
TIAVTOTE €V TOIG KATMNAEIOIG HETX TOIS OLVOTIOTALS OLETOLPRE. €V ML
o0V TV 1HEQWV AQXWV TIC TG AVTNG XWEAS €0TeAe TNV adTOL
DOVANV TEOG TOV Olkov TOL Lepéws, kal [253v] noe v avtov
neeoPutégav. kat Aéyel avT) MOV €0TLv O lepeVg; 1) d& Aéyer ovk
oldag, 6tLév Toic kKammnAelolg €0tiv; 0 avBévng pov éotelAé pe, OTtwg
avElov €xel AertovQylav g HVNUOOLVOV TWV YOVEWV QUTOV. Kol
Tavta elmovoa ATNAOE. 1) 0¢ moeoBuTéQa, Exovoa Kal avT) dDOVANY,
elmovoA TMEOG AVTHV" €Y HEV ATIEQXOUAL LG TOV OIKOV TOL TATEOS
Hov, 6mwg ko Ow xel, kKat dtav EAOT 6 avBévtng oov, dvamavoov
avTOV KAA@S €V 1) KAL), Ot péAAeL avolov Aettovpynoatl. wg d&
éomépa £yéveto, NADeV O lepevg HeOLOUEVOC TTOAAL, kal dvETtavoev
év 1 kAlv) avtov. eloeAbovoa 0¢ 1) doVAN €mece mANoiov TOL
leQéws. EEVTVOC OE YevOouevog O Lepelg ovve[254]yéveto pet avtng,
voploag, 6t 11 mEeoPuTtépa avTOoL E0TL TO 0 MEwi éAbovoa M
TMEEOPLTEQA AVTOV €VEEV AVTOV VTTVOLVTA €V Th) KAL) kal Aéyel
avtQ” dvaota, PaAAe Tv dkoAovBiav oov, Tt O delvag AQXwV €xel
AgrtovQylav TV Yovéwv avToL. 0 d¢ lepevg oteéPag Emit TO éTeQov
Héoog advmvwoe. kat maAwv éABovoa 1) mpeoBuTéoa avToL Kal
Aéyer ovk elmOV oo avaota, 0Tt PEAAELS orjpueQov Aettovpynoat; O
O¢ leQevg pedtdoag Aéyet avt) Tl Aéyels, TaAalmwon, ovk oidag, Tl
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ETOMOAUEV TN VUKTL Ta0T), Kal A Aéyelg Aettovpynoat; 1) d¢
neeoPutéoa Aéyer kal Tl €moinoapev; €yw yaQ &€v T@ Olkw Tov
TATEOC MOV EKOLUNONV. TOTE O LEQEVS EIMWV' €Y TN VUKTL TAUT)
[254v] émeoov peta yvvaikog, kat Tl éotv 1 Onoevoaoa pe; tote
NEWTNOEV TV dOVANV avThg, kKal avT eimev: 0 oatavag énelpalé
HE kal €mecov MANOIOV aUTOL Kal €MOooe TNV ApaQTiay HeT EUov.
tote KAavoavteg Kal Avmn0évteg ovk OAlyov, Aéyel odv O Lepeve:
OLWTNOATE, UNTOTE KAl €IC TAS AKOAS TWV KQATOVVTWV el0€A0T Kkal
OV HETOIWS KOAGOWOLV TJULV. TOLYaQOLV 0 00¢ eDOTIAYXVOC @V Kol
TMOAVEAEOC Kal OU'éEopnoAoynoews eElewoal éxw avtov. Opwg
EPaAAe TV TaQA KOV AKOAOLO AV TOL KALEVTOATIELS TOV AQXOVTX
€moQevOn Aetrtovpynoal. peta d¢ TV MEOOKOUWN YV, Otav elmte TV
eVXTV TG MEo0Eoews, 1O 6 Bedg, Oeog UV, NADeV 6 &yyeAog ToL
KLELOL TOL TeAeiwoat ta ayta [255] dwoa, kat dwv tov dyyeAov 0
legelg €otn. Aéyel 6 dyyeAog mEOG TOV LEQé” @ APWOLOUEVE TOD
Oeov, Mg EétoAunoac eloeAbelv Aertovpynoat twv Oelwv kat
dOWKTOV HvoTnolwv; ovk oldag, abALe, 6tL B€PnAoc kat dkaOapTog
el dix Vv apagtiav, v Emoaag T VUKTL TadT); NHES AOWUATOL
Kal &vAot Ovteg evAafovueba el TO MEOCWTOV TO AYLOV TNG
Hakaplag 0e0TNTog, AAAX TALS MTEQLELV UV TTEQIKAAVTITOVTES TX
MEOCWTA MUWV  loTtdueOa petx Gopov kat TEOUOL, Kol oL
KATaPQOvelv ETOAUNOAS ETIXEQNOAL TX AYLX TV AYlwV Kol Otk
OTOUATOS Payely HEAAELS; O OE LeQeVg elmte TTOOG TOV Ay YEAOV” ETeLdN)
oUtwg He apwoloag, £0m Kat oL AGwWELOUEVOG. Kal @ ToL Bavuatog:
evOVG amentepwO [255v] O dyyedog kal éuevev wg avOwmog €v
) €ékkAnoia. 0 d¢ egevg, Wwv 10 Bavua TovTo, €£emMAAYN. AAAX
peto v Oelav Aettovpylav NABeV év Tq TOL AEXOVTOG OlKW. PeTa
0¢ mwvag Nuéoag amébavev elg avOowmog &v 1) avTh XweQ, Kol
ExdAeoav touvg tepelg 6Aovg TG avTNG MOAews TOL PAAAewy TO
Aelpavov. EkaAeoav o0V Kal aVTOV TOV LEQER, KAl ELTTOVTES OL LEQELS
TV VXNV, €OEEVOT Kal O LeQEVS O TOTE AVAELOG VA& ELTIT) THV EVXNV.
Kal, @ Tov Bavpatog, Otav eimev, 6tr oL el 1) Avaotaots, eV0€ws O
VEKQOG AvekAOLoe Kal elmwV T LeQel, OTU el Kl VEKQOUG AVAOTIOT)G,
aAA’ovk el a&log popéoal to EmitpaxnAlov, 1 Aertovpynoat T
TIOOAL LEQATIKOV TL KAL TAVTA EMWV O VEKQOS TIAALY AVETIETEV,
Kat ol Aowrtot tepeic [256] WwovTeg TO mMapadofov Bavua éEéotnoav.
elta Aéyovat mEOg TOV teQéar Ti €0TL TOVTO TO €€alOOV Kal Héya
Oavpa; toTe O lEQelg EEWHOAOYNOATO EVTILOV TAVTIWV TO €XVTOV
apaQTUa. T0te Aéyouvotv ol eVEe0évTeg EKel LeQELS” TUELS ATIO TOV
VOV 00 OUHPOQOVHEV 0OL. Kal Xwonoag O Lepevg E€mooevOT TEoOg TV
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TMEEOPLTEQAV AVTOL KAl AEyer EMOTUNY OV YIVOOKW, WS O00éhw
vpag; dAA0OV ATéAOwpeY v ETéow TOTMw, EvOa ovdelc Yvwoilel
NUAG, Kol EKeLDATOBATWHEV TOV ETUAOLTTOV XOOVOV TNG Lwng 1JH@V.
Kkal dvaotavteg dnnABov év étépw toTw, 1oL OLdELS EYIvwokeV
avToLg, Kat Ekel EAettovgynoav. kat @ ToL Bavpatog kabwg 1v Ote
APWOLoEV aVTOV O AYYEAOS TAT)V TO MEOOWTOV QVUTOL £YEVETO
néAav. [256v] amobavovong d¢ g mEeoPuTéQAC AVTOD KAl TWV
TEKVWYV, HOVOG €N €V TOLKoo 0LS KAt £BOOUTKOVTA XO0OVOLS. VTINOXE
O¢ &V €kelvw TQ KA &V T1) MOAEL )VTTeQ €VOIOKETO UNTOOTOALTNG
aflodoyoc mavv kal Oikawogr NAOe d& 1) oot TOL aylov
HeYAAOUAQTLOOSC MeQKOLQIOU” KAL TIC XQXWV EKAAETE TOV AQXLEQEX
TOL TOTOL dX V& TOV PLAevon kal éTuxe kat 0 Onbeic legels Kal
Emnyev elg TV todmelav €Kelvnv TOU AQXOVTOG. KAl €Kel Omov
ETQWYV AQXNOeV O AQXLEQELS Kal EENYELTO TO oLVAEAQLOV TOD
aytovr bmoAaPwv 0¢ O Legelg elmer oL UEV, DETTIOTA OV AYLe, €K TOV
ovva&aplov émloTacalta ToL adylov ABAa: Eyw de dxoBws éTloTapot
tavtax we [257] 6t éxeloe kal éPAema kaAAWS TOV Aywva TOL
HAQTLEOG. AAAd Kal yeltwv HovL 1)V, Kal MOAAAKIGC ovveoTiaOnv
AVTQ TEOTEQOV. O D& AQXLEQEVS ATEVIOAS TEOG TOV LeQéa elme: €0V
OUTIW TWV TEOOAQAKOVTA €TV WV, KAl ToV dylov odag; Kat ad’ov
EUaQTUENOEV O Adylog Mepkovplog HéEXQL TOL VOV UTIAQXOLOL
TOLAKOOLOLKALEBOOUTKOVTA XOOVOL KALETLOEVTIOOLV YEYEVVTIUEVOG,
Kal TavTa oldag; 6 0¢ Lepevg ped ' dpkov elmtawv, 6Tt AANBws Aéyw Kal
oL Pevdopal, Tote 6 AOXLEQEVS €YV, OTL TV TL TOOG TOV LEQEQ, Kal
AaPwv adToV Kat diav Aéyel mEOg avTOV" €LTTé HOL TAVTO T KATX
o¢ €v OpoAoynoet kabaa. Tote 6 tegelg EEelme MAvVTa, Ooa ETtolnoe:
kat [257v] mag é€émeoe peta TS DOVANG AVTOL KAl WS HETX TOV
ayyéAov adpwoloOnoav kal ddxAdyntoL épetvay. tote O AQXLEQEVS
eimev avt@' yivwoke OtL OO TOL dyyéAov eloal’ dedepévog, kat
péxot oL vov (1g Kal ok ATOOVIOKELS €lG ATMEQAVTOUG AlWVaAGC.
AAA areABe, adeAdé pov, elic v ékkAnolav éxelvnv évba tov
deopoOVv émomoate, OTL O dyyeAog €kel é0Tal, ETEWDN €l TOV ETEQOV
£0e0eV. 0 D¢ LeQeLg Aéyel oL dUvVAUAL, dyLle DETTIOTA, TOUTO MO OAL,
OTL TO dLAoTNHA TNG OO0V £0TL TOAD Kt €£0d0V 0VK EXw. TOTE Afyel
TEOG AVTOV O AQXLEQEVS” €AV UT) TTOQEVONG €Kkel, 0UTE OV TEAELTAC,
OUTE 0 Ay YEAOG MTEQWVETALAVEADELV €IS TOVG 0VEAVOUG AAA ETTELDN
Aéyelg, 6TLoVk loxVels, Tojow éAeog og [258] o€ kal mopevBwpev
OHOV, Kal dwow oot (MTov, kal TV €£000V éyw mMomow. Kat evOvg

(38) mnoe ubique cod.
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NOXOVTO TNG 000U Kal ATNABOV TEOG TV TOL eQéws Xwoav. 1) O&
XWOA TOL LeQéwg €QNHog YEYOVe, kal unte oikiav, unte avOownov
NOEOV, UNTE AAAOV TL O XQXLEQEVS Aéyel aDT £0TLV 1) XWX OOV; KAl
0 lepevg elmev: avT), déomoTa AyLe, Kal €ONUWON. Kl O AQXLEQEVS
Aéyer oL YIVWOKELS, TOU TV 1] €KkKANOL; kal dtevioag O tepelg elde
DEVOOA WG ATIO DACTIUATOG THG TIOTE XWEAS Kal elmev: wg elkalw,
gicel, OeQ 0Tl T OEVOQ, DTTAQXELT) EKKANOla. TOQELOEVTEG DE €Kel,
€0QOV TOV VOV XaAXOTHEVOV, ATV OALyoV HEQOG €K TOL BriHatog
€otniev. kol meCeLoavTeg €k TV MMV, Aéyel 0 aQxLeQeVs ameAOe
el 10 Pua xat [258v] de. kal éABwV O legee ebpe TOV AyyeAov
lOTApevoV kel Kal Aéyel O ayyeAog €tL (ng, mrwyé lepevg; O 0
teQeLg Aéyer val, €Tt L. AAAX Kal oV €Tt avTov (otaoat kot Aéyet O
ayyeAoc vai, Opws kaAws NABeg, tvae cuyxwoenOwpev AAANAOLS. Kal
AéyeL 6 lepevc eDAOYN OOV, AyLe ayyeAe TOL Oe0D, CLYXWENOOV HOL.
0 d¢ AyyeAog elme’ oLYXWENOOV HOL TTEOTEQOV OV, KAL TOTE KAYW 0OL
OLYXWENOW. OTL €V OLYXWENOW OOL £YW TRWTOV, €XELS AvaAboaL
avTI) T O, Kol YW HEVQ &G TOV deopdV. TOTE AéyeL O lepevs” €V
KAl €yw oVyXwETNow 0oL, £Xelg mrepwbnval kal dveAbetv eig Ttovg
oVEAVOUE, Kal &YW HEVW €l TOV deOUOV. TOTE Aéyel O AyyeAog:
OopvVw oot ToV Bpdvov Tov Beol TOV doAAevTOV, OTL OUK APNOW O€
&V T 0eT . 0 0¢ [259] dpxLepevg TavTa dkovwv EDavuale T akon.
TOTE AfyeL O LeQeLg TOV AyyeAov: €v OVOHUATL TOL TATEOG KAl TOU
LIOL KAl TOL AYIOL TVELUATOS AG EloaL CLYXWENUEVOS TaQ EHOD
TOU AHAQTWAOD. Kal eVOVS, @ Tov Bavpatog, EémtepwOn 0 &yyeAog
Kkat €0t el t0 Uog. ToTE eime TMEOG TOV Lepéx &g eloal Kal €0V
OLYXWONMEVOS, @ TRETPUTEQE. Kal TOLV TeAelwoat O &yyeAog TNV
bwvnv, evpéOnoav T 00TA TOL LEQEWS 00ENOOV €V T TOTW, Q
lotato. tote O AEXLEQELS AéYyEL TOOG TOV AYYEAOV' @ Ayle AYYeAE,
déopal oov' mMANowoatl pov ptav attnow kal PaAde tva Opvov
AYYEALKOV TOD AKODOAL KAYW O AHAQTWAGC. 0 d¢ AyyeAog eimev:
oUK £0TL duvaTtov ToLTO YevéoODar 1 d'av wWEav AKOVONG ThG
ayyeAwne pwvng, [259v] dvaAvoal éxeig Twv tder ovK £0TLOLVATOV
oagka Ovnrv dkovoatl &yyéAov Gwvnv kat (noat. ANV dx Tov
KOTIOV, OV €moinoag, Kal TV kadoovvnv eig Eue Kal €ig TOV Legéa,
KaQTéonoov oAlyov, tva EAOw €wg toltov 0VEAVOL Kal PAAAW €kel,
Kat akovoal €Xelg HOALS Paoctaoal. kat APavTog €YEVETO O dyyeAog
A’ avtoy, kat avnABev eig Toitov ovEavov, kal EpaAle TO
aAAnAovwa. €k d¢ NG YAvKelag peAwdiag émeoev O AQXLEQELS €Tl
TV YNV WOEL VEKQOG EWG (OOAG TOEIS Kal HOALS AvEPeQe kal dvéonT).
tote TOV Oeov evxaploToag VméoTEeey €v T €magyxla avTov
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doLalwv Kal eVAOYWV TOV Oedv Kal yYodhag TV dujynow tavtnv
TOU LeQéwg €lg MOAAQV XQoTIavV wdhéAeway. tva d¢ Kal NUELS ol
0&Bvpot axovwuev, [260] dopbovueba, kal, mEOOEKTIKOL Kol
OTIOLOALOL Y EVOHEVOL, KAOQOL TE AOYLOHWV KAl aloXQwV ETOVHIDY,
0te T TNG Aylag Leewaovvng ETiteAov eV, OPeldopev elvatl ApéToyot,
dLOTL 6 Exwv émbuuiav elg mopvelav Kat elg oagkika dAAa maon,
nyovv moAvdpayiav, moAvmooiav, (udagyvolav, pvnokakiav,
kevodoliav, vmegndaviav, avallov molovol TG EQWOoLVNG Kal
KATAaPQovn TNV TV AXQAVIWV HLOTNOIWV. dX TOUTO TQOOEXELV
odpeldopev, Ote HéAAwuev maglotacOat ) ayla Toaméln kat TV
dowTnV legovpylav EmiteAelv. mMOAAOL Tveg Katadovovol Kol
KATAPOOVNTIKWS TAUTNV ETITEAOVOL, UNte EEOUOAGYNOLY TTOLOVOL,
unte v elbwopévny dkoAovBiav PpaAAovot, dAA'wg abavatol
dlakelpevot, pr voovvrat [260v] ta kat épué ol tdAaveg, OTL dOL NJHAC
0 KUQLOG elpnkev: O YvoUg TO OEANUa TOL KLEIOL Kal UN ToWwjoag
moAAx dagrjoetat, T)yovv 6pllet 6 kVELOG, OTL OTOLOG T1)EEVEEL TO
OeAnud pov kat pr) momoetL avTO, £KELVOS HEYAAWS KOAaoOT|oeTaL.
TO Aomov, adeAdot pov, 1oL Euabapev, Ot dév eivatl &AAo Timote
elg TV YNV HeYaADTEQOV ATO TV LeQOoLVNV, unte Pactleia, unte
A&AAo timote, kKat OTolog eivat Ava&log Tavng, Katl dev mavor) Kat va
pHetavonom, é€xketvov éav Tov ebon O Odvatog dpetavontov,
koAdCetat peta ToL Tovda tov Tokapuwtov eig Ekelvnv TNV KOAaOLY,
OTIOL AAAT X€1QOTEQT DEV elvaL. TOLVLV TUELS Ol AVAYLVWOKOVTEG Kol
ol arxovovtes Tavta Blaowpeda Omws kabaptow[261]pev éavtoig
ATIO TLAOTG AUAQTIAG KAL TTOOWHEV TOU PLAAVOQWTTOL T EVAQEDTA,
tva aflwbwpev g €k deflwv aTOL MAQACTACEWS €V T1) dELTEQQ
avTOL MAQOLOIX KAl KANQOVOUOL TV alwviwy dyabwv yevopevol
HeTX TV dikalwv, ¢€v Xotot@ Tnoov t@ kupiw Nuav, @ 1) 00&a kat to
KOATOG €1G TOUC alvag TV alvwV, aunyv.

ﬂ,pyraﬂ IIOBECTDb O 4PYIOM CBsIII€HHNKE, VI BeCbMa I101€e3Hasl

Bo BpemeHna, xoraa mperepriea My4deHMYeCTBO cBATON Mepky-
puit BeAMKOMYYeHIK, ObLA HeKMIA CBAIIEHHNK B eT0O 3eMAe, 00AbIION
IbSHNUIIA, U BEYHO OH IIPOBOANUA BpeMs B KabaKaxX C BUHOIMIIIaMI.
M BOT OgHaXAbl OAMH HadaAbHUK TOM K€ MeCTHOCTHU I10CAaA CBOIO
CAY>KaHKY 4OMOJ K CBSIIEHHIKY, I Ta 3acTala ero rnomnaanio. I roso-
pur eit: «[ze cBamenHnk?» A Ta ropoput: «Pa3se Thl He 3HaeIb, YTO OH
B Kabake?» — «Moit X035MH IT0CAaA MeH:sI, 9TOOBI 3aBTpa y Hero Oblaa
00eaH:I B IIaMTh eTo poauTeaei». Vl ckasas 9To, OHa yI14a. A 1orma-
Absl, Y KOTOPOIJI TOXKe Oblaa CAy>KaHKa, TOBOPUT ell: «S] yXoxXy B A0M
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MOEero OTIIa, YTOOBI TaM IlepeHouYeBaTh, U KOTAa IPUAeT TBO XO35MH,
YAOKM €r0 XOPOIIIO Ha KpOBaTh, IIOTOMY 4TO 3aBTpa eMy HpeACTOUT
CAY>XXUTbh 00e4HIO». A KOTJa HacTaa Beuep, IpuUIllea CBAIeHHUK CUAb-
HO IbSHBINA U yCHYA Ha cBoelt Kpopatu. Cay>KaHKa >Ke, BOAs, Aeraa
PAAOM C HUM. A CBAIIEHHMK, IIPOCHYBIIVICh, COBOKYIIMACS C Heli, I0-
AyMaB, 4TO DTO €ro II0IaAbs. Y TPOM e II0Iaabs ero, IIpuAs, Hallaa
ero CILAIINMM Ha KpoBaTy U TOBOPUT eMy: «Bcrasaii, unTaii cBoe rocae-
AOBaHMe, IOTOMY 4TO y TaKOI'O-TO HadyaAbHMKa OyeT o0eAHs B 1aMATh
ero pogureaei». A CBAIEHHNK, IIepeBePHYBIINCL Ha APYTOii DOK, 3a-
cHyA. V1 cHOBa MpUXOAUT €To IoIajbsl U TOBOPUT: «SI TeDe passe He
CKaszaJa: BCTaBall, IIOTOMY YTO TeDe CeroAHs CAYXKUTb». A CBSAIIEHHUK,
YABIOHYBIINCD, TOBOPUT e¥i: «UTO Thl TOBOPMUILL, HeCYacTHAs, Tl UTO,
He 3Haelllb, YTO MBI C TODOII cAeAaAu DTOM HOYBIO, U OILSATh TOBOPUIIIDL
cayxnutb?» Ilonaaps >xe orsedaet: «V urto MaI caeaaan? Beap s Hode-
Baza 40Ma y MOero oTna». Toraa cBsIeHHIK TOBOPUT: «fl ®TOM HOYBIO
ObILA C XKeHIIIMHOM, U KTO 9Ta yA0BUBIIas MeH:A?» Toraa oHa cripocnaa
CBOIO CAY>KaHKy, U Ta orBeTnaa: «CaTaHa MCKyIllad MeHs:, U s Aerda
PsAAOM C HUM, U OH COTBOPUA Ipex co MHOI». TyT oHu HemMaao orop-
YIAUCH U 3alldakaau. VITak, CBAIIEHHMK TOBOPUT: «3aMOAYNTe, KaK
OBI He 4011110 A0 cAyXa BAacTell, ¥ OHU HaC He HaKa3aAu 0e3 CHICXOXK-
Aenus. Craao Ob1Th, bor 6aaroyrpobeH 1 MHOTOMUAOCTUB, U 51 YMU-
AOCTUBAIO €T0 UCIIOBeAbI0». OgHaKO OH IIPOYMTaA CBOe MaAoe I10cae-
AOBaHMVe VM U3 yBa’KeHMs K HauaAbHUKY Imomiea caykute. [Tocae >xe
IIPOCKOMUANH, KOTAQ OH IIPOYMTaA MOAUTBY Ipeaaoxenus «boxe,
boxe nam», mpuirea anrea l'ocriogeHs ocBsATUTE cBATHIE Japhl, U CBs-
IIIeHHNK, YBUAEB aHrela, ocroa0eHea. [oBOpUT aHreA CBAIIEHHUKY:
«O orayyenssni ot bora, Kak Tbl OCMeAMACS BOUTU U AUTYpPIucaTh
Oo>xectBeHHble U cTpamiHble Tamupl? Passe Thl He 3HaeIllb, OKasH-
HBIN, 9TO TBI CKBEPEH M HEUNCT M3-3a Ipexa, KOTOPBI Thl COTBOPIUA
9TOI HOUBIO? MBI, OecTesecHble 1 HeBellleCTBeHHbIe, 01aroroseeM Ie-
peA CBATBIM AMKOM Oaa>keHHOTO boskecTBa, HO, 3aKpbIBas CBOM AUIla
KPBIAbAMHU, CTOUM CO CTPaXOM U TPEIeTOM, a Thl OCMeAMACS B3ATb U
IIpe3peTh CBATasl CBATHIX I COOMPAEIIbesl IIOAOXKUTD UX cebe B poT?»
A cBaIIeHHMK CcKasaa aHreay: «Pas Tl MeHs Tak oTayuna, To ga Oy-
Jellb U Thl OTAy4deH». VI 0 4y40: aHrea ToT4ac AMIINACA KPbLAbEB U
OCTaACs KaK 4eA0BeK B epkpu. CBAIIEHHNK Xe, YBUAEB DTO U4y A0, U3Y-
muacs. Ho nocae obeann oH romrea B 40M K Ha4aAbHUKY.

A HeCK0ABKO AHeI CIIyCTs yMep OAVH YeA0BeK B TOM 3emae, U 103-
BaAU BCeX CBAIIEHHMKOB DTOTO TOpOAa, YTOOBI YMTaTh Haj OCTaHKaMIL.
Mrak, mo3saau 1 TOro CBAIEHHMKA, I KOTAA CBAIIEHHMKI ITPOYMTa-
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AV MOAUTBY, OTIIPaBMUACS ¥ HEKOTAa HeJOCTONHBIN CBAIeHHMK, YTO-
Ob1 unTaTh MOAUTBY. V 0 uys0, Korga on ckaszaa: «Tbl ecu Bockpece-
Hlle», — MepTBell Cpa3y Ke cel U CKa3aa CBAIIeHHUKY: «XOTs ObL THI 1
MePTBBIX BOCKpelllal, He4OCTOMH Thl HOCUTD eIINTPaxUAb, UAN AUTYP-
TMcaTh, AV COBEpIIATh YTO-AMOO CBsIIeHHIYecKoe». V1 mporosopus
®TO, MepTBel] I1aA OIlSITh, a OCTaAbHble CBAILEHHUKN, YBUAECB YAUBU-
TeAbHOE UyA0, OplAM TmopaskeHbl. Toraa OHM TOBOPST TOMY CBAIIEH-
HIUKY: «YTO 9TO 3a HeBepOATHOe U BeAnKoe uy40?» Toraa csmeHHNK
JICIIOBejaA IiepeJ, BceMM CBOIL IpeX. TyT ToBOpsT BCce HaXOAVBIINECS
TaM CBAMeHHUKM: «OTHBIHEe MBI He MMeeM C TOOOJ HIJero oOIero».
W cBAIeHHNK, YA4aAUBIINCH, OTIIPaBUACS K CBOeI I10I1aAbe 1 TOBOPUT:
«PeMecaa s He 3HalO, Kak s Bac HpokopMaro? Ho moitaem B Apyroe
MeCTO, Te Hac HUKTO He 3HaeT, U TaM IIpoBeJeM OCTaBIlleecs BpeMs
Halen >Xu3Hm». V1 Bcras, OHM OTIIPaBUAUCH B APYTO€ MeCTO, Ide MX
HIKTO He 3Had, M TaM cAy>Kman. VI o 4y40: oH ocTaBaacs TaKUM Ke,
KaK KOIZa ero OTAy4liA aHrel, TOAbKO ANLO ero IoYepHeao0.

U nocae Toro xak ymepsa ero 1ormaabsi 1 €ro A4eTi, OH KA OAVH
TpUCTa CeMbAECAT AeT. A B TO BpeMsI B TOpoJe, IAe OH HaXOAMACs, ObLA
MUTPOIIOAUT, O4eHb AOCTOMHBIN 1 MpaBeaHsbiit. HacTynma mpasanuk
CBATOIO BeAMKOMYyJeHNnKa MepKypusi, 1 HeKIii HadaAbHMK I103Ba I10-
MEeCTHOTO apXuepesi, YTOOBI YTOCTUTS ero. V cay4unacs TyT 1 BbIIIecKa-
3aHHBII CBAIIEHHIK, U IIOIIe] Ha BTy Tpalle3y y HadaabHMKa. V Tam,
IAe OHM eAl, apXuepeil Hadaa paccKasblBaTh CMHAKcaph cBsITOro. Cas-
LIeHHIK Ke, [I0AXBaTNUB, cKa3aa: «Tbl, BAaABIKO MOV CBSATBIN, 3HAEIIh
O ITOoABUTax CBSATOTO U3 CMHaKcapsl, a MHe OHU U3BeCTHBI A0IOAANHHO,
IIOTOMY 4TO s TaM ObLA ¥ XOPOIIIO BiAea ODopeHne mydeHnka. Ho on
U coced MO Obla, M MBI IlepeJ, TeM 4acTO CVDKMBAAU 3a OAHUM CTO-
A0M». Apxuepeii >Ke, BIAsA€BIINCH B CBAIEHHIKa, cKazad: «Tebe erle
COpOKa AeT HeT, U Tbl 3Ha CBATOro? A c Tex IIOp Kak cB:AToi Mepky-
puit IpUHAA My4eHIYeCcTBO AOHbIHe IIPOIIAO TPUCTa CeMbAECAT AeT,
U THI ellle He ObLA POXKAEH, a 3Hael b 9T0?» Koraa >ke CBAIeHHNK KAAT-
BeHHO yTBep>KJad, UTO «s TOBOPIO IIpaBAy U He ATy», TOTAa apXuepei
IOHsIA, YTO YTO-TO €CTh C DTUM CBSILIEHHUKOM, I, OCTABILICh C HUM
HaeauHe, TOBOpUT eMmy: «CKaky MHe BCe, UTO C TOOOI CAy4IMAOCH, B
YIICTOM MCHOBeAaHUM». TyT CBAIIEHHMK paccKkasaa BCe, YTO COTBOPIA,
1 KaK OH Ilepeclial CO CBOeN CAy>KaHKO, I KaK OHJ BMeCTe C aHTeA0M
OBbLAM OTAY4YeHBI, M OCTaAMCh HellpuMMpeHHbIMH. Toraa ropoput emy
apxmepeit: «3Hail, 4TO ThI CBA3aH aHIeA0M, U A0 CHX IIOP KMBEIIb I He
yMpelIb B OeckoHeuHbIe Bekn. Ho moiiau, Opart Moi1, B Ty IEpPKOBb, Iae
BBl COTBOPMAN BTU Y3bl, MO0 aHrea Oy4eT TaM, IIOTOMY YTO OAMH CBs-
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3aa1 Apyroro». A cBAIleHHMK oTBedaeT: «He mory 51 9TOTO CAAaTD, CBSA-
TOM BAAABIKO, IIOTOMY UTO 4OpOTa A0ATasl, a y MeHs HeT Ha pacXOAbD».
Toraa rosopur emy apxuepeit: «Ecam Tol Tyga He OTIIpaBMUIIILCs, TO U
Tl He CKOHYACIIbCS, U aHTeA He OOpeTeT KPblAbs, YTOOBI BO3ZHECTICh
Ha He0O, — HO TaK KaK Thl TOBOPMIIIb, YTO THI He B CIAaX, 51 cAeAalo Tebe
MIAOCTh ¥ MBI OTIIPABUMCSI BMecTe, I s gaM TeOe KOHs M pacXOAbl
BO3bMY Ha ceOsI».

W cpasy >xe oHM ITyCTUANCD B IIyTh U TIOIILAN B 3eMAIO CBAIIIeHHUKA.
A 3eMas CBAIIEHHMKOBA cTada 0e34I0AHOJ, I OHU He HAIllAU HU K-
AU, HU 9eA0BeKa, U Apyroro Hudero. lopoput apxmepeit: «9To TBOs
3eMAs?». A cBsilieHHMK oTBedyaeT: «OHa, BAaABIKO CBSTHIN, U 00€3110-
Jdeaa». A apxmepeir ropoput: «Tbel He 3HaeIls, rie Oblla IIEPKOBL?».
W cBsAIIeHHNK, TPUTAAAEBIINCH, YBIIAeA AepeBbs Ha HEKOTOPOM pac-
CTOSIHUM OT TOTO MecTa, 1 cKa3aa: «Kak s rmpearioaaraio, 11epKosb BOH
TaM, TAe Aepesbsi». V1 oTrpaBuBIINCH Tyja, OHU YBUACAM XpaM pas-
PYILIEHHBIM, TOABKO MaJasl 4acTh aATapsl CTOs14a, U, KaK CIeIINAVCh
C KOHel1, roBoput apxuepeii: «lloitau B aataps u mocmorpu». V cps-
IIeHHMK II0IIeA U YBUAEA aHreAa, CTOSBIIero TaM, M aHIeA TOBOPUT:
«Trr eme >xuB, OeaHblil Mepeii?» A CBAIIEHHUK IOBOPUT: «/a, erre
>KMB, HO U TBI BCe elrje TyT ctounb?» V ropopur anrea: «/Ja, ognako
A00pO IOKaA0BaTh, YTOOBI HAM IPUMUPUTELCS APYT € Apyrom». VI cBs-
IIeHHNK B OTBeT: «baarocaosu, ceATeIN aHrea boxxnii, mpoctu MeHs».
A anrea ckaszaa: «CHayaaa Thl MeHsI IIPOCTHU, U TOTAa 5 TeOs IIPOIIy.
IToTomy uTO ecau s pory TedsI IepBbIM, TO ThI B TOT JKe Yac yeJelllb,
a 51 OCTaHyCh CBA3aHHBIM». Torga roBOPUT CBAIEHHMK: «A ecan s TeOst
IIPOIITY, TO Thl OOpeTelllb KPbLAbsI 1 BO3HeCeIIbCsl Ha HeDo, a 51 OCTaHyCh
CBA3aHHBIM». TyT aHrea ropopur: «KasHych TeOe HEKOA€OMMBIM IIpe-
croaom boxxnmm, 94To He ocTaBAIO TeOs B y3ax». Apxuepei e, CABIIIa
®TO, YAUBASAACA yCAbIIIaHHOMY. Torga roBOpuUT CBAIIEHHMK aHIeAy:
«Bo nmms Orna n Ceina, n Cesitoro Jyxa Aa OyAeIs Thl HPOIIeH MHOIO
rpenrHukoM». VI TyT ke, 0 4y 40, aHrea oOpea KpbLAbsl U CTaA Ha BBICO-
Te. VI Toraa roBOpuUT OH CBAIEHHMKY: «/la OyAelllb 1 Tl IIPOIIIeH, IIpe-
cBuTep». V nipexxae ueM aHrea KOHYMA TOBOPUTD, KOCTU CBSAIIIEHHUKA
OKa3aAMCh Ky4KOI Ha MeCTe, IAe TOT CTOSIA.

Tyt apxuepert rosoput anreay: «O CBATBIN aHTeA, MOAIO TeOs VC-
IIOAHUTH OAHY MOIO IIPOCKOY M HPOIeTh KaKylO-HUOYAb aHTeAbCKYIO
I1eCHb, YTOOBI yCABIIIaA U 5, TPelIHbl». AHrea ke orsevyad: «Hesos-
MO>KHO ®TOMY OBITh — B TOT K€ Yac, KaK Thl YCABIIINIIb aHTeAbCKII
raac, Tebe MpUAETCsE OCTaBUThL STOT Mup. HeBo3MO>KHO cMepTHOI 1110-
T YCABIIIATh aHTeALCKUII T4aC M OCTaThes B XXuBbIX. Ho paau tpyaa,
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KOTOPBIII THI TIOHEC, ¥ TBOEI 40OPOTHI KO MHe I K CBAIIeHHMKY, IT0Tep-
I HEMHOTO, TI0Ka 51 He A0ii4y A0 TpeThero Heba 1 TaM He 3aIlol0, U ThI,
yCABIIIaB, eABa BbIHecelllb». V] aHrea mcdes 13 ero BuAa M B3ollea Ha
TpeTbe HeDO, 1 TaM BocIiea aaanayuio. VI ot caagoctHoit Meaoann ap-
Xyepei1 yIiaa Ha 3eMAI0, CAOBHO MePTBbIN, Ha TPpM 4yaca I e/e OlIpaBIA-
¢ u Bctaa. Toraa, Bosbaarogapus bora, oH BepHyACs B CBOIO eIlapXuIo,
caasst 1 OaarocaoBass bora, n Hammcaa 9Ty HOBeCTh Ha I1OAB3Y MHO-
IVIM XpUCTHaHaM, 9YTOOBI 11 MBI, HepaAMBbIe, CABIIIAAV U VICIIPABASLAVICE.

W MBI AOAKHBI, CTaB BHUMAaTeAbHBIMI U CTapaTeAbHBIMI, OBLITH
YUCTBIMI OT IIOMBICAOB U IIOCTLIAHBIX BOXKAEA€eHNII, KOIda coBepIIla-
eM Je/a CBSATOIO CBAILeHCTBa, IIOTOMY YTO MMeIOIINII BOXKedeHle Ha
04y U Ha ApyTrue IAOTCKHMe CTpacTi, TO eCTh MHOTOsIAeHle, MHOTO-
nuTue, cpedpoadue, 340I1aMATCTBO, TIlecAaBlie, TOPAOCTb, OHI €r0
AeAaloT HeAOCTONHBIM I IIpeHeOperateseM mpedncTsix TauH. Ilos-
TOMY MBI 4OAXKHBI OBITh BHMMAaTeABbHBI, KOT4a coOMpaeMcs IIpeacTo-
ATh CBATOMY IIPECTOAY M COBepIIaTh CTPaIllHOe CBAIeHHOAENCTBIIe.
MHoro KTo mpeHeOperaeT 11 CoBepIIlaeT ero IIpeHeOpesKnuTeAbHO, U1 HI
UICIIOBeAyeTCsl, H1 OObIYHOe IT0cAeJ0BaHNe YNTaeT, Ho, BeAs ceDst, Oya-
TO OeccMepTHBIE, He IIOHMMAIOT, HecyacTHbIe, YTO CO MHOIA, 4TO paju
Hac l'ocrioap ckaszaa: «Begarommit 80410 0CIIogHIO 11 He COTBOPMBIIINIL
ee Oyger MHOrO OMUT», — TO ecTh ['ocoap omnpeaeaser, uto ko Moio
BOAIO 3HaeT 1 He BBIIIOAHUT ee, TOT Oy4eT CiABHO HakasaH. JITak, Opa-
TbsI MOU, BOT MBI Y3HaAM, 4TO HET Ha 3eM.Je HITIero OOAbIIe CBAIIEeHC-
TBa, HU 1]JapCTBO, HU APYTOe 4TO, /1 KTO er0 HeAOCTOMH, I He IIpeKpaTUT
U He IIOKaeTCs, TO ecAM CMepTh 3acTaHeT ero HepacKasHHBIM, TO OH
HaKasbIBaeTcsl BMecTe ¢ Vyaoi VickapnoToMm TeM HakasaHueM, Xy>Ke
KoTOporo HeT. [TosToMy MBI, caymaiomye 9To 1 YUTaIOIIe, [IoCTapa-
eMCsI OYMCTUTD caMIX ceOsI OT BCIKOIO Tpexa 1 COTBOPUTDH 0.1aroyroa-
Hoe Yea0BekoaI10011y, aa ciogo0mumcst odecHyto Ero mpeacTtosHms Bo
pTOpoM Ero mpuiectsun u ga Oygem HacAeiHMKaMM BeUHBIX Oaar
BMecTe ¢ npaseAHbIMU BO Xpucte Vucyce locrioge namem, Emysxe
cAaBa U JeprKaBa BO BeKII BEKOB, aMIIHb.

SUMMARY

The codex Parisinus gr. 1632 contains a number of interesting post-
Byzantine texts, including paraphrases of well-known Saints” Lives into
vernacular idiom, and soul-profiting stories. The most remarkable of the
latter, the story of an unworthy priest (BHG 1277a), is published here in
the original Greek with Russian translation. The text is a specimen of pop-
ular devotion, not always conform to the official teaching of the Church.
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JOHN PHILOPONUS
AND MAXIMUS THE CONFESSOR
AT THE CROSSROADS OF PHILOSOPHICAL
AND THEOLOGICAL THOUGHT
IN LATE ANTIQUITY'

The article deals with the approaches to philosophy and to theology
that were demonstrated by John Philoponus (6™ AD) and by Maximus
the Confessor (7™ AD) during their lives. Periodization of their creative
activity is given and some parallels in their lives are shown to exist in
spite of all their differences. This comparison of their respective lives
and approaches to some important themes of philosophy and theol-
ogy allows clarification of a character of appropriation and usage of
philosophy during the transition from Late Antiquity to the Early Mid-
dle Ages. Several similarities and differences in the teaching of these
thinkers are examined. These include particularly the theory of logoi;
Christological and Trinitarian teaching; some aspects of anthropol-
ogy (body-soul relations and embryology); attitude to Neoplatonism.
Philoponus” “projects” on the Christianization of philosophy and the
philosophisation of Christianity are compared to Maximus’s “project”
on Christian philosophy with the teaching of deification in its center.

John Philoponus (c. AD. 490 to 570s) and Maximus the Confessor
(c. AD. 580 — 13 August 662) are two of the most important Christian
philosophers and thinkers of the first half of the 6™ and the first half of
the 7 century respectively in the Roman-Byzantine Empire. However,
it was only in the second half of the 20™ century that their heritage
received a proper evaluation and that they are being systematically
studied. Following the approach of Basil Lurié in his “History of the

(*) Iwould like to express my gratitude to the program in Hellenic Stud-
ies at Princeton University for its support of my research and to Professors
Peter Brown and Christian Wildberg for their lively discussions on the first
draft of this article.
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1

Byzantine Philosophy”,' I believe that it is most fruitful for the study
of the history of philosophy in Byzantium during the transition from
Late Antiquity to the Early Middle Ages to compare some important is-
sues in the teaching of these thinkers in their approaches to philosophy
and theology. Such a comparison is justified because Philoponus was
one of the most outstanding philosophers and scholars who attempted
the Christianization of Ancient Greek philosophy, while Maximus the
Confessor is venerated as one the most important theologians of the
7" century who greatly influenced Late Byzantine theology. It is even
more interesting to compare these two great figures if one bears in
mind that, at the end of a life of active participation in Christological
controversies, although in different ways, each was marginalized by
the prevailing ideologues. Philoponus was a thinker whose philosoph-
ically grounded doctrine was treated as a heresy by the majority of his
contemporaries. Maximus was persecuted and died as a confessor. In
Philoponus, we meet an intellectual giant; whereas in Maximus we
meet a saint, who also happened to be a philosopher.

JonN PHIiLOPONUS

In modern scholarship a periodization of Philoponus’ life has been
made by Koenraad Verrycken.>? He drew a sharp distinction between
the purely philosophical (non-Christian) and the “Christian” periods
of Philoponus’biography. However, Clemens Scholten challenged Ver-
rycken by expressing a unitary view of Piloponus’ creative activity.’
Verrycken defended his bipartite schema in his review of Scholten.*
Some of Verrycken’s ideas were also criticized by Christian Wildberg.”
However, Wildberg’s criticism was centered on Verrycken’s explana-
tion of Philoponus’ transition from one period to another, not his peri-

(1) See B. M. AvpeE, VMcmopus susanmuiickoit purocopuu. Dopmamusuiil
nepuod (Canxr-IlerepOypr: Axidma, 2006) 211ff.

(2) See K. VErrYckEN, The development of Philoponus’ thought and its
chronology, in: R. R. K. Sorasj1 (ed.), Aristotle Transformed. The Ancient Com-
mentators and Their Influence (London: Duckworth, 1990) 233-274.

(3) See C. ScrortEN, Antike Naturphilosophie und christliche Kosmologie in
der Schrift “De Opificio Mundi” des Johannes Philoponos (Berlin—New York: Wal-
ter de Gruyter, 1996) (PTS, 45) 125-132.

(4) In: Jahrbuch fiir Antike und Christentum 41 (1998) 256-259.

(5) See C. WiLDBERG, Impetus Theory and the Hermeneutics of Science in
Simplicius and Philoponus, Hyperboreus 5 (1999) 107-124.
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odization itself. Radical criticism of Verrycken’s approach can be found
in Leslie MacCoull’s articles.® In this and in several other articles, (some
of which I will touch upon below), MacCoull argued that from the be-
ginning Philoponus was deeply rooted in the Monophysite branch of
Christianity and had been putting philosophy at the service of Christi-
anity. However, such a prominent Philoponus’ scholar as Richard Sor-
abji recently noted that he was “not able to believe the strong part of
her thesis, that from the start Monophysite activity was Philoponus’
main motivation”.” In the present article I will not be able to deal with
the details of this polemics, but I will try to clarify some of the relevant
issues. Unlike Verrycken’s bipartite schema and MacCoull’s radically
unitary vision I suggest a tripartite division of Philoponus” work with
some transitional stages.

During Philoponus’ first period he acted as a philosopher and schol-
ar, a commentator on Aristotle and a pupil of the Neoplatonic philoso-
pher Ammonius, (son of Hermeias and a pupil of Proclus). He was one
of the most capable of Ammonius’ pupils, his assistant and an editor of
his lectures. Throughout this first period, Philoponus remained faith-
ful to the general Neoplatonic teaching of the Alexandrian school.?

The next period of Philoponus’ creative activity, which is character-
ized by his criticism of Aristotelian science and philosophy, can be dat-
ed approximately from 529, when he published an extensive treatise
“On the eternity of the world, against Proclus” (“ De aeternitate mundi contra
Proclum”).? In this work he entered into polemics about the question of

(6) See e.g. L. MacCouLL, A new look at the career of John Philoponus,
JECS 3 (1995) 269-279.

(7) R.Sorasji, New Findings on Philoponus. Part 2 — Recent Studies, in:
R. R. K. Sorasj1 (ed.), Philoponus and the Rejection of Aristotelian Science (Lon-
don: Institute of Classical Studies, University of London, 22010) (BICS, 103)
18.

(8) See VERRrYCKEN, The development of Philoponus” thought... 236-237.
Scholten and MacCoull did not agree with Verrycken (see notes 3 and 6). In
my article this issue does not play an important role (See note 24).

(9) Most probably, Philoponus was working on this important and large
treatise for a long time. His main commentaries on Aristotle were finished
around 517, and twelve years passed before his polemics against Proclus ap-
peared. For the chronology of Philoponus’” works see: R. Sorasji, John Philo-
ponus, in: Philoponus and the Rejection of Aristotelian Science..., 81. Edward Watts
believes that Philoponus started to write Contr. Procl. in 525 and it was a part
of his competition for the chair of the head of the school with Olympiodorus,
a pagan pupil of Ammonius. (See E. J. Wartts, City and School in Late Antique
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the eternity of the world, both directly against Proclus (411-485), (that
pillar of the Neoplatonic tradition), and indirectly against Ammonius
(ca. 435-517). As the polemic in this work was specifically directed
against a philosophical work, Philoponus” argument in it was purely
philosophical. Several citations from the Scripture that are to be found
in this treatise clearly bear witness to the fact that he was a Christian at
the time of writing. However, they do not serve him as decisive argu-
ments. Indeed, Philoponus was following the rules of pure philosophi-
cal argumentation so strictly there that one might state that his quarrel
with Proclus was on purely philosophical grounds, and Contr. Procl.
shows no evidence of his Christianity. Such a view has been recently
expressed by Lang and Macro,'’ authors of a critical edition of Proclus’
“On the Eternity of the World”. They believed that Philoponus in his
polemics followed the arguments of a Middle Platonist Atticus, and
that the whole Philoponus’ polemic against Proclus was nothing more
than a continuation of internal philosophical quarrel between different
points of view, expressed by commentators on Plato. Although this
view was rejected effectively by Michael Share who found seven quo-
tations from the Christian Bible in this treatise,'' nevertheless I would
have to agree with Lang and Macro that Philoponus’ arguments are
purely philosophical.

To a great extent Philoponus’ project was exegetical. He argued
that Proclus misinterpreted Plato; although, he also contested some
of Plato’s statements, pointing out that Plato was not divine.">? Howev-
er, Christian views also underlie Philoponus” polemics again Proclus.
This is made clear, not so much by a few Scriptural citations, as by
a comparison of Philoponus’” polemics with that of his Christian pre-
decessors, — Aeneas of Gaza (d. c. 518), (seen in his dialogue “Theo-
phrastus”) and Zacharias Scholasticus (c. 465 — after 536), (seen in his

Athens and Alexandria (Berkeley—Los Angeles, CA: University of California
Press, 2006) 244.

(10) See H. S. Lang, A. D. Macro, introduction to: Proclus. On the Eternity
of the World (de Aeternitate Mundi). Greek text with Introduction, Translation,
and Commentary by H. S. LanG and A. D. Macro (Berkeley —Los Angeles,
CA —London: University of California Press, 2001).

(11) See M. SHaRE, introduction to: Philoponus. Against Proclus’s “On the
Eternity of the World 1-5”. Trans. M. SHARE (London —Ithaca: Duckworth, 2004)
1-13.

(12) See Contr. Proclum 1X.1-4 and X1.13-14.
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dialogue “Ammonius”).” Philoponus followed their path in the Chris-
tian-Neoplatonic polemics against pagan Neoplatonism and he even
used some of their arguments. However, he made his polemics more
philosophically grounded.' This period of Philoponus” activity could
be called his Christianization-of-philosophy-period. In that period he
tried to purify philosophy on purely philosophical grounds from state-
ments that contradicted Christian, or rather, general biblical teaching,
on creation, which must not be thought of as co-eternal with God.

He continued his polemics in the next book of this period: Against
Aristotle, on the eternity of the world (c. 530s), where he also rejected the
eternity of the heavens and their divine status. I will not address in
detail that particular work, which has been thoroughly studied by Pro-
fessor Wildberg." Neither will I address the evolution of Philoponus’
own philosophical views and approaches in his anti-eternalist polem-
ics,'® except to mention that in that treatise Philoponus unambiguous-
ly revealed himself to be a Christian. In its eighth and final book, (of
which only an abstract remains), Philoponus invoked either the Rev-
elation of John or the prophesy of Isaiah and stated that this world will
not be resolved into not-being, and there will be a new heaven and
new earth (Rev. 21:1; Is. 65:17; 66:22). From this, it is now clear that in
his final work Philoponus began to depart from his general tactics in
his polemics against Proclus, by introducing theological argumenta-
tion, (though the main part of this work was still purely philosophi-
cal). Possibly this change was due to his split with the school of Am-
monius. There, it was not the creative and radical Philoponus, but a
pagan philosopher Olympiodorus,”” who became the official head of

(13) See on these treatises: E. WarTs, An Alexandrian Christian Response
to Fifth-century Neoplatonic Influence, in: A. Smitn (ed.), The Philosopher and
Society in Late Antiquity: Essays in Honour of Peter Brown (Swansea: The Classi-
cal Press of Wales, 2005) 215-229.

(14) See C. WiLDBERG, Philosophy in the Age of Justinian, in: M. Maas
(ed.), The Cambridge Companion to the Age of Justinian (Cambridge, NY: Cam-
bridge University Press, 2005) 323.

(15) See C. WILDBERG (reconstr. and trans.), Philoponus. Against Aristotle
on the Eternity of the World (London: Duckworth, 1987).

(16) This evolution was studied briefly in VErryckeN, The development
of Philoponus’ thought..., 264-274.

(17) For an overview of Olympiodorus and the situation in the Alexan-
drian school, where at that moment a majority of students were already Chris-
tians, see C. WiLDBERG, Olympiodrus, in: Stanford Encyclopedia for Philosophy,
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the School. Olympiodorus was more conservative in terms of the Alex-
andrian school tradition and more neutral with regards to the tension
between the different factions of Alexandrian Monophysites'® and to
the dominant Chalcedonian powers. In any event, that was the point at
which Philoponus became an explicitly Christian author.

However, during the next decade he had to engage in internal
Christian polemics around the methods of using the ancient science
and philosophy employed by a Christian. This theme was discussed
in his final cosmological work: On the creation of the world (De Opificio
Mundi) (late 540s), which is a commentary of the Hexameron. In this,
with the help of the philosophical and scientific theories of Antiquity
and Late Antiquity, Philoponus interprets the first chapters of Genesis
in polemics against Theodore of Mopsuestia. Thereby, he defended and
deepened — in both a philosophical and a scientific sense — Basil of
Caesarea’s interpretation of the Hexameron. However, as is well known,
his main opponent in this book, who is not mentioned by name, was
the Nestorian monk and scholar Cosmas Indicopleustes. He was a rep-
resentative of the School of Nisibis, which itself originated from the
Antiochean School, and an author of the “Christian topography”.

In the middle of the 6" century, Cosmas appeared in Alexandria and
wrote his famous treatise, which also dealt with problems of cosmolo-
gy, and entered into polemics with Philoponus, also without mention-
ing him by name. I will not deal in detail with this quarrel, which has
been studied by several researchers.” What is important to note in the

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/olympiodorus. On the reasons for Philopo-
nus’ failure to combat Olympiodorus, see Warrts, City and School in Late An-
tique Athens and Alexandria. .., 251-255.

(18) In the 520's-530s, a split appeared between the two Monophysite
groups of Christians in Alexandria — the Severians and the Julianists, though
both were in communion with patriarch Timothy IV (517-535), who played a
role of a mediator. Philoponus most probably belonged to the Severians. At
least at the end of his life he wrote De paschate, a polemical treatise against Ar-
menian-Julianist practice of using azyms for the Eucharist. (See L. S. B. Mac-
Coutt, John Philoponus, On the Pasch (CPG 7267): The Egyptian Eucharist in
the Sixth Century and the Armenian Connection, Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen
Byzantinistik 49 (1999) 1-12).

(19) See W. Worska-Conus, La topographie chrétienne de Cosmas Indico-
pleustes: théologie et sciences au VI* siecle (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France,
1962) (Bibliotheque byzantine. Etudes, 3) 150f; C. W. PearsoN, Scripture as Cos-
mology: Natural Philosophical Debate in John Philoponus’ Alexandria (diss. Har-
vard, 1999).
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context of the present article is that Philoponus or likeminded thinkers
was accused by Cosmas of not overcoming the influence of ancient pa-
gan thought, which for Cosmas was a coherent system. Cosmas insist-
ed that it was not enough to reject one statement of this system (such
as eternity of the world and divinity of the heavens) while keeping its
other parts (such as a theory of the spherical rotating heaven).

In his cosmological teaching, Cosmas relied mainly on the Scrip-
ture, following a general verbal and typological method of its interpre-
tation elaborated in the Antiochean school and constructing a cosmol-
ogy on the basis of this interpretation of the Scripture. On the other
hand, Philoponus, being optimistic about the possibility of creatively
transforming this ancient pagan heritage in the light of Christian teach-
ing,® tried to combine Scripture with Greek science and philosophy.
Their quarrel was about the relationship of revelation to philosophy
and science, which is why it is still a contemporary issue.?' Philopo-
nus’ project On the creation of the World may be called a project of a
creative coexistence between Christianity and philosophy. He was a
proponent of autonomous philosophical methodology. However, he
also tried to further develop ancient pagan philosophy, adopting it into
mainstream Christian teaching. Although later his treatise was highly
praised by patriarch Photius,” it was not widely disseminated across
the Orthodox Empire. Perhaps this was because of Philoponus’ repu-
tation for being a heretic, which he earned during the next period of
his activity. Cosmas’ treatise was much more popular, as can be clearly
seen from its circulation even in the Slavic countries.”® Evidently, Cos-
mas’ approach to cosmology was simpler and more understandable
and his use of illustrations made his arguments more convincing than
Philoponus’ complicated philosophy and logic.

During Philoponius’ third period of work, which began at the end
of the fourth or the beginning of the fifth decade of the 6™ century, he
became an active participant of the dogmatic polemics taking place at
that time in the Empire. Now, if the first period of his creative activity

(20) See Pearson, Scripture as Cosmology..., 24.

(21) See T. F. Torrancg, John Philoponos of Alexandria-Theologian
& Physicist, in:t KANON XV, Yearbook of the Society for the Law of the Eastern
Churches (Eichenau: Edition Roman Kovar, 1999) 315-330.

(22) See Phot. Biblioth. Cod. 43.

(23) See the Old Russian translation: B. C. Toasimenko, B. @. AvsroBrHA
eds.), Knuza napuuaema Kosvma Muduxonros (Mocksa: Vinapuk, 1997).
puy p
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was purely philosophical and in the second period philosophy and
Christian theology coexisted with each other (though in different ways
at different times) and were both important for him, the third period
was almost purely dedicated to Christian theology (Christology, Trini-
tarian teaching and the teaching on Resurrection).** However, during
this last period, philosophy did play an important role for Philoponus.
By then he had passed from projects on the Christianization of philoso-
phy and the creative coexistence of philosophy and Christian faith to
a new project, which can be called a project on the “philosophisation
of Christianity”.»

The most important work of this period was the Arbiter (c. 552),
which in its complete Syriac version® has been recently translated and
analyzed by Uwe Lang.” In this book Philoponus tried to be an objec-
tive mediator (or an arbiter) between the Monophysite and Chalcedo-
nian Christological models by using mainly philosophical and logical
arguments.” However even though he allowed within his own inter-
pretations some, but not all, Chalcedonian formulas, Philoponus (being
a follower of Severus of Antioch) maintained for himself the Monoph-
ysite position on the main issue of the controversy (one composite na-
ture vs. two natures in Christ). Meanwhile, in his treatise, Philoponus
developed a special Monophysite teaching on particular substances as

(24) In this approach to periodization of Philoponus’ life, I differ from
both “bipartite” scheme and “unitarian” views on Philoponus’ creative activ-
ity (see notes 3—6). Thus my primary interest is not the problem of Philoponus’
Christian or pagan character in his purely “philosophical” period (see note 8),
but the issue of a relationship between philosophy and theology in his writ-
ings.

(25) Although a number of the works of this period were commissioned
by some influential Monophysites (such as Sergius, a future Monophysite pa-
triarch of Antioch), the manner of writing and method of approaching the is-
sue in question certainly belonged to Philoponus himself. Therefore it would
not be a mistake to say that it was his project.

(26) See A. Sanpa (ed. and trans.), Opuscula monophysitica loannis Philo-
poni (Beirut: Typographia Catholica PP. Soc. Jesu, 1930).

(27) U. LaNg, John Philoponus and the Controversies over Chalcedon in the
Sixth Century. A Study and Translation of the “Arbiter” (Leuven: Peeters, 2001).

(28) See Lang's view: “the categories according to which he judges the
validity of different positions are strictly philosophical” (Lang, John Philopo-
nus and the Controversies over Chalcedon..., 169).
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opposed to the common substance.” In following Severus, Philoponus
argued that Christ’s humanity could be only such “particular” human
substance, otherwise the Son of God would unite himself with all hu-
man beings. However, this particular substance had no subsistence as
such, but only together with a particular God’s substance of the Lo-
gos in one composite Godmanhood, or composite nature, which was
identical for Philoponus with the hypostasis of the Logos incarnate.
This was the nature of Philoponus’ logic in this treatise, which relied
heavily on the philosophical notion of particular substance elaborated
within the school of Ammonius.® This logic, together with the idea of
particular human substance taken by Christ as the foundation of this
logic, would be rejected by the Chalcedonians later.

In any case, Philoponus” attempt to influence Justinian on the eve
of the Fifth Ecumenical Council (553) and to make peace between
the Monophysites and Chalcedonians on philosophical and logical
grounds failed. Justinian remained faithful to Chalcedon. Moreover,
Philoponus himself was criticized by his fellow Monophysites who

(29) See Lang, John Philoponus and the Controversies over Chalcedon. .., 60—
66. According to Philoponus, “the rational and mortal living being in me is not
common to anyone else” (Arbit. 7, a translation from: Lang, John Philoponus
and the Controversies over Chalcedon..., 191. Cited in Joan. Dam. De haeresibus,
ed. B. KotTEgr, 83, 55), “...it is my own particular nature”. The notion of “par-
ticular nature” serves Philoponus for a description of the case where one man
is suffering or dying while other men do not suffer or die at the same moment.
It also serves him for a description of one “particular human nature” being
united to the Logos, while the Logos has not incarnated in all other human
beings (see Arbit. 7).

(30) See A.Bussk (ed.) Ammonius, In Porphyrii Isagogen sive quinque voces,
CAG. 3. (Berlin: Reimer, 1891) 17, 21-23; R. Cross, Gregory of Nyssa on Uni-
versals, VC 56 (2002) 377-379. C. B. MEcsu, K sorrpocy o “yacTHbIX CyIIHOCTSIX
y AmMmonus Aaekcanapuiickoro, bozocaosciuii ecmmux 5-6 (2006) 670-680.

(31) See polemics against him in: Joan. Dam. De haeresibus, ed. KoTTER,
83. Marwan Rashed has recently published and analyzed a very important
treatise directed against Philoponian teaching on the universals. The anony-
mous author of this treatise used the notion of the common human substance,
which is individualized in each human being, instead of particular substance
as opposed to common substance. See M. Rasuep, Une texte proto-byzantin
sur les universaux et la Trinité, in: Ipem, L'Héritage Aristotélicien. Textes Inédits
de I’Antiquité (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 2007) 345-377. This treatise expresses
most clearly the difference between Chalcedonian and Philoponus” approach
to the issue of the universals.
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viewed his position as a compromise.*? Criticism from all sides against
Philoponus’ teaching became even stronger when he began to teach
about the three particular substances in the Trinity.* This teaching in-
volved the consistent application of the notion of particular substance
to the Godhead of Logos and other two persons of the Trinity.* Later,
his adversaries called this “Tritheism”. Although this teaching found
some support among the Monophysites, Philoponius was accused of
a heresy by majority of them as well as by the Chalcedonians.* (I will
deal with some points of this teaching below).

Finally, at the end of his life, the consistent application of philo-
sophical concepts to theology drew Philoponus to an original position
on the Resurrection. He not only taught about a different kind of a
resurrected body — strictly speaking, a newly created body — but also
that immortality in a state of Resurrection means a new human nature.
Indeed, Philoponus taught than human beings would become immor-
tal and imperishable, while in our present state we are defined as “the
rational and mortal living beings.”** So, since we will be immortal, our
nature will be different.”

This teaching placed Philoponus’ heritage in an even more margin-
alized position because it was then even indicted by the majority of the
Tritheists. They could not accept the idea of a new creation of a body
and different human nature in the Resurrection, as both ideas were not
in agreement with the traditional Christian teaching. Thus one may

(32) See U. M. Lang, John Philoponus and the Fifth Ecumenical Council.
A study and translation of the “Letter to Justinian,” Annuarium Historiae Con-
ciliarum 37 (2005) 411-436.

(33) He developed this doctrine in the treatise “On the Trinity” (567).
(34) See Rasnep, Une texte proto-byzantin...

(35) On the inter-Monophysite polemics around Tritheism see:
R. Y. EBiED, A. VAN RoEY, L. R. WickHawm, Peter of Callinicum. Anti-Tritheist Dos-
sier (Louvain: Peeters, 1981) (OLA, 10). On Chalcedonian polemics against
Tritheism see: U. M. Lang, Notes on John Philoponus and the Tritheist Con-
troversy in the Sixth Century, Oriens Christianus 85 (2001) 23-40.

(36) Fr. 32 in A. Vax Roky, Un traite cononite contre la doctrine de Jean
Philopon sur la resurrection, in: ANTIAQPON. Hulde aan Dr. Maurits Geerard
hij de voltooiing van de Clavis Patrum Graecorum, I (Wetteren, 1984) 135-136.

(37) See T. HAINTHALER, Johannes Philoponus, Philosoph und Theologe
in Alexandria, in: A. GRILLMEIER, T. HAINTHALER, Jesus der Christus im Glauben
der Kirche, Bd. 2/4: Die Kirche von Alexandrien mit Nubien und Athiopien (nach
451) (Freiburg i. Br.—Basel —Wien: Herder, 1990) 148-1409.
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say that Philoponus’ project, which, in the context of dogmatic quar-
rels, I am calling the “philosophisation of Christianity”, failed. This
failure occurred even though Philoponus’ influence on the establish-
ment of use in theology of both philosophy and logic was extremely
significant, both for the Monophysites* and for the Chalcedonians.”

It is most informative to compare Philoponus’ approaches to phi-
losophy and theology with that of Maximus the Confessor. This com-
parison is even more significant since recently some scholars have ex-
pressed a view about Philoponus’ possible influence on several points
of Maximus’ thought.** In particular, such influence or resemblance
of ideas can be found in the theory of eternally pre-existing provi-
dential logoi, a theory which Philoponus used in his polemics against
Proclus.* Maximus applied the same view in his polemics against the
Origenists.*

MaxiMmus THE CONFESSOR

Maximus also preoccupied himself with polemics against the eter-
nity of the world and in some points he is close to Philoponus (though
some differences are also acknowledged®). However, regardless of the
problem of the possible influence of Philoponus on Maximus, one has
to note that Maximus” approach to philosophy (particularly “natural

(38) See L. Wicknam, Schism and Reconciliation in a Sixth-Century Trini-
tarian Dispute: Damian of Alexandria and Peter of Callinicus on Properties,
Roles and Relations, International Journal for the Study of the Christian Church 8
(2008) 3-15.

(39) See K.-H. UtHEMANN, Des Patriarchen Anastasius I. von Antiochien
Jerusalemer Streitgesprach mit einem Tritheiten (CPG 6958), Traditio 37 (1981)
73-108; AvrbE, Mcmopus susarnmuiickoii ¢purocopuu. .., 211-230.

(40) See A.LEvy, Le créé et le incréé. Maxime le Confesseur et Thomas d’Aquin:
Aux sources de la querelle palamienne (Paris: Vrin, 2006) 187-191; T. TOLLEFSEN,
The Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus the Confessor (Oxford —New York:
Oxford University Press, 2008) 4244, 52-53, 58, 114.

(41) See Cont. Procl. 2.5: 41.8-22, ed. RasE.

(42) See G. BenevicH, God’s Logoi and Human Personhood in St Maximus
the Confessor, Studi sull’Oriente Cristiano 13.1 (2009) 137-155.

(43) See TovrrLersEN, The Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus..., 52-53,
114. Maximus was close to Philoponus in Amb. 10/32: PG 91, 1169B-D 1 Amb.
10/36: PG 91, 1176D-1177B, where he practically repeated Philoponus’s state-
ment that all moving things must have a beginning to their movement; see
also: Amb. 39: PG 91, 1181A-1184A.
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contemplation”) and theology and to the usage of philosophy in theo-
logy is different from that of Philoponus. This difference lies primarily
in there being a different “telos” or purpose for Maximus” works.

Maximus’ literary activity can be divided approximately into three
periods with transitional stages in a similar way to that of Philopo-
nus. However, Maximus’ starting point was certainly different. While
Philoponus began as a professional philosopher, Maximus came from
monastic circles.

His first period of writing (c. 624—627) was principally either as-
cetic, (such as the Ascetic Life and the Centuries on Charity), or exegeti-
cal, where exegesis of Scripture and the Fathers was applied mainly to
the ascetic life (as in Questions and Doubts). Although in these writings
he was already arguing against pagan teaching of the eternity of the
world (see Char. 4.1-13), rarely did he touch on philosophical issues,
because his philosophical apparatus was, in this period, not yet devel-
oped.

The second period (c. 628-633) was marked by two great exegeti-
cal treatises (Ambigua and Questions to Thalassius). These were written
in the context of polemics against Origenism and its radical opposite
(extreme anti-Origenism and verbal understanding of Scripture*). In
these works Maximus actively applied philosophy* and developed

(44) See G. Benevich, Maximus the Confessor’s polemics against anti-Ori-
genism: Epistulae 6 and 7 as a context for the Ambigua ad Iohannem, Revue
d’histoire ecclésiastique 104/1 (2009) 5-15.

(45) Modern scholarship connects, though with some reservations, Maxi-
mus’ philosophical education with Stephanus of Alexandria, the last head of
the Alexandrian philosophical school. (Stephanus himself most probably was
a student of John Philoponus. See ToLLEFsEN, The Christocentric Cosmology
of St Maximus..., 15-16). Maximus could have studied under Stephanos in
Constantinople, where, according to some accounts, Stephanos was invited by
Emperor Heraclius, if only Maximus had lived in Constantinople. However,
if Maximus was of Palestinian origin (according to his Syriac life) and left Pal-
estine for Alexandria after the Persian invasion (see C. BounigNon, Maxime le
Confesseur était-il Constantinopolitain? in: B. JaANNsENs, B. Roosen & P. Van
DEuN (éds.), Philomathestatos, Etudes patristiques et byzantines offertes a Jacques
Noret a I"occasion de ses soixante-cing ans (Leuven—Paris—Dudley, MA: Peeters,
2004) (OLA, 137) 1-43, he could have been in contact with philosophers and
had access to the good library in Alexandria. In any case Maximus’ Abba,
Sophronius, a future patriarch of Jerusalem, was certainly in good relations
with Stephanus (see on Maximus’ philosophical sources that include Philo-
ponus: P. MUELLER-JOURDAN, Typologie Spatio-Temporelle de I’Ecclesia Byzantine:
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a theoretical basis for “natural contemplation”,* while still applying
his exegesis to the ascetical life and mystical experience. (One can see
an exegesis of liturgy as a paradigm of a mystical experience in the
Mystagogy). Because of the scope of this article I cannot pay much at-
tention to Maximus’ understanding of natural contemplation. How-
ever, it should be noted that on the one hand, in Ambigua one finds
“natural contemplations”, such as philosophical and logical proofs of
the beginning and the end of the created world. In their genre, these
passages do not differ much from the proofs of Philoponus.” How-
ever, on the other hand, Maximus spoke about natural contemplation
as an intuitive mystical experience, close to Platonic contemplation of
the Ideas, or paradigms. Following Clement of Alexandria, Evagrius
and Ps.-Dyonisius, Maximus called these God’s logoi.*® In any case, in
the Ambigua he stated the principle of the equality of natural contem-
plation and the contemplation of the written Law and the need to con-

la Mystagogie de Maxime le Confessuer dans la culture philosophique de I'antiquité
tardive (Leiden: Brill, 2005) (VC Supp., 74) 44-48). On Maximus roots in the
Byzantine philosophical school tradition see W. LACKNER, Studien zur philo-
sophischen Schultradition und zu den Nemesioszitaten bei Maximos dem Bekenner
(diss. Graz, 1962).

(46) See M. HarringTON, Creation and natural contemplation in Maxi-
mus the Confessor’s ambiguum 10:19, in: M. Trescuow, W. OrtEN, W. HaN-
NaM (eds.), Divine Creation in Ancient, Medieval and Early Modern Thought. Es-
says Presented to the Rev’'d Dr Robert D. Crouse (Leiden—Boston: Brill, 2007)
(Brill’s Studies in Intellectual History, 151) 191-212.

(47) With the exception, perhaps, that even in his philosophical passages
Maximus never openly referred to any philosophical authority, such as Plato,
Aristotle or even Christian philosopher Nemesius. His arguments were “natu-
ral”; that is, he wrote as if relying on an observation of nature, not on books
of philosophy. At least, he presented those passages in that way. An example
would be “A natural contemplation (Oewola pvokr)) that the world and ev-
erything else after God have beginning and generation” (Amb. 10/36: PG 91,
1176D-1177B), or “A proof (&rddel&ic) that everything that is outside God
is in space, and that’s why is necessary in time” (Amb. 10/34: PG 91, 1180B-
1181A). Both chapters represent Maximus’ polemics against the teaching that
the world is eternal. However, for him they did not serve the aims of this
polemics exclusively, (as they did for Philoponus); but were built into the gen-
eral aim of his writings — to lead his readers through a created world and its
phenomena to the union with God.

(48) Among the last studies of Maximus’ theory of logoi is: ToLLEFsEN, The
Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus..., 64-137.
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template the logoi of creation as well as the Scriptural meanings, both
equally leading to God.*

During the third period (c. 633-658), which for the most part was
marked by the Christological polemics around Monoenergism and
Monotheletism, Maximus creatively developed the notional apparatus
of Orthodox Christology and anthropology, (applying philosophy).

However, during this third period Maximus still had the soterio-
logical aspect of a Christian teaching as his focus. His interpretation of
the Gethsemane prayer, which was at the centre of the Christological
quarrels of that time, is drawn from the meaning of the existence of the
human will in Christ for the salvation of men.” The same can be said
also about Maximus’ original teaching about the absence of a “gno-
mic” (i.e. choosing) will in Christ — the difference between Him and
human created hypostases.

Summarizing, one may say that during every period the theme
of salvation, understood as deification in Christ, stood at the center
of Maximus’ teaching. The importance of deification for Maximus is
clearly underlined in Jean-Claude Larchet’s authoritative study, which
is dedicated to this theme.” It was precisely in this context that he
used philosophy. Thus in Maximus’ case we deal not with a project of
“Christianization of philosophy”, “philosophisation of Christianity”
or even creative coexistence of philosophy and Christianity, but with a
“project” of the Christian philosophy. By the latter I mean the philoso-
phy of a person who was inspired by the main aim of the Christian,
which is salvation and union with God.”

(49) See Maximus, Amb. 10/17: PG 91, 1128D.

(50) In his Epistle to presbyter Marinos (PG 91, 9-37), he particularly de-
veloped a teaching of Artistotle (Ethic. Nicomach. 111, 4) and Nemesius (De nat.
hom. 32, ed. B. EINARsON) on the act of volition in the context of Christology and
anthropology. In that he particularly drew a distinction between natural will
(0éAnua) (which is a characteristic of nature) and deliberate will (rpoatipeoic)
(which belongs to created hypostasis).

(51) On the problems raised in this context, see M. C. STEENBERG, Gnomic
Will and a Challenge to the True Humanity of Christ in Maximus Confessor,
in: F. Young, M. Epwarbps, and P. Parvis (eds), SP 42 (2006) 237-242.

(52) See J.-C. LArcHET, La divinisation de 'homme selon saint Maxim le
Confesseur (Paris: Cerf, 1996).

(53) The view that the union with God is also a Platonic goal will be dis-
cussed below.
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MaxiMmus AND PHILOPONUS

It seems that it is precisely this soteriological dimension which was
lacking in Philoponus. Moreover, Christian Wildberg speaks about
“the detachment of soteriology from philosophy” which Philoponus’
“Christian conviction entailed”.* According to Wildberg, while “Neo-
platinism was a means of salvation” for pagan philosophers of his time
(such as Simplicius), Philoponus was free from the need to use phi-
losophy as a means of salvation, because he believed that salvation
has been already achieved by Christ. Thus, as a Christian, Philoponus
was free from the moral and mystical dimension of Neoplatonic teach-
ing and could develop his philosophy independently of soteriological
needs. This is an important reason for Philoponus” achievements in
his criticism of Proclus and Aristotle.” In proving his thesis Wildberg
refers to Simplicius’ and other pagan Neoplatonists’ understanding
of philosophy: “the venerated texts leads to the ability to partake of
knowledge — which leads to philosophy which in turn advances the
opolwolg Eog to Oelov, the assimilation to the godhead, as Simpli-
cius and many other Neoplatonists put it, borrowing a Platonic phrase
(In cael. 483, 18f.). The common view that philosophy prepares the
soul for the mystical destiny stems, of course, from the Phaedo (82-84)
and appears fully developed in lamblichus, Simplicius, Damascius,
Olympiodorus and even in the commentaries attributed to David and
Elias>”.>”

However, it is important to note that Philoponus defined philoso-
phy in the same way as other Neoplatonists. Moreover, this definition
is found in his treatises written in his middle period, when he had
launched his attack on Proclus and Aristotle. It is found in In Meteoro-
log. (14,1.1.9) (530s) and in De Opific. Mund. (242.12) (late 540s). In both
places Philoponus defined philosophy as assimilation to God according to
the human capacity (ptAooodia €otiv OpOIWOIS OEQ, KATX TO dLVATOV

(54) WiLpBERG, Impetus Theory and the Hermeneutics of Science..., 118.

(55) See Ibid., 117-119.

(56) Wildberg has proved convincingly that the commentaries (at least
some of them) attributed to David and Elias belonged to the pagan authors,

see C. WiLDBERG, Three Neoplatonic Introductions to Philosophy: Ammonius,
David, Elias, Hermathena 149 (1990) 33-51.

(57) WiLDpBERG, Impetus Theory and the Hermeneutics of Science..., 117.
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avOpwnw) in quite traditional ways (see Plato. Theaetetus, 176b).> So,
there are no grounds for thinking that Philoponus did not pay atten-
tion to the religious dimension of philosophy.” However, it is impor-
tant to know what Philoponus understood by “assimilation to God” and
what role philosophy played for him in this assimilation. From the
introduction to In Meteorolog. it is clear that Philoponus followed the
general division of philosophy into practical and theoretical. Practical
philosophy achieves assimilation to God in virtues. Theoretical phi-
losophy’s main task is to achieve a true knowledge, discerning what is
true from what is false (¢v pév 1) Oewoia ToL TO PevdOC dixkEivovTog
s aAnBOeiag) (14,1.1.15).° Having in mind that this statement was
made in the introduction to the treatise where Philoponus criticized
Aristotle’s physics,® it can be said that Philoponus’ radical criticism of
Aristotle and Proclus was a project to obtain and spread a true knowl-

(58) My research did not reveal in Philiponus the other five definitions of
philosophy that are to be found in the works by Ammonius, David and Elias
(see WiLDBERG, Three Neoplatonic Introductions to Philosophy..., 35). This is
particularly interesting, bearing in mind that Philoponus’ definition may be
treated as most “religious”.

(59) Ialso cannot agree with Wildberg’s statement that for the Monophy-
site Christians (to whom Philoponus belonged) “salvation does not depend
on piety or righteousness or on any spiritual quality” (WILDBERG, Impetus
Theory and the Hermeneutics of Science..., 118). Indeed, according to general
Christian teaching, shared also by the Monophysites, salvation of humanity is
achieved by Christ, but this salvation must be assimilated on the personal lev-
el. It is clearly seen from the flourishing of the monasticism among the Mono-
physites of Egypt and Palestine in the fifth and sixth centuries. I make mention
in this context of a very important Severian center, the Enaton monastery near
Alexandria and monastic school in Gaza, both of which were closely connected
with Monophysite thinkers such as Zacharius Scholasticus and Severus (see
B. Brrron-AsHKELONY, A. Korsky, The Monastic School of Gaza (Boston: Brill,
2006) (VC Supp., 78) 6-46.

(60) This understanding of philosophy, and particularly of theory and
practice is met in Philoponus’ early commentaries (see in analytica poster., ed.
WarLies, CAG 13.3. 2, 29 and in de anim., ed. Haypuck, CAG 15. 554, 17). This
definition is also found in Philoponus’ teacher, Ammonius (in category., ed.
Busse, CAG 4.4, 29). Philoponus in In Meteorol. is quite close to this place in
Ammonius. However, in Ammonius’ passage in this context, nothing is said
about assimilation to God.

(61) See E. Evrarp, Les convictions religieuses de Jean Philopon et la date
du Commentaire aux “Météorologiques”, Bulletin de I’Académie Royale de Bel-
gique, Classe de leftres 6 (1953) 299-357.
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edge distinguished from false, understood as a philosophical way of
assimilation to God. Thus, it is not correct to argue that for him philos-
ophy was detached from salvation understood as assimilation to God.
Indeed, I believe it would be right to say that Philoponus drew his in-
spiration from the Christian tradition that particularly rejected eternity
of the world. One may presuppose that for him this tradition together
with the Scripture was a source of general teaching on the beginning
of the world. In other words, it gave a basis for true knowledge (its
Biblical “image”). As for the philosophical analysis and proof of this
knowledge, that was the task of a philosopher, who obtained assimi-
lation to God through his philosophical endeavors. Speaking about
these endeavors, I agree with Wildberg that Philoponus’ “constructive
criticism” found already in his early works was an extremely fruitful
methodology, which allowed him to achieve important results.®

As for assimilation to God in virtues, Philoponus paid attention to
this theme in De Opific. Mund. (Book 6.7-8), where he drew a distinc-
tion between “image” and “likeness” and referred to the Scriptures
underlining the need of a free choice for the virtuous life in Christ for
assimilation to God in knowledge and in virtues. It is precisely in this
context that he invoked a definition of philosophy made by “foreign”
(= pagan) sages (i.e. as “assimilation to God according to the human ca-
pacity”) and compared it with a Christian teaching on obtaining of
God’s likeness. Speaking about the similitude to God in virtuous life
Philoponus invoked a classical Christian teaching, with a reference to
Paul (Gal. 2:20 and 1 Cor. 1:11).® However, to my knowledge this pas-
sage from De Opific. Mund. is the only place in Philoponus where he
dedicated several pages to the theme of Christian virtuous life. More-
over, there he repeated more or less common themes from a Christian
tradition and these are not original. It is clear that the true “nerve” of
Philoponus’ heritage is not the theme of virtues and practical philoso-
phy, but theoretical philosophy, which discerns true knowledge from
the false.

At the same time in all Philoponius’ voluminous writings practi-
cally no attention is paid to ascetics, prayer or Christian mysticism,
(in the sense of a teaching on deification understood as a union with
God). Philoponus did mention assimilation to God in two places, but

(62) See WILDBERG, Impetus Theory and the Hermeneutics of Science...,
123.

(63) See De Opif. Mund. 243.1-4, ed. W. REICHARDT.
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he was not dealing with this theme as a problem of his philosophy, and
in this sense Wildberg is correct in speaking about “the detachment of
soteriology from philosophy” in Philoponus.** Most probably Philopo-
nus understood his philosophy as assimilation to God; but he was not
dealing with the theory of this assimilation or deification as such. This
was despite the fact that for Neoplatonism, (the dominant “pagan”
teaching of the Late Antiquity), this theme was central for the majority
of philosophers since at least Plotinus.®

Indeed, Maximus was much closer to this most important theme of
Neoplatonic thought than was Philoponus. However, unlike the Neo-
platonists, Maximus spoke about deification not only in the personal
life, but also within a broad context of God’s economy of salvation and
ecclesiology. This ecclesiological dimension was also entirely lacking
in Philoponus, even in his Christological works. Although Leslie Mac-
Coull writes about Philoponus: “a eucharistic subtext runs steadily
between the lines of his work”,* to my mind she has not proved this
statement convincingly in her articles dedicated to this theme.”” In any
case, even MacCoull speaks only about the “echoes of the liturgical
performances” heard in Philoponus” works.® It is quite evident, I be-
lieve, that if Philoponus had a real theoretical interest in the liturgical,
ecclesiological and mystical dimensions of a Christian life, at least in
his theological treatises he would have written about these themes
openly.?” In contrast, in Maximus one finds a special and very impor-

(64) WiLpBERG, Impetus Theory and the Hermeneutics of Science..., 118.

(65) However, it should be noted that in the fifth and sixth centuries in-
terest in these themes was more typical for the Athenian philosophical school
than for the Alexandrian school, to which Philoponus belonged.

(66) L.S.B. MacCoutt, Philosophy in its social context, in: R. S. BAGNALL
(ed.), Egypt in the Byzantine world, 300-700 (Cambridge NY: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 2007) 70.

(67) See her recent article: L. S. B. MacCoutt, Philoponus and the Cop-
tic Eucharist, Journal of Late Antiquity 3.1 (2010) 158-175. To the best of my
knowledge, MacCoull’s view is not shared by any other Philoponian scholar
(see note 7 for Sorabji’s view). The most that can be said on the basis of her
observations is that Philoponus shared the same cultural context as the Mono-
physite Church in Egypt. However, that does not mean that he inevitably
placed the theme of liturgical life in the center of his thought and writings.

(68) MacCoutt, Philoponus and the Coptic Eucharist..., 174.

(69) The only one explicit treatise on the theme of Eucharist found in
Philoponus, De paschate, was written in the end of Philoponus’ life and was
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tant treatise dedicated to the mystical dimension of the liturgy (Mysta-
808Y)-

Having noted this crucial difference in the spiritual tendencies of
these two thinkers, let us list briefly the points of divergence in their
teachings. These appear to be so contrary that in several cases one
could even say that Maximus’s departure was a direct response to
Philoponus’ teaching.

First of all it should be noted that in Maximus’s Centuries on Charity
one finds a direct attack on the Tritheists — Char. 2.29, and Philoponus
and his followers, though they are not mentioned by name, are identi-
fied by commentators on this treatise as the addressee of this attack.”
Indeed, although Maximus did not go into the details of Tritheist’s log-
ic and presuppositions in his polemics against Tritheism in Centuries
on Charity, criticism of them in that treatise can be really understood as
directed at Philoponus’ Trinitarian teaching.”

One may note that Philoponus’ understanding of the Trinity is char-
acterized by what may be called “individualism”.”? According to his
teaching, common substance of the Godhead can be only contemplat-
ed as one in three hypostases, but the unity of the Trinity is not a con-
crete real unity of One God. On the other hand, Maximus, following
Gregory of Nazianzus, insists on the importance of keeping real both
the oneness of God and the difference of hypostases:

“For indeed it is necessary alike to preserve the ‘one God,” as the
great Gregory says, and to confess the three persons, each with [its
hypostatic] property.” For ‘it is divided,” yet “without division,” as he
says; and ‘it is joined together,” but ‘with distinction.””* Therefore both

dedicated not to the mystical dimension of Eucharist, but to the quarrel against
the Armenian-Julianists (see note 17).

(70) This understanding is to be found in all commentaries on this trea-
tise (see e.g. P. SHErRwooOD, St. Maximus the Confessor: The Ascetic Life, the Four
Centuries on Charity (New York: Paulist Press, 1955) (ACW, 21) 255, n. 104;
A. Ceresa-GastaLpo, Massimo Confessore, Capitoli sulla carita (Roma: Studium,
1963) 105, n. 22).

(71) The theme of Maximus and Tritheism deserves a special research. In
the present article I will only touch on some aspects of this theme, since I plan
to cover others in the very near future.

(72) Quite often it is called “nominalism”, but I prefer not to use this scho-
lastic term in the Byzantine context.

(73) Greg. Naz., Or. 20: PG 35, 1072.44-45
(74) See Greg. Naz., Or. 39: PG 36, 345.45-48.



Grigory Benevich 121

the division and the union are extraordinary (or: “paradoxical’).” But
what is there extraordinary, if as one man with another, so likewise the
Son and the Father, is both united and separate and nothing more?”
(Char. 2.29).7¢

The last objection was aimed at an analogy between human indi-
viduals (in oneness of their nature and difference of hypostases) and
the Trinity and hit as precisely as possible at Philoponus, for he used
to make this very analogy:

“As we are one substance solely in thought by the common notion
of substance (Adyog g ovolac) whereas, however, in reality and
truth we understand ourselves to be many men, so there is a single
God solely in our thought by the common nature; but in reality and
truth there are three of them, the Godhead being distributed accor-

77

ding to the hypostases”.

In his rationalistic explanation of the Trinity Philoponus loses the
mystery of the Unity in Trinity and the Trinity in Unity and reduces
God’s inexpressible reality to our created reality. That is Maximus’ ob-
jection.

It is worth noting that in Maximus’ writings of the same or slightly
later time than Centuries on Charity, in several places in the passages
dedicated to the Trinity he developed his teaching in a way that can
be understood as a hidden polemics against Philoponus’ teaching.
However, he also rejected any possibility of understanding God’s one
substance as a separate reality from the hypostases. That was precisely
what Philoponus wanted to avoid, arguing that God’s substance could
not be some “fourth reality”, alongside the three hypostases. Maximus
agreed with it, but he also insisted on the reality of the One God. Thus,
in Mystagogy Maximus wrote that the Trinity is Trinity “not according
to separation (dwipeotv), alienation (dkAAoToiwowv) or some partition
(neowoudv). For the Monad is not parted according to hypostases, [but
also] it is not contained or contemplated in an [external] relationship

(75) Maximus almost verbally cites Gregory of Nazianzus: Or. 25: PG 35,
1221.45.

(76) In this article I use the translation by Polycarp Sherwood from: St.
Maximus the Confessor: The Ascetic Life, the Four Centuries on Charity..., 159.
However, I have added references to parallel places in the work of Gregory of
Nazianzus, which Sherwood did not find.

(77) Esiep, VAN Roey, Wickuawm, Peter of Callinicum..., 31-32.
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to them (oxetkawe)”.”® A further example of such implied polemics
against the Tritheists may be found in the Commentary on the ‘Our Fa-
ther’ (Expositio orationis dominicae), where it is said: “And not as com-
mon and generic, contemplated only by thought, the Monad differs
from the Trinity, for essence is really self-existing (a0OVTapKTOG)”.”

For Maximus, the concrete union of the Persons of the Trinity was
the foundation of the very possibility of the union of a created one (i.e.
human being who achieved oneness in his Christian life) to the One
God. Following Neoplatonic tradition and Ps.-Dionysius,* Maximus
spoke about such a union of “one” with the One. For example, in this
context in QD. 39 he wrote that Abraham, who received the three an-
gels as one Lord, “was enlightened with the knowledge of the Holy
Triad and Monad”.?! This theme is also found in Amb. 10-45: PG 91,
1200A-B in the contemplation of the addition of an alpha to Abraham'’s
name, which was explained as a symbol of one (made one through
detachment from all created beings) coming to the One.* Interpreting
the mystical meaning of the Trisagion sung at the Liturgy, Maximus
connected the union of the soul with God’s hidden oneness and its
deification.®

These examples are sufficient to show how, for Maximus (who was
deeply rooted in the Neoplatonic mystical tradition), the philosophi-
cal aspect of his Trinitarian teaching was connected to the importance
for him of deification, which here we find to be different from that of
Philoponus.

(78) Myst. 23.69-70, ed. R. CANTARELLA.
(79) Or. Dom. 453-56, ed. VaN DEUN.

(80) See G. HeiL, A. M. RittER, Ps.-Dionysius. De ecclesiastica hierarchia,
118.2-3, where monks’ task is defined as making themselves one according
to the One and approaching the Holy One: povaxoic wg moog 1o v avt@v
odpetAovTwv évomoteloBat kat OGS teeav HovAadA.

(81) See QD 39.3-6, ed. DEcLERCK, here when speaking about Abraham,
who approached God as one approaches the One in knowledge (cw¢ pévog tq
MOV KT TV YV@oLv tpooxwenoac), Maximus followed loosely Plotinus
(Enn. 6.9.11.51, ed. HENRyY, Schwyzer (¢puyr) povov o povov)).

(82) “By faith he was hiddenly assimilated to the reason concerning the
monad, according to which he came to have a form of unity, or rather out of
many was made one, magnificently and wholly drawn up alone to God alone”
(translation from: A. Loutn, Maximus the Confessor (London: Routledge, 1996)
150.

(83) See Myst. 23.86-96, ed. R. CANTARELLA.
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Having noted this difference, we may also address the famous logoi
theory. Both thinkers used it; in particular, Philoponus in his polem-
ics with Proclus against eternity of the world,* and Maximus in his
polemics with the Origenists about the preexistence of minds.*® Not
minds, but logoi of the created beings preexist in God. That is God’s
wills for all reasonable creatures.

In Maximus however, Neoplatonic logoi theory had a dynamic so-
teriological dimension which, in this context, was not discussed in
Philoponus. For Maximus, God’s logoi were not only His eternal plans
about creation, which God realizes in a certain consequence, they were
also dynamic principles of our movement towards Him. They were
providential logoi, principles of our being, well-being, and ever-well-
being with God. As Maximus put it: “Each [intellectual] being, accord-
ing to its logos [of each], which is in God, is called a part (= member)
of God, and is said as having place in God. Certainly, if [such being]
moves according to it [i.e. its logos] with wisdom and reason, it comes
to God filling its own place [which suits it] and making up the beauty
[of the whole] as a useful member of Christ’s body” (QD 173.1-16, ed.
Declerck).®

Maximus’ theory of logoi was dynamic, whereas Philoponus’ the-
ory was not connected with the problem of the union with God and
movement towards Him. It only addressed the problem of creation,
not that of salvation. From the passage just quoted it is also clear that
for Maximus, unlike Philoponus, his logoi theory was part and parcel
of his Christology and ecclesiology. Furthermore, Maximus’ teaching
on contemplation was also grounded in his understanding of logoi as
contemplated in the Logos. He clearly draws a difference between the
contemplation of creation, which testifies the existence of the Creator
(such contemplation in its content is close to Philoponus’ concerns®)
and the contemplation of the principles of creation in God. Being unit-
ed with the One, saints contemplated the logoi of creation most purely

(84) See Cont. Procl. 11.5: 37.1-10; 41.8-22; IV.9: 78.8-24, ed. RaBE.
(85) See Amb.7: PG 91, 1069-1101.

(86) In the same passage Maximus also speaks about reasonable beings
which “lose their own logos and rush to non-being”. However, the problem of
the “lost logos”, the ontology of evil in Maximus deserves a special attention
and I will not analyze it in this article.

(87) Though Philoponus also toiled far more than Maximus to clarify the
relations between God and creation and the laws and nature of creation as
such.
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and truly.® Such double perspective on the contemplation is typical for
Maximus but it is lacking in Philoponus (perhaps as well as in other
philosophers of the Alexandrian school of that time).

The next important point of divergence between Maximus and
Philoponus was in the teaching about the origin of a human being.
As Marie-Hélene Congourdeau noted, in his early works, particularly
in the commentary to De anima, Philoponus taught that a preexistent
mind through the acquisition of a “pneumatic body” enters an embryo
after the formation of its “animal” life conceived through the sperm.*
Thus he uses a traditional pagan teaching of preexistence of the soul,”
combining Plato with Aristotle. However, later during his polemics
against the eternity of the world he did not hold explicitly the theory
of preexistence of the souls. At the same time, he kept the teaching
about the embodiment of the soul into the already formed embryo.”
There was an “Aristotelian” argument in favor of this theory — This
was that the soul is a form (eidog), and perfection (teAeidtntar), and
a bond (or: “binding” — ovvoxnv) of the body. Thus, as a separable

(88) In Myst. 5.196-205, ed. R. CANTARELLA, Maximus says that “when the
soul has become unified... its head [i.e.,, mind — G.B.] is crowned by the first
and only and unique Word and God... Gazing with a simple understanding
on him who is not outside it... it will itself understand the principles (logoi)
of beings” (G. C. BertroLp (ed. and tr.), Maximus Confessor. Selected Writings
(New York: Paulist Press, 1985) 194). Thus, it is clear that Maximus speaks
here about mystical contemplation of the logoi in the Logos after the union
with God, and not about the natural, philosophic contemplation of creation
which testifies about one Creator.

(89) éyytvetal d¢ 1) Aoywn PuxT) T@ COUATL LETX TV DATAQOLY TOD
teAetov Cov, TV AAAWV PLXIKOV dLVAHEWVY TJTOL TWV AdYWV adT@WV
ovykatapairopévov 1q onéopartt (In De anima 163, 34-36, ed. Haypuck).
Cangourdeau finds a lot of parallel themes in this Philoponus’ treatise and
Ad Gaurum by Porhyry, though, according to the latter, the fetus remained
only plant-like rather than living sentient being until birth, and Philoponus
perhaps argued against him (see M.-H. CaNGourDEAU, La postérité byzan-
tine de I'Ad Gaurum, in: L. Brisson, M.-H. CoNGOURDEAU, J.-L. SoLERE (éds.),
L’embryon: formation et animation. Antiquité grecque et latine, traditions hebraique,
chrétienne et islamique (Paris: Vrin, 2008) 185-189).

(90) See Plotin, Enn. 1V, 3, 15. 17; Porph., De Abstinentia, 1, 31. Orac. Chald.,
fr. 110, 115, 120, 158.

(91) See: M.-H. ConGourbpEaU, L'embryon entre néoplatonisme et chris-
tianisme, Oriens-Occidens, Cahiers du Centre d’histoire des sciences et des philoso-
phies arabes et médiévales 4 (2002) 214-216.
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entelechy,” it appears in the embryo after its animal life is formed.
Philoponus explored the peripatetic metaphor of the steersman and
sheep made in passing by Aristotle (see De Opific. Mund. V1. 23%). And
it was possible to think that, according to Aristotle, the spiritual soul
was infused at forty days or so (see Aristotle, On the History of Animals
VIL3, 4:583).

It seems that in general Philoponus assiduously strived to avoid
teaching on the simultaneity of creation of the soul and body of a hu-
man being at the moment of conception. Perhaps, he shared the general
idea, which can be found already in Plato, that things created together
must be dissolved together.”* For example, when an animal’s soul was
created together with its body it disappeared after its death. Since a
human’s soul did not disappear, consequently it must have been cre-
ated at a different moment in time. Since “preexistence” was not reli-
able, therefore the soul must enter the body after the formation of the
embryo. Perhaps such was the implicit logic of Philoponus’ teaching
on this issue even though he explicitly refers only to Aristotle.

It is most probable that in his teaching Maximus departed on the
soul-body relations not only from Origenism, (as is well known), but
also from its seeming opposite, the teaching of Philoponus, Jewish rab-
binical teaching and the teaching of some Antiochean theologians who

(92) In fact, with regards to its activity directed towards the body, for
Philoponus who was following Porphyry, the soul was not a separable ent-
elechy. On the other hand, in its own life, the soul was separable.

(93) Cf. Aristotle, De An.2.1,413a8-9; in fact, as Lang has noted (LaNG, John
Philoponus and the Controversies over Chalcedon..., 136), Aristotle speaks about
a sailor (mAwt1)0), while Philoponus speaks about a steersman (kcveovrtng).
See also Plot. Enn. 1V.3.9.22-3.

(94) “Time, then, and the heaven came into being at the same instant in
order that, having been created together, if ever there was to be a dissolution
of them, they might be dissolved together” (Timaeus 37c—d). Philoponus re-
ferred to this place many times in Cont. Procl., for example in 16. 576. 16-18,
ed. RaBE). Immediately after that quotation he wrote: “it is necessary that the
intellective substances exist even if the cosmos does not exist. For they do not
have their existence in relation to the bodies in such a way that if the bodies
were theoretically destroyed, the intellective substance would be destroyed as
well” (Cont. Procl. 16. 576.20-25, ed. RaBE, translation in: J. WiLBERDING, Philo-
ponus, “Against Proclus on the Eternity of the World 12-18” (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 2006) 76).
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believed in the preexistence of the embryo to the reasonable soul.”
Maximus’ passages on this problem can be found in Ambigua and in
some other writings, where he persistently argued against the theory
of preexistence of the soul to the body as well as of preexistence of the
body to the soul and for the teaching of their simultaneous creation at
the moment of conception.”

In Ambiguum 42 in particular, Maximus interpreted Exd. 21, 22-23
(the passage that deals with punishment for causing the loss of an em-
bryo) in a way which was contrary to Philoponus (see De Opific. Mund.
VL. 25). Maximus did not hold a teaching on the difference in the time
between the creation of the reasonable and the material parts of a hu-
man being as a correlate of the soul’s possibility to exist without a body
after the death of a human being. According to him, this possibility
was founded on the soul’s own activity that was independent from the
body. As such, this was not directed towards the body, and did not nec-
essarily need the body. (Here Maximus shared common Neoplatonic
teaching®). However, at the same time, the soul, according to him, was
created together with the body and together with it constituted one
human being, or hypostasis. Human nature is a common nature of
body and soul.”

Thus, Maximus writes about the separation of the body and the
soul: “after the death of the body, the soul is called not just ‘a soul’, but
the soul of a human being, that is of some [concrete] human being (tov
tvog avOpwmov Puxr))... In the same way, the body as regards its
nature is mortal, however, as regards its origin it is not left on its own.
For the body after the separation of the soul is called not just “a body’,

(95) See M.-H. ConGOURDEAU, L'embryon et son dme dans les sources grecques
(VIs. av. ].C. = V¢s. ap. ].C.) (Paris: Association des amis du Centre d’histoire
et civilisation de Byzance, 2007) 299-301). According to Congourdeau, such a
view was held by John Chrysostom, Theodoret of Cyrus, Ephraim and Isaac
the Syrian. It was also common in the Jewish rabbinical thought.

(96) See Amb. 42: PG 91, 1316 A-1349A; Maximus follows the tradition,
which comes from Gregory of Nyssa (See De Opif. Hom. 28), or, perhaps, even
some older tradition. On Maximus’ embryology, see M.-H. CONGOURDEAU,
Maxime le Confesseur et '’humanité de 'embryon, Nouvelle revue théologique
I1I (1989) 693-709.

(97) PG91, 1341.

(98) See his Ep. 6: PG 91, 424C—433A, which is entirely dedicated to this
theme.

(99) See Amb. 42: PG 91, 1316A-1349A and Amb. 7: PG 91, 1100C-1101C.



Grigory Benevich 127

but the body of some [concrete] human being (tov Tivog &vOowmov
owua), even though it is rotten and disintegrated into elements of
which it consists” (PG 91, 1101B). Thus, according to Maximus, both
soul and body belong to the same person, and only through this be-
longing to one and the same human being they belong to each other.
Both, soul and body retain “a necessary relation” to their hypostasis
because both of them belong to one and the same person. Being sepa-
rated from each other (as they are separated in death), they still be-
long to one hypostasis, and in this way, i.e. through one and the same
hypostasis, which logos is in God, they belong to each other.'™

For Maximus the relation between soul and body was not a prob-
lem of abstract theoretical interest. His anthropology is an intrinsic
part of his soteriology. The whole theory of the soul-body relations in
Maximus should be understood within the context of his soteriological
ideas. In a few words, Maximus’ idea of salvation can be formulated
as a renovation through Christ of our nature in its way of being, per-
verted by the Fall (see for example Amb. 41: PG 91, 1304D-1316A). Ac-
cording to Maximus, Christ innovates not the logos of our nature, but
its way (tropos) of being (or: existence).

Unlike Philoponus, Maximus did not speak about the “new nature”
of a human being in the state of Resurrection. Instead, he explained this
state with a help of his logos-tropos distinction. Logos of nature was for
him unchangeable. It was tropos (or “way”) of being that was changed
in this state, in comparison with our present mortality. Logos of the
human nature for him was not the same thing as a philosophical defi-
nition, such as “the rational and mortal living being”. This logos was
God’s will about our nature, and mortality was not included in God’s
will about our nature. This will was unchangeable, and in a state of
Resurrection our nature received a tropos of being that was entirely in
accordance with God'’s will (or logos) of our nature. Thus, in that way,
Maximus solved the problem posed by Philoponus, without mention-
ing him.

Indeed, in Maximus one finds the teaching of deification of both
the soul and the body. For him, that presupposed a need in this earthly
life for the purification of the soul from bodily passions, a responsibil-
ity of the soul for the body and a participation of the body through
the purified soul in the life in God. Maximus said that the soul was

(100) For the analysis of soul-body relations in Maximus see BENEVICH,
God’s Logoi and Human Personhood in St Maximus..., 137-155.
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required to treat its body according to God’s commandment on loving
one’s neighbor, to make the body “reasonable” by virtues, making it
the soul’s collaborator.”! These teachings would be crucial in the Pala-
mite controversy.

On the other hand, Philoponus’ anthropological views are impor-
tant for understanding of his Christology, since he constantly made an
analogy between soul-body relations and relations in Christ of divine
and human natures. This analogy was used by all participants in the
Christological controversy, but the anthropological scheme and its us-
age were different in different authors. Uwe Lang dedicated a large
part of his study of the Arbiter to this theme.'” Philoponus’logic on this
issue in general was common to the Monophysites. In particular he
wrote: “Christ, being numerically one will be one nature, to be known
by that name, but evidently composite and not simple, in the way
that the word «man» is indicative of the nature composed of soul and
body”.'” And again: “If, therefore, man, who is from soul and body; is
one nature, Christ, who is from divinity and humanity, must also be
one nature. For Christ is nought else but he who is from the two, just
as man, who is from soul and body”.'**

On the other hand, Maximus, on the basis of his anthropology, re-
jected that kind of analogy. For him, the soul and the body were cre-
ated together according to one logos of humanity, and it was an argu-
ment for the necessary and natural character of their union. They have
one logos of being. God’s Word, however, did not take our nature in
his hypostasis out of necessity, and it was wrong to speak about one
composite nature of God and man in Christ, though it is necessary to
speak about One Christ. As Cangourdeau has rightly noted, Maximus’
embryology and his teaching on simultaneous creation of the soul and

(101) See Amb. 7, PG 91, 1092B.

(102) See LaNg, John Philoponus and the Controversies over Chalcedon..., 101-
134 for authors before Philoponus, and 135-153 for Philoponus. Lang states
that the anthropological paradigm lies at the heart of Philoponus’ theological
defense of miaphysite Christology” (150).

(103) Arbit. 1.11, translation from: Lang, John Philoponus and the Controver-
sies over Chalcedon..., 182.

(104) Arbit. 8.31, translation from: Lang, John Philoponus and the Controver-
sies over Chalcedon..., 197.
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the body was an anthropological basis for one of his arguments against
the Monophysit Christology.'>

Within these anthropological views Maximus insisted that the soul-
body analogy did not work for a proof of the teaching of one compos-
ite nature of Christ. Moreover, in Ep. 12: PG 91, 488D—489A he said that
it was a wrong anthropology that allowed the Monophysites to ap-
ply the soul-body analogy to Christology. At the same time, Maximus
himself used this analogy speaking of the one complicated hypostatis
of Christ."™ Indeed, the soul and body constitute one person, which
is not the same thing as one nature. In Philoponus, nature was identi-
fied with hypostasis'”” and in Christ it was understood as composite.
In Maximus it was Christ’s hypostasis that was composite, but not the
nature. As Uwe Lang, with a reference to Maximus, has noted: “Christ
is one hypostasis viz. person that has in himself the perfection of the
uncreated divine and the perfection of the created human nature,
which he has assumed in the Incarnation. This hypostasis is thus truly
composite, but without being changed (dtoémtwc) or constrained by
necessity, as Maximus Confessor would later say.”!'*

Although his commentaries on Aristotle were kept and read, in
general Philoponus’ theological heritage was rejected by the Orthodox
Byzantine Empire. Meanwhile, the philosophical and scientific ideas
in his anti-eternity polemics greatly influenced other cultures and
discourses, particularly, the Arab philosophy, Latin medieval philoso-
phy and the new European science.'” Thus, Philoponus’ scientific and
philosophical project appeared to be quite formative for the history of
world science and philosophy.

SUMMARY

On the crossroads of Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages in
Byzantium there were two possibilities for the future development of
Christian thought. One of these was realized by Philoponus, the other by

(105) See Concourpeau, Maxime le Confesseur et I'’humanité de l'em-
bryon, 706-708.

(106) See Max. TP 13: PG 91, 145C-148A.
(107) See Arbit. VII. 23; 22-23 28; 26-27, ed. Sanda

(108) Max. Ep. 12: PG 91, 489D-492A; Ep. 13: 517BC, 528D-529A, 532A;
translation from: Lang, John Philoponus and the Controversies over Chalcedon...,
168.

(109) See, e. g., Sorasy1, Aristotle Transformed...
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Maximus. Although mainly taking opposite views, both of them share one
common basis. In their cosmology and the teaching on the relationship of
the Creator to the world both thinkers opposed Neoplatonic teaching on
the eternity of the world.

As I stated previously, with respect to his teaching with deification in
its center Maximus was quite close to the main idea of Neoplatonic mysti-
cal philosophy. However, in his anthropology Maximus was entirely free
from both Neoplatonic teaching on the soul-body relations (particularly
from the teaching about souls’ preexistence) and from the opposite teach-
ing on the preexistence of the body to the soul (which can be found in late
Philoponus and many other Christian and Jewish thinkers).

In addition, I would also observe that the ultimate fate of both Philo-
ponus and Maximus at a personal level can be seen in the light of their
thought. On the one hand, Philoponus, who held a highly “individual-
istic” vision of the Trinity and believed in the so-called “particular sub-
stance” of each human being as well as each Person of the Trinity, ended
his life being marginalized by the majority of his contemporaries from
all Christian camps, at the same time as evidently being persona non grata
for the circle of pagan philosophers.! On the other hand, Maximus, with
his stress on the union of “one” to the One, died as a confessor following
his exile to Caucasus from the civilized world. Ironically, the native “bar-
baric” people of Caucasus happened to share his teaching, which in future
would be the teaching of the whole Orthodox Church.?

It is my view that in their persons we face ultimate expressions of the
principles of individuality (constituted in opposition of “one” to “many”)
and personhood (constituted in relation of one to the One). While Philopo-
nus, avoiding Neoplatonic mysticism, substituted some “pagan” aspects
of Neoplatonism with ideas that would lie at the foundation of future
post-Aristotelian cosmology and physics, Maximus, following Ps.-Diony-
sius, transformed the mystical aspects of Neoplatonism, saving this teach-
ing for use in Christian philosophy and theology.

(1) See C.WiLpBERG, Olympiodrus, in: Stanford Encyclopedia for Philosophy,
<http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/olympiodorus> (accessed February 2011).

(2) Maximus’s companions in their correspondence from Caucasus call
native people “Christ-loving”, i.e. Orthodox (see on this matter: /1. I'. Xpyiiko-
BA, Pannexpucmuarckue namamuuxu Bocmoutiozo Ipuuepriomopos (IV-VII Beka)
(Mocksa: Hayxka, 2002) 58-59).
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CONSTANTINOPOLITAN ECHOES
IN SIXTEENTH-CENTURY
MOLDAVIAN ILLUSTRATIONS
OF THE AKATHISTOS HYMN"

The Akathistos Hymn, a fifth century creation, in a recently pro-
posed chronology' knew its first pictorial parallels centuries later, in
late Byzantium, as a consequence of the inventiveness and speculative
tendencies of the Constantinopolitan workshops around 1300.

A peculiar interest in the illustration of the twenty four strophes of
this poetic text, showed in Moldavia during the reign of Peter Rares
(1527-1538; 1541-1546) and Jeremiah Movila (1595-1606), resulted in
eleven mural cycles: nine in the exterior paintings (Probota, St. George
and St. Demetrius in Suceava, Humor, Moldovita, Baia, Arbore, Voro-
net, Sucevita) and two in the interior decoration (Parhduti, Sucevita).

The examination of these frescoes revealed a so far unknown con-
nection between a significant number of versions pertaining to the
figurative structure of the hymn, and various types of 14th century
Byzantine sources: an icon (Praise of the Theotokos with the Akathiston
in the Uspensky Cathedral of the Moscow Kremlin, with its monu-
mental parallel in the Ferapontov Monastery), certain miniatures
(Ms. Synodal. gr. 429, the Tomic Psalter in Moscow and the Serbian Psal-
ter in Munich), and a number of frescoes (Decani, Mateice, Peribleptos
in Ochrid, Markov Manastir).?

No evidence has been so far identified to indicate the way in which
16th century artists or theologians in Romanian lands became ac-
quainted with the Byzantine representations of the Akathiston. One

(*) A Romanian version of this paper was published in: CAIETE ARA.
Arhitecturd. Restaurare. Arheologie 1 (Bucharest, 2010) 99-108.

(1) L. M. PeLromaa, The Image of the Virgin Mary in the Akathistos Hymn
(Leiden—Boston—Koln, 2001) chapter 4.

(2) C. CostEa, Sub semnul Miresei nenuntite. Despre reprezentarea Im-
nului Acatist In Moldova secolului XVI, Ars Transsilvaniae 19 (Cluj, 2009) 99—
108.

131



132 Scrinium VII-VIIIL.1 (2011-2012). Ars Christiana

may simply conclude — scrutinizing the preserved pictorial mate-
rial — that their interest was, on the whole, directed to versions of
increased originality, as those in the icon or the manuscripts.

Beyond the structure of illustrations, the cycles under consideration
sometimes include details from the life of the Capital of the Eastern
Christendom — referring to miracles or miracle-working images —
the presence of which seems to be generated through multiple and not
always visual means.

Ahardly recognizable representation depicts stanza 20 (kontakion 11:
All praise falleth short, O holy King, when it stretcheth toward the bounds
of thy bountiful compassion; in that, if we offer thee praises equalling the
sands in number...*) at Parhauti:* Christ is standing, flanked by bishops,
with a raised font surrounded by sitting human figures in the forefront
and a spring in the proscenium; the same subject has been identified
at Arbore:®> Christ stands among bishops, assisting a group of people
buried up to the shoulders/neck around a spring (Fig. 1). Both myste-
rious representations have been found to source in the illustration to
the corresponding scene of the Moscow Byzantine icon (Fig. 2):° it is
the miracle worked in the monastery of Christ Philanthropos in Old
Serail, where Christ appeared (or there was an acheiropoietos icon of
Christ standing) at the place where holy waters flowed alongside the
seashore, springing from under the church and curing, with the sands
around, of leprosy and many other diseases.” Although in the Mol-
davian representations the “panel-wall” with the detached figure of
Christ is different in aspect, the basic elements of the subject have been

(38) See the English version in: Book of Divine Prayers and Services of the
Catholic Orthodox Church of Christ (New York, 21958).

(4) In this monument the colour layer is almost completely covered by
dust and soot.

(5) This Arbore image bears no inscription and the episode seems to be
casually situated in the sequence of scenes, which are otherwise disorderly
associated in the second part of the hymn.

(6) The identification of the detail in the Uspensky panel was made
through 14th-15th century reports of Russian pilgrims in Constantinople:
9. I1. Caavkopa, OTpaskeHne UCTOPUIECKUX KOHCTaHTUHOIIOABCKUX peaauii B
nxoHorpaduu nKoHs! rocaeaneit yerseptu XIV sexa «IToxsasa boromartepu
¢ Axaducrom», in: Tocydapcmesentivie myseu Mockosckozo Kpemas. Mamepuarvt
u uccaedosarus 7 (Mocksa, 1990) 47-50.

(7) R.JaniN, Les Monastéres du Christ Philanthrope a Constantinople,
REB 4 (1946) 151-162.
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Fig. 2. The Uspensky Cathedral icon, detail:
The Akathistos Hymn, strophe 20
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preserved. Yet, if the Parhduti version is quite close to the Uspensky
icon, the detail showing the diseased buried to the neck in the sands
in the Arbore scene cannot be found in the Russian pilgrims’ relations.
It has a different source: the very practice of appealing for this super-
natural cure occurred on the Transfiguration day, that continued long
after the Fall of the City and was registered by some 17th century West-
ern travellers.® This development of the miraculous experience could
have been known from now lost documents, if not from direct reports.
Salikova’s identification of the Constantinopolitan miracle in the Us-
pensky icon meets an unexpected confirmation in the Arbore unparal-
leled iconographic detail.

Another Constantinopolitan feature seems to have been inserted
in the illustration to the stanza 17 of the Akathistos Hymn (eikos 9:
Behold, the eloquent with wide speech have become in thy comprehension like
fish without voice) at Humor, where the composition displays an un-
usual structure (Fig. 3). It is mainly inspired by the Mateice redaction,
unique in the Byzantine cycles of the Akathiston for the association of
the philosophers’ scene with the procession of the Virgin Hodegetria
icon.’ In the axis of the composition the version in Moldavia sets an
icon-bearer, supporting an image of the same iconographic type of the
Virgin on a tall staff and extending his arms as if he was crucified. His
gesture recalls the reports of Russian pilgrims (Stephen of Novgorod,
ca. 1350) about the Tuesday Office dedicated to the Hodegetria icon,
palladium of Constantinople, in the Hodegon Monastery of the Virgin:
“...they take out this icon every Tuesday... place it... on the shoulders
of a single man and he extends his arms as if crucified.”'* The eleva-
tion of the Hodegetria icon in procession and its carrying along the
streets of Constantinople by a “crucified man” is depicted on the late
13th century hapax representation in the narthex of the Blachernae
church near Arta (Fig. 4). From the memory of the Hodegetria proces-
sion in Constantinople, the Humor version preserved the fragment of
the icon bearer, associated here with the topos of icon veneration.

(8) J. pe TuEvENOT, Relation d'un voyage au Levant (1665) (Amsterdam,
21727) 71.

(9) A.PArzovp, Der Akathistos-Hymnos. Die Bilerzyklen in der Byzantinischen
Wandmalerei des 14. Jahrhunderts (Stuttgart, 1989) 50, fig. 69.

(10) R. JaNiN, La Géographie écclesiastique de I’Empire Byzantin. Premiére

partie. Le Siége de Constantinople et le Patriarcat CEcuménique, III. Les Eglises et les
Monasteres (Paris, 1969) 204.
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Fig. 3. Humor, The Akathistos Hymn, strophe 17
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The same type of the Virgin and Child appears in the scene of the
Siege of Constantinople which illustrates the prooemium to the Akathis-
ton (To the Mighty Leader in Battle),"" preserved at Humor, Moldovita
and Arbore® (Figs. 5-7): this is the icon carried in procession on the
City walls as a protector from pagan invasions. Three attacks on the
Capital City were mainly known to the Christian oikoumene after the
Fall of Constantinople: the onslaught of the joint army of Avars, Slavs
and Persians in 626 under Emperor Herakleios, the attack of the Arabs
in 674-678 under Emperor Constantine Pogonatos, and another as-
sault of the Arabs in 717 under Emperor Leo III the Isaurian.” Though

(11) During the office of the Akathiston in the fifth week of the Great Lent,
the prooemium “To the Mighty Leader in Battle” is chanted in the beginning, then
three times during the office (after eikoi 3, 6, and 9, according to the 16th century
Triodion from the Neamt monastery, Ms. in the Library of the Romanian Acad-
emy BAR sl. 111) and at the end of the hymn. In the Moldavian cycles its il-
lustration appears at the end, after 24 stanzas, supposedly for the amplitude of
the military redaction and in order to put forth the implied political allusions.

(12) In the case of the church at Baia, the advanced damage makes the
image undecipherable.

(13) The “history fragment” was introduced as a reading in the office of
the Akathiston during the Great Lent. But the Neamt Triodion (see n. 11) does
not include the Siege narration. The version in Moldavia, somehow different
from the Synaxarium, was incorporated in the Old Slavonic Sborniks of the
time (Ms. in the library of Dragomirna Monastery sl. 1813/724, early 15th cen-
tury, written in Constantinople, fols. 262— 271v, see ZI. Iuru, Za desettomnata
kolektia Studion — iz arhiva na rumanskia izsledovac Ion Iufu, in: Studia
Balcanica (Sofia, 1970) 342, cf. Scr 5 (2009) 342 or Ms. BAR sl. 152 (15th century,
from the monastery of Neamt, fols. 365-370, see P. P. PaNaAITESCU, Manuscrisele
slave din Biblioteca Academiei RPR, vol. 1 (Bucuresti, 1959), 208; on both ma-
nuscripts see: P. Bojceva (ed.), I. R. MircEa, Répertoire des manuscrits slaves
en Roumanie. Auteurs byzantins et slaves (Sofia, 2005), 178). The bears the title
A useful narration collected from old narrations and brought to light to remember
the most glorious miracles worked when the Persians and the Barbarians besieged
Constantinople, when they perished through God’s decision and have been annihilated
and the City remained untouched through the prayers of the Theotokos and thanks-
giving prayers have been chanted since, standing, in that Day; it is registered by
Fr. Halkin as Miraculum in eadem obsidionem seu de axaOiotw (a Metaphrasta in
menologium insertum), BHG 1060; PG 92, 1353-1372; PG 106, 1336-1353; certain
authors agree with its attribution to Nicephorus Callistus (14th century), as it
is mentioned in J. M. Quercii, Adnotationes, PG 92, 1347-1348; A. FrorLow, La
dédicace de Constantinople dans la tradition byzantine, Revue de I’"Histoire des
Religions 27 (1944) 95, n. 2; N. PATTERSON-gEVéENKO, Icons in the Liturgy, DOP
45 (1991) 49 n. 31.
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Fig. 4. Arta,
Blachernae
church,

The Procession

of the Hodegetria
through the streets
of Constantinople

Fig. 5. Humor,
The Akathistos
Hymn, prooemium:
The Siege

of Constantinople
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during the Siege of 626, Constantine, the son of Emperor Herakleios,
and Patriarch Sergius appealed to the Virgin to defend the ramparts
through her icon from the Blachernae church' — orans holding the
Child in a medallion in front of her womb, according to its 11th cen-
tury description”® — the memory of the narrations about the sieges
retained the Hodegetria type', mentioned in terms during the attack
of 717 (...etxova TG Oeountegog 0dNyNTElaG...)"” and present in the
Moldavian murals.

The versions of the Siege at Humor, Moldovita, and Arbore, some-
what different from each other, are not so much a direct illustration,
but show certain independence from the hagiographic story, in a point
central to the prooemium representation: the nikephore objects. Consid-
ering both variants of the text (in the Synaxarium and in the Menolo-
gium), during the first assault, the inhabitants of the City carried in
procession on the walls the icons of the Virgin (holding the Child on
her arms: Menologium) the acheiropoietos image of Christ, the cross and
the Virgin’s garment; during the second assault they took out the ma-
phorion (Synaxarium), whilst during the third one, the Cross and the
icon of the Virgin (“Hodegetria”: Synaxarium). The type of Theotokos
from the Hodegon Monastery, common to the three representations of
the Siege in Moldavia, would plead for the illustration of the coalesced
episodes of the onslaughts.'® The Cross does not appear in either of the

(14) JaniN, La Géographie écclesiastique..., 163.
(15) Ibid., 162, 166.

(16) “And Sergios the Patriarch, taking the holy icons of the Mother of
God and especially those in which the Saviour Infant was painted, held on
his Mother’s arms” (Menologium, PG 92, 1356; PG 106, 1337; Ms. BAR sl. 152,
365v); the passage mentioning several icons of the Virgin and Child seems
contaminated by the Homily on the Siege of the City (626) by Theodore the
Synkellos, see H. BELTING, Likeness and Presence. A History of the Image before the
Era of Art (Chicago, 1994) 496, Appendix, 2; see also L. M. PELromaa, Role of
the Virgin Mary at the Siege of Constantinople, in 626, in: Scrinium 5 (2009)
294; I had no access to the article of B. PEnTcHEVA, The supernatural protector
of Constantinople: the Virgin and her icons in the tradition of the Avar siege,
Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 26 (2002) 1-41; for the Moldavian case, the
question is in the iconographic type of the Hodegetria.

(17)  Synaxarium, PG 92, 1352; PATTERSON-éEVéENKO, Icons in the Liturgy,
49 n. 31.

(18) A later victory, during the Ottoman assault of 1422 upon Constan-

tinople, was attributed by Joseph Bryennius to the carrying of the same Ho-
degetria icon around the ramparts (A. CuTLER, The Virgin on the Walls, in:
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commented painted versions, the Mandylion and the maphorion are
present only at Moldovita.” In respect to these last two sacred objects,
the Menologium and the Synaxarium do not seem to be consistent with
the historical sources contemporary to the events.? The Maphorion —
kept in Constantinople since 473 in the reliquary chapel (Soros) of the
Blachernae — was reportedly used for the first time as a defender of the
City, through its immersion into the sea, in 860 by Emperor Michael IIT
and Patriarch Photius for repelling the Russian invasion.?’ As far as
the acheiropoietos figure of Christ is concerned, its presence in seventh-
century Constantinople could seem out of place since the Mandylion
of Edessa was brought to the Capital in 944. Yet, since the sixth-century
the “not made-by-hand” image of Christ from Camuliana, which “was
used as imperial palladium in the wars against the Persians of the sev-
enth-century”* has been venerated in Constantinople.

The configuration of the Siege in 16th century painting would indi-
cate the prevalence of hagiographic sources over historical references,
which nevertheless might not have been ignored in a milieu where a
contemporary (or a presumed initiator) of the Moldavian programs,
Macarius, a chronicler and bishop of Roman, was an exquisite scholar,
“satiated with reading of the Byzantines.”*

Transfiqurations. Studies in the Dynamics of Byzantine Iconography (London, 1975)
140).

(19) The absence of the nikephore pieces in the other two Siege redactions
could eventually be a matter of scarce visibility, owing to the extended lacunae
of the damaged fresco layer.

(20) “On the complicated question of just what images or relics were tak-
en around the walls in 626, and whether they did or did not include an icon
of the Virgin, cf. J. L. van DietEN, Geschichte der Patriarchen von Sergios I. bis
Johannes VI. (610-715) (Amsterdam, 1972), Excursus I, 174-178" (PATTERSON-
gEVéENKO, Icons in the Liturgy, 49, n. 31.

(21) JaniN, La Géographie écclesiastique..., 161, 163; CuTtLER, The Virgin on
the Walls, 137-139; The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 2 (New York—
Oxford, 1991) 1294.

(22) BertING, Likeness and Presence..., 55; see also A. GRABAR, Iconoclasmul
bizantin. Dosarul arheologic (Bucuresti, 1991) 62-65; The Oxford Dictionary of
Byzantium, vol. 2,1099; “...the awe-inspiring image of the unpainted painting”
(George Pisida, The Avar War (626), cited in BerrtiNg, Likeness and Presence,
497) that Patriarch Sergius exalted on the City walls would indicate the
acheiropoietos image of Christ (FroLow, La dédicace de Constantinople, 95, n. 2).

(23) 1. Bocpan, Cronici si texte literare vechi. Cronica lui Macarie, in Scrieri
alese (Bucuresti, 1968) 334; the figurative references in constituting the redac-
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Fig. 7. Arbore, The Akathistos Hymn, prooemium:
The Siege of Constantinople
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It could be worth mentioning — when retracing components of
Constantinopolitan life related to the invisible world — the presence of
the Blachernae Virgin in a scene of icon veneration: the image appears
above a city wall, at Probota (Fig. 8) and St. George in Suceava, in the
illustration to stanza 17, regarding the rhetors. The iconography of the
orant Theotokos, infrequent in 16th century Moldavia, seems to have
been thought, in Akathiston terms, as a nikephore in the war against
pagan concepts.

SUMMARY

In the Akathiston illustrations of the 16" century Moldavian murals,
proved to source in late Byzantine icons, miniatures or frescoes, certain
details — at Humor, Moldovita, Parhduti, Arbore — refer to Constantino-
politan miracles, ritual habits or wonder-working objects, such as healing
sands in the Christ Philanthropos monastery (Ancient Serail), the Tuesday
procession of the Virgin Hodegetria with the bearer of icon extending his
arms as being crucified, or famous icons (Hodegetria) and relics (Man-
dylion, maphorion of the Virgin) carried on the ramparts to secure victory
during the City sieges.

tion for To the Mighty Leader in Battle should not be disregarded: to the known
military version of the proemium that opens the illustration of the Akathistos
Hymn at Prespa, the image of the same kontakion 1 in the Uspensky Cathe-
dral icon (the details of which documented a considerable number of variants
in the Moldavian Akathistos cycles) could be associated, as a source for the
imperial couple participating in the procession on the walls at Humor and
Moldovita (see also J. LaAFoNTAINE-DosoGNE, L'illustration de la premiere par-
tie de I'Hymne Akathiste et sa relation avec les mosaiques de I'Enfance de la
Kariye Djami, Byzantion 54 (1984) 669). The presence of both Emperor and Em-
press would not intend to cover (inexistent) historical facts, but to substantiate
a paradigm of victory gained by the divine energies of the icon and the sacred
relics.
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AN ANONYMOUS TREATISE
AGAINST THE ICONOCLASTIC
PATRIARCH JOHN THE GRAMMARIAN.

1. THE FIRST ANTIRRHETIC

Tae FirsT EDITION OF THE MANUSCRIPT
EscoriaL Y-II-7, F. 200-205'

Editorial

With the present publication our periodical continues, after J. Gouil-
lard, the study of the manuscript Esc. gr. Y-II-7 [Nr 262 according to
G. pE ANDRES MaRTINEZ, Catdlogo de los codices griegos de la Real Biblioteca
de El Escorial. T. I (Madrid, 1965) 111-115, dated to the thirteenth century]
which contains an important collection of the dogmatic works relevant to
the polemics against iconoclasm. The manuscript is written by one main
scribe. Gouillard pointed out, in the final part of the manuscript (Nr 31
in de Andrés Martinez’s description still unavailable to Gouillard), two
anonymous antirrhetics against John the Grammarian; the first of them is
published now, and the second one is now in preparation by Alexandra
Evdokimova, the author of the present publication.

The main body of the manuscript is a florilegium of the pre-iconoclas-
tic Fathers but containing as well some quotes from ninth-century au-
thors known by their struggle against iconoclasm. Several pieces of the
collection are still unidentified and needed to be studied in future, not
exclusively because of their potential interest in respect to the iconoclastic
epoch. For instance, an anonymous fragment of the “sermonis tertii con-
tra Manichaeos” (Nr 23, f. 165-171) which is not that of Titus of Bostra,
Epiphanius, or Peter Sikeliotes may turn out to be an important and still
unknown source. The origin of the whole collection is perhaps revealed by
its latest datable piece, the Apodeixis of Leo of Chalcedon (Nr 7, f. 16v-23),
late eleventh century; cf.: B. Lourig, Une dispute sans justes: Léon de Chal-

(i) The study is sponsored by the grant of the President of the Russian
Federation MK-4741.2009.6 and the Scrinium.
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cédoine, Eustrate de Nicée et la troisieme querelle sur les images sacrées,
SP 42 (2006) 321-339.
B. Lourié

* % %

«The First Antirrhetic Answering the Main Points in Illegal Speech-
es by John Heresiarchus, Lekanomantes and Ex-parhedros” of Byzan-
tium against the Christ’s Image, or Rather against the True Incarnation
of God’s Son», written by an anonymous, is preserved in the unique
manuscript Escorial Y-1I-7, f. 200-205. This manuscript is dated to the
thirteenth century; itis made of paper and later stitched and casebound.
In some places the ink is washed off, in other places worn out: 200 r —
bending downwards, a hole, blotchiness, 200 v — bending downwards,
awiped out region; 201 r — a wiped out region, a piece is torn out of the
bottom of the page; 201 v — the bottom is torn out; 202 r — attritions;
202 v and 203 r — attritions, 203 r and 204 v are stitched into each other.

In spite of its late dating, the manuscript follows the alexandrine ac-
centuation system: a shift of the accent to the first part of a diphthong
and to the right in some words, which is common in documentary pa-
pyri of the sixth-ninth centuries, resulting in appearance of accentuation
marks above consonants. In general, the orphography is consistent, the
influence of itacism is insignificant, iota subscriptum is omitted almost
consistently, in some cases mistakes in spiritus are observed.

Fragments of this text were first published in 1966." ]. Gouillard
published only the fragments authored by John the Grammarian which
were contested by the anonymous author of the antirrhetic.

Due to some specific features of the manuscript, a number of spe-
cial editorial principles were elaborated: 1) preservation of the diacrit-
ics and the orthography of the original within the main text; 2) preser-
vation in the footnotes of the authentic punctuation marks omitted for
redundancy by the editor. The text was subdivided into paragraphs by
the editor.”

* % %

(ii) Most likely, there is a word-play «m&pedooc» (advisor) instead of
«1t0edEOC» (chairman, here: patriarch)

(iii) J. GouiLLarD, Fragments inédits d’un antirrhétique de Jean le Gram-
mairien, REB 24 (1966) 171-181.

(iv) The author expresses her gratitude to Lev Lukhovitsky PhD for de-
tailed consultations on the iconoclastic period and his help in proofreading of
the final draft of the edition.
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{200 r} {5}' avmpoyrxo: modrolg) mpo: ta ioyvoec va
absouws | {6} exreOsvrwy xaro toe t00 X(ptoro)o smovog,
udAdoy (0¢) xolra {7} tijs alnbovz évav(Bowr)ijos(ws) T0b Diob
100 O0)s mapa Twl@vvov) | {8} oo aipeorapylov) x(lei)
Aexavouavrews wopsdpov yeyovdros {9} too Bulavriov. |

{10} v pev Ocicov xMEdxwy x®(ol) dmootodwv X(PLoT0)d
tob GAnI0wod {11} O(c0)d x(al) Zwtiipog V' TOV TN
choeBérac Ocluédov {12} xataBorlopcdny,” ¢ 16% 6 maz e
tobl {13} O(c0)d éxxAnoiog Otxoc &me x0dduntar x(al) pic
poovt’el {14} abry x(al) avayxaio yeyévyror’ ' tob biod
x(al) Adyov todl {15} O(c0)d eVowudtwow'' % ouxetdrepoy
auneiv evav(Bpom)nsw'? woavtt Belfardoar {16} 16 Biw'® x(ai)
obte QLiotip(wg), g x(al) adtovs Ele’ éEnz {17} Touvé Tpeig
ehayyehotag'™ pi &Adobey Tz todl {18} edayychiov iotopiog
™y Gy wouison, ' éx TtdY adtobl {19} xatd capxa
npoyovev'® 77 cuyyeven.'® ei 3¢ ye w(al) amd Tobl {20)
ovvaidion adtod'? mpod tov w(até)pa DTapEs(we) 6 BcoAdyo
{21} Tw(dvvng) amipEato 3> GAN 0DV 00(3%) adTod Eml TOAD

tdL towoblte {22} e9Siatpifer AGyw, GAAG £0Bve Emipépet’
1 Quinta linea ab initione de paginae.
2 Punctum in manuscripto.
3 Tota nomina in editione cum litterarum capitalibus scripta est, in
manuscripto fere cum litterarum minuscularum.
4+ Comma in manuscripto.

5 Colon in manuscripto.

6 Unificatio praeterea unif. 6.

7 Unif. o.

8 Unif. L.

9 Punctum in manuscripto.

10 ¢ in manuscripto, sed editor correxit v causa accenti et sensus.
1 Colon in manuscripto.

2. Comma in manuscripto.

13 Colon in manuscripto.

14 Comma in manuscripto.

15 Unif. §.
16 Punctum in manuscripto.
17 Unif.

1 Signum editoris.
1 Comma in manuscripto.
20 Punctum in manuscripto.
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avtol Tt yetpoyoyndeitec’® xai of ovy adtd'' mavrecl (12}
ToUS EQPeETig nal péyotl vuy eig Y Emiyvwot(v) g avltod {13}

2l Punctum in manuscripto.
2 Comma in manuscripto.

% Signum editoris.

2 Semicolon in manuscripto.
% Unif. .

2% Unif. .

¥ Punctum in manuscripto.
2% Comma in manuscripto.

»  Signum editoris.

% Colon in manuscripto.

3 Signum editoris.

%2 Signum editoris.

% Colon in manuscripto.

3 v protin manuscripto, itacismus.

% Unif. .

% Colon in manuscripto.
¥ Unif. o.

% Comma in manuscripto.
®  Unif. §.

4 Colon in manuscripto.
4 Unif. @.
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#2  Comma in manuscripto.
#  Signum editoris.

#  Punctum in manuscripto.
% Comma in manuscripto.
% Signum editoris.

¥ Unif. .
#  Paragraphus et puctum signi editoris sunt.
#  Unif. L.

% Semicolon in manuscripto.
5t In manuscripto correctum a supra o.
%2 Semicolon in manuscripto.
% Comma in manuscripto.

% Punctum in manuscripto.
% Colon in manuscripto.

% Unif. .

5 Comma in manuscripto.

% Unif. &.

% Colon in manuscripto.

%  Comma in manuscripto.

¢ Comma in manuscripto.

62 Signum editoris.

6 Rasus locus.

¢4 Punctum in manuscripto.
65 Rasus locus.

%  Punctum in manuscripto.
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¢ Comma in manuscripto.

6% Punctum in manuscripto.

% Signum editoris.

7 Punctum in manuscripto.

7t g correctio editoris, in manuscripto &.
72 Unif. 0.

72 Comma in manuscripto.

74 Colon in manuscripto.

75 Unif. o

76 Punctum in manuscripto.

77 Signum editoris.

78 Comma in manuscripto.

7% Colon in manuscripto.

8 Semicolon in manuscripto.

8 {in manuscripto.

8 Signum editoris.

8 g correctio editoris, in manuscripto &.
8  Punctum in manuscripto.
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TotavTg Gpyeton dTobéocwe,'?? | {2} bt 81, Qo) ob
3¢ aiviypdt(ov) T xoi cupuBoiwy Ady(ow) | {3} mpovontixodg
g adTod dyabdtnrolc) Guuvdpo*tépavl {4} Torz Tahow
rpodaypddac T G&Afbctay 6 O(d)e Twev'” | {5} x(ai)
tovToLg TSNy Tpoavalwypapicag Ocia'®® é(m)mtvoia'” | {6}

8% Comma in manuscripto.
% Colon in manuscripto.

8  Comma in manuscripto.
8 Signum editoris.

8 Unif. .

% Unif. y.

o Unif. &.

%2 Punctum in manuscripto.
% Comma in manuscripto.
% Signum editoris.

%  Comma in manuscripto.
%  Signum editoris.

7 Comma in manuscripto.
% Punctum in manuscripto.
9 ¢ correctio editoris, in manuscripto .
100 Rasus locus.

101 Paragraphus signum editoris, colon in manuscripto.
102 Punctum in manuscripto.
105 Signum editoris.

104 Signum editoris.

105 Punctum in manuscripto.
106 Unif. ¢

107 Unif. @ et punctum in manuscripto.
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\ ~ ~ > , 2 1 5 o -
TNV TOV TEOYUAT(WY) ATEEXECTATNY KATAANPLY, 9% aoto(e) Toicl

{7} petémerta TEOS TRV aOTHY TNE AAn0ci(ag) dopdistay TEO(S)
| {8} T(6v)3ec T(0v) Blov &(m)FedNunws otovel daxTLAOSELXT(®DV)
o0T(0v) Elpaoxey {9} éyw eiul 10 pods T0b xo’o:uou"ii,wg not oig
pey omoudyyl {10} yéyove,''? oyot,'"! Biov xabap(ov) peradidEat
peto wlore(ws) avorolxpitov™ " {11} TOOTOVG TNY TOV GVTLY
A0 xatdAndL(v) xativyalos'® {12} tod cidév(ar) Svvas(Bar)
capdc''t Ty dve(m)0oAwT(ov'"®) TtHY mpaypdltov {13}
GAf0ctay,''® ¢y 16 Qwti Tod M(at)e®)c'" dpay to &dut(ov) Péc
| {14} abTov 1OV Gidiwe Yevwnbévra O(c0)d™ Ady(ov).'® o't
(B8) v mpdt(wy) | {15} @povtido py (B8 pioy™
wemotnuév(ol) xatd To yeypopusvov | {16} onol(v) <3&>: ev
oxdteL Sramopevovr(on).'*”

GAAG Y(0p) pndéva Qopufeiltem {17} x(al) €l mwepl TOANOD TNV
GAfjfctay  motcioBon'?!  oymuatit*’eltar {18} 6 yevwadag'*
cvpiicopey Yoo adtov'* py obrtwe cii t(@v) | {19} mpaypdtmy
Exovtor  xod  ovyxvot(e)pov TO TN GAnOei(og) | {20}
nepto(t)pépn'> Svopa tedg Yap TOV £V TOTOLS TOLS oot |
{21} maudayoynsavra x(a) Lwypapio, ' dc avtos eyot,'”

108 Comma in manuscripto.

1 Colon in manuscripto.

10 Signum editoris.

m - Signum editoris.

12 Punctum in manuscripto.

113 Colon in manuscripto.

14 Comma in manuscripto.

15 o in manuscripto simile abbreviationi ov, sed vide infra in repetito
citato abbreviatio ov.

16 Signum editoris.

117 Comma in manuscripto.

118 Colon in manuscripto.

19 Superior €.

120 Paragraphus signum edjitoris.

21 Comma in manuscripto.

12 ¥ correctio editoris, quamvis & in manuscripto.

123 Punctum in manuscripto.

124 Comma in manuscripto.

125 Unif. .

126 Signum editoris.

127 Signum editoris.
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@' Biw'?l {22} Ervdquicavta'®® od capxopdépov dporoyel:
1

xaito'! avoryx(aimng) ' I {23} TOo0TOUV  OQEiAOVTO
¢Eaxorovd(ov) AneBivar map adtod'?l {24} avt** GbAwY
aiviypdtey x(al) eyumviov éxetdoczov 7' év | {25} X(otot)@dL
movto(g) Tod  wAnpoom(atolg) TN Osotqnrog  xoToixio
oolpatix®dc'®® {26} évapyeor(@pa te  x(al) PePatotépa
xabéotnxevl {27} d¢ &' mevavti(ng) Exovoa t(@V) cvpuBorwy.
i yop avted'®® Bovlhetar {28} to Aéyew,'? ¢[i]dévan capic'*’
Y GvemtBohwt(ov) | {29} v mpaypdTtwy GAR0ziay,'! A T
aptyd ©(@v) odotdvll {202 r} {1} »xa® Owdotaoty gvoowy;'? i
Yoo oOTh eilxpvdgl {2} Top odTOD EmLoTEVETO, 0UX O XKOTA
tfic avtod EEElunvey {3} =ixdvog. AAAGL TODTO GCAPESTEQOY
rpoidvrec'® | {4} xoaBumodcifopev'**  xoi  olov  wvpod
aipéocwc'™® xamvole) | {5} tadtd éot(v),'“® éxcivo 8t Y
Ocwpeicheo  x(ai) uh wapéplywc'™’ {6} 10 OF adTod
cionuévov'*® b 16" ot tob w(at)poe olpasdo'’ {7} To

128 Unif. @.

129 Unif. o.

130 Colon in manuscripto.
131 Comma in manuscripto.
132 Duo accentus in manuscripto + abbreviatio.
133 Colon in manuscripto.
13 Locus cum correctionibus.
135 9 in manuscripto.

136 Comma in manuscripto.
137 Sic in manuscripto.

138 Unif. @.

13 Signum editoris.

140 Comma in manuscripto.
1“1 Signum editoris.

142 Colon in manuscripto.
4 Comma in manuscripto.
144 Colon in manuscripto.
1“5 Comma in manuscripto.
146 Signum editoris.

47 Comma in manuscripto.
148 Signum editoris.

149 Unif. &.

1% Comma in manuscripto.
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advtoy @@ac”! avToy ToY aiding yevivncita {8} O(cd)v Adyov.
cimdy yap yevwndEV)T(@)'? odx & adrodl {9} Epn 8" WP
dnAwTixov'™* tiic Tod T(at)p(0)g dpoovstéTT(0g),'”” *ailtor {10}
t0b mooypotog teBpuAAuévon'® x(al) Goodci(ag) mTOAANZ
{11} &(wt)dedenpevov: obTw TOD ApPsiov Avopoloyodvitog {12}
*(al) T0 2E 0D tovtedTy ()% Tod T(aw)p©0)c" i dmodexoped
0v."®| {13} &t (3%) Siéhabey Eavtov Grodedeypevoc, & waon'’
duvélper {14} &Ebpvuolar Eomeudey'® ci yop aiviypata xai
oopforal {15} x(al) mpoovoalwypopiol(etg) sig quudpay Tng
GAnbeiogl {16} xatéAndy O(cd)g mapéhaBey,'®’ oc  x(ab)
advto(c) obrog ootd,'®?l {17} 8n xaitor T Stk Adyov
dMAwot(v) &y ypopoals moAlalmAactectepov {18} e
ev&yyeAxnz iotopiag exdedwlx(®g).'® {19} i éoawrtoy xéx(t)et
movolg  avw@eléot(v)  obt(wg) podldov {20} (08) x(ai)
e(m)PraPéo'® B(c)opoyety mpoarpodpevog'® | {21} i yap
GANo oty cixovoypaiot'®® 3 tic dAnlcsiagl {22} Eugaoic
peAobone'® 4 amobong'®® Hom(e)p y(ap) | {23} &v '
duxii'™® tod pev mposdoxwpeiov o'y EAmi, ' tobl {24)

151 Punctum in manuscripto.
152 Semicolon in manuscripto.
155 Unif. 0.

15 Comma in manuscripto.
155 Colon in manuscripto.

156 Semicolon in manuscripto.
157 Comma in manuscripto.
15 Colon in manuscripto.

159 Unif. y.

160 Punctum in manuscripto.
161 Colon in manuscripto.

162 Colon in manuscripto.

163 Signum editoris.

164 Comma in manuscripto.
165 Punctum in manuscripto.
166 Comma in manuscripto.
17 Comma in manuscripto.
168 Punctum in manuscripto.
169 Unif. .

170 Unif. ).

71 Unif. é.

172 Unif. L.
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xviii,

3¢ mapdvro(Q)'”t oi[cBn] o, Tob (8%) Gmévrog wv]™ Uy,
obltew {25} x(ai) &) @Y woaywaToy Eoty cdpeiv'” [O] e
ol {26} meipdpevog Ti TOHT(WY) Gvonpeiv'’® w(al) P T2
Puy(fic) xohoBoito Il {202 v} {1} yvdowy x(atl) mToe adTd To
Toaypoto otapdyetorl {2} xoal Tayad ye TodDTO TOE OCOTOD
omovdal et x(ai) €lOlo(t)ar {3} TodTO GV €l i TovteAns
™2 évoapxov 10d O(c0)d Adyov | {4} émpadetag dvaipeots,'”?
el yop py todta [0]bt(wo)'®® Exet xal® o {5} Epnuev
toomov,'®! foxer w(0)vog 6 Adyoc Torz wahanl {6} pndevod Epyou
yeyevquevou'®? 1od mpolwypapodvrogl {7} ™Y GAY0ctoy GAAK
xéxewvo 7y x(ot) todto'®®  o0x  Exwivelro.'® {8} G&AN
&'"Fon(e)p odY Txovnz obove Sk T(®V) cipquevw®) | {9} e
dtavolog T0 adTod BoOAnua ocuvvopay weQLAnlT(Iindg {10}
¢Eeixoviopevov'®® T xotd pépog E@odov é(mi)lmopevetan'®
{11} SeiEor dg otog te &v Bpevbudpevog, 6Tl {12} 31 O(e0)g
copxopipoc Uiv'®® odx émépave: moici (5%) todlto {13} xa®’
oy mpoépnuey tpomov'® odx ¢x adtod youvallwv {14} Tob
0zavdpixod odpato(c)'?® T(ov) Ady(ov) Stk 1o dvbdmoln(t)oy,'
{15} &AN émi ToD xobéxaoto mETAavnuevov oAAO £ oaillov
{16} Ompcdwy.'”?

173 Signum editoris.

174 Comma in manuscripto.

175 Rasus locus.

176 Semicolon in manuscripto.

177 ¢ correctio editoris, in manuscripto &.
178 Colon in manuscripto.

179 Signum editoris.

180 w0Ovn superscriptum.

181 Semicolon in manuscripto.

182 Comma in manuscripto.

18 Comma in manuscripto.

18 Signum editoris.

185 Correctio editoris, in manuscripto é.
186 Comma in manuscripto.

187 Colon in manuscripto.

188 Comma in manuscripto.

1®  Punctum in manuscripto.

1% Comma in manuscripto.

1“1 Signum editoris.

192 Paragraphus signum editoris.
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Mye™  yap  ©dc'? apvyavéy  dom  tovl {17} T
&v(Bpwmov'?* é(mvoia'?® Tt yapoaxtnoet™ oot py 6 éx |
{18} Adywv donyioe,'” 8U fic éott T(@V) Svtwy Exactov'?®
opUs(xide {19} x(a)retinpedon. té Yoo idta'*ovra T0b TLvoll
{20} cvpBePnxdta 3U OV TGV Opoctdwy deedtyxe x(ot) T(otg) |
{21} adrorr™ éxcivolg £t(e)pwe xexowdKey 003auide T Ul
{22} 2 8Pewc xatoaAfjdet x(a)T 003ey dvdotpov draplyet.!
{23} 0b Y(&p) i ToDde TvOC xaTafeTar TO yevog A TP |
{24} marpav Biav E(m)ypdperar,’®® Ty  moiav petiéw
v, {25} St 1z w?oiag x(al) éErarpeiog
edpotpei®®® x(al) | {26} 2 Aotz T@Y Te6TLY Gynyne, ¢ 8
Tic ekowvetole) 3 Il {203 r} {1} émidoyoc yonuotit®ov S
¢mwvoiog fotvocody | {2} | Tiic éx Adywy Emiyvwotog™”
totan,’®® Gote tov twal {3} &v(Bpwmov cixoviopoic Tiol
nepdodo™ Staywdoxew®® | {4} GA[n0]dc &Svvatov.?'’ weod
3¢ ye tod xota pélpog {5} EAéyyov®!! éxcivo dpaz &(mv)oxonciv

GEL®,2"? Gotel {6} xatabpficar 0 SoAcpoY TOD GYSP0E %ol ¢
6 AGyo(9)*® | {7} Tod Peddovc Gvtéxerort't O pey yap

195 Punctum in manuscripto.

194 Comma in manuscripto.

195 Unif. o

196 Unif. ).

197 Colon in manuscripto.

198 Comma in manuscripto.

1% g correctio editoris, in manuscripto &.
20 Unif. §.

21 Signum editoris.

22 Signum editoris.

23 Colon in manuscripto.

204 Correctio editoris, in manuscripto <.
25 Colon in manuscripto.

26 Punctum in manuscripto.

27 ¢ correctio editoris, in manuscripto &.
28 Signum editoris.

20 Comma in manuscripto.

210 Colon in manuscripto.

21 Comma in manuscripto.

22 Signum editoris.

23 Comma in manuscripto.

24 Colon in manuscripto.
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TEoBAua  dvalpwvdy, {8} Eleysy Aquiyovov TOV  TLV(
&v(Bpwm)ov exivoia®®l {9} Tt yopaxtnotcicOon®'® uy i éx

Adywy donyioet,’'® o (88) | {10} cvurnépacpa (*eiye supmep

acpo ovopdoor 3ei2’ 1o GovAlhoyic(tiwe {11} @acxducvov)>?!
avoxéxpayev??  wéte tov  Twva | {12}  &v(@pwm)ov>?
cixovioporz Tiol  melposbor  Staytvdoxey’?t dAnlowz {13}
adovatov,’”®  cic  tavtdov g  ob  Fowey  &ywv?® 1o
yopalxmeil® ec0on®?® {14} 10 Saywdoxew.’??  doov  (5%)
tobta Steotix(ev)®® | {15} adtov TobTOV TEOXORICKUEY MO

231 > ~ \ . > ~ > s 232 & 5 ~
0" ex T®v Talpa {16} wédog duTH cipnuevwy 32 v éx tod

oixélov xaltaxpivorto {17} o(t)dparoc,®? €9 olg EAeye®* x(ai)
tovtolg TSy {18} mpoavalwypapicac 0éa’* crimvoin®®
™y eVl {19} wpoaypdt(wv) areexcotdTNY *oTAANPLY. &AAO
Y(&p) adltdr {20} BodActar,™ d¢ dpdte,® 10 Gvalwypapety
9 rapal {21} ™y &Ai0zay civae®® yopaxtnoil®* ety piv?t?

25 Unif. a.

26 Comma in manuscripto.
27 Unif. §.

28 Signum editoris.

29 Colon in manuscripto.

20 Comma in manuscripto.
21 Signum editoris.

22 Punctum in manuscripto.
2 Comma in manuscripto.
24 Comma in manuscripto.
25 Punctum in manuscripto.
26 Comma in manuscripto.
27 ¢ correctio editoris, in manuscripto .
28 Comma in manuscripto.
29 Colon in manuscripto.

20 Comma in manuscripto.
1 Colon in manuscripto.

22 Punctum in manuscripto.
23 Signum editoris.

24+ Punctum in manuscripto.
25 Unif. a.

26 Unif. @ et comma in manuscripto.
%7 Signum editoris.

¥8  Signum editoris.

2 Comma in manuscripto.
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yoo (o) eixovig®Pewvl {22} tavtév éoti € ye Gmd TOD

oxiuwatoc®™ xvpiwe GueollapBaverar {23} Staytvdoxey yop
L2 5w axpuBélacl {24) émotnuovixiic TO mpaypo cioéolor
[wlete yvéorw) {25} mporaBodoay,’® dH¢ x(ai) Todvoua
dqrot*V . ut... cic Towt(dOv) | {26} dpow Tobta mwop adTOD
égai[lmc'tmﬂs] ot obtw Il {203 v} {1} dovvesiav
xataxpivorto®™  uy  Emywdoxwy,”’ & {2} Eeyev®'
emideAnopévoc™? BeBaing Ppeuddpcvoy avledeyydioetar. {3} ei
(58) 0 yopoxtEil*cobar odY G¢ xvplolAeEio {4} map GuTOD
EEeihqmrar GAN év xoataxpioet {5} avti tob o6pig**
optopos yoo x(ot) xapaxr‘qpto'p.ogl {6} Tovtov dpo xoTa

256 £ 257 258
TOLTOV. x(at) <l p.s?x?xsz éx TobTOoL GO 'valoOor {7}

*(a)Té TNE cixdvog X(ptoto)d veavievdpevog®? mov ye 605
{8} map’ Nuiv f)noypd(pmv,zm wGAAoY (8&) BeAtiov ot odT(OV)
{9} cineiv 6pi*Pwv, cixdva X(ptoT0)d, dg X(ptoT)ov adT(OV)

dmoypapet x(ot) 0pillet {10} powvopevwy yod av iy, AN odyl

cOEEOVRY TOVl {11} TVt ATOEEVOUEI®Y TOUTOV QOGKELY

20 Punctum in manuscripto.

#1 ¢ correctio editoris, in manuscripto &.
22 Superior est.

#  correctio editoris, in manuscripto &.
24 Punctum in manuscripto.

25 Rasus locus 1-2 litterae.

%6 Signum editoris.

27 Rasus locus 2-3 litterae.

28 Rasus locus 2-3 litterae cum abrev.
29 Colon in manuscripto.

%0 Signum editoris.

»1 Colon in manuscripto.

22 Comma in manuscripto.

»3 ¢ correctio editoris, in manuscripto &.
4 correctio editoris, in manuscripto .
25 Colon in manuscripto.

2% Colon in manuscripto.

%7 Unif. 0.

2% Comma in manuscripto.

2% Punctum in manuscripto.

260 Unif. &

%1 Colon in manuscripto.

262 ¢ correctio editoris, in manuscripto .
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civaw tov 6ptop[ov].>®l {12} ci (82) 3¢ adtd TODTO 0D TLUNTEQ

o adtdr 7 100 X(ptoto)d cilkodv,?® {13} 8%t un(d8) x(ai)
X(ptot0)g émidéyetar opLopoy, %t 00(38) 1o xat cilxdva {14)
a0t®2%" Tvoc?®® ppovtidog xptdein &Eov:® dc¢ ¢*oixe, | {15}
ot to pi 9éxsclo TOv OpLopov Tod TPwToTOTOLl {16} %(0l)
dnutovpyod 0(0)d.”” x(ai) tadte pEv?’? doov Gmo TN
ExQolviosng {17} T0D rooPAjuatog>’ %®(al) T0D
ocvpum(e)paocpartos. | {18} Aotwov (8&) x(al) S 6Aov TOD
xe@ohaion’ mpocpxéodw <> 7l {19} xotd Aéyov Bésavoc?”
advvatov avti Tod avewmixetlontov {20} x(al) G&dOvoTov
é(myvoior Tt yapaxtoteicOon’® to émvoia®’ {21} évti tod
éyn’ " mopéhaBey: 80y TO yopoxteilYeloBon {22} &vti Tob
Stayvwodiosodar tov tvd av(Bpkdmov®® xpfv dniAdoar {23)
advvotoy: €ite TOV TPOsYVWOUEVOY Aéyel, elte | {24} ToOv
Gyvéto iva pey tov Gyvarto Aéye,”®! amogaivorto | {25} dc
GSOvaTOY i Yvwmoxopev(ov) yvdoxesOor,?*? 6 yap Tl {26)
av(@pwm)og,®®®  [ei  un]*®*doAwc  yvdowoc  xabeotixor,

23 Signum editoris.

24 Punctum in manuscripto.
25 Unif. 6.

26 Colon in manuscripto.

267 Unif. &.

268 Comma in manuscripto.
2 Comma in manuscripto.
270 Unif. €.

71 Colon in manuscripto.

22 Comma in manuscripto.
23 Punctum in manuscripto.
74 Comma in manuscripto.
75 Signum editoris.

26 Colon in manuscripto.

277 Unif. g

78 Unif. .

79 g correctio editoris, in manuscripto &.
280 Comma in manuscripto.
#1 - Signum editoris.

22 Colon in manuscripto.

% Signum editoris.

284 Rasus locus 34 litterae.
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yopoxtyll[pilleton {204 r} {1} &GAnBdc ¢ ToL668c*® odxéTL

puny x(al) ami(®dg) | {2} av(fpww)ogs 6 Yoo TOV TOD OGAOL
Gv(Bp@dmov Adyov cididg x(ai) tov tod | {3} %ab Exac(t)o,?
&t &v(Bpwmoc,®® Srayvidioxet,”®® tobto (88) meog w(@v) | {4)
[00]8tv €Eer,®®® 0b Y &Stayvdo(t)ov &v(Bpdmov cixdve Tie
MOV &lwodédexto {5} mOToTE cixdtwg 0OV, ddoAesyio T0DTO
éotiv. | {6} [ei] 0Ot m(e)pt 7TOD Eyvwopsiov TOOTO
amopaivorto, X dparte to | {7} Peddoc fAixov: wapadeitee Yo
adTod TV Gmépact(v) | {8} .. éyveouévw, Acydpey obT(wg) >
AUNYOVOY  TOV TV (’iv(ﬁpwn)ovm | {9} [Elyveopévov®®
gmwvoia® i frot ‘tsxvn ® yopaxtnoteicOon pi | {10} 729 &x

Adywv donyioet.”?’ oo 0Dy Adywy dEiynouv) émidéldexto {11}
Oduap mpoxopicaoso tov daxtoAtov x(at) Ty pafldov {12} cic
10 mapacticat To6day adti®®® cvveAqivdeioy;™® 7 | {13} tov
mowxidov  Emeyvoxwe  ytedve  tod  Téone  T(cpa)nh
7%uaypélvoy {14}7\0wa U(pY]‘Y'I]O‘L(V) £5e70m<>,**! Sotic avTod
Eyeyover 6 | {15} viog Twone;**? x(al) odyi pévov Exast(ov)
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28 Punctum in manuscripto.
2% Signum editoris.

%7 Signum editoris.

28 Colon in manuscripto.

2% Signum editoris.

20 Signum editoris.

»1 Punctum in manuscripto.
2 Colon in manuscripto.

2 Comma in manuscripto.
¢ Punctum in manuscripto.

25 Unif. y.

2 Unif. q.

27 Colon in manuscripto.
28 Unif. §.

»  Signum editoris.

30 Unif. 7.

%1 Signum editoris.

%02 Punctum in manuscripto.
33 Comma in manuscripto.
%4 Colon in manuscripto.
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%5 Colon in manuscripto.

36 Signum editoris.

%7 Signum editoris.

38 Signum editoris.

3 Colon in manuscripto.

310 Signum editoris.

3 Unif. @.

312 Unif. o.

3 Unif. o.

314 Signum editoris.

35 Unif. §.

316 Unif. f§ et comma in manuscripto.
317 Signum editoris.

318 Semicolon in manuscripto.

319 Comma in manuscripto.

30 ¢ correctio editoris, in manuscripto &.
321 Colon in manuscripto.

32 Rasus locus.

32 Unif. a.

%24 Comma in manuscripto.

35 Signum editoris.

326 Breve nomen (substantivum) fem. 6{etg?
%7 Unif. &.
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38 Signum editoris.

39 Colon in manuscripto.

%0 Comma in manuscripto.
1 Unif. .

%2 Punctum in manuscripto.
33 Comma in manuscripto.
% Punctum in manuscripto.
%5 Unif. .

36 Unif. tpoe.

%7 Colon in manuscripto.

%8 Unif. forma cum accentu Zo7t.
%9 Punctum in manuscripto.
30 Colon in manuscripto.

31 Colon in manuscripto.

32 ¢ correctio editoris, in manuscripto .
3 Punctum in manuscripto.
3 Punctum in manuscripto.
3 signum editoris.

36 Unif. §.

37 Punctum in manuscripto.
%8 Comma in manuscripto.
39 Colon in manuscripto.

%0 Signum editoris.

%1 Colon in manuscripto.

%2 Signum editoris.
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%3 Signum editoris.

%4 Signum editoris.

%5 Signum editoris.

%6 Signum editoris.

%7 Signum editoris.

%8 Unif. &.

% Colon in manuscripto.

%0 Unif. .

%1 Colon in manuscripto.

%2 Colon in manuscripto.

33 ¢ correctio editoris, in manuscripto .
%4+ Comma in manuscripto.
%5 Comma in manuscripto.
%6y supra correctum.

%7 Unif. 0.

%8 Colon in manuscripto.

%9 Semicolon in manuscripto.
30 Signum editoris.

1 Comma in manuscripto

372 € correctio editoris, in manuscripto &.
3% Signum editoris.

4 Unif. o.

5 Unif. @.

%6 Colon in manuscripto.

%7 Colon in manuscripto.
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%8 o(v) in manuscripto.

39 Comma in manuscripto.
%0 Colon in manuscripto.
%1 Signum editoris.

%2 Signum editoris.

33 Comma in manuscripto.
¥t Unif. @.

%5 Comma in manuscripto.
%6 Erratum scriptoris.

%7 Signum editoris.

38 Unif. q.
3% Unif. &.
3 Unif. §.

1 Unif. o

%2 Colon in manuscripto.
3 Colon in manuscripto.
¥4 Signum editoris.

%5 Comma in manuscripto.
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(i) John 1:14.
(ii) John 1:1.
(iii) Luke 1:2 inexact quotation, the case was changed.

(iv) 2 Thes 2:15.

(v) Gal 1:8 with changing.

(vi) Gouillard edited from x(at) to duxrtogevovT(at).
(vii) Gouillard w]g om.

(viii)  Gouillard added v.

(ix) Gouillard t correxi.
%) Gouillard eo correxi.
(xi) Gouillard 7t om.

(xii) John 8:12.

(xiii) 1 Tim 1:5.

(xiv)  Gouillard ©(eo)v om.

(xv) Gouillard read eo, but “ot semble meilleur” GouiLLarp 173, n. 18.
(xvi)  Gouillard wrote pun(d¢)uiav.

(xvii) 23 tov pev... — 24 pviun cf. Arist. De Memoria et Reminiscentia.
449b4.

(xviii) 23 100 pév... — 24 pvnun cf. Arist. De Memoria et Reminiscentia.
449b4.

(xix)  Gouillard edited from Aéyet to advvatov.
(xx) Gouillard wrote xapaktneiCeoOat.

(xxi)  Gouillard avtol om.

(xxii)  Gouillard de om.

(xxiii)  Gouillard daxtofv correxi.

(xxiv)  Gouillard og om.

(xxv)  Gouillard mewpaoBat om.

(xxvi) 1 Cor 3:19.

(xxvii) 1John 1:2.

(xxviii) Acts 2:33.

SUMMARY

The editio princeps of the anonymous treatise “The First Antirrhetic
Answering the Main Points in Illegal Speeches by John Heresiarchus,
Lekanomantes and Ex-parhedros of Byzantium against the Christ’s
Image, or Rather against the True Incarnation of God’s Son” according to
the unique manuscript Escorial Y-1I-7, f. 200-205.
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THE LIFE
OF THEOPHANO THE EMPRESS:
THE SLAVONIC VERSION
OF AN UNKNOWN BYZANTINE ORIGINAL

We provide here a previously unknown recension of the Life of St.
Theophano which is to be found in the Slavonic manuscript No 51
from the A. F. Gilferding collection of the State Public Library in
St. Petersburg.! This Middle Bulgarian manuscript contains a collec-
tion of homilies and lives and is dated to the 14th century. The collec-
tion, containing 293 folios, includes: the Life of Anthony the Great (17
January); the Life of the Great Martyr Panteleimon (27 July); the Life of
St. Theophano (12 December, fols. 60-91); the Life of the Great Martyr
Artemius of Antioch (20 October); the Life of the Martyr Febronia (25
June); and the homilies of Gregory of Nyssa, Athanasius the Great,
Basil the Great, and John Chrysostom.

The empress Theophano (865-895/896) was the first wife of Leo V1.2
She was imprisoned, along with her husband, for three years because
Leo had been falsely accused of intending to assassinate his father, the
emperor Basil. Because Theophano’s main virtues were charity and as-
ceticism, she was proclaimed a saint shortly after her death; Leo built
a church in her honour.®> Although her hasty canonisation encountered
opposition from the clergy, the cult of Theophano developed rapidly

(1) We would like to thank Prof. S. A. Ivanov for drawing our attention
to this Slavonic manuscript and for his helpful guidance in preparing this sur-
vey. Cf.: Kl. Ivanova, Bibliotheca hagiographica Balcano-slavica (Sofia, 2008) 361.
Another copy of the possibly same recension is the Moldavian Slavonic codex
N 164 of the Library of the Romanian Academy of Sciences in Bucharest.

(2) P.KaruiNn-HayTER, La mort de Theophano (10 nov. 896 ou 895), BZ 62
(1969) 13-19.

(38)  G. Majeska, The Body of St. Theophano the Empress and the Con-
vent of St. Constantine, Byzantinoslavica 38 (1977) 14-21.
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and continued in later centuries,* playing a considerable role in the
rehabilitation of the ‘Macedonian’ dynasty.’

The text published below represents an independent Byzantine
source, and it appears here along with an anonymous contemporary
life published by E. Kurtz, as well as with the Life of Theophano by
Nikephoros Gregoras (14th century).® The lost Greek original was
probably composed in the Palaeologan period, when there was a great
deal of interest in rewriting previous lives of saints, and it was trans-
lated into Middle Bulgarian Church Slavonic shortly thereafter.

The beginning of the Life is not preserved and the text contains
many lacunae due to the poor condition of the manuscript. The text
probably begins with a description of one of the wonders performed
by Theophano in the Church of the Virgin’ (see the Greek recension
published by E. Kurtz).®? The Life then describes the future empress’
youth and the many attempts to marry her into various noble and
wealthy families; the attempts were unsuccessful, as Theophano was
destined for a “greater marriage.”? The beginning of the story about
the bride show for the future emperor Leo VI is absent but the end
of the marriage agreement concluded by the candidates, is preserved.
The description of the outcome of the competition is much the same
in both recensions: the empress Eudokia noted the agility and beauty
of Theophano, asked about her parents and homeland, and told the
other girls to return home, presenting them with gifts and money."
In the Greek Life this episode is followed by the picture of Eudokia
presenting Theophano to the emperor Basil and proclaiming her the
bride of Leo. The emperor, struck by the beauty of the young lady, took

(4) G. Majeska, Russian Travelers to Constantinople in the Fourteenth and
Fifteenth Centuries (Washington DC, 1984) (DOS, 19) 296-298.

(5) G. Dacron, Emperor and Priest. The Imperial Office in Byzantium (Cam-
bridge, 2003) 192-223.

(6) E.Kurrtz (ed.), Zwei griechische Texte tiber die hl. Theophano die Ge-
mabhlin Kaisers Leo VI, 3anucku umn. Axad. nayx, cepus VIII, T. 3, Bbiir. 2 (1898)
1-45.

(7)  Cooprux noyuenuii u kumuii XIV 6. PHB, I'mand. 51, fol. 60.
(8) Kurrz, Zwei griechische Texte tiber die hl. Theophano..., 4.
(9) Cooprux..., fol. 60v.

(10) Cooprux..., fol. 61, 61v; Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl.
Theophano..., 5.
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from the fold of his robe the jasper ring and placed it on her finger;"!
the Slavonic manuscript contains only the end of the story about the
betrothal.”” The Slavonic recension describes in much less detail the
preparations for and the conduct of the wedding ceremonies, which
were accompanied by various favors to the emperor’s subjects.”
Shortly after the wedding Eudokia died. In the Slavonic recension
of the Life, the death of the empress is followed by Basil’s funeral ora-
tion'* in which he grieves deeply about parting from his wife — for this
speech we find no match in the Greek recension. Then the hagiogra-
pher explains that the monk Theodore Santabarenos won Basil’s favor
and slandered Leo, accusing him of plotting against Basil,'” an episode
the Greek recension describes in great detail.’ The Slavonic recension,
however, immediately after mentioning Santabarenos’ name, proceeds
to the story of how the monk showed Basil the image of his deceased
son Constantine.'” There is no mention of this story in the anonymous
contemporary life, but we find a parallel passage in the Life of Theoph-
ano by Nicephoros Gregoras:'® Basil grieved profoundly after the death
of his son and prayed for a dream in which he could talk to him. At
this point, an unknown monk named Santabarenos, who claimed to
be able to call into being images of the dead, wormed himself into the
emperor’s confidence; just as a ventriloquist showed Saul the image of
Samuel, so Santabarenos showed Basil the image of Constantine, “one
underground demon from among his accomplices”. Leo began to re-
proach Santabarenos, calling him an “enemy of the truth and a servant
of false demons”. In revenge, Santabarenos slandered Leo, becoming
a “traitor to the innocent man”; he convinced Basil that the prince was
intriguing against him. Basil put Leo in prison, and Theophano and
their daughter followed him there.” In the Slavonic recension Theoph-

(11) Kurrz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theophano..., 6.
(12) Cooprux..., fol. 62.

(13) Coopnurx..., fol. 62v; Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theo-
phano..., 6.

(14) Cooprux..., fol. 62v, 63.

(15) Ibid., fol. 63v.

(16) Kurrtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theophano..., 7.

(17) Cooprux..., fol. 63v—65, fol. 66.

(18) Kurrtz, Zwei griechische Texte tiber die hl. Theophano..., 35-36.

(19) Coopnux..., fol. 65v; ed. Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte tiber die hl.
Theophano..., 36.
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ano first tearfully begs Basil not to separate her from her husband, and
he graciously agrees to allow her to go with him.

Then (at the end of fol. 66 the text is considerably corrupt) the vita
tells how Leo endured his difficult imprisonment.* He asked God for
mercy, proclaiming his piety.?! We do not find this appeal in the Greek
sources. In the Greek Life it is said simply that Leo ‘in silence sought
help from God.”” Theophano tried in every possible way to support
her husband, delivering a long speech intended to comfort him.* This
speech is quite different in many ways from the version in the Greek
recension (see concordant passages on fols. 69, 70, and 70v).* The Sla-
vonic and Greek vitae then turn to the story of how one night a young
man in military dress appeared to Theophano and her husband.” The
young man held a spear in his right hand and a shield in his left. The
story in the two recensions is almost identical except for one detail: in
the Slavonic recension the young man holds a helmet,* not a shield, in
his left hand. He told them that their prayer had been heard and that
Santabarenos’ conspiracy had been exposed. He also predicted to Leo
that he would inherit the imperial throne.”

(20) Coophux..., fol. 66v.

(21) Ibid., fol. 67-67v.

(22) Kurrz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theophano..., 8.
(23) Cooprux..., fol. 67v-70.

(24) Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte tiber die hl. Theophano..., 9.

(25) Coopnux..., fol. 70v=71; Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl.
Theophano..., 10.

(26) Cooprux..., fol. 70v. Although the young military man in the narra-
tive was St. Demetrius of Thessalonike, the iconographic depiction in the Sla-
vonic recension is slightly unusual, for St. Demetrius was generally depicted
with a shield, not a helmet, in his left hand. See: C. WALTER, The Warrior Saints
in Byzantine Art and Tradition (Aldershot, 2003) 67-93; A. GraBar, Quelques
reliquaires de saint Démétrius et la martyrium du Saint Salonique, DOP 5
(1950) 1-28; 1pEM, “Un nouveau reliquaire de saint Démétrius, DOP 8 (1954),
305-315; R. Cormack, Writing in Gold: Byzantine Society and Its Icons (London,
1985) 50-94; P. LEMERLE, Note sur les plus anciennes représentations de St. Dé-
métrius, AéATiov TNC xploTiavikne dpxetodoyikne Etatpeiac 10 (1981) 1-10;
D. Woobs, Thessalonica’s Patron: Saint Demetrius or Emeterius?, HTR 93
(2000) 221-234.

(27) Cooprux..., fol. 71; Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte {iber die hl. Theo-
phano..., 10.
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Then both Lives state that Theodore Santabarenos, seeing that Ba-
sil was ill, asked the emperor to let him go home.”® At the same time
the emperor’s bodyguard, Stylianos Zaoutzes, grieved profoundly
over Leo’s fate. The emperor asked him why he was grieving, and
Stylianos at first answered elliptically; when Basil did not understand
his hints, Stylianos finally said that the people were dissatisfied with
Basil’s rule, reproaching the emperor for believing the slander against
his son and for imprisoning him.* In the Slavonic manuscript, we find
an indication that some sort of celebration was approaching, and Ba-
sil was afraid to appear before a large crowd of people without his
son.’! Indeed, the Life gives a precise reference to the celebration of the
memory of the Prophet Elijah.* Fearing a popular uprising, Basil freed
Leo from prison and embraced and kissed him.* The next morning, on
Elijah’s feast day, the emperor went to the Church of Asomaton together
with his son, to everyone’s delight.* The Greek Life mentions that Ba-
sil nearly fled back to the palace, being “a bit scared” of the crowd of
people shouting “Glory to thee, O Lord”. In contrast, the Slavonic re-
cension says nothing negative about the emperor’s actions. Soon Basil
fell ill and, anticipating his death, called for “both his children, Leo the
Wise and Alexander”; the Greek recension also mentions Basil’s third
son, Stephen.* Having called for his sons, he pronounced an edifying
speech (absent in the Greek recension).* After the speech Basil named
Leo as emperor, and Alexander as co-emperor. Fols. 77 and 77v contain
Leo’s funeral oration for his father. This speech is also absent from the
Greek recension.

Theophano helped her husband during his reign, and during this
time Alexander, “being an adolescent, practised learning”, just as Leo

(28) Coopnux..., fol. 71v; Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte tiber die hl. Theo-
phano..., 11.

(29) Cooprux..., fol. 72.

(80) Coopnux..., fol. 73v-74; Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl.
Theophano..., 12

(31) Cooprux..., fol. 74v.
(32) Kurrtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theophano..., 13.
(33) Cooprux..., fol. 75

(34) Coopnux..., fol. 75v-76, Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl.
Theophano..., 14

(85) Kurrtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theophano..., 14.
(36) Cooprux..., fol. 76-76v.
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had in his own youth, when he “loved to practise reading the Holy
Scriptures as well”.¥” Then the vita says that Theophano renounced
royal honours® and dedicated herself to prayer; faithfully keeping the
commandments of Christ,” she wore a hair shirt under her expensive
clothes and she fasted continually; she gave money to the poor, bread
to the hungry, and clothing to the naked; she visited prisoners in jail;
she helped orphans and widows, and treated servants like brothers;
she felt anger towards no one, did not swear false oaths, and never
took the Lord’s name in vain.* At night she slept on a mat, getting up
for prayer every hour. Having exhausted her body, Theophano fell ill,
but did not stop her gracious deeds.* In anticipation of her death, she
summoned Leo and addressed him with these last words: “Govern
justly the kingdom handed to you, do not stop to conquer enemies
who, like fierce wolves, attack the spiritual sheep of Christ’s flock.”
She advised him not to be angry in vain, to be merciful to beggers, and
to judge with righteous judgment.*> This speech is also absent in the
Greek Life.

When Theophano died, her face retained a wonderful glow until
her entombment. Emperor Leo deeply mourned her death and fols.
81-82 contain his speech, filled with sorrowful cries and quotations
from Holy Scripture. He praised not only her beauty and spiritual
qualities, but also her mind: Theophano, with her wise advice, helped
Leo to rule; moreover, he exclaims, “the whole Imperial city knew that
the graces and goodness of your soul were ruling here”.* In the Greek
recension this speech is also absent. Then follows a description of how
the body was transferred to the Church of the Holy Apostles; at that
moment a miraculous event occured, which is mentioned in both Lives:
on a dark winter day suddenly the sun began to shine so brightly that
the porters who were carrying her coffin became overheated, but when

(37) Coopnux..., fol. 78.
(38) Ibid., fol. 78.

(39) Ibid., fol. 78v.

(40) Ibid., fol. 79.

(41) Ibid., fol. 80.

(42) Ibid., fol. 80v.

(43) Ibid., fol 81v.
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her body was entombed at the church, it got dark again. After forty
days miracles began to occur.*

Then the narrative suddenly breaks off and a new one begins, tell-
ing the story of the miraculous healing of a nobleman who, in the Sla-
vonic recension, is called “the first of the senate”.*> In the Greek recen-
sion this figure is identified as the father of the hagiographer,* but the
Slavic hagiographer does not provide any direct evidence for any links
between the author and the heroes of his narrative. During the celebra-
tion of the memory of St. Elijah, according to ancient custom, the pre-
cious veils for adorning the Church of the Prophet were collected there
from the most prominent churches, including the Church of the Holy
Apostles, where the body of Theophano was entombed. This mission
was entrusted to the candidate Myron, a secretary of the nobleman
in the narrative. Having taken the casket with Theophano’s maphorion
to the Church of the Prophet, he was returning to his master, but on
the street he met a woman possessed by an evil spirit. She began to
insult the saint but the candidate could not endure it and struck her on
the head with the casket. She fell and immediately recovered. Myron,
amazed at the miracle, related the story to his master.*” The latter, hav-
ing put Theophano’s maphorion on the feet of the ailing nobleman, had
him healed in three days.

The nobleman’s wife, Eirene, was known for her good deeds, and
her labors for her husband caused her to faint and to have an epilep-
tic seizure. The servants brought her into the house and her husband
ordered them to fetch Theophano’s ring from the Church of the Holy
Apostles. He placed the ring in a cup of water and then brought the
cup to his wife’s lips — after drinking this water, she was completely
healed in eight days.* Later on, two years after his wife’s death, the
nobleman retired and handed his business over to his son, protospa-

(44) Cooprux..., fol. 82-83; Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte tiber die hl.
Theophano..., 17.

(45) Cooprux..., fol. 83v.

(46) Kurrtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theophano..., 17.

(47) Cooprux..., fol. 84-84v.; Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl.
Theophano..., 17-18.

(48) Cooprusx..., fol. 85; Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte {iber die hl. Theo-
phano..., 18-19.
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tharios Michael.* On one occasion, the father assigned a task to his son
who then turned it over to his own negligent servant. When the father
asked for the results of the assignment, the task turned out to have
been forgotten. The father then began abusing his son, who in his turn
angrily slapped the servant and then immediately fell down and lost
consciousness. The father, upon learning of the incident, got up from
his bed and, in spite of being ill, rushed to his son.” He decided that
his son was dead and because the doctors could do nothing, he began
to think about the burial. Later, he decided to transfer his son’s body to
the home prayer chapel. At night when everybody else was sleeping,
the father kept himself awake and prayed. Through the intervention of
a divine force, the son suddenly regained consciousness in the morn-
ing. He threw off the veil, came to the congregation at the church, and
asked the assembled people if they had seen the Mother of God enter
the church with Theophano.” They answered “no”. Then the son said
that he had been healed by the Mother of God who had heard Empress
Theophano’s prayer. When his father questioned him about this, the
son explained that in a dream he had met a beautiful woman dressed
in a scarlet robe with a white maphorion and a gold crown.” She was ac-
companied on her right by St. Theophano and on her left by his moth-
er, praying for him.” The Mother of God asked Theophano to heal the
son but she hesited, asking “Who am I to do this?” The Mother of God,
however, assured her that the healing would come through Theophano
herself. At the request of the Mother of God, Theophano touched the
forehead of the young man with her right hand and healed him. Those
present ran to the chapel and saw that the lamps that hung behind
closed doors were shaking as if there was an earthquake — and they
offered their gratitude to the Mother of God and to St. Theophano.*
After this miracle, the sources relate a story about a person who did
not believe in the miracles worked by Theophano, thinking that they

(49) Coopnux..., fol. 85v; Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte tiber die hl. Theo-
phano..., 19.

(50) Cooprux..., fol. 86; Kurrz, Zwei griechische Texte {iber die hl. Theo-
phano..., 19-20.

(51) Cooprux..., fol. 87.

(52) 1Ibid., fol. 87v; Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte tiber die hl. Theopha-
no..., 20.

(53) Coopnux..., fol. 88.
(54) Ibid., fol. 88v.
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were caused by God for the sake of humanity and His mercy. Once in a
dream this man saw Martin arfoklinos, the uncle of the saint, who asked
him why he did not fulfill his request to glorify the saint in hymns and
canons. The man objected that Theophano was not an ascetic, a martyr,
or a wonder-worker;* the text breaks off at this point, but in general
it corresponds to the Greek recension: on fol. 89v the man is willing
to write down everything Martin tells him. The artoklinos commands
him to begin with the following words: “Christ set you in place for
the church as a luminous lantern of the Epiphany”. Immediately wak-
ing up and taking a pen and paper, he wrote out two canons. In the
Slavonic recension the tone of the canons is not mentioned.* Later the
man lapsed into unbelief again and was struck by kidney stones; in the
Slavonic text the kidneys are called gmigiua (“little fishes”).” Although
a description of his illness is lost, the man suffered for twenty-seven
days,”™ and no treatment could help. In a continuation of this narrative,
the man saw Martin artoklinos again (in the Greek recension, this figure
isidentified as Michael, the hagiographer’s brother).”” The author of the
Slavonic recension, apparently confusing Martin with the Michael of
the Greek recension, writes that this man “was pulled from the jaws of
death”.® Martin advised the man to take some water, send somebody
to the Church of the Holy Apostles, sprinkle the relics of the blessed
Theophano (in the Greek recension he is instructed to anoint the coffin
of St. Methodius), and to bring oil from the icon-lamp. The man drank
the holy water, and some time later the kidney stone passed and the
pain on the right side subsided; later the same thing happened on the
left side, t00.%

The Life ends with praise of the saint, but much shorter than in the
Greek recension.®

The Slavonic and Greek recensions are very similar. The main
characteristic features of the Slavonic text are the vast and numerous

) Cooprux..., fol. 89.
) Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theophano..., 22.
57) Cooprux..., fol. 89v, 90v.
) Ibid., fol. 90.

) Kurrz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theophano..., 22.
60) Cooprux..., fol. 90.
(61) Ibid., fol. 90v.

(62) Ibid., fol. 91; Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte {iber die hl. Theopha-
no..., 23-24.
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speeches by the characters and the lack of interest in the details and
realia described in the Greek recension. In the Slavonic recension there
is no mention of some topographical realia: the street of Bonou® or the
baths at ta Armatiou.* Stylianos is called the emperor’s bodyguard, but
nowhere in the Slavonic recension is there a reference to his name,
Zautzes, his title of protospatharios, his position of hetairiarchos, or his
proclamation as basileopator.”> The Slavonic recension is much more
rhetorical and didactic, and its characters preach more than they act.
It is saturated with a large number of quotations from Scripture and
even from Hippocrates,® especially in its characters’ speeches.

The author of the manuscript probably had at his disposal both
vriopvnuata®” — the source used by Nikephoros Gregoras — and a
protograph on which the anonymous Life of St. Theophano is based.
Relying on the text of the protograph, the author of the Life under con-
sideration lavishly decorated his story with expressive comparisons
and quotations. Thus, in one passage Theophano is called EHFOM??\AFM
(“divinely wise”)® and the title of augusta® is replaced by the more
wordy definition of LI'FQTFE'I'A skynmpa nusayk (“holding the scepters
of the Empire”).”” Instead of the determinative pronoun in the Greek
text, dudlevEv avtng,’! we find in the Slavonic recension a noun,
PA:anmm'l's CAMPARHHL A (“separation of the spouse”),”> and sometimes
a pronoun corresponds to a pronoun, a noun, and an adjective, for ex-
ample in the Greek text ¢k defiwv d¢ Tavtng” which is translated as
cen ckhmakn wenk opecnia (“on the right of this shining woman”)™ in
the Slavonic recension.

(63) Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theophano..., 17.
(64) Ibid., 18.

(65) Ibid., 11.

(66) Coopnux..., fol. 80.

(67) Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theophano..., 26.
(68) Coopnux..., fol. 78.

(69) Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theophano..., 14.
(70) Coopnux..., fol. 78.

(71) Kurrz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theophano..., 6.
(72) Coopnux..., fol. 62v.

(73) Kurrtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theophano..., 20.
(74) CoopHux..., fol. 88.
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Although the author in general omits details, he does remark
that the abundant feasts on the occasion of the wedding of Leo and
Theophano were served at court.”” The Slavonic text also contains an
indication of the specific psalms Theophano recited.”

Below we publish the full text of the Slavonic recension of the Life
complying with the following rules: interpunction marks are left at the
same places as in the manuscript; diacritical marks are omitted; and
the text is reproduced line-by-line with the original. Passages which
are literally identical in the Greek and Slavonic recensions are under-
lined, and non-literal coincidences are given in bold. We have omitted
passages in the Greek text that do not appear in the Slavonic recen-
sion.

E. Kurtz, Zwei griechische PHB, cobp. I'masdepannra, Ne 51
Texte iiber die hl. Theophano
die Gemahlin Kaisers Leo VI

(St. Petersburg, 1898)

f. 60
H BZek mske A HORO RHATL. H e T omfo|
KORHUA €ABILLA, MOR [KA3A WLOY. WH
KE, o\(AHEArI;ALue IA WKW H W%, MKO K% arks |
MOMA MAKOEAL HORA HA AZLIEGH CABILUAR
SZANIHELLAL CA. fuundALUIE PRE CA H £A4]
gakawe €4, 0 Ee3R0AE3HBHO MOro fom(Dhl
p. 4, 22-25 waa 1) mia. E............[OTI'F]OI(OKHLI’A
() 7. €mel d¢ O KAQOG H3ELINE BZeh KoHA.....................:q_le|
MG UEONAKIOOEWS TUEEL HHAA CAOummmmmmrssssrsssssrsens OM b,

Kal 1] owuatikr)  @UTic W mAecHBIH TOR Rzgpal
meoékontev  NAwia Kot ema, K BHABTH B v BECEK R

ol  Bavpaoctolg  diem- Aospw,vkrnrk/lsu. HEW MKOKE HERECmA
Adtteto nBeot  (...) Kol IpATOrZ O KALLIABARIYIH, AT EHAL e
YXQ EIXETO 1) TG TWV AERALIE CEOEH AUIH H NOAEOUIAK e
natolwv  Kal  ovvnbéave mhkaw. H TRV TTY P —
codia kal  vovBeoia Mh

Kkvolov, émepeAeito buxng,

EmadayyeL 10 owua (...)

(75) Cooprux..., fol. 62.
(76) Ibid., fol. 79v.
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p. 4, 30-33

(...) elAke d¢ avTNV O KALQOC
Kai &lc YAUov Kowwviav
ouvvaouocOnvar
KXWDEKAETNC YAQ YEVOUE-
v, VMo TMOAAQV TtV
Exmadal meQUBALMTEV TQ
Yével meQl AVTNG TQ TTATOL
nEoogAaAovvTwy

TLEVTE-

ovdepiar 0VCevéIG ETeldeiTo
dx TO avTV ¢ olpaL &ig
Kowwvov Pacideiag VMO
Oeov oplo0nvad. (...)

p.529-6,2
9. (...) Kal 1) MAVTWV Tow-
N HETAH TAXOUG &K TOL

oikelov tOMoOL dvao (...)
Kal mowtn T@ Pacidel
moookvvnon, adTn Ondp-
Xé&l Kowwvog faciAéwg.»
To0 0¢ mpoPfAruatog O
a0Thc mpoldexOévtog, ma-
oat OHOL WG amaAal kol
QATIELQOL KOQAL EKAOTH TOV-
twv Onowpevar v 00-
Eav, TOV AdYov eig €oyov
TANQOLV €mexelgouv. 1) 0&
Emav-lov Npéoa peonppol-
ag v woa O Pacidede aua
) TUOTOTAT)  avyovoTt)
neog Oéav [p. 6] avtwv
émaviABov. (...) ai 6¢& 70
oixeiov oUvOnua Exdortn
nAnpwoar mapevdv Pov-
Aopévn (...)

f. 60 0.

Eakavue. MgH3KIEAALLIE KE H HA EgAKA
npﬂwsg'!m'{e mA KFrkMA nA(T)HAAECATOE
Ew akmo ma 1140 XOK AAALLIE. mhmike

H MHWSH U HIKE AFEKAE C/IAEHI:IH(“ FOAWMZ,

H EOFA(ﬂEmKOMh ...... oA wEhSOPHhIHXZ

WELHEE NOABHAKRARLHE (AOKO WY W HEH,

BAkALLIE (D) HH()E) fAABA OM(OKOKHLH.
HE s AOY I AOKQWITBL

na H AALLIE. HE

MHEernerrsllIE H MHWIOE MOR g4 |

30(MA. iRE HH BZ BLOMh (T)LI'FZ. ol
MPOKOBHLL A OYFA?RAAALUE(tH), l;oT( IAKOKE

..... a te nonoyugaz o (y)ER cemoy BRITH, nA
eI} TR HA EOALUIEE CHIPAKENTE.
Jevss——" I 7Y OVFWPAX\LFO\(, MIKOKE

AA CAOR

£ 61.

BRZ(MABKUIH, H NMJgZKAA

oy

W HHKI(Y) RZ CF’kIT'EH'I'E
NOMEKLLIH u:i:mo, H Tomoy nprkm(,i)e thl()a
HO(.A_)EAX\LFEE NOKAOHENHTE WAATH MOTHLYAl
BLUH CA\, TAKOBAA ERAE( n7) C'Lup(a'rs SRUH
CAMOAPBKLA Ezgm(j)mff;ﬂﬁozv\o\( :Fr;o\(.
MAKOBOE 0YEW :z&rl;qjm'l'e RZLA MAAABIR
OMUOKORHLLA OYTEIZAHELIE KE H 0\(crm|
RHELLIE MX\AP"‘? KoynHo H FA3$’MH0, romo |
RAWR ceRe. CHIE ChBEUA Thmb npd(3)l
PEYENNAA OTPOKOBHLLA, H LﬁJEKO ngovee

RAA KR nFHLuecrnE'l'e. HE HA MHWSTK

—

KE no:f'tAfk, H Ugh ¢Z ErOANEEIHOR LigH |
UER HANGACHO NgTHAE. KO'FOpAA)K(,DO K€

0 Atee npk(y)pevennnin ¢ kT T

LH CA HCMABHHTH, nfrk(j)ﬁ...............




p. 6,6 —6,16
10. 1) 8¢ avyovota (...) kal
TtV yvovoa ¢€ aiuatog

PaciAikov mePUKEVAL,
WV AV anaoav
dloTéAAeL  kal  tadtny

XE100KQATOVOX TW PaciAel

QOCKOUICeL ATIOTIEQAY DE
kal oV dAwvV Tomoaoa,
Kal €tégac dvo oLV avTn
nQooAauPdver, TV TE
€6 AONVOV  OQHWHEVNV
Kal TV 1oL 1UBolvou
Quyatéoa yvwollopévny:
Tag 08 Aomag maoag
dwpoLg Kat xoruaot
moAAolG  prAoTiunoauévy,
mpoG Ta oikelx TAVTAG

amootpadpnvar  KeAevel
TAUTAS  YOQ  TAS  TQEIC
uovac el tx  Pacidewx

ue®’  éavtnc  dyayovoq,
TV GMOTEPAV TOUTWV €V
Yupvaoio émnoiet. (...)

p. 6,20-6,29
(...) 6 d¢ Baorevg (...) eic
TV X€loa TAC VEAVIDOG
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f. 61w
ugua FAEO!FM"L‘KLUH ma ® KgZEE EbITH

Khld, HHBI(Y) DEMABAL H T&R 34 gREXR €|

MUIH I'IFHEEAE [ LI‘FFO OLLIE‘;)LLIH KE H KZ

I'IFO'*I'I'HMh, HENBIMAHTE H RZ nn!ﬁ! TEOQZLLIE.
AR e EW 4903{;34;" H W HHYL H3EFA|

oy

BLUH. AXE © AHHZ, H AKEe © 'rp'l'Bolfl

HCKAro BAKKAYIRA ta pwAA, MPHEEAE

H rr"k()a K% U;ilEKH. npoyTHy e no A(t)oanin
MOYBTILIH, KOTOPRAXK(1)0 B'h CEOA oy e,
ngrk(;!gﬁmﬁhm OYEW MIHH EAHHbL AEhI nFTel
Muun % cROR, Kanamz ugldcmu(y) ez garol
ALITHEAIHMB EBITH CAMOAPZRLEME.
Homhxn nfrk(D SOKOA MHEEALLH H xt:lﬂ';]’k'
...... AOKHE HCMBITORAALLIE, HA MHWIKAE |
............Huhl()a ni:rkﬂmrkrnn CTAMA HABGI |

f62
KZVI}M!: MOKAZAEL, HA I'IFZIIT'Z EM KZSAOI

gmeuPaAdel.  kal Ektote
N véx ueAdoPacidiooa

Toug_aoafavac Aafovoa

T TOTOoTATH  adyoloTn)
Kal Kkndeotoi w¢  pnrol
ovunaowkel. 11. dAityov d¢
XQOVOL TAQWXNKAOTOS, KALT
TOV YaunAiwv evtoenileto
navoaioia: Kal TV
Oalauwv dvandexféviwv,
0  XPpLOTEPAOTOS  TOVTWV
KATEOTEPETO  YAUOC  Kal

KH. 0 mMoAH 0\|r|3w EAAPKEHAA revEOd)Al

Hov, ErOANEE3HOH LU EZEHTEACTRO
RAALLIE. H MR MIKO (ROX HMEaue MTFT.'FE.I
MAAO YVIKE an;Lue!MmogF KF"‘}MEHH, AAMEAAA
Bzenadkatie ca EQAHAL H Ezck EQAHAL
no(3)snk ngfﬂélolﬁromomqm MEHCHONOMHH]
MTH, MHWIOMKEMHARM NOLAN LIHBIHMb
FOMOKAAXA KEYE(A. MHIPA KE WEHAN
w- EHH"\( RE H

(ZHEAEMB MHWIKKITEA MO an\ms(X) B%Z czky
RE H NUMiE nprk(DAemAUJe mPrkEO\(X\qJHMhI
wikAH Ke BZ nferrvad;()a I'IF’L'(A)CIT'AKAEHH sk)
K. H nfrk(X)AmF'l'A EZeEIBEKBIMA o\(mrk...
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moAvTeAn]  deimva kal
dwoa toig LmnkdolC ma-
QelYovTto,  mTwxotTpodiat
TE Kol evmolal ava Ta-
oav TV TOAW dapAwg
umapeixovto, katadikwv
eAevBeplakatalyadtwy
ETIAVAQQVUELS KATX TOTIOV
€yévovro (...)

p. 7,27

(...) OV et MOAVV xQOVOoV
n  OeopAnic  xat Oela
avyolvoTa, 1 UNTNO TOL
véou kal OUYPLOg  TOD
Totov  Baodelov, TéAsel
TOU LoV XONOOAUEVT] TTQOC
Kkvglov_éednunoev.

kat 6 uev ava& BaoiAewoc
Ty duleviy  adTig
wdLEETO,

0_d¢ wioc kal PaoctAevg
navoodpog  Aéwv TV
oTéonow TG UNTEOS

ma BEXR cznkami B A3 B

LI'H

f. 620
Iz H3RMHZ H wu?unz EEH._HE MHWIY]
KE no:grkgrk. H uFﬁA WERLYITH AABFL NOCAOY|

KH; H KZ WELLLEMO BA(DLI,’I; OMHAE. H 3EMHO]
£ H KF’L‘MEHHOE Uple) TEO WEMABALLUH, 1K%

Hemakunoms omHAe. Ugh 7KE ACNgAKE|

Hie CRIPRKHHYR HE MEzNAN rogu,'t Ez|

SMAAKAAUIE CA H OYMHAEHO BZ3BIRAALLE.

H TAKORAA (% CAZ3AMH Erl;LpMme. OYEhl cmpal
(TH. KMo MH @ ik o\(rnrl;Lum'l'e ERAEME.

KIMO MH NOMEYEHTWMZ CENHIACTHT cA MH|
frkBIMB. KOO (ZRETHHIKA nginma ngol

NEE H HACTARHHKA K% I'IOIT'F’L'EH!;IHMB.

KO gRKA MOMOUIH H o\(mrL'LusnTA nfocmgel
e TACTH BZ MEYAAH ErkArmm\{mFo\r.

elid nfrksmmemu AOEA o

f. 63

AWME. W ecmhemEA no(})ETE. KOMOpA M
34BHEML WHECE CHUERR AOEIRA NACTh
TPANBEKATO x’tmpomh. KOMOPhIH Akl

Mb Mo& caa(y)kAA MPOrHA MMEAX. HEW pal
AOCMHEIN (ZEW(Z Eefh EZ [JORKZ HIMZLIH
ta. 3AHAE MO(1) 3EMAA HALLIE M';IU'E, H mew(/ﬁ)
RZHEIAANA EERLCANEIHH. cEEMALL Z ]
mea ® LI'FQKMH(X) SEh3AW. FAMPZTHLIH EW
MERE WEAAKZ MNOKKIME, H HOWIL HECREMALA

HAMB OCMARH (A, OAANAT (A MERE HAAA.

—

HORAA FhlAAEITVh !!F!!A. KZSAhIXAEIT'h RZ|

113 ﬂOMO\(U_IHOE. H OYMHAEHb FAAG) H[I'I/IZH"'H
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£dvoopet, véa  d¢
avyovota  Kal  VOUON

TG deVTEQAC MNTQEOG Kal
dadoag kndeotolag  TOV

XWOLOHOV  mRooemévOet.
(--r)
p. 7,7-20

(...) xkat avBic 0 PBaoirevg
(..) xal elc tx PaciAewnx
tavtV  dovoag, w
O  YVNOLOG  TrV  avToD
QLdootopyiav édeixvve. 12.
(...) aAAax omevdwv _avTov

)

elc TaQayac kai patatog
doovTdac eloayayely,

X~

A ca Bzoek LI'PQKM. RECh r‘m@ At bl
€Tk HE MPZNALIH TEOE AHLUIEH T Euvrrnennnee
£1A H CHb MHWIRAHLLIAA MAuens

f. 630

no3agHAk u:ijmfk. okAw EO AWEAKWE H

MKO WUZ AMAOANEHEL HAAEZKALLIE K HEH.
H_XOMA WX KX MZLIAA NOMEMEHTA RZRECTH,
RZHHAE RZ ALLLR nrl;morrvoiwo HHOMKLKhI|
Mb 10 EHAHMOMOY WEAOKENA HMEHEMZ,

O EQOAWIZ MOMIY HMA. MOPEISAOM 7KE

MHAMSAFHHWC. HHT‘HHH'tE KE FE!‘!H,

gloéoyetal eig TNV kadiav
oL &PBPRa Oe0dwov, ToL
Olx TOV TOTIOV  YavtaBa-

QNVOL neookANBévtog,
uaAdov d¢ dux tOV_TQO-
mov__ Yatav  Bapimoovg
ovouaoBévrog, (...) do-
Aovc  xkai  ovkopavtiag

OUQQATTEW KATX TOV VEOU
odaokeL (...)

p. 35,10
15. Tic & 1v ovtog o6
ZavtaBaonvoc (...)

p. 35,14 - 35,23

(...) 00ev tegolg avdoag
EKAAeL TEOC  oULpHa oy
Tov TdBovg Kal ocadelg
Oeo Aatoevtac Evtuxelv
UTEQ avTOL U €LYV TQ
e, el un dAAwc vé mwe,
dlx youv | OvelQwv Kal

(77) Acts 13:6

CATANA TAXKKBIH 3044(T) Ew moro camal
HA MOGOAH. H WZ MAZHO 3AOEHI BarkKoR
NOgoAH Fom(j)eu'l'e. H _MOKOGH WOrQ cZUIHMH
ALOTIL HA BAGKEHBIA ChIPFRKHHKA H Lok,
AREA TAA NprEmAAparo, n MPOSMO fElfIH, MBAE
we MOTO wu'o‘.( HABEmHAKA Bimh cb(})

[—— ] (O N 3 E"kl'[‘ 2 (AHAARA F H

f 64
[MO]AH'T'H CA W HEMZ IKZ EO\'('. HAH HHAKKO H"L'KM
150 KZ I:ZN"‘} HAH KZ HOLUHKI RZCYXhl

OlT'FOKA Eﬂ",}éﬁ’\ I'IO/lOLF‘iHTT'H. EhIRAR |
T EW H (ZHWEKE MHWIMKHIULER ALIIH. ﬂOM’L’l

EHHXh
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EVUTVIV _TWV@OV _TAG  TOU
madoc oA e Tuxely-
yivovtar yaQ kai dvegot
TOAAGKIS PuYoTouTol Ti-
veg mooun0eic, TAATTOVTES
£V TQ) QOVTACTIKG TV Ka=
0evdovVTWY eldwA KAl TU-

Tovg dM Tvag TV tebve-
WOTEV, Kal dvalwnuoovaty
OTWC  TOTE  TOD  KAVO-
vrog v Yuxny (..) 10TE
tolvuv_év ddavela did-
YWV Kol UOVAOIKOV  TQL-
Baviov  meQukelpuevos O
ZavtaPaQnvoc — mEooeLot
TQ ALTOKOATOQL BaoiAeiw,
NOoc mAacduevoc evAxPéc
T kai £vOeov, Kal deiletev
UTUOXVELTAL TOV VIOV AT
Kovotavtivov (...)

pp. 35,28 — 36,2
(..) dalvovtar yaQ kai
ATIOKQIVOVTOL TIEQL WV AV
TS €owTay BovAoito uog-
bat Tveg tebvewtwy yvaw-
(UwV- €101 0¢ T Pavoue-
va oL Yoxai dAA& xOoviol
Tweg kal vmoxOoviol dai-
hUoveg. T 0N towait)
KaKoTexvia KavtoavOa
xonoauevog 6 &Attouog,
OmeQ mAAAL T Y.a0oLA 1

ORAMEAHH HEUTH NIOMBIEAHTEAE. TWRO]
ALIE REZ MEATATEAHOME EMA

Abl H WEgA3hI H"}KOI‘FOFMX\ o!FMEFLuTHxh,
H_NQOXAAKAARM b nkkarko EMAR ARLIATO

AUIAR, KO KE EEI’L’AOKAWH H FAAOEAIT'H A\

THMh RH]

H AACKATTH MZMMTAHMH. Morid ¥Ew

HE MEBAENZ nF'tEhleALue. H HHWMKEKKIH
ngoyosmadae n&A(m) cAHAARAGHHWE. H NgH]
(TANH KZ :AMogpzmu&( EACHATY, WEuunne

H4H I'IFHTFKOFHKI: EAA['O['OK’kHHZ P
H RPK‘:!W[:KEHZ. H MOKARIAMH Waciesses

sssscsses HEMAH ... -

f. 640
REAERT EW A H WKFI;”!AKM\!WL W_HYKE
Ae KMo RzngocHmH Youe(m) wrm3nt vkl

KhIMH 0V MEJUIH Bhiomni(x). AT ke m]

Rakeman ne aia, nm poanknurin nk|

WiH H npri;mnogﬁ'l'ﬂ EhcwRe. MAKO
EOE 7KE 3AOYRKIMIZCTEO MYTEMb H WHZ wisaa |
HHBIH, EE OVEW APERAE :A&ZMLF MKE RACA

FMIHMH®OOY (ZMBEOJH BZ3KE\A)LITH TOMO

CAMOVHAORW MO(A)ETE, CE H TWZ OVIKE KAIHAK]

fMKOKA. H KZM“;HI"O EXRE IKWHEMAHAH]

HWEh HFHKECIT'H \UEFASZ, ﬂFHKEAE Hrk|

&yyaotoipvOog TémQA-
XEV_dvayayovoa TO TOD
ZapouvnA ouoilwua, TovTto
Kat avtog 1jdn texvaletar
kat meog v tov Kwvota-
viivov | dxokevacOfvatl

LOQONV tarQaokeLALELTVA

1K0ero W ckou(x) czReckanniKn nokuenol

e JORAR W MMOAFZ?KELI‘Z. H l'lF"k/lhﬂT'h

T I MHELIE ¢A CAMOTO (EOEwummn.

kL. HE
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TOV__QUTOL _Ye OWANTQV
vnoyOoviwy dAUOVWV.
ToUTOV WV kal OUANoag
0 aVTOKQATWO KAl Tg
Amatng ovk  aicOduevog,
£do&ev avTOV ey

PaAVEQWES TOV VIOV (...)

p. 36,713

16. (..) kal meoubavag
TavTaxov daAowogeiobat
xatdAdoTooa e aAnOeiag
amokaAelvkai Ouowtny
daovwv ATATNAQV.
QAN E€kelvog TOS TaTal
vBTTAOWY EUeUNVEL
(t0 K&ABapua!) kat pamtel
duxPoAag  kai  d6Aoug

.65

H rBEAeHHTE MORZER AN Sfmprkrnﬂ. H_ Bl
ra_uemunk HAGHUATH H EAO!F?KHIT'EA"I; k|
k

nenaznkate (ca). 0 muiuakawe naghkmwa o
ALOTH HA AbR4 KZ3HhHLI H OVRIHCTRA

HCMAZHZ. H Ehl‘:) I'IF",}AAIT'E/H: MAKA _HENO|

EHHHA. H (1e(3), MORHHA (AMO A TAA.
RKo, nmri;rrvo\lrerrv TA TEE

katax  Aéovtoc muOavag
kat EQouvvbwv peotac: kol
yivetar mQodoTS AvdQOg
avevBuvvouv kat vmeAbBawv

nelfel TOV  a0TOKOATOQX
Aéywv @ <EmuBovAevet
got Aéwv O 00c vIlOC
ax0boéuevog T moAvetia
kat  &ipn  kat  Adxoug

ovokevalel KAt TS ONC
kedaAne» (...)

p.7,33-8,5

12 (...) elwBaoct yap 1On
xonota oAt xakal
[p. 8] dwxdbBelgerv, kaba-
TEeQ Kal Qavic €vdeAexov-
oa____KoWalver  Tétoa.
d0 Kal Aakpltwsg, HAAAOV

1 Cor. 15:33.
Choeril. Fr. 10 Kinkel.

(78)
(79)

MEOEMQ MROY.

EMh HA MEOAR TAAR

PA AH O\r MBILLIAEceecceecnccoasonssoasossssasoncen
AH NAME FE L‘.I [ PR POm—
MAHKI HA 0\(‘1 /1

MH CAORECKHL [Secvccsecsccsacssessacssassacanse

f. 650

RMKO Keé JAEBIEh. WEAIKOLLIA EW H't'l‘.’dl‘.'O

EecrkAnl 34mI gA:mA'ﬁ"mmH WEAINAR EAA|
rar’® no An(E)Ao\(. H_KANAE MAKKAA MgORHEA|

TH _KAMEHB® tHAA KPOM"L’ H wemRR(A)enia
KOMOMATO. H3EfZ RE HATEOMHTE fHA (KO
Ero mFZEZm(j)mrknmro H HANAACTERA H|

3PHHOBENA. nokeakRL EZ HEKOEMB AO
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0  QAVEEETAOTWS  ELTIELY,  wmmntRE BZ MEMHHLLH MEAZAO :mi:fkl
TOV VIOV KAl AYAOOV  werrerern HAAIKE  CZMIRARHHUA W
Pacléa  Afovia  TOC e ABYIEGL HMAYIH T Ab
AQYNG  ATOQOITITEL  KAL s I PAZARNENTA, HE

ATIOKNQUKTOV  aDTOV  THG
Baodelag momoag, we &v
EIQKTI) TWL &VL KOLT@VL
QATIQETIG  KATAKAglel, un-
déva. &AAov pet’ avtov
ovyxwonoaofatr  dxyewv

keAevoag, ANV TNC yaue-
TS AUTOV Kol TOL TEKVOU.

p. 36,23-27

17. (...) moamélng moAv-
teAobC 1) dmaQAkAnTog
agutia. Tlc yoo av dieAely
duvnOein piav huxny év

duol Mvéovoav oCWUAOTW T)

tic dixomoetev obg vwaoe

KUQLOC;» oD UEéVToL Paot-

Aéwc oLYKEXWQENKOTOC TIV
gloodov peta ToAAOLE ToVE
QAUTNC KOTETOVG, elonjel Kal
abtn ueta g Buyatog
TQOC TOV oudluyov Aéovia
(--r)

p. 8,12-19

13 (...) noxaAde 8¢ kai
£0VodoREL TV XQElaV TV
avaykalwv  oTeQovUEVOC!
PAéTwV Yoo TNV Youetv
Kal IV _mada o' avtov
HeT aVTOL TM) €lOKTI) OVL-

(80) Cf. Dan. 3:15 ff.

SEIRE MR BZA
A CEOEOAHA 394;

[R———— ] | Fﬁ\ KHHIKA
[ErTT——————— Y VLV RN ) | oY

f. 66

wME3hl_ MHWIONKIMHAIR, Heogpr"i;mnos
MAEHTE. KO EW WEW FAMFI;AHWH

BRZ3MOKET) EAHHA AUIAR KZ AKOH hILITA

ITF: rr'rk/lm(i!. HAH KO gA3CTARHME HiKe
CZUETA The H !r‘m WEW nonog,::muﬁm%

mon kzxopz no muwrkiy) mos graanin(y),
EZHHAE H A (% AZ!‘!EFTX\ K% I:ZHFX\PKHHI

KOV ARROY. (HMB MWAKO MO Mo HT K
ERT roH ¢zakan 0. BATE O Eersrsesssss

AH CHZ AZKEHMEHHTT Bl Heconmnnsesssesons

Ero Ke n be(g) LT N——
HHKOMOghIHKE cak..

HHWYALKATO XEM....
Hfmw(/ﬁ) ABAZ  fuummmssrsesssssssssnsssss
LTy TITIT T R——

na

f. 66 .
FKFZE"’}LUE MAKblI H MEYAAORAALLIE Hﬂ\?ﬁ(é!ﬂh”
HYZ AHLIABAEMK, (2 EZI'IFX\?KHH!!EX\ H Al

AOMK. H €l WEW FEAMB CEAMHLER YAAAE|
HEKBIR MEYH MAAMEHL NEVAAHBIH BZC0d]
A’t’Axﬁ'\SO mhkMb. @AKo nave Bzekikoro npakel
AHATO £AORA BZE(ZRENH RZ MEMHHL .
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YrAewoOévTag, v Ppuxnyv
mAéov OlempleTto KAl 1O
ouux mEOS Bedv oLXVAS
ateviCwv  ovv__ ddkoual,

3pA WEW MX\AF’I;HLLI'I'H ABEZ cHUE HMALI
...... Mb H Alme & cmFAm(quJA H OMH

.................... 1A, AHUE CAZIAMH wmal
A

TO_TIQOOWTIOV TOIS YOVAOL
KATAKQUTITWY,  GAaANTW
bwvn orywv tov Ocov eig
ponOetav é€elnter (...)

Qo
—_

—_~ o~~~
o oo
= W
T T — ~—

ms 3,1/.\|+1'|‘th.
Ps. 32 (33):16-17.
Ps. 7:16.

Ps. 27 (28):4.

o}
N

A K2 EO\{ RZ CZIQFO\(UJEHI”

H 3gH HA Hawe 0340l
«[AKO EZ MA1HOE 11Y3

oK (1)EHH Ehlxw(/ﬁ).
HAMB non¥smu

S—— L ¢ 7 N {7 N

f. 67

erad cRbmamimn waem(i)amn n qf@lthmu oyl
KpALLIAAY o H D EZt'k(x_) 3pATHEE' Ma oy
RAdKAEMB EhyzZ mKO AOEOBCMEN . er(x)a
HACTRIMH BAHEMH O MOKABAAK ¢4, H pazanl
AHBIMH BALLIHLL MO4 nenazibae ca mpane|
34. EFAA MHWIKKCTEA nomo\f‘mnhm()a paEol
aknuk mu nﬂ;(ﬂ):mo»\x&. BACKRA MH CHUE
nomnoysmH neni:AKeAHrknLUM AT —

MLl ECH HIKE H IWEHPA K% Pwﬁri;............

‘iAL*JA OYtAhlUJAEth, H W Cernrnnen

H3EABAEH H HA N Frl; B Bluerssnsrsserssssres
LUV TTTER R L P [ R—
CHITTH €A\, AL CROE ummmersserssessssene
VR FLRY L] S——
MOKATRH (ABH 5 VR

B Zeursssen Pl Frk

f. 67 v

MHOTWA (HAOK. AZKL KOHbh KZ CCEHTES
fWEL H3phl HA MA H HEKOMA AZRHBIH MHH(X_)
H WOMANHHKL ©E0AWPZ H BAMAAHE(T) ca
EZ MR AKE z:zmzofm.83 H EZ34475(3)n ems
40(e)HHo BZ3A4AHTE? Ko nfri;f,o’mum\r. mh
EW ECH HIKE MAKOKBIHMEL MAKOMRE M3
rpzABIHME I'IFOTI'HKA"}X\H 7 :X\LF'I'H
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wessssssssseensIRE - MBI chkFEHmmz, MZ3AR
— Y WEW I'IP"}MX\AFMH AbEh
p. 8,19-21 cessssssssssssssssesne A LLIE KZ EOT{. MOro iKe

13. (...) 1 8¢ ToUTOL YarpeTn,
1 avia Oeodavw, 11 OHVTWS
véa Lagoa, 1 1 APgaat
&v maoalg taic OAlpeot
ovvaAyovoa (...)

(85) Am. 6:4-6.

ceerersnsssessrernPAHW 11 Fn( 1)OEHAA.
S—— Y FAAM%

censennmessssssansansasssanses 3 H oYX\LF'I'A, fROE
S—— | 0 P 9T B A TI T
e FRAAALLE EMO H

1. 68
cruirk ABABLIH A APRIRATEAE U'F(E)Kbll‘l(.x_)
FKVNIMZ EARAEMB, HE MOFTO MAKO Pfk*m
KAEREMHHIK K nf'l'EMAEMh, HHIKE o\{mom/lrkl
Baemb HemA()THEHE MOCAN LUNOE, pEK|
we Heke no(}) BAAETMTA HALLIER :X\L{JH(X). HA H
o\(sorm()f) MEAYIAEMB. H AKE B3 nHytemd ke
H IT'F’L'EOKAHH, HAK(L)HBIHMH ngreHonoMmul
HAEMb. H MHYIA WEHAHKL mhm
H HATBIA WAKEMB. H AAHoommnrecsnnnne
wAIJw(/ﬂ caoHoEw( X) (0410, W—
NMPAELIHMH MYghl oY i —
AMIATTZ, A KE H CRersssssssssesssseos
KAAA H COTELLIEH Tornreessnnnnnnsesssssnnnnnns
RACKOUIHME Mo
JAERAEME Th Havumssesssessssssssssess

m

f. 68 v.

KZte MHEAO FHOHHBIMH pAHAMH. XAEER

HA BZeEKR K(:l)fpz © ReHbI HENEALLAEME
nFTEMArL'Lue. w m()a OEW EZC"I;()E) AOEAE|
(TBREHKIH WHZ H HENOKOAKEAEMBIH CAR]
NZ, HE HE AORAECTH K HENMO HAH NOMbll
CAHTTH HAH gyt I'IiJ'I'AlT'h HH iﬁz mank|
HUIH XoyAHBI BZ3NO0CAA KZ KoY. H cia @
—— T T CTT A
wonsssennnennnOER FREHBL MOHRAIKAAEM .
I U e l;oTr, H CKOHMAH A

i3 iwlz\wlsrk()a maakuia
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p.93-9,6

14. (...) TNV avTOL pnTéQn
Kai OeotoKkoV eig mMEeaPei-
av Umép MUV mMEoBaAw-
ueba, Tovc aylovc dmavrag
oLVIKETAC UGV YevéoDan
TAQAKAAEOWHEV"  EUPAE-
bouev eic agxaiag yeveag
xat dwuev, tic émiotevoe
@ Oew xal xatnoxvvon
N tic évépewve 1@ GOPw
QAVTOD KAL VTTEQELDEV AVTOV

()

p.9,13-9,25
(...) 00k oidag, Ot PagiAevg
amo  pnroag  €xoiobng
ovk oldag, OtL dxdnua-
Bao\ik® éxooundng
Eéyvwe, 0Tt moeduEdL Kal
TPVON Kol Kodakeiq €k
Boédovc ovvaveotadnc
Kal 00déV duoyepéc 0Tl év
@ Biw. OAPLY oVk éyvag,
meviav oLk _oidag, Buuov
dlkaot@V 00X DmEoTng,
deomdtov

TL

AYOVAKTNOWV

(86) Prov. 1:7.

S T{1 1], 17 U =T o(,X)FA
S—Y ] AN
—— {7 | N7 NP

- V' FHOHL‘JH e}

.69
MHA OYEW H Ha(s) Kz mKo e wHOTO HAnpz]
BRA MAKKL BZ3REAE(T) Ahemh. npd;w(f)'r)?m\
MrT'epeToro HEAHHA R newm\m,l()a O\r'rkaueI
nie moaesnt npnzorhme. 1 cmhinyz gzl

t'kxb MHWIKKIMTRA HAMA ﬂOMO”!HHKW!Ml

ERITH rnrk()a MATROA H PRIV LLIEHTEM R

:F(,Du,a Oy CMIOHELLIH. Ezgggfk/v\h AKOKE
ok

WiM) HA MNPIZEKIAR gWAKL, H BEHAHMAK ISTTO

® RzeeR AR KhgORA ERKH H nocmaink ca.
HAH KO néfksmifi EZ mv;mcrk ero nme €(c)
349AAO nF'ﬁMfmfuumH% MKOKE £OAOMW]
HOY MHHT ta, H npszgrk £ro. AKMA

3IHMA nAonm{ﬁHxh HAMbB Aforr'hm()a, HA
caa(3)ka nire He MOMHWIoY nFTAmH Ha(c) xomal

Lf1aa ﬂFOAfl}T]"h HasAasR(3)enTa. HE A0 KOl
HUA EW 3AERAETH (TR —

f. 69 0.
JHAEMB AKOEA I:TT'FA?KA/Y\(TTV) HIKE BZ A3AKh
H IT'EMHHLI’A(X). ghen B0 w caa(A)ManwiH MAI

Oy, MKO Lgh W AMOELI MOMA3AHZ ECH
fAMBIAR. H upﬂno& OISgACH_Cdn ATALOMOR.
H_OHIIR H CAARRI 0 MAAAEHETRA AORO|
AHE HACAAAH ¢A, H HHIKOTAA sKE HEIKOY %
ngkmeznk wkintoro nevasna. nyel

Mhi He RHABAR ECH. (RATHCKATO He MO3HAI

Al €tH rHEERA. AJHAHUIL HE nF'l'A\AZ ECH

HHR(MKO. H PAAH CElO ﬂOI'lO\(ﬂFH MERE

HH’\'O\{'SHWH tA EZ. AA ALFE O\f'Ew 1KOrjA
HA LI'FQIT'KA RhleWwm AR EZCXEIL‘JEHZ ERAE|
LH, EAAFOI'I‘]HAE?REH!: EZIEMO\(‘ EARAELLIH
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o0  KaTeldEg, TévnTog MOCANY LLIHOMOY. HA HE nFr‘;NEMArAHMh

dlxywynv ol  YIWWOKEL,
évdelag Lo ovk oldag,
deouwmRiwv mOAQE 0UK
nobov, paoTiywv HwAD-
MV oVK €melpdldng, kal
dvoxeone 1 Hkoa avTn
katadaivetal oot OAWpLC.
AAA pr) OALyweel madel-
ag Kvgilov unde ékAvov LT
aUTOL __€Aeyyouevog OV
YA Ayama KOQLOG, Tadev-

EL HAOTLYOL O& MAvTa VIOV,
OV TapadéxetaL.

p. 9,26 —10,4
(...) Toxo O¢ ki TC olkelac
Baolelag  kAnQovouovg

nuac  kataAeipar BovAo-
LLEVOC TQOYVHVACEL ThV
OAIP LV CLYXWQELDE NUAC O
0e0¢ TovTo MABeLy, (...) tva
€V Koo TS U@V Etéag
gvdoliag, v OAwv g
adoéiag eic wwnunv ka-

TEXOVTEG, TOIG UTINKOOLS
evuevoe  év ovpunaOein

xpnowuela xai yvouev
dux_tng meigag, Ot 0Qyn)
BaoAéwe we ooumn Aéovtog,

wHAKARAHH THH. HHIKE W HEro HAKAS?!E

-
AWEHThE B ..

£.70
HHIShl C(ROErQ OmRia wemakumH nalt) yol
[A)
TA, ﬂol'l'fl"kEH't ﬂF’h(DOEhO\f‘HHIT'HI:A fal

AH MOKA3AHTA €€ro HENIERA. nonoy|

AEM 7KE MHA H EZ MAIKORKAA HFFAAAIT'H

HAMB. KO AAEZ KgEMA EAArOsAaKTA Hal
LLIErO MKOIKE Prk()a B2 NAMA(T) CHMB MPHYOA A

e, ma)mrHEn w :zrfrkmumpu()a ERAEMA,

H NO3HAEMK HEIKOY'EA EAMOTO, 1IKO &’Emgzl
MAEHTE 14,11:21405 HKQ :KE tmgzm/im'ff ABEW|
o8 H maKo ¢z KFOTI"OCTFTX\ H_NUEAOR, CKVI
AW PZENBEKATO HAYAALTEA OV IgARHME.

€14 H MHWIRAHLLAA :H()E) npEMAAPAA BZ HeTH|

HA ©£0PAHW BZEMNOMHHAALLIE CEOEMOY MA|

Kal moaws Kal MoUvXWS
Kal dkaiwe T oKATTOQ
e [p. 10] doxne dubvvw-
LEV.» TalTa Kal TAelota
TovTtwv 1N ayia Ocodpavw
00Pwg &el T Tl avdol
Kkat PBaclel moapavovoo

(87)
(88)

Heb. 12:5-6.
Prov. 19:12.

Oy, Ha MmHwsE moro nmevadn OLFTI'A/I",MLUE.
H OVegZAMA MAe TI'EOF",}UJE MOr0... MATEAI

—

AHTA H Ho!|g'|'f7\ £Z CAZ3A
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ws véa ElodavdovA v
OAbw tov Wiov AvdEOg
€0epdamevey. kal TQOHOU-
LOTEQWC QUTOV &l eVXAS
dleyeigovoa,  VUKTOC Kal
Nuéoac tq Oe® £v dakQu-
oW eVXAXQLOTELV (...)

p. 10,10-30

15. év i d¢ vukti kaBev-
dOVIWV ATV ATO g
LEQAC avT@V éomeQuvng do-
Eoloyiac, éméotn avtoig
kat'  ovaQ  veaviag  TIc,
OTQATIWTIKI)Y OTOATV Tju-
dreouévog, év puév ) defix
XEWL 06QL  KATEXWY, TN
0¢ evwVluw aomida. xKai
TOUTOV Ol YEVVADEC 1DOVTEC,
DOPw Kal déet
neQuoye0évreg £€doéav, Ot
£k 100 PBacMéwe éméudOn
mQOC  Avaigeoly  ToVT@V*

f. 70w
HE MHMO IT'EI.‘JH. RZ EAHHA [ty HO!‘!EH

EAYHME mhmn oy e I'IFTL'CIT'AKLUEMB [t}

KE‘IEFH"}M‘O CUENHATO fAAROLAORTA HYZ,
ngrk(;lmm Bz cznh wrnouwia whkmu Bz Ewnl

HEKARA WARAHE WAEKAR. BZ AECHOH
WEW Fﬁ’\!!'b MBIRA Konie, Bz Akgkn ke

I_U/I’t’Mb. Er0 Ke EIT_IEHHBIH WHZ EZI'IFX\|

rs KEHARER HEAOO\(MF&HTEMB H tmpxw!ml
CEAQATRHMb, mukiia moro miko W ugfk

HA OVETEHTE H NOCLAAHA. TMEEMEMOM IKE

MHWIOMhK HA IEMAA ﬂA(;’LLIEZ H HOS't HHWI
WH WHOMIY WEKAEMILLE, MO/l'txX\ Ero

MEHAERHO HE ge3roantdk mkyn oKl

TOOUW 0¢ TOAA®
Y
TIQOOKVVELV

TQOS_TV
TMEMTWKOTEC
gmeyelpovv
Kl TOIC ooty aTOL TEOO-

avToOVv

doapovTeg  EdoEav  aUTOV
IKETEVELWY U} AWQOV ATOIS
TOV_OAvatov Emeveykely.
0 0¢ 0aleig (...) édn «un
Oooetlobe, plAor elpnvikog

ELULKOLOVK EK TV EVavTiV
(...) Vueic 0¢ avéotnre kal
avooBwOnre: 1 vao Por)-
Oelx LUV v dvouatt

KUQIOU  OWTAQEOS MUV
&yévetor NS yaQ eOLXNC

(89) Cf.Ps. 19(20):9.

HTE HARECTH H roFu'rk. MEAEH KE CA
....rk..............cf}.lmHrku ABOHUH MKOKE

BAljlh, A HE W ¢Zroo..|

£.71

wBhbl 7KE RACITMAHETE H Hfl'lﬂAEH'T’E 7% nol
MO!HA BAUIA BZ HMA&A T'HE FZFT’EOFLUAI"O
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VUQV Emakovoag 0 KUQLOC
TG TTATOL Kot DETTIOTY) T

— % —

HEO H 3EMAA." MATEKhlI KW RALIA 0!{Mhl|
— —

UiA RIKOKE f'{\'Xh b, KALUEMO!‘ W!!w [ ViN3

meQL VUGV ATtekAAL e Kl
TV _patatov axoryv, v €k
To0 aAaldvog €déEato, elg
ovdeV €Aoyloato. kal oL
Ay doldoel vuac  1m
fole) N_&vevvnOnte, kai
KANQOVOLOLE THC aTOD Par-
oleiac duac xatadetbac
mQEOC  KUQILOV  Ekdnumoet.
Xaigete €v KLEIW, TAVTOTE

xaloete, TO VTKOOV VU@V
EVUEVQIC Kal dKAlwS Kat
oodpws dubvvovtec.» Kal
TALVTA EMWV _dPavne €k

TOUTWYV  EVEVETO. JWTVI-
o0évtec 0¢ (...)

p- 11,6-25

16.  OAlyov d¢  xbvoL

MAQWYNKOTOC, O &Beog O¢-
00wO¢, O avTWV dLAPBOAOC
KAtaotds, O véog Auav
kat Tavvne xat TauPong
L TV €YV avadavel,
mQOoNADe @ peydAw kat
Xonot@ Pac\el Baoei,
altwv  kal Aéyowv, Amo-
OTAANVAL AUTOV €ic T dix
adopevov
MOAYUATWV KAl TS TATQL-
doc. PAémwyv yaQ TV vo-
JOV TOL avakTtog BaoiAeiov

TV OlKEIWV

(90) Ps. 123(124):9.
(91) 1 Thessal. 5:16.
(92) Esth. 3:1ff.
(93) 2 Tim. 3:8.

W_RAfh (T)thl. H EO\){'EWHAA H AB/KHAA
MKE W IT‘PZK/IAlT'AFO IOVEOAWFA FE‘iE

HHAA, TOro ‘MKO\{M'{{WH tZlT'EOPH. H

e NAIKKlI NIOCAARHTHL KA CAAROAR RZ HEH

KEe FOAHHT'E tA. H HANI”;AHHKI:I CROEIO

- —
![F‘:!WKIA WIMABHThA H OMHAEMh K7 FO!‘.
ﬂAM.Z![HmE [ 7/} I'IFO‘iEE O 'l KZIEI“AAQ] no Aﬂ(;)dg

FM;!MHW tA, HANAACTRA L3 KQOMOLM IR

H NQEAOR NUEALIE KPZMHAA. H i

fEKh, HE EHAHMA Ehl!:l W HEN. "

BZ3ELHARLIE KE H MPH....
rkxm (A

f.71v.

HE_MHWIO noggkAk H AZKHBIH MHHKZ
©£0(A)0Z Er0 sKE MHWIASKAH (AOKO KXl
cnomEHA. HORKIH AMMAHZ? H AHTH H

AMEITH® AhABl MEAB ¢A, NgHEOTANH
. f

KZ !!FN MOAA ETO wHO\'{CWHWH H WH|

TH BZ tROE W0MLemEO. tAa(i)kAka Ezek(m)
RELILH HMA HETRE uson()a urkaoRamH, <oy |

NMHO Ke H fKOHMhK EEq__IEMh EZH‘KOFHIT'H
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ETUKQATEOTEQAV TOL OWUA-
TOC YEVOUEVTV KAl dedwg,
U1 TS 0 CVUTAQRKELS TXQ'
avTOL dOAOC Eic TOVUPaVEG
OL& twvoc vmoBécews €AON
Kai 0 moévog avTov  gig

nocrhtpeme. EHAk Ew SKEgAHHBIH_ HE|
ARIL UGERO ohanh wEremwn mhaw,

H OVEOA tA Ad HEKAKOM sKe © HEro chiunl
TAd ABOTh u:imsu AuBoy B nrquomogaro

CKA3AHA ERAETH, H EOAE3HB €ro HA_radl

KR _Er0 NO ABAY KZ3EQMHT et H RZ

KePaAny adToL DTooTEEYN
Kai éumeoettat gic BoOgov
OV _eloydoato, omovdn 16
MoAewg EEeABelv émelparto.
(-..) ZTuAlavog 6 TvikavTa
TEWTOOTIABA&QLOG
£TouQeLoxNs vmagxwv, O
ETUKANV ZaoVUTlng, KALQov
eVOétov AaBopevog woavy,
WG ate Kal owuatodvAxE
VAOXWV TOL  Bactéwg,
ndvta GéBov Kol TEOHOV
£ huyNe AToEQUbAC KL TQ
Oe® uéVw TV adTOD fOU- H
Anow avaOeic, TOAUN XoM-
oapevog Oelg, T Kal TOC
1OV £lwBota avTE ¢moTag

Kol

oMoV oLV 0EeLXENodEVOS
napaotaoel, OAPEQR oxN-

QaTL EQUTOV oxnuatioa
Kol Ty ulav maQelav Thg
Oewc aTOL XE1Q0KQATH-
oag, TV kehaAny d¢ SAnv
TEOC TV YNV dmokAivac,
TOIC  OAKQULOL

10 mEOOoW-

OV aUTOL  KATAPBQEXWY,
KEXMVWS TQOC TV YNV
adedoa Kol  OTEVAYUOIG
aldadntolg mQEOS  EovTov
KATOHUWC WV EYKAQOLOV AV-
TV 10 dokelV €Tedelkvue.

Ps.7:17.
Ps. 7:16.

(94)
(95)

s MR AIKE HEIKONA T3
KWHCT.

f.72
pHUATH EhAATH :wMArrvw¢mA|<A.

H KZ ¢"‘§M h tlT'FAXh W CROER ALLIX\ WEFZFZ.
EOLF EAHHOMO!‘ HdArkAB CA. H HA WEHKI

aHhmbe ckoemb mibemk HpeiKe O ETARAE]
HHO Bk EMOY CTURZ. chkTorRAHTA wEw|

3k nF'l'EMb H MEYAAH. H MIKOKE 344 MHWI
FA MOCMAUMELIH MARIKL, CHUE (ERE ohaw

MEYAAHA NMOKARA. H AECHOAR FX\KOX\ NoAk|
ATh AHULE. H TAAROAR AO0A) MOHHME. H
OYH RZ 3EMAA WHF",}IT'I:, AHUE €AZ34A]

MH_WMAKAALIE. H U ONTH MKOMKE EH
fELIH BZtA HIROMAAALLIE f'thm H B'Lcel
Bt ¢cTeHAHTA H B'L3AleAHld HE H3rAal
HHAA ni:mrrvh. !!FEKH KE EACHATY

n3we(A)uioy H moro kRZ makoRkmn wirgzk

(en)akRUIA H BH... ..
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17. To¥ 8¢ miotov PaciAéwc
€K TOU AQUTQOD KOLTWVOG
avtob  £€eADOVTOC Kl
TOUTOV €V TOLoVTW OXHUATL

£WQAKOTOC KAL ...

pp. 11,32 - 12,2

(...) dAwoc mdAewe 1) X@-
ac éyéveto» O d¢ dnat
TOS_ aTOV: «eife, @ KOA-
Tote aval, tavta ouvéPn
yevéoOar kai un 10 Qg

f.72v.
Ha nekkein nee no(a) MEEIBEKBIHME HAl
NAACTEOME rFA(M HATQAEHO Hla]nagowra

H mMOro I'I/l"L'HHLUﬁ\; OH 7K€ FE“i) K2 HEM%.

xorr"f;xh AFZ?KAEHBIH !!FM ftHMhB tZ/lOL“

TOU_KOOUOL VIO TOV Uod-
dov 1elev dmeoPéow.» O
0¢ pn ovvieic To0TO, THV
amoxpiow [p. 12] émpedwg
avToV épwTav Emexeiper
«bd&ooV TiG 0 Adyoq Kol Ti=
VOC XAQWV TaUTd Hot AEyelg
Kol TPATTEG» O D¢ MAAW
mOC avTOV €0 (...)

p. 12,11-16

18. 0 d¢ uéya otevaéac (...)
£P1 «fjxovotal ooy, déomo-
1A, TX €K TNS OLYKAT)TOU

NHTH tA, HEWREAH (KMo RZeEro MHu

no(1) enix w(m) KgpImH cA.°° OH XK€ HE CHMO|
TPHBA FAEMOE, MPHAEKHE HILE] TOro B'hrpal
WAALIE. TKAKH FAA YTO XOTATh TEOX
CiR CAB3BI, H ILEOr0 gAAH ECTh TBOH
CEAHKBIH MAAMA. H (THATAHZ AETE

KZ_ HEMOY &"}Krkuga. tf(ﬂL;E MOE CMAITH

A, nF(E)F*mmoe OHW (ELUH H WETARH MA
¢HAA Mod, H cEETE 04Tt moerw H wz Hk(E)
¢z MHOR. 3pA KW ¢krkmaaro cghmuann

KA HIKE EZEA MOS0 fELyIH no(3) cAHEIHAM
rrerre SEYARYIATO, FAKOIRE W

£.73

LFEHTA. HA PASHFEOFHJZ KPorrvo;rrV'l'X\ ik
Bh, H e © MEHE TAEMAL MOSAOYLLIAH A
romphnrf;/mﬁﬁo. H Li;i)h. EZekKkX Eoal

3L Adaete © cRoero Wpnnw :f(j)uva. H pELH
fete mame niek mege smpAX L KZ3EFAHFI;E(W,
MKO A HE AKTO MO MOCMPAIKAELLIH.

morjA REAMH H U CF!;)Q'A RZ SAZKH/Y\KI: LH|

andong kat TG moAITei-

ag Asyoueva onuata» O

(96)
97)

Mt. 5:14-15.
Ps. 37(38):11.

ATANZ, ABILIAAL AH ECH e Ugto nFrl;Eel

AHBIH e B REAMAKEH H B BHCEYL
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0é dnor «mola» avToOg d¢
TAALY «ATIEQ  KQATA 00U
ddokovTec OKWOTTOLTL

oov

O KQATOC.» O O
ovoyxeleic  dywviee Kol
oper Eovbowtoag, AaPav
avTOV TNC XE1Q0C TQOC TO
£0TEQOV  TAULEIOV  KAT
Wlav_elgédo (...)

pp. 12,20-13,1
(...) OTL_avtog uev véow

MEQIIIECWY Kal T@ Yripa
xaout Oela mpofaivwv, 1ov
€K TV oWV TV Aayod-
vwv dvévia BAaoTov, pa-

Talag Pwvijc émakovoag,

mEO  TOL  EkoTaoOnval
&Noov  ameydow,  kal
ATIOKTIQUKTOV  aUTOV  TNG
pPaclelac  moumoag  €v

elokT) &l aPpwvew KaTé-
XEWG" Kal T&oa 1) oUYKAN-
To¢ dpa 1) ToAeL kataBoi

00U TOL KQATOUCS, OtL &b éw

5

Aavdol Kal TNE ONC 0wt
ac €xBow mpooTeloOeic To
Ppwe ToL K6oHOV TO €K OOV
Tolg Aol dobev Vo TOV

—

FAEMAA; H

-
Lpb geME. 1KAA. OH ¢KE nAl
tph gete .
Khl KZ3h wﬁfkqm. MAKE HA TA TAATH H

0¥KAF’L'X\|T'|; MEOA AFZ?KAK(Y\. Lﬁ)h /KE O

ﬁHXh O\f‘EOAE A H C'T'de(U(Mj OEhh\(lT') EhIRhL,
pARKOA CTHA'I'AHaoy AJZKARL, K% RZHA
MZHAR NOMMA EEHHAE € Kevvrrrrrrre

IMOuccecsenccnces IRHOR AT FA | [SR—

f.73 v

MKO Mhi OYEW KZ @3IAMIHBIA HEARIBL KZ|
NARE, H CTPACTT A CTApocTHOR nprkaol
HH CA\. ALJIE CAO(THT A meek nenapem(y)nk
wkKako O\rmi:rl;mn, EHgLl m(){) EZeBiBeKbI
vgrkeaz

OfMARHLUH. H!KE EO W MROH
RKOKE U JEMAA TOVIHBIR EZ30ACT hiLIEE
KPACHOE Ap'i'lso H EArOskHHOAHETBEHOE
Rmﬁ)mﬁﬂhlfﬂ APATRARBI MEOER A'L;Kubm(}f)
paAH rAs ® mere noskieno EhIRLLIE, HEI‘IPM
BEAHO OV BAAVETE k. cero fAAH H EZ|

tH RAACTEAE ISOYNHO (KE H RECh IQANZ RZ|
NiATh HA TROA MZKRABR. IS0 MR

ARKAR), H MROErQ MRTA RgANOY MOKO|

gH_td, EMOY TKE AOK(O E'E HHKAKOMKE KHI
mia BAThI MOHTH KOIAd, MIKO wmmo(/ﬁ)
MEMHHUER MOKPhIAL ECH H KE Mrr.iLI'A ek

HOOL0V AToKPUPEIS.» TADTA
ovvV_dakovoag 0 PBacidelg

()

(...) 0 O¢ PnotL mEog avToV:
«OTL TAUTA TMAVTA EKELVOC
oov  EupeAétnoe
dpaoatl Kal dedweg TV €Kk
TOU LIOD OOV YEVNOOUEVV
£KOKNOW, TPWTOV TOVTOV
éxomdoar OlevonOn Ty

KoTo

ATO. £1A4 CABIIARKL Lgh,

f.74

LWATO ¢KTMHA, AWEAECMBEHEHLLITH

RE ALLEBHBIHME nfl;(,i)tmom'fema Kz Hem(%)
iﬁﬁrkqm. MKO €14 RZek WHZ cZnAeme

HA MEOR APAMRAKA. H EOM CA A4 HE Mzl
623 R(\)eAkHHBIM CHZ TEOH H Lﬁ)h HAW L ma|
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YoQ avtov  Evedoav  Kal
KQUTTIV éQyaoiav O vidc
gov_mEOdNAwWOeLL, Kkelvov
€K TG TOLXVTNG AVAOTEAAL
Haviag omevdwv kal &v
KQUON avTOV dleAéyEag,
-—-kat’ [p. 13] avtov Ty

Katnyopiav ovvnée.

p. 13,6-33

19. (...) xai PBagiAéa Aéo-
VIax o0V a0T@ TPoeAOeiv
£BovAeveTo dLEVOELTO YAQ
&V Eaut@ Aéywv Ot «éav
MAALY_ YWQIC NG EKEVOD
nagovaiac  mQoéAOw, O
Aaoc  xat'  £uautob o0
Hikpov dvardler» T d¢
éoméQa, &v 1) eiwbel toOv
VaOV__ToU _TQOPNTOL  dlx
TEMAWV
KATAKOOUEL, TIQOOKAAE-
OAUEVOC TOV TRORENOEvTA
ZtvAlvoy, O avTtov TV
ovumadetay Kol ovyxwen-
oW TV 0VX NUAQTNUEVWVY
T LI ATOOTéEAAer dua
0¢ kal Pachikag didwot
OTOAXG AT TEOOKOUITAL
<kal> TV elg avolov avT@
enayyeidaoBatl Oewoiav.
ov dn Adyov TOIC TAOLY
éEakovo0évroc  kai  P1j-
UNG oV UIKQAG YEVaUE-
NG, 1 taca moAIG T Oe@
OAovUKTWG  NUXapiOTEL

XQUOOTIAOTWV

KOROE ARKAEOE CZMAEMENTE O\rE"}A"‘;Eh,
AOCMOHHBI BZ3AACTE EMOV (RAZ. MAKO|
BOE OYEW ARKAROE pkao SMBICAHEL AKO

AA TBOEro CHa (U TROEW PRKS GTPBIHE(T),

H HEHARHCMHA ZARemb Hike © tfrkAhl ezl

AEIHBIA ARWEHMATO. npo%&d}gfﬁ&z WEW

MAKOKOE MKOH ITVFZEZ?KAEA"":'HHI:IH CHZ.

o

H HAWK Li'-ilh HKE HA A ﬂog‘iEHHOE W HEro

ARKABKLETEO, OHOI0O MAKORATIO WAMH x0|

A HAMHHAHTA LANJOMHEHO HA Hh ©E0|

Awpz WEAHYEHTE MOAOKH WEemereresereens

(Mg JABHEMTAR H WEA...

f. 740

i tigh AkRa CBrIpaZHOBATH €moy nOXYaal
e ¢a. wELMAH Ew €(f) no AERAE oy Az ]
ARANHOMOY WRANAK BZ mamqhm(ﬂ :rrvj(z
MOAEENT m&opummu()a nAM/.\rrve()a, (% A€
A WRE H NPOHCKWIRAEHMH XOAHTH B2
Mkl BEAHKOHMENHTEIR Xpmbl, 1wl
ELINHOE (AAROIAOKTE MAMO FZRZLLATH.

FA3M|1|LUAF!;ALUE BZ ek rda, KO Auyie
E£3h cHOBHErO nFHLue:rnETA tZ WEAINHAII

Mh npomxom(,i)m'l'EMh no:grl;,vk MgOHAR
rPAA, EAd KAKO MHWIh HAJWAZ 62 MAbl
EAMH H KAHYEMB MNOARHT tA, H MEHE MKO

HE MHAWIFZAA 0!{EHET1"Z. KE‘IEFOL{ KE

ﬂOﬁl'l'HFLUO\( RZ H/KE WEAKIMAH E'k EMO\( x_fﬂl

M g(O)g1hCIKBIN OV KALIATH, M1gH3EANA
FAATTA ngrl;!ilpﬂemuo cmHATAHA, W

wennreeennneene SEOEMOV CZToRLIEHAA REZ

f.75

cia KFOWI(A rFOMO\r MNOAAMB, H WEhLEMA mo|
ro BhiA Ll’rk/lO\f‘X\ H, H KO ANKOBHATO tTM
fARKAMA WEBIMA. Gemoy e oyEw Bl
BLUOY. H moyx&/no B'RCEMOY MPOATABLIOY €
rpapey. &k sk TH pa(i)vmugny ca Bhek(y)
H BAT’OAApALFH( }(i). Fa. Ha oyTpia oyEwW

NgH3IRARKL €ro W% TRTA ATAAHMO|
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npwiag O0&  yevouévig,
TQOOKAAECAUEVOS  AVTOV
0 maTnE 10 TS Pacideiag
avt® dwot otédoc kal
kelpaoBatavTov v KOunv
KeAEVOAG, CUUTIAREDQEVELY
AVTQ WG AEL DIATATTEL O O
ovvéPn yevéoOar év avTn
T Npépe, €v 1) O dwotne
me Paclelac Aéwv TO
v aneAdupave Pdog,
o0 bikaiov nuag olwmnn
napanéuPpal. ™S yao On-
NG elg Tt Wt 1oL AaoL
axovoOelong kal oxedoV
ndons TG 0PnAiov mpog
TOV VOV TV AowudTtwyv
ovvayeQBeione kai TG
ovr1j0ovg TPoEAEVCEWS €K
TWV Gvw TPOG TOV UEYaV
vaov katiovone, Ny ety
TAVTAG WG &V Hd KePAAT)
KEXTVOTAGS KALTOVG €EXVTWV
VTOKA lvarvTag aOXEVAG
Kal T OpHATA TQOG TNV
Kk&Bodov T yvupévoug Kal
v aplitv oL veaAovg
Kal ViKNTov PacAéws e
aAAov avioxovtog 1jAiov
ATEKDEXOUEVOUS” TOV YaQ
TATEOS Kol PaciAéwe Tnv
TPOTIOUTIIV TIOLOVUEV OV, WC
dlkNV doTéQwv EkAdunawy
Néwv o0 dva& émduevog
T idiw matpl Kol faciel
Nvika d& 1) adToL TAEOLTIX
mEOS TOV AaOv avedavn,
0 _meQLeotwe OYAoC we Ek
oLVOUATOS €VOC Kal AC
bwvinc  dvaxoalac Ty

A WEAOKHEL. H LI'POKI:IHME BkHUEME raal
BA OYBAJE, ¢ ghakmn ¢z HHmMz Bwoan nol

BeAERR, MKOMKE H nprhmli)e a €xe 'l’or(ﬂ

CBAYYH Ca\, MIPABEAHOE HE MHMO TEYIH ¢l
AOYXoy K€ CEMOY 110 B'HCRAOY MPOTEKIIY
mKoxe pkxw(m). n WRAIMHOMoY cghraoms’
MPOHCXOKAEH 10 BRIBLUS, H LPEMB C'h MHWI
ShMb BWHHCTEOME Kb BEAHKOMOY CBXOI

AAL’_IGMB EECNAZMTH hIH( x l KF [

ke gzerk( )E) IAKOIKE F"L‘K

f. 75

nponzywsk (1) eniems kb PEEHHOMOY 12
XOAALIE XPAMOY, CHUE MKOKE sRkmAAL
SEh3AA 1 ngr!;mrhrnAM AEHHHUA WCRE]
URARIIH AHIA SPAITHY®, H nocakpoy &
WLV ErOIKE nprl;m:rrvox.g‘gm HAQW A%

BHAKRL @Ko egﬂﬂrhxh OfEmZE ERIRLITH

—
FAALL). E7RE, CAARA IT'EE’k E’KE KZ3hIMH. H

—

KE !!Fb H \T’!!Z CABILLIABK. H EAAFOFA&O!‘MH’L’H

AHWERH HAQWAA MOMHWAHR tA. H OI/'Cp'LAIG
ThXb MOXBAAHBE HCAA(A )uk anGMb Egal

WZ cA H 34 REX £HA H upfh EMh, R LA
EZHHAE BB LJOKOBA. H :!|!EHH4;H TAMO (%]

KFZLUHKUJH (7N mog;msd;, KZ3KFAI'FHLU<A> !:)A
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«A6&a 0oL, kVQLEY DWVIIV H OEWH NAKkl RZ ug(:!mm. H MAKO BEMEgA

efebwvnoev: €€ N dwvne
6 Pacidevg  xal  matiQ
HLKQOV deALAoQC €lg Ta Pa-
oldelx maAwy EémaveAOelv
emexeloel, eic €autov 0
MaAY  émaveAbwv  kKal
UV evyvouova
To0_Aaob Bavudoac mpog
énouvor  twv  OTNKOWV
étpamn. fmuotadelc  de
Aua MAALWY peTX TOL LiOD
kat PacMéwe, TV Xeloa
uetx xeioac Aafwv, &g
Td dyle TOV dyiwv To
vaot Yalowv eloédv xal
e iegag  Aertovyiag
ékteAeofelong, mEOg  Ta
Bacidewx &veAOdvrec el
dellwoy ToVG peyloTavag
OO0 EKAAOVVTO" (...)

THoTw

p. 14,3 -14,10

20. oOAiyov  d¢  xpdvou
MAQWYNKOTOC, O UEYAS KAl
Tototatog factAevs Baoi-
Aelog VOO Kal yNoa Kau-
POele, ) Puvokn katnmel-
YETO OLXAVOEL YVOUG O Oick
Thig elpag THY EyyiCovoav
avT@ TPOG KUPLOV  THG
Poxne avToL Exdnuiav,
MQOOKAAELTAL TOVC aDTOD
Tipiovg Tpeig naidac, Aéo-
vta kal AAéEavdpov Tovg
OKNTTOUX0VG Kai Xrtéda-
VOV TOV HET OAlyov T

(98) Prov. 6:4.

CHITAHTOY EZceMoy muwroukinR A
an;(DAomhme, U'F(E)rr"tu wmaromenk mpanel
oA SAHAHBIMH. HR H noca%|

f.76
ABAA fEtEnHOE W rm()a HenAZHBALE oA,
3|Jrl;Lue EW A L'Gu:z: W AAE BECEAA CA.

HE MHWIO sKE no:grtgff;, H CAMOAPBIKELD £mal
Fwn:rn'l'm nF'i;KAOH (A H HEARTOME WTAI

rOTEH'h EbIBh, MO3HARh CBOE CKOHYANTE
0OY2KE NPHBAHAKARLLE CA. Thm xe u ngH|

3EA OBWH 4arh (ROH. ALEA A MAAGArO
H_AAE3AHAM, MHE TAA W YAM OIRE KHI

Mit KOMEUL EAH3bh. BAHHMAHTE rKe ceRk

H Bzekmb Hke no(}) BAMH AAEME EAALYE
w HH(X). H HIRE HA HA HEHCTMORALIHM tA NAZI
KWMb MOMHEHTE €A KFMK'I'HMh. HE pdl
AHITE CZHA EEOHMA OYHMA HH:KE Edw(i)ma
nokon’ nAx mKome Ju xEH aanme n(3)endk
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agyteoatiky) dampéhavta
00,

Kal avtovg dU O0lwv Kal
evoePwv vnootnotéacg
Aoyiwv  <Aéovta> avTO-
KQAToQA KAl KvLBeQVITNV
s Pactelac xewpioag,
OVYKANQOVOHOV D&
CLUTIQAKTOQX TOV QVTOD
ovvopaipova_AAEéEavdoov

Kal

AHKTR RAZKhI iﬁmﬂrl;fmpe W SHEHHBIR
WrEAABL LUKRE TAA. H HA AW e
RAAA AWIMATAL, [AKO....

f.76wv.

MAMETE MAAWETH. NQAAHTE 62|
FF"';LLIA/Y\L‘.IHMI:. A4 HE EZZHOCH (A 1
BBISWTA WI3 BALb, HHKE Ad TAETE HA
54 HEI'I’MKA/K.% He Demanme 1mo Hewspzl
HEMOY. pRKA MOMOUIH H oanrkmEH'l'A
NOAHITE, HIKE BZ MEIAAH BZNA(A)WHME H
ErkAtrnm\(X\quh. PRYIHME BZ HEAR
rw()a BAMERE ERNEME EEgMBIAHH.
ATIWER YEAIWTE OEOrkIHME TEpZ]
3AHTE. H MOS0 geLyIH, KZFL‘(X) EAArth()E)
APATRHITE CA H HE HMAML NOSMHIHAMH

RACZ 3444, €14 fEKh, AbEA tAMOApZ|
AUA TIZEWME HAPEME. H LH:@WE'I'A ATapH|

MA TOMYY EZ3AOKH H EAFF"I;HHLI'X\. npal
BHTH SKE (% HHMb HAMAACTRO MORENE H Al

Ae[Banagloy. £ia SAKrI;lFAKh BACHATE

Mfﬁ’x....rimz

xabwotaver

(99) Ps. 74 (75):6.

f77

mﬁu,e markmn H'i;momthth KAMEHEM ks
MKOIRE KAMAJWR MOKALITO Eni(c). Hke ©
u’FmeH()E) MKoKe H'quornoFmH()a nprkmnol
AH'I'H()E) RzcKopra H ckkmak ciaa, nfomfkl
LAALLIE MOCANYLLINOE. §ZMIOMHEHLIHI

X e 5rhm1u,m RAKOKE MAZHTHHBIMH
AYHAMH WEAHCTARAR weaknaenn
meopkie, ® TROEA APAIRABLL HOKOAA
L‘JTH(X) wrue&u,&,nm(ﬁ) AQYIEH, H rnfk()a KO AK|
EOA’kH‘IHLFA Ha c&k(m) n3simu czakaogaal
LUE. OYERI KAKO ermen BEWHHH Hal
ngATHO x’:rnFALunLUA (t), neme oz MPOMHENKII
HMb HECZTPZNHMBIA HAREAOLUA M3KAL.
KAKO RhILLE AkmaRyiia CIT"J’L'AA H nave
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pp. 14,11 - 14,26

npoeEapxey O& kal UTte-
Q€XELV T OKNTTOA TNS Ba-
olAelag Tov avakta Aéovta
OTEQEOL. TUVEKEL D& AVTQ

kat 1) ayia Ocodavw, mepi

16 Nuwv 0 Adyog mpoiwv

(100) Ter. 9:1.

AkmaAnTH A}('wznhlﬂ(f) FKOfAA H BATBI Hel
MEAEHNE oy 3ReNRI MEOgATa H &rkral
mH :ZA'tAOBAX\LFH, XY WTITY ﬂf'tEhll
BAETZ A0 KOHUA HE Ath....TBOE Ee(?)
MEATA MAIOE HMA H ERE NOTROMUOY BZ
Mo TACA KBAAL, BZEETAA OVYETIgA

crssssssreene TR PRE HHE ATy EMH

f. 77

igpemia ma(e)muenkawin. qgam(y) mu gzl
JAEMB MROH A3hIKE MAAO, MKO Ad MAAl
4A oA RErkXn Lﬁ]f H EBIWABLIATO. W KITO
44() raasdh mMoen Eosx H OYHMA MOHMA HI
CMOTHHEZ £4233,'0 A0 NANIA CA TERE OVE
MA(X,)HAHLUTH. KAKO ABILUA HEO MOA plail
ANTA, HE SZOTPAAVELLIH H MBI H WEA4|
SHBIMH ohmoRAHTH waketn ca. Kako
MTILIvE HE CZIKPBIRAELLIH CROH cak(m), 3pa 341
we(A)wa nave meRe MKOKE peLpn th"L'L'JAXd
(uaro No(A)sAHEYHAA BZfA. KAKO EAATO
FAHEBIA H cAA(AMAHIIAA MEAA o MABKO
WA OYCTHEL KIKO MEASHOYEMh EAM'OF"H
YHEBIH A3BIKE H NAME CAARTA NRCHHEA]

ro NOAWYTH. KMo HAMB W ove ange3nku(n)
ngrl;(,i)/\omnmh norr'Frl;EHM. kmo Ha(s) ALiel
row;mgm()a H3RARHT FUTIT B

674 H CHUERAA ABEL ETOMAAGBIH Lgh £2 MHO
PRIHMG MANEME (KB W ChMZTH (EOEFO
Wi, eARA ® Naata nfri;rrm T —
MEAHBIMH  TTOT Oumuressneresssssssssrassses

£78

b TL'MA no AH/I@O FIZMBCIKAA BAACTh
f Yo 'f

n‘mzrkme Aouffk. LAIRHTEASTROVALLLE
AKE_MOMOY H EFOMAAML ©EODAHW

u'P(E)mETA CRYNMEA NPABALIH, EAXE
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&lc  pakpav
iotopiav (...)

21. elxeto 1) PactAucry Tl
Euvawolic NG TATOKNG Ba-
OWelag, CLVITITETO AVTOLG
kal @eodava 1) avyovotar

eoxOAale 0¢ talg Oelalg

énvextau

peAétalg 6 avToKQATWE, O
véog d& AAEEaVDQOS TOIC
uaOniuaowy HoxoAeito (...)
Tag Onuociag o0V TV
npaypatwv E5eTédel Ppo-
VTidag Kxal 1 Quualkr mo-
Arteix dukalwe kot Evvouwe
pet’ evoefelac ExvPegva-
T0. 1 0¢ ayla xal Ovtwg
Ot oaopla Ocodavaw 1
avyovota (..) VUKTOG Kal
Npéoag PaAtolaic ApWHOLS
Kal evXAlS AEVVAOLS TOV

Beov  Oepamevovoa, 0UK

ETIOETO éAenuocivalc
avtov éxinrovoa:

™ yag avOn trcaAovo-
yi-dog dogovoa Kat
™MV  EKTOG  eVTpémelay
Paocidixkwg  mepifefAnué-
v, Toic pdakeoy Evdov
KQUITQWS  KATETQUXE  TO

KHTi€ MOBBILIE PAZ0YMHTE MOHRAHXWI
M CA CKAZATH. AZRALIE CA OYEW MKO
bexw(zﬁ) AOEfAd E(ATEH ARWHUA €% EAATRE|
HHOR ©EOPANOR cAMOAPEIRARIA yoRpk]

Ayt H AAE&AHAFZ H_Ele MAALO omFO‘m\I
thiH R% ogpifﬁ'l'ﬂ oanFAmH'i;ALue tA. mal

kom(a)e H uﬁ:h ABEh B3 EPK(E)TFKHI:I(X) MHEAHTH
nFowmAHH(X) OYHFA?KH"}IT'H (A AnEAkLE,

H RZ :H()E) MPHEHO OYFAX\E"‘KKAWH o M.
(TMHATAHZ ErOKE MOBAILLE (AOKO EZEMO|
MERAR, WELAro HapwAA BELYIH MPABHTH
nogeatnn gni(c). n MPOEE IQZIBCKAL KA
(Th 3AKOHHE H I'IFAK”} OKFZMAFL'EMA
[HTITA MAMTH e uTFTE LI’F@KM nffk3p(fﬁ)l
ELUE, MPHEHO W xo\(,s,bm()a MAALETEOR M|
X% qpﬁ)lqoﬁ\ HE TZAAYIE 4 ILEMiA.
EF0 CAABHAA H “BOTMHAA KHTTTA

MKE

f.78v.

gw()mEHOE H MmuAwemminkmn mom(x) orral
maadpe. Bhaykaxs sw n3ghemno mio
3anoktkan cen ohaw garovem ca EZ MHWIKAE
Hﬁm()a Aospw,&,fhmdmeu. H MKOKE ARL W H"‘}()a
MAMOPHLA HE HHAKO REHHKOKA AHLUH £
RpAI4, FAKK’L' E7RE MHAO:PZA'I'E H MHAOI
CTBIHA HE AWEHTH., H mhEMH, nave mrg(fE)I
HHO R MHEXR A KPASORATH ¢4 HY IKE
ﬂF’tMHWI‘X\A M&Afwt(rﬁ)z HEMPABAEH MH
KOMOPLIH Oy Mb RZ3MOKEMEL cZnOKk A4l

MH. (TA EW 34MN0BEAH HeMAZHEALWIH

thl, OfTAHTH (A MZYAALIE CA. KZ EAH]
HOMOY MZKMO BZIHMAYH Ezrk 3pal
{OMOY OKOY. 3gATHE EW XOmALH
OYMAHTTH cA OMef, ghHEwHHMH oAkaI

Hin cere oykpauaaue muwrowhil

MH, pAREBI K€ BAACKHRMH wakRaaue (c4)
BBHATPL. H MOCTHHYACKOMOY *uTiY
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owu  Kal  GOKNTIKIY
aywynv aipoovuévn (...)

pp. 14,30 - 15,18

(...) Toic mévnor Oiedidov.
Twv 0é MéMAwV Ta TOoAV-
TiunTe €idn Toic deopévoig
TOPEIXE,

XNpwv b€ kai oppavav Tdg
avtapkeing  Emexopnyel,
[p. 15] xonuaot kat wt-
Haol  KaTemAoUTEL, TV
OIKETQV ¢ ddeAd@V
TQOEVOELTO (...), 0VOEmoTE
elg Ovuov  ExvnOn, ook
wpyicOn moTé oV uKpw ov
peyddw: GOovoc 1) picog
KATX TOU TEARS OLOETIW
£t v Oeiav Yuxnv avtnc
&vNABev: o0k EPOéyiarto
opxov Owx TG YAWTTIHG,
o0 YPevdn pripata dik TV
XeAéwv avtiic €EnABov,
ovx  EPOéyEatd  mote
KaTd TIvog Aotdbopiav, 0Ok
Emavoatd TOTE KQUTITS
nevOelv kat oxvOowrtdlety
KQl TV 0TQwUVIV 1ol dA&-
KQUOL KaTaBQéyYeLv.

22. TC vy KALNG XQuoo-
voavrowe (...), vika 0& 1

VOE TNV &EXTNV E€moLeito,

mMe  KAIVING  &vwoTapévn
POl yootivw kal ToL-
xtvolc  Qdxeowv  €v @

(101) Ps. 6:7.

KEAARLHH, NOcm3z czsHmeak nakawe
ngHero. EZ3AfzmAHTe AvEARaUIE,

PAg/lH‘IHber\ EW (Z.ecccrccsecens AH Heeoo

wennee 04

179

LLIE. 'rp'tsoy,mp'mm:: BhIHA Eora(m)emeo
PA3AAALLE, CHML MOAARAR MIKE KZ RHIHH
AOROAHAA. AA‘IAL{J'I'HMB xmtﬁh EhIHA
PA3APABAKALLIE. HATBIHMB MTOAABAALLIE
wakania. m\L‘JH()a EZ ITVEMHHLI'A()E) FAKpZKE|
ik nocrhqjmu_le H K% Agmlm‘_le()a H AKE
E%Z W3AOEAEHTH HYEARAKALLIE. MEvA]
AHBIHMB OYTI"L'UJEHTE gk, cHPBIMB H BAOI
BbIMb WEHANE mopaatue. fAEBI_NOMbl
wiakawie @Ko EAT i, Razce NoLA( KO

e oymhLIAAUIE. HHKOTAA K€ BE3CAOBE]

etk Ha rivkBR MOABHXKE Ca. HE MPOrHk|

BA CA HA KOro. 3AKH(Th HAH MFZSOHN:
HA t!‘!EHHX\A MOAR HE RZ3KIAE ALLIAR. KAA|
—

TBAR HAH A'BXKETAANTE NHKOrAA XK€ POl
H3HECE 0y CThI. FHEE H BhCEMB HCMABHE |
L MOBEANEHTE, €XKE HHKAKOXKE KAATHI

CA NMOBENEBARIJIEE. HE 0YKOPH HHXKE A0l

CAAH KOrAQ -He ﬂF'tHTVA nania ks

~
Mo AAY, H MOocmeds cAZ3amMH wmara®'! @

HH EW _HA WAFZ CK’kIT'EAZ

easssssensssssanssssssnsssnss HAH [loe

f.79v.
HAHE H FOFOFK(Y\ C% KO!‘ABIMH FrY\EhI K/IAE’[”

HhIMH. HA HHXPKE KZCK/\AH’L’X\L‘JH (ERE,
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edader  kewévolg TNV
AVATaUoIY EMOLEITO, WAV
€8 woac dviotapévn kal
TG XEWAS &G TOV Aépa
dlekmetwoa kKal T Oew
AVaTEUTIOVOR TAG AIVECELG
kat v g Puxng owtnol-
av érmulntovoa. 010 kai €k
MG dyav okAnpaywyiag
1 cwpaTiKy) 0TV TEPLE-
OTOIXI0E V000G, Kol OO0V
O éxtoc avtg dedOeige-
10 &avOQWTOS, TOOOLTOV
0 _&VTOC avTNC Katx Oeov
avekawovto' (...) TO_yaQ
WOEALOTATOV AVTNC Kol TipL-
OV OQWUA KATATQUXOMEVOV
talg  aocBevelalg  0@OQ,
oLdEV Avevvec 1j PAdodn-
uov ponkato pnua: (...)

p. 15,23 -15,30

(...) oUK émaveto T Tl
Aoyl tegoPaATov
Aavd  TOU  TEOPT|TOL
emdderv: (...) TO yaQ Poouc
avTNC META  OTIOdOL

5

Nodiev kai 10 méua avtig

TOIC  dAKQUOL _ OLVEKIQ-

TOL

Ps. 118 (119):1.
Ps. 118 (119):7.
2 Cor. 4:16.

Ps. 131 (132):5.
Ps. 101 (102):10.

CBHOY MAACY MPHYALLAALIE CA, ECTLOTEA
HRRAAMB AROMARIYIH. HHARAKRE H HA
KhiKAO ‘M(:L HOLIH KZ3CMARUYIH, KAROYHMOE
EAAroAAPENTE B'h3AAALLIE BBH. EAAKEHH
HEMOPWIHH F/‘mqm BZ NAML [OAMLIEH 3l
NOKEAEH F(tA')HHXb.loz MOANHOLIH EZEMAA ks
HEMOBEAATH (A tRAEAME npABAI MEO
eR,' % H Npotee radma. CHUE OYEW

MO H HMAUIH. H BB TOAHIYE 3a0cTpa(A) i
H KecTouk nprkEBIBANTH CAYKRLpH,

HEARIb B'hHHAE 'r't'/lor/ AmEHWH, KA
ana(e)koe H HA Hew Henaznkawie ca, £ul

. —
KO0 RZHEUIHTH 91KZ gdtmmﬁmfm (A, Ol
AHISO BZHATIZHTH OEHARAkemE ca™*
KFA:HFI;HLUEE EW (Roe mhaw AL KOHE|

YHHMhB ?ﬁEtWOKOI’IP"‘;EhIEAH‘I.EMh ﬁM'{”

PEHO, HHYMTO/KE HEAOEAECMKLRHO HAH
MAAOAO\(LLIHO I'IOEIT'FAAA. HA MO MHOrw|

£ A AATTEAHO MOY U734 3 SR (') M—

(EDFOAAFrI;Lue....

f. 80

KO H tl(FAH'I'AMA. AOHAERE WEALIR
mikemo rn cedenie Eo)? ik wEA,'% |
e H Akanl camEmn wenaznkaure, nx
H CTQALLIHOE OHW CAAHLYIE nomaltaki|
[IH. H HEQY MBITHATO CRATAR. H_HE ngfkl
CTAALLIE BRIHA MAKKA HEKaa cmenal
Hia ® tf"k,&,hl EP(X)LI'A HENOYLAALYIH, H €]
EAZ KO pl'i'sb AARYIH, H MNHTIE CROE

ﬂAthAﬂ't'rm#H ¢z nasiemz.'%° HR H Mo
innwisgamoy o moymAH(}f) Ekga(y) eom oyl

MNAOKAMALLIE MEIAAH'YT MHAOCTTHRAA ALLIA

Hippocrates, De flatibus 1.5.
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va. talg d¢  aAlotoiwv
ovudopaic  ovpnabovoaq,
daxQuopoovoa  tov  Oeov
UméQ avtwv  EAmAQEL
KQTATOVOUUEVOIG — XEQa
opéyovoa  Ponlelac katl
00PavWV KAl XNowv TQo-
lotapévn wg pNne, TV
&v OAlpeL kat abupla xer-

H ErOANEE3HAL. MEMKE H nave :AMhm()E)
HEMWAHHKL (AZ361 TOMALIH, £k (c)TEHOE
oy muAocmuRhaue. gRKA NOMOUH, M4l
AARLYIHME NOMALIE. TRYIHME BZ WELI
emoanin(x) Wroypesaembima, npHcTAl
HHLle olFrnrkmmTA EhIKAAULIE. H ngol
cmo Ezekmb Bzekka no AI‘I@AO\{ Ekue.
mhkMm Ke H HFOMAKA"L'X\ H CAABALIR €r0

108

%, H ngoLuEnia H()E) nenaznkx, HFH(DEHHX\
REAAHTE EA HCMAZHH.

palouévwy  LIAQYOLOQ
<evoOupia Kol TAQAKAN-
a.> (...)

pp. 15,31 -16,16

(..) xal TV _mpdokarpov
Kkal ¢Oaptiv xai péovoav
[p. 16] d6&av woovoa, Twv
HOVIHWV Kal aQEEVOTWV
kat aBavatwv v AREwv
grutuxely  €melnrel,  mA-
VI <TOV> KOOHOV KAl To
&V KOopw Owx  XQLoTov
amagvnoauévn (...)

23. (...) mpoéyvw yap alTn
Vv Ekdnuiav Vv €k ToL
owpatog  kal atoOouévn
TV €K TOU KOOHOUL aUTHG
avaxwonow, aondoacBot
avTV TAVTAC TEOETOEPA-
T0 Kal TOV 00OV dvakta
mEOg Eavthv £klntoaoa,
avTov  TOV  TeAgvtaiov
AOTIACOUOV  KATNOTIAOQ-
TO Kat oLV dAKQULOL TAG
MAQELXS ALTOL  Kal TAG
xetoag GAovoa, T VTEQ
TWV OLYYEVOV Kal GAwv
KAl olkeT@V EALTTAQEL.

(108) 1 Cor. 9:22.

r— 7L TV Y LY FO\( XO MA...

.34 MOro Mo H. FF...

[N

1. 80w
OHA K€ MKO (€ pgso\{mf,;, fAAOETH MHW]
rbl HEMABHH CH ALLIR. KFrkMEHHrY\A Ew
(1A LAABR HEHARHAALIH EBIHR, AKE
MAMO sKeAAALLIE. TEMsKE H FAMIARHHKA
(ROEMO LAMOAJZIRLA MAAMATO FAA ABRA
NgH3BABLLIH, NO3HA H FE(*T) caa(A)Manwin mamy
MOE CKOHYAHTE. H A3h WEW KZ WHOH KH|
3HH WXOMAR AKE A€ HKH3HK WIMARBALLIH
MhI RE BAPRIEHOE mekrk u'P@rmso OYMEABH A0l
EFrI;. H Ad HE otaakkewn nomprk& BT,
HIRE MKO KABLLH HEKGOMUTH HA CAOKECHBIA
WELA (TAA0 wa HAEKAKAAT . He rHl
EAH £A EEKKP"‘}MEHHO. ke Ew ko rukin
qpﬁ)lchlu MKORE SMPZMAEHTE ALK cmfrkml
ro rZFF"kLLIA;%L‘JAA MHAO(H. MrL‘FHAo
MEABABL HEMNABAEMBIHME wEFrkrr'AH.
NPOEAYITHYL MHAOSTHEHBIHME OKOME
WRAYH. O Ew Ed;m Ay nocFrl;Ad; HY%
€(s) b HE NPOCMO TAAYTHME NTO HA KOO
ABAH £AOY KBl H CZKPM{JEHH’L’ feLpH,
Bzok APBIRH CA BAATBIH X B
e 6470 BAQA)KA H (Z L T—

e LUHHISA B% m'i;()a [T} p—

AR
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p. 16,20-24

(...) TV doiav avTiC YPoxTV
&g ooiag T00 B0V TICR-
péOeto xeipag. kai avOg
1 TOU TPOOWTOV VTG
wpaoTnNG W Pws nAiov
kaOapov  éaoctpdipaca
axKTIVOfoAeiv TOiG Tape-
oTWow wpato: 1O O
TG MUEOIGOEWS TWV To-
pel@wV a0TNG OXTpx, THV
ayalliao kai avamavow
TG ayiag YPuxne avThg
omepdpaivor, UEXQL TN
&V 10 tadw katabéoewg
aUTNG ATIAQATOETTOV OLe-

duAaxOn.

f.81
At cBos EBH npkaa(€). anua ke €a nal
wpnTanie cedradkuwe canya npocia,
nuenspe () Hia AoBpwTa BELIE TOR, H3P A
YITHMb CKAABALIH rABAkALIE CA. 5;017 Iz
KOXKE MHA XOTALIY MOKAZATH ALK

€A PAAOBANTE. H AOHAERE BZ gAKA NO|
AOIKH ¢A, CHLE HM’t'tK foFAHH CA.

Ufh KE ABEL HE MZNA AOKKIA CENPRKHHI
uA FMHF/.\?REH'I'A, OO ghiAdALLIE, H naal
aesnh EzekanUAaLLE, Kka(1k0) mn EIAL‘_IH mol
AHKO nF'tM'tHEHTe Aosphm()a MPHEZHHAE.
RAKO 3A0YEHA RZAJOE OKO H oK (c)MEHAA 3pal
L{iEE EBICTPO. KAKO EAATOTAHEBIH H cAdl
AKBIH A3BIKE MABYH(T). KAKO EE3rAdcHA
ﬂf’kEthAX\(l'l:) oyema CAA(X)MHL:IM MEAA H 30|
EJOrAACHAL. KAKO AMRE HA MATEA Heanl;I
CTAHHO BZ3AKRAEMBIR pAKI HepkHomE|
Bkl cAME Nk, Kako Ee3 Bhemn Bwi(c)
u,‘:(amm CREMAWME, KAKO (REMHANH]

Kh HKE MOBZRAMY CTARBIH H npomfkl

- HEMPABAEHMH, [AKOKE HkKkslHME

e KAMEHEMbB MOKPZRENZ bl

F(E)mm LIS) (VT B—

f. 81w

H mhawme KACHAA. KAKO TPZ1BEKAA
HEQA3OpHMAL emkHA, RAKOKE H'tl‘:OTI'OFO??\
MEAYER CZMPZTHELMH KAMEHMH NOpATRE|

HA, MAAE HA 3EMAA HAMGASHO. MOR KW pal
3 MHBIHMB CZMBIEAOME, TEZIBEKAA clal
CAALLIE CA RAACTE H AOEF"h NEABHMA AT
KO LLIHQWKOAHEMZEHBIN H 0 KOgEHENRIH
MAATAHZ noekye. NAAMAH Ew EEMb RZ HI
CTHHA AKEEIHEHILTH 34ATH, HMiKE No|
KOLIBAAKR £A u';:@mm. HAH NAYE fELIH Bech
Bkemz u'PG)rnm\(ﬂ\qJTu rFA(D, EFOIRE KZHAT(PL
AHKBEMROA K& gAr(A)mH. 1 ALK MEOEH MKO(K)
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(109) Ps. 67 (68):14.

EATA AOEFWA"I}IT'";AH nfmri;,;mpe, ® rpzl
AHUR H EAARTA NOAKA cad(A)MAHLE. H MBI
SHMB BZHHMARLIE, Beceakywm ca. tnek

RE TOPKBIH KAMEAL (ZMIZTh Hatwe(3)wn,
CEOHM A (PZNOMZ NOKAME, H (€ AEKHLLIH
O MHAEHO BHAKHTE 3PALFTHM mA H fhlAM
HTH RKO K% HCMHHA AoG)rmo. KO Ehltw]
KOBHAHBIH KHMAGHCL H3QYLLIH. KO Mg
CHOUZBMAYARMA MACAHHA O EAAH e
CAAAKOMAOAHBIH H 3AAIKOHOunnee

weeeeel1OKARA RER BAATKuwuunn

— L B,

CHALLIEAR. KO Hecvereroesesnee.

1. 82

EHOMoY no3agHAk. Kamo Waemdk <pal

EHAA TZAHLLA H NXIMRIHEAREHAL, T

RE AIE H RZ LI’F(aKhI)(h nPrkEhlmALue, HA Rl
KO nx’tmhmﬂor‘mmnu’u RHEBLLIE, H NOCTHH|
VKEKOE AOK3AALLIE nfd;l;mmﬁ'ie. KAMO
WA nprlmimmM FOAREHUE OCTARAL]

LK CANPRIA. ERAE K/JHA'!: HOFFEE/JEH’t’ H
MEHY(,:DOIJAM i1 €4 1150 KZ AbLpatn[sic!] 3aamal®
H AQERAE OYEW HWE MOMOMA XOMA oy Bk k]
mH nFrkternTe, roAREHUA ® KHEWMA no|
(Ad, RKE MACAHHHARA EEA OYETLI MgHHECE.
Mkl Ke uvf(alqhm()a mKoke W HEKOEro
KHEWMA BAETMERLLIH, MOTMOMNK MAYE NEYAAEH RZ
JABHIRE. H CKPZEHAA MIKOME BWAR Ayl
rAA BhILUE TAARLl HALUER KZ3BITH (ZTEO|
fHAA ECH. H MONEE CAZJAMH nomanarkel

M tA 3AE, AOHAERE A0 AAd CZTEOHME C%l
LWECTRTE. KO |<FMH'1;HLUTH ugkmz gaal
rouZEMALIArO [sic!] para, [t U,F(DK hm()a O KpAAE.
HA BZ KOX MEHL NAMERHAA WEAEKA A,
H KOAHKO EZ:HP'I'HMX\ FhIMHTE. WEAL 4
L1 EEABI. AOCTOHMZ O EW

...... TR TV —
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p. 16,25-29

24. o0 yap Tipiov cWp-
T0G avTic factAiky) 00&n
TPOG TOV ONKov Twv Oeiwv
Kal lepwv ATOOTOAWY 0TI0
00 PaciAéws kai ThG ov-
YxAfTOU €V Ouvwdicig Kol
aopaot kol Aaumdor xout-
Couévov, eyévero Tt Eévov
Kai tapado&ov Oavpua, Tolg
eV TOAAOLS &Y VOOUEVOV,
Tolg d¢ T €kelvng meQL-
OKOTIODOL  PAVEQWS  Kal
00a0év kat AaAovpevov.
Xeepiov yap toL KAQOL
VAQXOVTOG (...)

(110) Eccl. 1:14.
(*)  lege weaAHcTAIRE.

(111) Cf. Mt. 5:16.

sessssncsse CEAHBL TTAIS Ocencencancacncsncanan

...... '|'H()E) T RUT AT —

f. 820

MAML H B'BCE COy€TA H H3BOAEHTE Axalio
614 FAA CAMOAPZIRELZ, KTALUE CERE JRKAMA
KZ MpZCH. H AAHHTGI o\(MPrkALue ¢z BoArk
3HIA BZ3BIRAR. KOWOPKI MH MEHELITOKK
ARHEWMOY, K% mzmk ne*wmhm()a EBITH Kol
rnmp%( M';ﬂl'&( O\rrlvrkmm'ia ﬂF’kI(AOHUJO\(

tA KZ 3AMAAWME. MO THEMOY EW EAOKOY,
MEOH Kkm3 FAMPOMHEHBIHM L JAKWMA
WYHOTAAEZY ¢i4. H BHA'EELIE WEOA AOEpdd
AkAd H MPOLAABHLLR Ed HKE HA HEFI;EXb.ln
(iaH EH(X) MHWIKAHLLIAA £ MAMEMB H 0% (AZ34]
MH H3Fe(\?) U:ilb, KPkoA Fugo\(mrkﬁb EAASKE|
Hila mhaw rpogoy nFrkA:.tmu. Tikmxe

H MPHYBL Ty BBCEMOY BXiR npkmxApweTH,
H CYIENHHKWM'B bCTHBIHME MMOCTHHA]
CKbit(X) MABKWEL HEMAAO C'BEPABLUIEM CA,
H MBCTHOE ThAW Cb WaAMbI H MECHBMH H
CBETABIMH CBELIAMH, B aﬁeunbm)('l,
an(c)an GHECOUIR XPAMB. LPIO H B'hCEMY
curianToy npt (4 ) uaR oy emoy, gei(c) ik
KOE NOBOBHAHNTE nfrl;mAe AIKE ERIM.....
~BrhQYEMO. BOYPH BW MO

VIR (RT3 1 ) P

.................. PAPTIR TN S—
worsessmsssssrsssssWEAAKBE % M Huvnrresnnnn

1.83

BZHErAA MECMHOE oHw mhaw H arreaw(m)
rokkHHOe HotHMO W noaamnul Kznk Hik|
rA€ EblEh, K3 HP"}(DFHEHHOMO\{ g (c)mEHOl
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pp. 16,31 -17,12

0 MAlog wg €v Beguvn)
WEA TAG AkTivag Oepuwg
vdanAwoas, yaAnviav
MAQECKEVOATE TNV TUé-
oav' (..) Nvika 0¢ mEOg
TOV vaov Tov O¢lov elg€dv
TO TMavaylov  EKELvng
copax kai &v [p. 17]
Oeiqx copw TOL AdEvakog
KatetéOn, maAwv 1) nuéoa
TV Tovidiov  Kalpov
avalafovocx ¢Pvow, Co-
pwdn xai apeyyn Tov
aépa eipydoarto, (...) peta
o0&tV TecoapakovOnuepov
¢ kataOéoews TaUTNG
nuépav v mavti T@ KOOUW
Ta 01 avtng éSédaupav
Oavuarta. (...)

Kkai 0 pOOyyos Twv Oav-
HATWY 0T €l Td Tépa-
Ta TG OIKOVUEVNG KaTe-
unvoon. xai moAAoi <oi> o1’
avTIG €K TWV AVIATWY VO-
owvanaldayévreg, oiTiveg
K&l HAPTUPEG TWV EKEIVNG
éyévovto iepwtatwv Oav-
HaTwy.

p.17,18-28

25. f)Ayet pHEV yaQ O €uOC
YEVVITWO TOUG TOdAG Kal
wdvvato  opodews, TNV
Oepameiav aviatov €xwv.
nv 0¢ kai Kalpog 100 Oé-
povg, unva VAV Exwv,
&V @ Kail 1 pvrun tov Oe-

(112) Ps 18 (19):5.

Moy Kpamoy EHOLWIAALLIE ¢A, MIIHOE OHW
H MZMHOE ARTE HANPACHO CAHILA tEi"PO(M?
oyskakawe ca 1 npocgrkipaaie v &' THI
WHHA FARBOKR B'BCE MPEAAraALlIE Ca.
sHUE BEOTZ CAABALPRA €O RZ3NpoLAdl
RAkmH Hke T EOYpA BECHAR, H 0 3HMBI
THWHHA MEOGAH. BBHEMAAKE B'h xpa(m)
B'BHHAE oyHeH ikt XBhX Eromippsis Tk
40 H BEAKENBLR o-€wdanbl, Nakal 853(4)s]
Xb WEAIMHATO AP'BXKALUE CA 0y CTPOENTA,
H MPAYEN'E H HECBETEAS WEAAKBI MBAE
LIE CA. M0 CKONMANH JKE TOX ETHIPHI
AECATHMBE npEe(A)lemb JHEMB, HIBIAE
grhipranie e no MHCAHHOMOY B'b BCA B'BCE]
AENRA. H B'h KONLA E'hCEAEHBIR MIOAECH
€a CHAAM? mHwsH Bw CBEAETEAE MI0OAECH
BAKEHHBIA CRT'H, MOA fAAH HE O(AOEL H
.......th()a HEARTB nfrkakﬂLue ¢a. 0 HH
wrrvneenZ3EMB TAKOIRE CAAAOCTEs Hunverns
e QY TWME 1Y Frl;AA Overssssssssssass

renrrene HOTAMA STEAWrereemnrrrrrnns

s TAKOIRE HEISOM O

f.83 v

MOro ¢ZRAMMAKA, MKOKE BZ FfRLI"t Efme(/ﬁ)
HMEHTA MHWrA H3AATH. EhUIE Ew Eoral
MMEOME KhINA H HHBIMH MHWILIMH
H3ZWEHAA RAATKIMH, HAMZKE PA(D\[EW 7
MKE KZ MAEHHBIHME H3ATARLLTA ¢4 ALl
Houkaenia ne noawyn. BLIE Ke TOrAA

Bp'i'MA, RZHEMAA NAMA(T) ABEMHATO HATA
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oneciov mpopntov HAwovL

éxtedeital  ovviBeix  d¢

ng(0)gkA (ARIZLIAET A WERMHO iKe E'k

NV _ATO XQOVWV €K TQV
meQLhaAVV EKKANOLOV
gvvayeoBatl mAgloTa XQU-
cobpavta mémda, ¢€ v O
O¢loc onKoOC TOL TTEOPT)TOL
AQUTORS  KOOUOUUEVOC
€dofovto. oLVEPT OE Kal
&k TOU TmepIfAEnTOV VAoL
Twv Tipwiov AmootoAwv
oToAdc npooAaBéobat.
£MANIQOVL_ d¢ TNV TOVTWV
duakoviav Mogwv 0 kavdL-
dAToc: B0TIC TIQOOTAEEL TOD
10D TTATPOG, (WG TAXVYQA-
doc avTov Omapxwv, TO
TIEOOTATTOUEVOV €EeTéAEL
Aafwv yap €k Tob ToOTE
VOaov

TOU TIEOECTWTOG
™™ T MERAX oLV TQ
OeMTQ pHadoplw TG aylog
Qcodavw PBaoioong dwx
TO Kal aUTO XQULOOTIOKIA-
0V elval, QOGS TOV VAOV
o0 meodpntov HAwL ta
OoVAAeXOévta TEOTTEUTIEL.

pp. 17,28 - 18,7

1o 0¢ Oelov padoglov g
aylac wg dadaveg kail Ae-
nToTATOV _TMETAOV VIO _TO
dlov  avTtob  Yedov
Katakouag Kai TQ olkeiw
gruBac  (Mmw mEog  ToOv
anooteidavta  Eomevdev
avaotoéal. yuvr) dé Tig
UMO TIOVNQOU _TVEVUATOS

oxAovuévn (...), TovTOV Oe-
aocapévn dx g 0doL ma-

H3HANAAA D H'L'lqomwphm()a HAWAHT Bl X Is

—

UIKWER 34R'EChl RZ3HMATH, H CUEHHBIH
Xpamz np(olgm OV KALLIAT H. cemo(y) KEw

MOrAd EBIKLLIOY MO HAE HIHANALL AZAAR]
LHOMOY WEKIMAK, H :q:lmnhm/v\h 3aBkew(am)
[t} EEAHI(I:IH()E) nfuﬂetenw(zﬂ) XPAMWEL H K2

np(c;)fmo\r npuﬂmﬁw(/ﬁ), LAOVIH CA H 0 BeAH|
Kaaro ﬂp't'XBA/IHblH()a an(c)az XfAMA EZ HEMIKE

ER()TEHOE EARENBIR & E0PAHBI AEKALLE
mkao fA3AHINGI BZ3ATH 34EKebl. HeNAR

trkatue e cHMK CAIKER Mygw Katipnl
Aamn, HRe no(Alnneiin BEWE CTPAKAFI

waro. &k kw mz NpzEBIN B cHrKAH..
iy u’FiJ't MHWIO BEIMATAEME aovssuensssns
......... HWIBIMH 3ABECBL, H Eaereereen

...... FABECL BZZAMZ. ceereesssnressssens

—y )E) ZTT IR TTNRETT) [——

f 84

(MABAEHHBIHM B rrvrk()a DHECTTH. gAM IKE
emia 3aEdes [sic!] B2 KoBMemuH maak 3aKan]

4. ERwe Ew 3AREch KACEHE H ohaw el
HOKh, ETOKE H 3AATOME U RZCRAY oy ispal
¢, # Ha wonk RzekAz, Kz NOCAAR IO MOy
ErO TMEMALLIE. sREHA RE HEKAA ARIKARRIH(M)
AHXOMI; WAGZIEHMA cprhre ero. mme n W mal
KORATO A0\ KA MOARHIREMA, Henorr'FrkEHA

-
wkikaa u XoyAHaA Rzeak(l) ero Ha cmRaA Rzl
IBIRAALLIE. KAHAHAAT $KE TMOENEMOMh

f -
WEZAME ERIEL. H XOYABl ERKE HA (AN MOZ|
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owovta, avbic eEavaotaoa
katafoav kat LAQKTELY
OTOW AVTOL EMEQATO Kol
Adyoic  aloxlotolc OK@-
TTOVOALTNY dyiav TO Svoua
avtig éEepavel 6 ¢ GOPw
Kkal dela ovoxelelg Toig
nool mAéag Tov immov Kol

0 [p. 18] xewowalw, v @

ide) tiuov uadoQlov
g dylac  Kateixe, TV
dapoviwoav yuvatko

mANac émi TV KAQaw,
vnTiav abTY €ic TV 000V
MECELY  TIXQECKEVQATEY. T)
d¢  peydAn xoafaoa  Ti
bwvn, oayeica  magevOL
¢ ldoewg éTuxev. 0 d¢ 1O
YeYOVOC éwparws EEaiaiov
Oavua, GOPw kKai TEOHW
ovoxe0elg KAl Ay@vi, TEOg
NHAS WXOLWV TAQEYEVETO
(...), 1O ovuPav adTE KAt
TS 600V dYNOoATO KAl TO
tipov padoglov g ayiag
€K _TOU KOATIOUL €Exyaywv
v £8eADoboav  dvvauy
NULV ATteEKAALVYEV.

p. 18,7 -18,17

Omep HadooLlov
0 E€UOC TmaTnQ €K TioTe-
WS avaAaBwv  Kal Toig
aAyovol moolv  émibeig
MAQAVTA TS Idoewg ETVXE"
e yaQ 0dbvne eVOEwg
ameAaOelone, ki) To0 QU-
LATOC KATEMETEV OVKWOLE.
Kat owoblelc taic Ekelvng
meoPeioaic  &v SAaug

Tipov

nkmh He morsl. wBPATH KOHE. H nprk(j)fel

YEHHBIHMB KORMEKUEME RZ HEMIKE npno(é!l
EHRIA 34RKeZ 3AKAKMEH Kk, Erkmo!{:fr’\l
WAA HEHR KZ MEAO SZMFHEh, BZ3HAKE

HA NAMH NACTH WA (ZMEOMH. OHA KE
BLUH TAA
MOANYIH. O sKe EhiK(lee KHAKRL ngrkl
CAABHOE 1120, cmgayw(m) H norEHrw(m) oKkl
AL EBIEL KZ (ROEMOY EA(X)u'fk MOHAE £ZA0Y|
waawlecs mom¥ HA NATH NoEEAN K. H bl
w3 AEkEZ [S1C!] ETBIA H3B H"I}AFZ H3 3 Eerne
WHAWE() RS CHAR £143

e 3ABECZ MAKAL..

REAHISH HEMO AETe HeukaenTe

wrseene/KE H AWER JAR Buccececrcsssocscsnsosscsncs

f. 84w
HWI'hl NOAOKHRKL, RZHEIAANMAR Hﬁ!!rk/lﬂ

HiE MOAWH. EOAZ3HH KO Wruank. 1 mHw]

F'blH WIMOIKh OHZ OHQX\A"}KB HAI'IFAIHO cnal

At MEMIKE H cZH nomouyiz ngﬁ(ﬂosﬂhlﬂ\
AMEBL Eni(s). HE oy meiemn nFrI;Lue(DLUEMhAM
W opp Bzema. n goad He ngkmzKHoKe|

HHO HA CROEW HOFUY, Ed H nFn!hosﬂﬁm 1o(c)n
Ho EAAroMFrkme. HEMHWIYY sKE N9z
LLIE!;!LLIO)F KF’L’MEHH, H CZRHTEAHHLA npfk(g)l

PE‘!EHHAFO ETOAHNEE3HATO MARKA BZ
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TQLOolY TUéQaLe NS KA
£éavaotde, olkeloc moot
MEQLITATOV _ ATIQOOKOTIWC,
1 Qe xal ) dylg ¢k mi-
OoTewC NUYAQIOTEL

26. OAtyov  d&  xQdvou
MAQWXNKOTOS, Kal 1) €U
unto kat doVAN  kvEiov
Eiprjvn 1] ovvijOer diakovie
TG mTwxoAovoiag Kol
olxtpodric TWV MEVHTWY
&V T elwB0TI Aovpuati TV
Aogpatiov olovoa, €k ThG
ayav  OLlomtwyxelag Kol
TG dyav Oepameing TiG
€lg ToLG TLEVITAC TIOLOVLE-
vne AewmoBuuia AndpOetoa
eic émAPlav xkatrxon

p. 18,17-33

Kal  mENVIG
anvouvg Kat Adwvog OAnN
oxedoV kabwoato. TavTnV
d¢ éxelOev avaAaBovreg
olkade ol OeQAmOVTEC AKOV.
avtg d¢ émi mMoAAAS Tag
WAC ADWVOL KAL AKIVI)TOVL
uevovong, £dofauev mA-
vteg Tavtny tebvdvar. o
d¢ Tipog MUV mato (...)
olkade EmMaAvVAywv, a0ty
Qeaocauevoc katamAayeic
éénmoper (...) kat avdic VO
Oeov  Eupmvevolels  mpPog
Y 116 dying Emkovpnoty
ExvnOn. xal xaAéoac Tov

TMOECOVOX

AeltovQyov TG AVTOL
éxkAnoiag, ameABelv

CTPACTH 30BOMARA ENTAHNMHKH KZNal

AE WEM3OME CHUERBIME. OFAIMAH Bkl
LWE €H HHYIAM BH AOMb B'BEOAHTH. H Bal
HEmH H MHYIAMH H opkanmu u uibi

MH 0yTIOKOENTA WEPA3HI 'T"t'/!/lf. oyram(47a
TH. H €rAA WEKINHBIH (% H EFOAKKE|
JHBIH WEA3h EFOANEE3HAA HHHA TEO]
phue ce Bw Hma wkwe wenk, TooyAs
C€BE BE3MEPHBIMH WTArOTEBAALLIE.

ne w cmmiakwe (ca) CAOYFRHITH €5RE O XFE
EQAMiH. H Kech AHb Be3b ZHEAH. k.

...... AUTH H MAAOANLITEME o
T Y2 LTI T w—

£.85

H EE3h AkIYAHTA DHAAZ. T& WEW 0%
Fbl_RZ3EMILIE, H MKOKE HEIKOE EF’kMA ol

CALjlE, EZ AOMb WHECOLLIA. ARE CHUE HMAI
A EHABRLIE Hike RZ AOMOY BZCH, H Ee3h

PAACHA HA MHWEEL HAck) NPKERIBARIPR

H HEARHAMHMA, MikyX MK ofme ofMeguX.
MOR KE MARKE qfﬁ)lcblu()a K% (ROH BZ3RM|
TH A AOMB H KO EHAK & chue anmk|
HMALIR, O Heposmbnia mko H3BoyMAEl
Hb 1 mz Eni(c). Bz Kht't()a oYW HeroYMrkEh,
K'h BAAKENHTEH H MAKBI IPHTEYE ©€0da
nk. mhkmme n MPH3RA Hike ELTJEHHX\A H
ER()TENRA LAWIKER BZ HIKE 0f TOFO MOAH|
ThENEME Xpamh czBgEWARYIATO, NOH]

mH nokeAkRL K32 E?ﬁ!:)IT'EHOMg (1118 W Al'l!:)/lZ

AMOY. H TMAMO AEKALITH MHWroukHHRKIH

ﬂpZﬂFEHh ﬂFI’l‘é’Ethﬂ\ RZ3ATH, H (7 I'IO(;!EAXJ

TEOC_TOV _O€lov vadv TV
aviwv AootdAwv keAgvel

LEA MRITIR KZ HEMOY_MgHHECT H. emy
RE ERIELIOY, B'B3€Mb TAKOBAIH E;K(é)’r'bl
EHBIH MIP'RCTENL H B WCLYIEHHRA EOAR
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Kal 10 €Keloe AMOKELEVOV
Tipov  daxTuAidlov g

avilac w0 &€ laomivov Al-
Oov kataokevoabév ava-
AafBéoBar kal peto TN

B'BAOKHE', K'h 0YCTHAMA Ae(mZ)lnyA npx

oy

e HEAIKE BAATR HEKAA nF'l'EM
ACHO KOYTIHO A3BIKOM s
e MEMIKE MTOMAA...

FUIH, JRKAR HA BB

TQOONKOVONS  AVTQW TLUNG

MQOC  avTOV  dakouioat
ToOL 0 TPOOTAYHUATOG
avTov 01’ épyov Teldelw-
0évtog, Aafwv éxeivo TO
&k mioTews altnOey kai €l
T0 DOWpP TWV AYIACUATWV
T0UTO EUfapac Toic xei-
Aeowv avTiig mpooadOnval
TQOOTATTEL. KAl GUX TNG
MEOOAPEWS YEVAUEVTS, Ta
XelAn dwypavOeioa, Kively
énexelpet v yAottaw, (...)
Kal 00 peta MOAATV hoav
@ Oupata  Vvmavoiaoq,
TV X€lga  TQOTEVELV
mEOG  UTOdOXT)V  TOVUTOL
comovdalev.

pp. 18,33 - 19,17

0 0¢ AaPwv 10 dAKTLAL
dov_eilc v deflav xelpa
TavTne EuPdAdel xal €v
SAaic Okt MuUéQALE TGV
€€ duToL avixoOévtwv va-
udtwv mivovoa kati [p. 19]
anaAewbouévn 10 ooua
Oyime xai aflafrc kate-
otaln, dofav xkai aivov
1@ Oe@ kai T dryla TQOOA-
yovoa.

27. peta d¢ Ty Ekelvng
TeAevTV_Kal TEOS KUQLOV
£KdNUiav_dLeTovg  XQOVOoL
naQadQaUovVTog, O HEV

f.850.
n;:zmvmrk [sic!] nfo:mfrkmz. TOR JKE MAXKB
RZ3EMh NQZCMENL, K% AECHAA JRKA Rl

AO?KH)KGH’t'.M?KE HEZ Et"k! i )WﬁMH! i )AHE! ii)ﬂ?ﬁf

W HEro WIEHHAA KOAR I'ITX\!‘!H, H RACE
sgonawn mhio, 3ApaBi€ Moy H CHEOBI

LUENO, LAABR H YEAAR EOY H npnlilosﬂrkn EZ|
ARUIH. N0 (IKOHYAHH KE EA AROHMK

HF’L'LLIE!MLLIEMB akmw(m), TR WEW MFAXKB
HAFLUAHhIH”a WEW MALBL ngrkmrkn (A 34
ETRE :rr'AFo:rr"i.% WIMATOMHMH ¢A H HHAI|
MH_HEARTBI WELATOY EBITH, KX AOMOY

O MABKHRER ehakiiie. Jo0MORHOE sk
NOMEMEHTE CHOY CROEMOY MHYXAHAWY npol
moan-evAF'M RZQRAH. Kprkmmu RE

3OR ALY nkikoraa. norr'FrkEfk EBIELIH
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TaTHp MUV, TQV ONUOCIWY
MQAYUATWY  AtaAAaryeig
Tag ¢oovTidag dx 10
Yo avtov  kaudOnvat
xat énaAAnAolc voorjuaaot
TEQLITETELY, Olkade maya-

vebwv £KanTo xal Ty
oL oikov doovtida  T@
VIO aDTOD Kol MHETEQW
ovvouaipove MixanA @
mEWTOOTABAiw  dlotKELY
évetetdato.  (..) KALQOL
0¢ KaAovvtoc kal xQelac
TWOC UIKQOD  TIQAYHATOS
avarykalag npaxOnvat
peAAovong, 6 matno TV
duakoviav mAno@woat  t@
LIE éveteidator O dé ToL
QoovTiow £TéQas TEQLX-

oxoAnOelc, TNV TATQKIV
dudtaév dik Tvoc olkéTov

yevéaBau mQoCéTadev,
oL TV TOD  TATEOS
katadpoovwv  ddtaly,
aAAa v evTéAelarv TOL
MOAYHATOS €l ovdev Ao-
YWapevos. e d¢ évvatng
weac g Muégac éxelvng
kataAaPovong, O upev
OKVNQOC €KEVOC  OlKkKéTng
£AXO0UEVOC TS TTROOTA-
xOelonc  avtw dwakoviag
ateAn v dutaly elaoev.
(..r)

0 MATNQ WG EOTIOTNG

p. 19,17-30

KQTX TOD LIOD NYAVAKTEL
kat Adyolc tovtov  &vti
uaotivwv  moonmAnéac,

nrlmorrvoprkn, WUz CAOIRENTE c6 CERGZLINI
mH :Fﬁo!F 3anoRkAA. WH iKe EZ MOMEIEHH-
H-HOML OYMASHHE tA, H wiee HEPAAHER
3ANOKkAANTE, A'tHHKo\( H'kKOEMO)yf_ FAEE(

tZKFZLUHWH 43 SAI'IOKTL'AA. AEKAWOMg

KE ‘MEO\I{ AHE TOro ﬂOﬁlT'H['LLIO\'(', /l"kHHKhI..

fAEL WHE kA(3)1nee nokeaknie 34Ehl.....

wesnen EHHARA O MO\( t/lO\f‘ | Sr—

......... ZLIEHR. WHLZE 7K Eerrnnesnssosssesss
...... kEBI wHOA N pHL 1) T—

1. 86
WEHR TMXR wEFrl;mz, HA cHA HeroaSALLE.

H (AOKECHKI 0!¢KOFHWE/IHMM H IAIKOKE FAHM

MH _TOro WEAATAALLIE. OH 7KE HE MOrhI




214

Scrinium VII-VIIIL.1 (2011-2012). Ars Christiana

dvodnuetv kKal aviaoOat
nagaokevalet. O d& TV
AYAVAKTNOW TOU _TATQOC
€& OArywolag un ¢Géowv,

TOV_TTOVNQOV_OiKkéTnV Kol

mgznrl;rnn HEFOAORAHTE WMEE, ARIKARA|
ro v aknHRATO QAE4 OHOTO HaYA(T) EFAmmeml
mH HEEF'i;rumro 34N0REA k. NgH3EABL

OWEW ErO H HIMASAEL YTO B’bl(a BHHA nerpk|

REHTA €ro. WHZ H No CZ[‘F"‘}LUEHH Eemvolpl

OKVNOOTATOV dOVAOV ¢
KatadovnUy 1S qTOL
MEooTAéews  auvvaoHat
1jfovA1j0n. moookaAeoa-
LLEVOC YQAQ TOUTOV OUTEP
e aueleiag  £€eQwTty,
——-aUTOC NUAQTNKWS dval-
déoteQoc  dvedav

Katl
QATMQETELS KAl  ATAKTOLG
amolAoviag  PpOeyEapevog
TO JOKELWV TOV deomdTNV
naQeAoyeito. 0 d¢ Buuov

nAnoBeic kat T  XOAR
vnepléoac, TovTOV Adé

KaTd TV KEVEOVWYV Ki-
vnBeic katamAnéal kai €k
TVOG dLOTLXOVS ATIORIAG
Tolg Tmool  okeAwoBelg,
UTTIOC TMECWV_TOIC KQOTA-

doic émAnyn kat AetmtoBu-
uix AndBeic we mapanAné
adwvoc  kat  axivnrog
naeevOL  kKaBwEAON. dw-
Vg 0¢ Kal KQALYNS TaQX
TOV_TAQECTOTWY 0V _HIK-
AC VeEVAUEV axovoa

0 AT TO CLUBAY TQ LI
naQ’ EATUOA, KAiTEQ VOO
KQATOVUEVOS, AVAOTAC €K
¢ kKAlvne dpopaiog fiAato
TEEXWV. KAl TOV VIOV €V
™ towvty  Oeaocdplevog
apoodia, TAAwV Tae TQi-
Xac kat dakQLWv avTOV
kateOorver

abuinn B, H o Heno(A)EHKL H EE3MHHHKL K%
HeMoY WEETRI rmz\oFrI;Lue. H rukga Henazl

HH tA, HOMOAR MOro gzl HELh KRZ gWEKh TOro

HHIRPZIKE. H BZ3HAKL NAA% EZ mFAH'l'ﬂ\
KF'kmMHh Eni(c). H MA/IOAO)FU_I'I'EMh WELAMTh

EhlRh, KEJTAACEHR H HEARHIKHMB AE7KALLIE.
ARKARAATO ARA 3A0AkHOMRTEM I EF"&'?K (Wern

EbIEL. OEBINAH Ew €(f) 340KZ3NZHBIHME AX]
WAMEZ, REMECTO EAATBIH )E) 3444 (ROHME TO|
enoAe(m) BE3AAATH. MAEE ke ne mank

H RENAK D ) CXANIBUIAL LA TAMO EHIEUIH,
arkak ®uz PZANIBLLIAL CA mo!F NAME HA

e tR(A) R, A KE H HEARIOMb CZAJZRHMZ A0
.......moFrl; ® oagr KZEMTA. H EHA BZ Mo
JEEL Bl MYZOA%H_Edd..

eesens HE OYAFZ KH Mrk LI LIG) |

-7 TR YI(TT R Y VN L S ——
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pp. 19,30 - 20,8 f.860.
vouioag d¢ toutov tebvie phia niromptawe © ovitn. mukie
vau, Ty EVTIADIOV QUTOD  zKE MOro oyike cz&szmrk H3AZKHAKLLA,
Nofato_moteiobar doovti- norgheameanoe Hmoak nonetenie wrol
da. phute. caorxs e oyEW NORZEAANY
28. g ¢nung d¢ dnbeov-  ngowe(a)uoy. H ezgwannKw(m) ero u spvrw(m

ong moic PAolg kal TV
OUYYEVQOV ATIAVIWV OULV-
DedQAUNKOTWY,  EVEVETO
oluwyai Opvwv Kkai 06v-
vnpal pwvai TV AWQOV
T0U __mawdoc  OguAAovoat
axuwnoiav.  moAA@v  d¢
apioTwv_latewv _ouveABo-
VTV kal tAslotac diamel-

oac unxaviwv mpofaAlo-

N

YTy, ovdeula v Qwvn 1
dxQoaoic 1 kivnoig [p. 20]
TOL MALOOG WG VEKPOD TIQO-
KEWEVOL. TOUTWV OV €V
tovToIg O OALBeQS OQUA-
Aovpévov, 1) TG MHéQacg
dmMABev éoTtéoa kal 1) VL&
doxnv Mdn Aafovoa 1O
mévBoc émmnvet, ToL TAdOG

v

aPVoL Kal AKLVIITOL TOLG
TIOAAOLG OQWHEVOU.

£dole d¢ 1@ MATEL TOLTOV
TROC_TOLC TEQLBOAOLS TOD
oilkade evKTNEiOL _AVTOD
e deomolvng
meofelval. Kal UKoV 1jdn
OlWTNC KAl yaAN VNG ékeloe
YEVAUEVNC Kol  TAVIWYV,
WS aAnbac elmely, €k TG
ayov dBoutoag meog Gvov
TQATEVTWY, HOVOG O TIATTQ
VNPV KAl AYQUTVOS TNV
TOU LoD AmekAaleTo TLU-
dooav TE KAl OTEQNOLY

olKkov

czuu(alum/vl 79 FMMH'I'A H NAAMERE MAl
CTiH CABILAAXR €A, Bzebkmb Ee3rol
AHRA OMIOKA MALIAIHM td norniek

Abh. MHWILIM 7K€ HSFAAHhIMh KFM

HEMB EZLLIE(;)LLILLIHM A H MHWTIKI Htl(0¥ﬁhl
NOKARARUIHMZ, HHIKAIKO 7KE F/IA!:! HAH

CABILIANTE HAH MOARHIKEHTE E'k ompom(
MP'BTBOY nFr‘KmAemﬂ\”gogF. HOWIL BZ CHKZ

Ef H NAANE MHWIKAALLIE ¢A, H FMMHTE
BZ3ABHSAALLIE €A Aszmnrknmee.
moro K% nel

-

HEWAL EUX nfﬁﬂmhm’\ HIRE RZ AOMOV ErO
—

MATEHOMAK prMrk ﬂF",;HEﬂFH. H nomal

Ak WEW MABMAHTH ERIELLIOY. H MHUIH|

wk maak © EE3M’L’FHM/Y\ MABRBI MEdal
anma Bzek(x) nocmHrwn, 1 Bz cznzl
Mhb (ZREAEHOME EBIBLIHME, Momronns
oo H EAD CHOBH K rrrrerrrn

HEMUIERA €A KAHNYMHMO WILo
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kat tov 0egov AdAaAntolg
dwvalg EATtaoet.

p. 20,8-20

MOAAQV d¢ wowv NdN g
VUKTOG  dteABovtwv, 1
wpa TG alekTpodpwviag
EméoTn Kail 1) meog ovvaly
™S EwBvng  dofoAoyiac
TV EKKANowv fiker (...)
a0 ¢ Beia Tic Emiokeic
el aUTOV  yevauévr Kal
TV VEKQWOLY TOD OWUA-
TOC €lg evKLVN OV KIvovoa
Tov dxivnrov dAnOac katl
TPEXEWV_Kal QWVELV TtaQe-
OKEVQAOE" TA YAQ £TT AUTQ
kelueva mémAa wg deopa
Tva dlxponéag, TNg KALvne
eEavaotag doouaiwe mpog
v MOAnY 100 Ogiov vaov
&lotato, Pwvr) de peydAn

koalwv TOIC  maQoloLy

f.87

He WEPASH MEHE K3 Efﬂtwm\ FAgWET H
ErAd H3HEMATAET L quﬂi'normb MOd. EE
MOH HE OfMARH MEHE'' cHUE roFuv't ot
ARy cmagLLoy nprkg;h RheA HOLYIL, HH
EAHHO IKE ovmrkmm'l'e nkikoe &k, omgol
k¥ makom(y)e HMALIOY MIKOKE nfrkm,u.
B'h MOCAKANEE XKE NATAOMAALUENTE K3
HETAA Aﬁmuoe HAMHHAETR CMTATH A

AHLI'E, E?I‘{!:!TI"EHAA H'tl‘:ml I'IFHLLIE!MUJH fHAA

MFZH"KOE Tl'"l}/lo H IIKOKE EH FE[FH EE3A§(|
LIHO, KOA’t'Bd'T’H CA H TAACHTH EZA’kA.

HAAEZRARLIEE EW MOMIV MOKIKIRAAO AAl

Aeve D (ERE L"GE‘IZFZ OmfOKHh, W 0AgA
HAMACHO Eanpkue, WIMEKOMZ K% ngfh(é)l
ELEHHOMOY MATEHOMO am¥ HTH
OKOVIIAALLIE CA\. TAALWM iKE REATEMZ

K% npfk(;!:mom!”ﬂmz EZ3h0H. HE BHARLIR

AH Ballx OMH ErooTPOKOBHUR ABAR

H EUX, RZ (TH MOAHThBHAIH AOM'h K%l
We(A)UIR KOYNHO €% ER o EOPAHOR

.......H!MEHOX\; OH'tM KE FEKLLIHMI:; HH.
........OFOE H lTJKX\AO!‘ MAKOROE E?K(E)IT'....

EPO «oUK eldate TTAVTEG

hHenTe 4ap0 ENTITI
ersrenZ H 3APABE HME R e
H MO KE AKNTO MOLMaunn

TV TAVTWV_KLolav, Ty
uNTéQa TOL KTIOTOL Kol
Oeotokov, dua g avyiag
Bcodavw Pachiooneg eig
TOV VaoVv_el0lo00ac» TQV
d¢ dnoaviwv, «ov aAAa
Tic kal Mg Kal mobev 1)
o0t HETAPOAT)  Yéyo-
ve, TéKVov», avtog VIdwV
Kal éppwuévov Exwv Tov
VOUV KL TO OWHA WG HI)-

(113) Ps. 70 (71):9.
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0énw OAwe mANyeic, PoPw
TOAAQ oLVEXOHEVOS 1)

p. 20,24-29

29. TOAD  d&¢ maQQ
MAVTWV KL TOD _TtatQoOg
MAEOV £QWTWUEVOC ELTTELY
TV aitiav kat Béav g
omtaoiag, avoiéac to oTo-
U PeTx  dakQUwV  EQry
«QOUNY, @ mateQ kal ¢i-
Aot, g év Umve o1 tw Ka-
Oevdewv, unodév 6¢ 10 ov-
vodov énaicOavecOar 1)
AoyiCecOai TIvog TV €V
Piw. ¢méotn d¢ pot adpvw
yuv) mic  eDOmMTOC  Kal
woala, TOEHUEOLY YIT@WVa
dogovoar v d¢ avTNC Kat
1N [Aeye O] émpeTa@mniog trjg
Kdpag Kkoouoc Taly paxi-
odiov Awov oTifapwc Ot-
TtAovuevog.

Il

pp. 20,29 - 21,10

meQBEPANTO  dE  kal  Elg
TteQLBOANV padogiov, ws O é-
QLOTEOV KOKKLVOV XQUOOILG
KQOOOWTOLS  JAAKUTIOV.
€ dellwv d¢ tavTng ma-
oeimeto 1) ayila Oeodavw 1N
Baciliooa, vmoPeBAnkvia

f. 87 v.

EAIOAMA WROA CHAR MAfle EZ;ELﬂ:u,e,
mKo mkao moe O MPZYIREHO WIRHEHAL
ECH, MOARKI MOLACY LLIAR LUK nFn(DRHMX\
O EODAHEI MOAEEHHLLA LigUA, H MEHE
BZ MAAE AATRE A0 A4 nfrklmomm (A
HEMQAKHAA E6H H EAATOMOARHIARHA |<‘1ka
MOCM MH AMJWEA, PRKOEOAHTEAHHLE
MOA H WRLAA 3ACTANHHE.

KZHFAU_IAEMO!{ Re W ouaA H HHhI!“ FE!‘!H

4O XOMATH (14, H MEABLIEE cA TOMY

BRHAGHTE MOAJWE HoY (ZNOREAATH.

H DEIZIL VI 12 CAZIAMH EE EHLLE.
nginwo mik w ove 1 AV SH sk,

HHY'TO 2KE KHTEHCKO WL[_IO)/"T'H'T'H.

nprf;!;!crm KE MH KAtk [Sic, pro *6z cnrk]

mena HEKkaa

I5pACHA H nprkmrkrn/m AHUEMZ. H Aoy

YA RKO 3AATA SKE H rrvak:ErkrmA Henoy|
tpaawe A Hero. Kz EAFF",;HX\ WEAZ|
YEHA WAEKAR. E'BAO sKe MOBHTIE
MKOME cHErh H MEHKO MKOMKE MARI
YHHA HeTKAHO HMkawe na raagd:

H BRHUEMB 304MEMB H MHWI .
vssses HEQWMB H KAMEH TEManeneee
TSI 3 VY L—

......... APZBAEHR PACHBL Fo

1. 88

:'I'Aﬂ\!|!ﬂ\. CALUECTROVALLIE FKE CEH
~
cikmakn senk opecHAA H Ugud. Eadl

KEHAA TAA ©EOPAHA, TOMA AECHOH

Fmgﬂ; CANAEMUIH cA. U LUO!{AX\ KE,
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Va0t €10 TN OeEld  MoA mimH OAAAH H_MOAALIH oswu!g)

me  mavayvou:  (..) €mi
d¢ TNC €VWVVLOL  XE1Q00C
MG  TAVAYVOL TaQelTte-
o kat 1) éun) unoe [p. 21]
daKQULEEOOLOA Kol deoué-
VN taic A
Oeouac Atmagovoar €€ wv
mEOG TAVTNY, WG TKovoa,
AéEar Mn &Ovuer yovar
nioteve kai Gel ToL LIOL
kai Oeob Ty d6&av. at
kai mAnoiov TS Eune kAL
vnc  éABovoat  mQoeTQé-
YavTo TO doKkelV_TV EUnyV
untéoa oxnUaTIoOaoAv
pe_vmodeléal TavTalc TV
omA&yXvwv THY Ofow. 1)
0¢ TOVTO_mou)oxoa TAXEL
- Aé€al mQOC TV GVTWS
ayilav Oesodava tmv Oeov
untéoa tader WnAddnoat
TV aitiav 1o t&bove kail
laoat Tovtov. 1) d¢ édn- Tic
Yoo &y eiuy, kvoila, tva
To0T0_QA&w; aTn d¢ EPny
Nal duix cov yoao uéAAet
teAecOnvaL To €Qyov: 0 yaQ
doUC 00l TO KQATOS avTOg
OOLKALTNV XAQLV TAPECXEV.
No¢ ayia TV EUwv oA&Y-
XvwV_apapévn €pn mog
tavtv: ArtaBne vmagxet,
Kvola, Tolg OMAAYXVOLC.

OTEQALS KAl

p.21,10-23

N 08¢ ¢now: Abar tovtov
TV K&QAV, U1 TWG €K XO-
Awdovg avaOvudoews

monah H NPHNAZARYIH. KZ HEH mKe
WIHEAOERHARAL WHA OMgOKORHI

U4, HE MAAOALUILCTROYH gENE PKEHO
MZKMO EhOVH, H oV3gHUIH KA H cHA
MOEr0 CAABAR. H EAH30W WAgA HA HEI
MXKE AEXKAXD n[mmeii{mu, nosakasA|
R HMAYIH H Li;i)uyﬁ\ .&eoc{smmﬂmmome
ﬂFZK’kE. nokeak OWEW MOEH MITEQH,

TOH MOKA3AMH ATWGOER MOX. WOH Ke
no nogeaknnomoy SAMEO(LUH, WEpI
IBLIH A K% BAdrRennEn oeodantk, FEM.
HENBIMAH KHHA CTQACTH, H neutkan el

ro. OHA ske H KMo ecmbs 3% r(c)(A)me m(o)a
fElE, MKO A0 TAKOBRA BELIh LZTEOIA.
H NMIAHAA WHA 'REHA, MOEOX g kAo
uf CZRQZUIHT £A. HEW AMWERAKKIH el

e HAA_VBIRARR, TZ 1\ P

wnmsssssseooAAOWEA. ETTAA 7K Evnvevsssssnns
el ATIOEE KZ HEH.wwrmmn.

s— .\ L FO EXR H He EB F..........

f. 88 v.

H I‘(FMHAA MAKKl REHA, IKOCHH (A FEH) F/IAE"':'

Er0 A HE KAKO MAOKHOMOY B'B3BOEHIH0

o

® poak B'B3AABUIY €A, HICTRIAEHTE



Anna Kreinina 219

npoonuiavOn [Aeye mEo-
onuEvvon oo mMEoowWELVON]
70 Td00C Kal ) TWV PPevy
avToD Kivnolg émvpwon. 1
0é dnowv- Qg kedevers, kv-
pic. xal dpa 1@ Adyw toic
TOLOL dakTVAOLE TS deflag
XEWOC avTe  abauévng
TOU LETWTOL_Kal 0dhodo-
TEQWS TOUG  KQOTAPOULG
ovodpry&dong, aioBouevoc
twvoc mévov dpmpuTaTov,
€k TG 0dLVING Avéotnv
Kat 0oL axpnv  PAénw
TaUTAG TPOG TOV VAoV
TOU €VKTNOIOL XAQLEVTWS
elolovoac.» nueic 6é mavTeg
&k ¢ pwrijc Tov madog
ayacOévteg dpopaior mQOg
TOV_eVKT)QLOV_eioABouev
oikoV Kal e0Qouey  mA&-
VIX T EKEOE KQEMALLE-
va pwrtodoxeia we €k Ti-
Voc celouob  kivnOévia
Kal dAAa Ppegodpeva mQog
dAAar_ai d¢ 1@V kekAer
ouévayv Quowv dodaleig
KAedovxelal, WG €K ma-
TAYOL TIVOC AVEUOL, KQO-
TOL Kol HYOU 0V HIKQOV
AmeTéAouy. Tt
fwoakodtec ko]  pwvi
apa kol yvoun T Oew Tty
npémovoav aveméupauev
oo&oloyiav.

30. dAAn ¢ pe ¢ofeox
kat éfalolog g aylag

Kol

gruotaoia mEOg dujynotv
EMELTAYEL

oy Moy €ro BRAE(T). ona e ge(4). 110 nogeakni

TBOEMY Ad E,KAe(ﬂ. H MIHMH NQZEM b AE|

AECHBIA CKOEA JRKhI KOCHAKUIH t& MOro
1€a¥, H KZEH 3haw cmbhsrngwn, mphzmib

pris whkika sorb3nn ngie(m), avie Bzoma. u ce
H_ee ik A KZ CZH RZYOAALIA YIAMZ.
np't'(j)cv*ofmflm K€ FAEMBIHME T OTPOKA KAHI

BAKLUIE CA, BZ MATREHKIH xFAMh RZCIKOMHLLIA
H WEF't\'WOLLIfY\ RZ(A H/KE MAMO KZ AFX\?KH

HBIR CEETHANHKEL (REMOBHANBI AKOTKE

©_nkKoero MREA NOARHILIA A H npekl

KAAH";X\L‘_IX\ £A LAMO H WHAMO. Eep'f;X\

KE H KAKMA 3Amﬁogmhlii) AREEH MIKOTKE w
AQY XA EOVgHA KoAkEAHTA H Remam u Luc)FI
Mbl_HEMOVIIAAX R HEMAAO. cia BHAK

KL, WEEYIHEH ke Bhet wopopkncTeS
ALIArO BA BEAHYAAY K. H niﬁﬁ)mxm ero mime|
fe. H ¢Z HHMH Eamenkn eeodand Edrol

MFEHTE BZJCHALAXR. AQYTOE ..

v lHE MEHLLIA I'IF‘I;(DEAFUJ R

......... zAkano, JELHH CAO B mmmvrmssrrns

e ETELLE CHZ N ka(ﬂ‘ae(‘?) (1]} p—
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pp. 21,23 -22,6

0 yoo EmaBov, (..) ovk
enaoyvvOnoopatr  doa-
oav(...) €éyéverd pot TG
ovomiotie Twv 010 aVTIG
tedovpévwy  Oavudtwv
(...). g ovV @pa peonu-
Ppiag  Emi  kAlvne  vij-
dwv E&v  avamavoel Ta
a0Tq OKOTIWV, TOV VOOV
éyyvuvalwyv el Omvov
groamny kal Pnui [Aeye
00W?]" kB  Vmap éméotn
mEog  pe  Maotivog 0
aQToKAlvng, 6 g ayiag
uév Oeloc VTAQX WY, éHoL dE
YVN010¢ GIAOC KAl YV@WOoTog
KT TAvTar kal wg dndev
Amagv  Eédn  pot  Thde
«IWC oL Aévelc Phelv e,

\

U1 TEAQV UOL TAC UIKQAC
Tavtac altoec» yw O
mEOC_ aVTOV  ATtekQLONV*
«molac  tavtag, w Tiple
Qide» 6 B¢ Pnowv «glmov

£.89

maxmo(v). e i(t)ko nhimo NOCM ALK,
HeBEpoRAALIE MO A0NkHCTESEMBIH(M) @ BAXeE]
HHBIR. MHELWE EW He fAAH MOR MAKORAA
ro(a)ea FZEZLLATH EX, HA PA(,:!,_) (EOErO MZKMO
YAKAKETA e 0 MA()mH. mhmee H noMBIcAR
ai(e)ksimn EOpHME k. wEo ¥Ew He E'i;??(m
sro(y)aknemeSEmuin(a) 62 noktk, weor(y)a e ke
mEMb. B'E €EAHHE B0 14 471":':1 B'h nonb/{;ﬁe

cHe HMA] mEakem ta em¥ wagk

AG)I(/KHJE(H snAY MAPTHHE AQTOKAHNZ.
HKe cmhiA oveuz Krhute, 3Haem e mom¥ rol

(kL No KZCEM&ZH:IH. H FE!"I! MOAA ET0. KAIKO Mhi

—

FEKh RZACEALLIHO ANEHUIH MA, MAAAA KE (i

MOA nFOLuEH'l'A %Fzmﬂz He Henaenkeun.
otz Kz HeM(X). H kaa eR (M) cTa W APSTWEBA, H3PA|

Ankrin pe(y). n MAPTTHZ. MHWIRHLER

MOAHY A FE!‘iL RAIKO AA H’,}KOWWFMMH KAHW|

KN
Hbl (MAA NOXBAAHLIH., WH KE. H KOR BH|

H& np'l'NnH HMA(M) RIKO AA CEMAETMAR rnfk(;{'l.ﬂ

¢ (M) Ew Mo& NOARHSH nocrnﬂu*immu.HHMA(E)l
...... thelKhIAR Mft’Fhl. HH MHAECh MOKARAHTA....

....... HE Oy HHAHKAH Agx’me V7T V—
......... ar ykania. nx gz3e(m)y,

oot dapoowe [Aeye: da-
booowc]  duvoic  dofhoat
uot v avyiav [p. 22] (...)»
gyw 0¢ PnuL TEOg avTOV!
«xal _mola OmoBéoer xon-

goUAL TV €KEVNG KATOQ-
Owpatwv 00 mhQeoTy
auT  AOKNOEWS  OQOMOG
oLdE HaQTLOIOL AY@VeEC,
oL Bavudtwv émideléic kat
i Aélar 1) ovyyodpaocBot
ATOE@.» O O€ POt TEOS He*
«UI] KATOKVIOTIS dux @eov
TOU_€YXEQNUATOC TOVTOV,
A AaPav xaetnv Kol
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KAAapov AmeQ got Aéyw
ovYYeAdOoL.»

p- 22,6-23

AafPwv  avbg  KAAapOV
dua xal xaotnv, yeAot-
alwv mQOC ToUTOV ErmVv:
«Aéye a PovAer Eroluwe
£Xw Ttov yoddewy S0 av
MEOOGWVNC HoL» O O€ POt
TEOG LLE" «TOIMOTOV TIQOG TO
odnynoavta dAat Deoda-
velag Aauntnoa dwToedn
£€0et0 1) ékkAnoia oe Xot-
010c.» Kal avfic éEvmvog
gyevauny, &g pviunv ¢é-
pwv Tov Ppnlévrta por Ao-
yov. ¢éEavaotag O¢ g KAI-
VNG Kal TO HEAAVODOXOV
Aaféuevog okevog, duo de
KAl TOHOL TVOG eDXQONOTOV
HéQog, tfipsauny ypader,
amep ko’ Vrvoug Eppéon,
Kal TOoOUTOV 0 100G HOU

KQTHTIELYE TNV XEIPQR, WOTE
unTe v Badrnv tov kaAa-
pov ovyxweelobat teAetv
per kail avig Tovg dvo &ua
ovveypapaunv__kavovac,
TOV €lg TétapTov  TOVOV

OVt Kal Tov elg mMAaylov
deVTEQOVL. £KTOTE YOUV [Be-
Baiav miloTwv TeQL TAOTNY
Aapav, Edeounv aei v
Ta0TNG AVTIANPIY KAl TV
TEOG Oedv magonTiav.

31. uet’ ov MoALV 8¢ xpdvov
MAAW 1] a0TH pot éméotn
ampenng OvomioTie  kal
£ueQileTo pov 6 voug eig mi-

f. 89w

IKZ HEMOL{. FZ!!H HAMB HRAKE OllIH. romol|
E EW ECMh TMHEATH EAHIKA 0\{‘“’[‘!:! FE(‘I,U_IH MH

—

H AFWOKAHHZ ERE TAAMH HANATH FHU'E.

—

EroBHAEHTA cREMHANHIKA (REMORHANA

—

NOCMARH QFKEH MEEE Xt KZ HACTTARAKLLIE]

oy

MOy AQERAE. H_IAIKO AETE W0 cZHA RACTA|

Bh, MECHEMH WHEMH 11K0 HWER Hanasl
nenk: OVUIH, REZ3EMb BZ (RISOY )(Agm'fﬂ\

H mpzemE, npk(a)pevennza nanuca k|
tHb. H O CEro HAMENZ, BZ wzH AL) KanwA
CBIHCA ABA. OYMHRA CKOPWCTH MPBCTh
BP'b30CTIA MOBkKAAR, Bmoan oyl

EW HIEBITHAA E'tFrY\ o npn(j)endkn ngie(m),
MoAEIIE CA €H H TOR MPHILIBAALIE 34
CTRIAENTE. MAAY woy &ek|
menn, nakw ApE(A)RAPLIHMH BOPHMA

BELE MWMBICABL. H_R% Erl;gm H HEE’I}FTE
moro Faggff;ArhALue LA O Mb. H 4TO ERE

0 m()a. AHTe nFrL'HAome\ HE MAAH, H HEAR(T)
HAMAAE €ro ARWTEHUITH. HEW PKIBTIA

€ro @ MPEBHBIR TONAOTHI BPEX(A)EH. .
BBIBLIE, EoAk3HH H’KOF"kxﬂ\ ‘li)'k ..........

............. EMOY 3AMEOIUIOY Efeeeressseee
......... M'i;()a HACAANTR np(5)‘1

.................. mrk 2 HMER Muveeneen.

e nokuie
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0TV KATUOTIAV' KAl OALYOU
KOQOU TMAQWXNKOTOG, TéE-
piéotn por &OOKNTOG VO-
00G  KATATQUXOLOA  HOU
0 oK TV  VEPPWV
&k TG xoAwdovg Oep-
uotnTog AbiaxodvTov,
odvVAL Kata
TV Aayovov tex0évteg
EEEOABOV pe peyaAws. €k
d¢ NS ToLTWV BOVVNG Kol
N TOV dvaykaiwv Xoeiwv
Emeox£0n  poL  EKKQLOLG
Kal yéyova woel aokog v
TV,

Kat  Tovol

pp. 22,23 - 23,3

&v_elkoot kol €mtx OAaug
nuéoaus Oewwg meCoue-
10G. TOAAWY D& lATQQV €IC
gue EAOOVTOV Kal puolwv
PAQUAKWV dX TV EVTOG
Kal  €ktog  éruteBévtwv
ovdepiav por EAmic owTn-
piag E6nAovTo. TAVTWV
O¢  glamoonodaviwv kol
amopaocy  Bavatov TQEO-
OHEAETWOVTWYV, EPT) TTQOG LLE
0 AVWTEQW PV poveLOelg
Lot cuvouaipwy, 0 Otk T1c
X&pLTOC TNC dylac &K Tov

£.90

éﬁAﬂ"H!i) H EEAMH!;! EZErHi! A';lth, ARTOR
cexr ApRUHMb Bkie Boak3HHA.

MHWIOM 7KE KFA‘IEMI: ﬂFHSKAHOMh Ehl|
RUWIEMK H PASAH‘IHI:IHMI: I‘IFHHECEH"}M!:

EBIEWIHME ABNEAMB, HH EAHNA XK€ 1|

ABBA M0AVY4AALLIE vakt. nepoXmkrue(m)

OYEW MPOMHER AlTOMIY HEARIS WHOI
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SUPPLEMENT

Below we provide an English translation'* of the fragments of the
Slavonic text that do not appear in the Greek recension:

f. 620

And thus he proclaimed with tears: “Alas, passions! Who is going to
be my helper from now on? Who will be my counsellor in cares? Who
will stretch a hand of help and consolation... [to] tend [me], suffering
in grief.”

..remaining good and in f. 63 the house. Oh resemblance of na-
ture! What envy carried away such a good part of the order [state,
kataokevng] of the Greeks?

What smoke has driven away my sweet bee?

For a joyful gathering all withered into a tomb. Our sun set down
under the earth and suddenly we became sun-less. The shining star,
you hid yourself from the royal [chambers, twv Baocirelwv], because
a mortal cloud covered you, and we have been left in a night without

(114) English translation by Juliana Dresvina.
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light. The children are crying over you. The new queen is weeping.
All subjects are moaning. All royal [household = ta BaciAeia] is filled
with miserable voice. All city is weeping violently not being able to
tolerate the want of you... and all is cr[ying] ever more than before...

f. 66 .

...[Leo was] grieving again and sorrowing, together with the wife
and the child being deprived of the necessities. And this inflamed in
them the fire of sorrow of the Chaldean furnace sevenfold seven times,
for, despite any righteous reason, they were cast into the dungeon.
Thus, Leo the most wise, seeing this...

f.67

..when I was adorned with bright and royal vestments and was
praised as honourable by all who were regarding me. When I was
comforted by frequent bathing, and my meals were filled with various
foods, when the multitude of attendants waited on me with servitude.
Why didst Thou suffer this most unjust affliction to befall me?... Thou
art the one who had heard Joseph weep[ing] in his pit... and from... de-
livered him and on the highest [or: on the first, depending on reading]
dignity, even if... ... have mercy, for...

f. 67 v.
... [shall not be delivered] by the greatness of his strength, A horse is vain
or safety [Ps 32:16-17 LXX Brenton’s tr.].
Yy

False monk and apostate Theodor has opened a pit, and dug it up,
and he shall fall into the ditch which he has made [Ps 7:15 Brenton’s tr.]
And Thou yieldest him a worthy retribution as to the arrogant one. For
Thou art the one opposing those proud like him... [like] us humble...
retribution [cf. Jam 4:6] and all this Leo the Most Wise... to God.

f. 68

When truth will be revealed, we will be the keepers of royal scep-
tres, so that we do not accept the speeches of the accusers, neither
unmercifully oppress the subjects, namely those who are under our
authority. And we also forgive the misers. And those in poverty and
want we always remember with the necessities. And abundant food to
those... and cloth the naked.

f.69

..winter is cruel because of the cruel [things] happening to us, but
the warmth of pleasure lying ahead of us is sweet. For He will not for-
get us to the end [cf. Ps 102:9 LXX]...
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f. 69 0.

for you are the king, anointed from the very [mother’s] womb and
adorned with a royal diadem, and you sufficiently enjoyed both sweet-
ness [lit. “food”; a common confusion in the Slavonic texts due to the
similarity between tou¢n and toodr)] and glory from your infancy, and
never suffered any sorrow. You have never seen poverty, nor known
the wrath of a judge; you have never experienced bonds, and therefore
it has been suffered for you to be tempted — so that when you are el-
evated to the height of the kingship, you will be well-inclined towards
all your subjects. But do not regard lightly the discipline of the Lord, or...
[lose heart | when you are punished by him; [for]... the Lord [disciplines]
those whom he loves... (Heb 12:5-6)

1.72

...and, as one would say, from his eyes he streamed down a whole
river, and received all moaning and sighing unuttered. When King Ba-
sil went out [to him] and saw him in this state and ent[ered]...

f.750.

...cried out: “Glory to Thee oh Lord!”, and the king and the father
heard these people, and, having wondered at the wise love of the peo-
ple and having praised their diligence and having accepted it sweetly,
he turned round and took his son and king by the hand, and entered
the church rejoicing. And when the divine service was over, they both
returned to the royal [palace] again, and then offering a rich dinner to
all the assembly, the royal feast... different, yet...

f.76

“..But you, like dogs of Christ, bark accordingly, driving away
wild wolfs from the sacred fence of the church, saying: ...dogmas, be-
cause...

f.760.

...devoid of wisdom. And forgive to those sinning, lift not up your
horn on high; speak not unrighteousness against God (Ps 74:6 LXX Bren-
ton’s tr.), take away nothing from your neighbours, provide a helping
hand and comfort for those who are in distress and fallen into sor-
row, be unpaid physicians to those having ailments, open the bowels
of mercies (Col. 3:12) to the misers, and, to cut it short, keep to all
things that are good, and no evil will be able to affect you.” Having
said this, he named Leo as the Autocrator of the Greeks, and laid over
him the royal diadem and the purple gown. He also ordered Alexan-
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der to rule with him as a governor. Having arranged these [things],
Basil... faith...

f77
[se]eing the sun covered with some small stone as if by a vault,
which [sun] rising from the royal [palace] as it were from the nether-
world and shining brightly, enlightened all the subjects and blinded
the eyes of the adversaries by the rays sparkling like a flash of lighten-
ing. Fire-like rays descending from your orb, and those [enemies] were
made come to light as bastards.

f.77 v

...how can you, heaven, hearing my weeping, not commiserate with
me, nor clothe yourself in laments of clouds? How can you, the sun,
not hide your light, seeing as set down the one who, as it can be said,
enlightened everything under the sun more than you did? How did
the good-speaking lips that tasted sweeter than honey lapse into si-
lence? How did the good-uttering tongue, singing better than a melo-
dious nightingale, become idle? Who will satisfy our needs, oh most
beloved Father?

f. 79

...also a bast mat together with poor sackcloth vestments, on which
she leant, barely partaking of some sleep, yielding to her natural needs.
From them she got up at night every hour to render fitting thanks to
God, saying: Blessed are the undefiled in the way, who walk in the law of the
Lord (Ps 118:1 Brenton’s tr.) and At midnight I arose, to give thanks to thee
for the judgments of thy righteousness (Ps 118:62 LXX Brenton’s tr.), and
the rest of the Psalm. Because of such living and such bad agony and
hard labour, most fierce illness entered her body. But the words of the
apostle came true in her: though our outward man perish, yet the inward
man is renewed (2 Cor 4:16). For seeing her most beautiful body to be
so humbled by this utterly cruel living, she acted neither doughtily
nor faint-heartedly, but, following Job the Long-suffering in... giving
thanks...

f. 80w

..may you not become weak in vanquishing the enemies, who like
aggressive (= not meek) wolves assault the flock of verbal sheep of
Christ. Never be angry out of place, because you know that the royal
wrath is like an attack of a fearsome lion. Have mercy on transgres-
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sors. Find a measure of justice for those unjustly oppressed. Turn your
eyes mercifully towards those who address you with requests, for you
know not — what if the Lord is among them? Do not agree easily with
those who speak against someone. And, in short, adhere to all that is
good... this Lord and immortal... [hel]per in everything...

£ 81

...until he laid her in the shrine, thus it was to be safe (translation
after comma is conjectural). Leo the king then, not tolerating the de-
parture [from this world] of his good wife, bitterly wept and cried
out with tears, saying: “Why such a reversal from good [to bad] has
happened to me? Why did the wakeful eye, which was prompt to
notice the divine, fall asleep? Why is the good-uttering and sweet
tongue silent, why do the lips sweeter than honey and pronounc-
ing good things remain soundless? Why have the hands, which were
constantly lifted up in prayers, grown motionless? Why has the royal
light disappeared? Why has the lantern which used to shine every-
where and enligh[ten through its] good deeds been covered, as if by
some stone? ...praise...

f. 81w

...and beautiful in body. Why did a Greek unbreakable wall, as if
defeated by some sling with deadly stones, suddenly fall down? It
is by her wise reasoning the Greek authority was saved and was run
well. Who cut down this broadleaf and well-rooted plane-tree? Be-
cause I know the truly most beloved golded plane-tree, and with it
the royal [palace] was covered, or, better to say, the whole royal city,
inside of which, gathering in the grace and virtues of your soul, as if
upon branches, doves and nightingales were sitting, singing doves
and nightingales were sitting, among your soul’s virtues, singing most
sweetly, and we, who were attending to this, were rejoicing. Now the
bitter reaper, Death, has come and harvested you with its own sickle,
and here you lie as a touching spectacle for those who see you, and it
is truly worthy of crying. Who dried out a cypress appearing so tall?
Who withered an ever-blossoming olive tree? ...the one which has
sweet fruits and corn-... showed without moist... wither... cup. Who...

f.82

...envied. Whither did the beautiful and wilderness-loving [Tovywv
1 PLAépnuog, a common epithet applied to John Baptist, at least since
John Chrysostom] turtle-dove fly away? You then, while still dwelling
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in the royal [palace], abode as if a hermit of a desert, and welcomed the
life of fasting. Whither did the wonderful dove fly away, whose wings
[were] covered with silver, and her breast with yellow gold (Ps 67:14 LXX
Brenton’s tr.), having left her spouse? And, as in the days of old, when
Noah wanted to know the end of the flood, he sent a dove out of the
ark, who brought an olive branch in its mouth.

f. 82w

And all were vanity and waywardness of spirit (Eccl 1:14). Saying this,
the Autocrator was beating his breast with his hands, and, hitting his
cheeks, cried out with grief: “What is the point to live for the one who
will have to dwell in the darkness of sorrow, as the sun of delight has
set towards the Occident?’

1. 87

Cast me not off at the time of old age; forsake me not when my strength
fails; O God, forsake me not (Ps 70:9, 18 LXX Brenton’s tr.). Thus the old
man wept all night long, without any single consolation, having the
child in the same way as before.

f.91

...good deeds of the wise queen, of this one who was sanctified from
her birth like Samuel, and her excellences, which were wonderful from
her childhood. This choice by God elevated her to kingship and to the
fasting for Christ’s sake in the royal [palace]. What word can express
the grace of miracles and the gift of healing that are granted to those
who come to her with faith, those [miracles], which the time has cov-
ered with the depth of oblivion [due to] their multitude? To our Lord
Jesus Christ, together with the Father and with the Holy Spirit, is the
glory, the power, the honour and the worship, now and forever and to
the ages of ages. Amen.

SUMMARY

The editio princeps of the Slavonic version of the lost Greek recension
of the Life of Theophano the Empress, which was found in the Slavonic
manuscript Nr 51 from the A. F. Gilferding collection of the State Public
Library in St. Petersburg. The lost Greek original was probably composed
in the Palaeologan period and translated into Slavonic shortly thereaf-
ter. The text of the life appears along with an anonymous contempo-
rary life published by E. Kurtz and the Life of Theophano by Nikephoros
Gregoras.
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THE FEAST OF POKROYV,

ITS BYZANTINE ORIGIN, AND THE CULT
OF GREGORY THE ILLUMINATOR AND
ISAAC THE PARTHIAN (SAHAK PARTCEV)
IN BYZANTIUM

In the following paper I will try to show that the feast of Pokrov
emerged from Armenian traditions in Byzantium and is preserved in
Byzantine traditions in Russia. Thus, the article contains two major
parts, “Byzantino-Slavica” and “Armeno-Byzantina,” with a third sec-
tion as a kind of conclusion.

The cult of St Gregory the Illuminator in Byzantium from the mid-
dle of the ninth to the early tenth century and its role in the ideology
of the Macedonian dynasty and its earlier background is another main
subject of the following study.'

ParT ONE: BYZANTINO-SLAVICA
1.1. Introduction

The feast of Saint Pokrov, Ayila Xkénm, is presently known in both
Russian and Greek liturgical traditions, but the Greek service ap-
peared in the nineteenth century as a translation from Russian Sla-
vonic.? The feast of Pokrov seems to be completely unknown to the
Byzantine rite.” This is not to say that it was never known there. The

(1) This paper is dedicated to the memory of Michail Fédorovich Muri-
anov (1928-1996), whose articles opened to me the Byzantine background of
the early Russian liturgy, and Karen Nikitich Youzbashian (1927-2009), who
introduced me to the world of Armenian studies and to the twists and turns of
Armeno-Byzantine relations under Photius and in the Macedonian period.

(2) WorrtLEY 1971, 149-151. See the list of abbreviations at the end of the
article.

(3) In 1682, the Moscow correctors of the Russian liturgical books stated
that they found nothing of the service for Pokrov in the Greek liturgical books.
Cf. A. A. Avnreyesckmt, ITpasanuk B gects ITokposa IpecssToit boropoan-

231
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Russian tradition — that is, the tradition of the Church and its hagio-
graphical documents — insists that, quite to the contrary, the feast was
established in Constantinople and was accepted in Russia, which was
part of the Constantinopolitan patriarchate. There is, however, another
Russian tradition, a scholarly one that begins in the late nineteenth
century. This tradition insists that the feast is of Russian origin and was
established either in Kiev (Sergij Spasskij 1898)* or Vladimir (Medve-
deva and Voronin, in the late 1940s)’ or Novgorod (Yusov 2009) some-
where in the pre-Mongolian period (before 1237). According to this
viewpoint, the evidence of the feast’s Byzantine origins that is found in
documents from the Russian Church is not to be taken at face value be-
cause it represents nothing more than the requisite claims of authority.
Of course there are other opinions, even among the Russian scholars.
I will mention some of them below.

The hypothesis of a Vladimir origin of the feast is the most popu-
lar among Soviet and post-Soviet scholars. It was refuted in detail by
Mariia Pliukhanova already in 1995° but it is still maintained by some
scholars, although without any answer to Pliukhanova’s criticisms.”
For some Russian scholars this hypothesis has been transformed into

eI U Beandanme aas Hero [A. A. Dmrtrievsky, The Feast in Honour of the
Pokrov of the Most Holy Theotokos and the Megalinarion for it], Pyxosodc-
meo dAs ceavckux nacmuipeti [Guidance for Village Priests (Kiev)] (1885) Ne 46,
311-316, here 312-313.

(4) Srasskiy 1898.

(5) The idea has been mentioned since the nineteenth century. At that
time, Ostroumov published his supposition in a non-scholarly Church review
in 1911 [M. A. Ocrroymos, [Tpoucxoxaenne npasanuka ITokposa <The Origin
of the Feast of Pokrov>, Ilpuxodckoe umerue <Parish Reading> (St Petersburg)
(1911) Nr 19. 401-412]. His paper was a work of journalism rather than schol-
arship. His claim was then substantiated by N. N. Voronin and his disciple
E. S. Medvedeva, first in the latter’s thesis (unpublished but widely quoted by
Russian art historians to the present): E. C. MEABEAEBA, Dm100b1 0 cY30aAbCKUX
épamax [Essays on the Suzdal Gates]. Aviccepraiius Ha cOMCKaHMe YIEHOII CTe-
IIeH! KaHAuAarta McKyccrBoBegeHnst (Moscow, 1947) (unavailable to me). Cf.
Voronin’s summarizing paper: H. H. Boronun, V3 ucropun pyccko-susaH-
turickoit nepkosHoI 60prOs!I XII B. II. ITpasauuk ITokposa [From the History
of the Russo-Byzantine Church Struggle in the Twelfth Century. II. The Feast
of Pokrov], BB 26 (1965) 208-218.

(6) M. Ilatoxanosa, Croxxemul u cumeorvt Mockosckozo Liapcmea [ The Themes
and Symbols of the Muscovite Tsardom] (St Petersburg, 1995) 52-59.

(7) Loseva 2009, 130.
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a “dogma of creation of the feast of Pokrov by Andrew of Bogolubovo
[prince of Vladimir from 1157 to 1174]” (as Pliukhanova put it®), open-
ing the way to further far-reaching claims.’ Perhaps this dogma retains
its popularity because it provides a handy legend to explain the origin
of the most beautiful representative of Old Russian architecture, the
church of an unknown original dedication established in the twelfth
century near Vladimir, on the river Nerl. This church is mentioned in
much later sources, and, more important, in modern guidebooks, as
dedicated to Pokrov.

The hypothesis of Novgorodian origin is the most recent to appear.
It is based on the fact that the earliest documented appearance of cer-
tain relevant data is in documents and artefacts of Novgorodian origin.
It is corroborated by a specific cult of St Andrew in Novgorod, where
Andrew’s Slavic origin (the “Scythian” of the Greek original was ren-
dered as “Slav” in Slavonic versions) is interpreted as “Novgorodian,”
and by an affinity between the cult of Pokrov and a purely Novgoro-

(8) “Aorma o cosganun npaszanuka [Tokposa Anapeem boroao6ckmm”
(Prrukaanova 2008, 441, n. 10) in Morpovan 2000, 106, 116-117.

(9) For instance, MoLpovan 2000, 106-115: the distribution of the frag-
ments of the Life of Andrew the Salos in the Russian Synaxarium (Prolog), where
the first fragment, on 1 October, is considered to be edited much later than the
remaining seven fragments (on 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 12, and 16 October). Moldovan ac-
cepts Fet’s dating of the first (short) recension of the Prolog to the first half of
the twelfth century (Morpovan 2000, 106), but this earlier date is unacceptable
to him for the entry on Pokrov on 1 October, which he believes to have been
written by prince Andrew of Bogolubovo (Morpovan 2000, 116). However, see
Loseva 2009, 80-128, on the wider range of possible dating of both the short
and long recensions of the Prolog, and her observations concerning the inade-
quacy of Moldovan’s identification of the Prolog recension of the Life of Andrew
the Salos (Loseva 2009, 131). In sum, so far we know nothing certain about the
recension of the Life of Andrew used in the Prolog entry on Pokrov on 1 October.
Another example of a far-reaching conclusion from the “dogma of Andrew
of Boglubovo” is presented by Loseva herself when she concludes from the
fact of the presence of the commemoration of Pokrov in the menologium of a
Serbian Gospel of the second quarter of the thirteenth century (Vatican, Slavo.
4) that this is a witness of “the direct links of Vladimir-Suzdal Rus’ with Serbia
(o nennocpeacrseHHbIX CBsA3sX Baaaumupo-Cysaaanckoir Pycu ¢ CepOueit)” in
this period; O. B. Zlocesa, Pyccxue mecavecrosvr XI-XI1V 66. [ The Russian Menolo-
gia of the eleventh-fourteenth centuries] (Moscow, 2001) 108. In fact, this is only a
witness of some links between Serbia and Rus’ but not anything specific about
Vladimir and Suzdal.
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dian cult of the icon of Theotokos Znamenie (Holy Sign)."° These facts
can be explained in a more economical way by supposing that the two
different Old Russian Pokrov traditions, from Vladimir-Suzdal and
from Novgorod, both go back to a common source.

The hypothesis of Kievan origin remains the best supported among
the “Russian” hypotheses. No wonder. Its author, Archbishop Ser-
gij Spasskij (1830-1904), whose “Complete Menologion of the East”
(IToanwuii mecayecaos Bocmoxa, 1875-1876) is known by every specialist
in hagiography, was the only person among the partisans of the “Rus-
sian” view who dealt with hagiographic matters and paid attention to
their proper nature, that is, he did not approach the issue as an ordi-
nary historian or philologist. Thus, many scholars agree with Spasskij
that the only real alternatives are either Constantinople or Kiev. I, too,
share this approach.

Spasskij’'s argument was based, first of all, on the history of the Rus-
sian Prolog, where the commemoration of Pokrov appears in the earli-
est manuscripts, and second, his thesis was based on the service of the
feast. Although many details in his construction have been corrected
and changed, the logic of his overall thesis has not been altered." How-
ever, these reconsiderations seem not to affect very much his logical
construction as a whole. Spasskij’s most important claim was in his
conclusion that such a total acceptance of the feast throughout all the
Russian lands is natural only if the feast had been established by the
central Kievan authorities. In fact, even Voronin’s Vladimir hypothesis
was nothing more than a modification of the same conclusion, ascrib-
ing the central authority not to Kiev but to the Vladimir of Prince An-
drew (an approach that is unacceptable especially from the point of
view of Church history, as Pliukhanova demonstrated).

Thus, I see no reason to abandon Spasskij’s conclusion that the feast
of Pokrov was established for the whole Russian Church in Kiev. There
are some reasons, however, not to accept his view that the feast was
created in Kiev as well.

(10) See Yusov 2009, 37-38, cf. 55-65. Yusof considers this hypothesis as
the most plausible but not proven.

(11) See especially Loseva 2009 for the Prolog and Yusov 2009 for the
service, both with detailed previous bibliography and discussion.
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1.2. The Theoretical Impossibility of the “Russian” Approach

The main reason for the development of a “Russian” view in the
first place is the complete silence of the Byzantine sources. Indeed, this
silence is considered as sufficient cause to declare fictitious the whole
Russian tradition of a Constantinopolitan origin of the feast.’? The
weakness of such reasoning is obvious because we know other exam-
ples of complete silence in the Byzantine sources on important events
concerning both Byzantium and Russia, e.g., the Baptism of Rus’ in 988.
As far as I know, nobody declares this story fictitious because it is not
mentioned in Byzantine sources. But let us look at the methodological
basis of the “Russian” approach more closely. Rejection of some Rus-
sian sources is not its worst sin.

In fact, the “Russian” approach presupposes that the Russians, in
order to address their own liturgical needs, which were quite different
from those of Byzantium, searched through Byzantine books in order
to find something they could use, but something that was not used
already by the Greeks. In this way, they came across a story of a vision
in the Life of a saint who was never especially venerated in Russia be-
fore, Andrew the Salos.” Alternatively, if one of the Slavonic versions
of the Life of Andrew became available before the hypothetical date of
the feast’s establishment in Russia, the idea to use this particular text
as the main source implies that the popularity of St Andrew had arisen
explosively in Russia at this time, with no known cause. Following this
hypothesis, the Russians would have created their feast and invented
its false history of establishment under Leo the Wise in order to make
this new liturgical custom more authoritative.

The probability of such a chain of events is similar to that of violat-
ing the second law of thermodynamics: although technically the prob-
ability is greater than zero, in practice, it will never happen.

(12) Cf., e.g., Spasskiy 1898, 283-284.

(13) A correlation between the cult of Andrew the Salos and the cult
of Pokrov in Russia is proven, at least, for the North-West Russian lands
(Novgorod principality); see the culturological and textological proofs in
Yusov 2009, 58-65, and . E. FOcos, Cay>x0p1 Anapelo IOpoausomy u IToxpo-
By Ilpecssarort boropoAnIisl: MCTOPUKO-KYABTYPHBIE M MEXXTEKCTOBBIE CBSI3U
[I. E. Yusov, The Services to Andrew the Salos and the Pokrov of the Most
Holy Theotokos: historic-cultural and intertextual connexions], Apestss Pyco
(2008) Nr 2 (32), 85-90.
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First of all, one would need to show at least one example of a similar
history of some feast somewhere in the Christian world, even if not in
Russia. That is, the establishment of a national feast commemorating
an event which took place in a foreign land and is known solely from
a foreign book, not from a living liturgical tradition. In fact, we know
only examples attesting to the opposite procedure for establishing a
feast. It was absolutely no problem, in Russia or anywhere else, to es-
tablish a new feast commemorating some remarkable events without
any need of clothing it in Byzantine dress. Unlike some holy books, the
holy feasts do not need pseudepigraphic attribution.

Even if the allegedly pseudepigraphic attribution to Leo the Wise is
considered as a later addition to the genuine Russian tradition of the
feast, the idea of searching for an appropriate miracle of the Theotokos
in the Greek books is beyond the bounds of probability. Why not use
any of the already-established feasts commemorating the miraculous
intercession of the Theotokos if, for whatever reason, it had been decid-
ed that actual Russian realities must be commemorated by relying sole-
ly on Byzantine traditions? Why such an obsession to establish a feast
that is not Byzantine yet, at the same time, is Byzantine in its content?
All these questions must be answered not by relying on psychological
reasoning but within the frame of the laws of liturgical development.

Let us therefore consider the methodological basis of the “Russian”
approach in a more formal way.

This approach implies that the Russians created a new feast which:

(1) is not known to the former (Byzantine) liturgical tradition,
but

(2) commemorates some event of the Byzantine past, with no ap-
parent connexion to Rus’, and

(3) without the appearance of any pertinent object (e.g. relics of

Andrew) anywhere in Rus’.

It is apparent from the outset that such an institution, if it is pos-
sible at all, would be quite unusual. We find in general two approaches
to establishing a new liturgical feast: either a modification of a previ-
ously existing liturgical tradition, in conformity with the first law of
Baumstark (the Law of Organic Development),' or the creation of a

(14) The Law of Organic (Progressive) Development presupposes that
the new elements in the liturgy at first take their places alongside the more
primitive elements but, in the course of time, cause the latter to be abbrevi-
ated and even to disappear completely; A. BAumstark, Comparative Liturgy. Tr.
A.R. Mowbray (London—Westminster, MD, 1958) 23-24. Cf. R. Tart, An-
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new cult at the place of the commemoration of the event itself, e.g.,
the relics (grave) of a saint. Such a place (which Delehaye calls the
“hagiographical coordinate of place”) for the event of Pokrov is the
Blachernae Church in Constantinople but not its replicas, the Russian
“Blachernae” churches™ — thus in accordance with Delehaye’s prin-
ciples of cult development.' In the latter case, however, the new cult
will be patterned after previously existing analogous cults and its fu-
ture will be in conformity with the Law of Organic Development of
Baumstark.

In the case of Pokrov, the “Russian” approach provides neither a
previous liturgical tradition nor a genuine place of commemoration
proper to Rus’. On the contrary, the genuine place of commemoration
is clearly a Constantinopolitan one.

There are, of course, alternative paths. There are some legends that
were created not “on the graves of martyrs” but purely from an ideol-
ogy; nevertheless, they resulted in the creation of some specific cults.
Among the best known examples are the fourth-century Constantino-
politan legends about St Irene and St Sophia, both of which resulted,
first, in the two main cathedrals of the post-Constantinian capital, Ha-
gia Sophia and Hagia Irene."” A bit later, modification of the Sophia leg-
end (Sophia and her daughters Pistis, Elpis, and Agape; no later than

ton Baumstark’s Comparative Liturgy Revisited, in 1pEm and G. WINKLER
(eds.), Acts of the International Congress: Comparative Liturgy Fifty Years after An-
ton Baumstark (1872-1948), Rome, 25-29 September 1998 (Rome, 2001) (OCA,
265) 191-232.

(15) Evgenij Golubinskij believed that the feast could have been estab-
lished by some private person in one of the Russian “Blachernae” churches:
E. Toavsunckuit, Mcmopus Pyccioit uyepxeu [The History of the Russian Church].
T. I, BTOpas noaosuna Toma (Moscow, 21904) 403 [there is a reprint (Moscow,
1997) with different pagination]. This would be probable only if this new Rus-
sian Blachernae cult was commemorating something from the already existing
Constantinopolitan Blachernae liturgical customs. Golubinskij was criticised
already by Spasskyy 1898, 241-242, but did not take into account his criticisms
in the second edition of his book.

(16) See especially H. DELEHAYE, Les passions des martyrs et les genres
littéraires (Bruxelles, 21966) (SH, 13 B); 1pEMm, Les origines du culte des martyrs
(Bruxelles, 21933) (SH, 20); on the concept of “hagiographical coordinates” see
DM, Cing legons sur la méthode hagiographique (Bruxelles, 1934) (SH, 21).

(17) Cf. M. vanx EsBrokck, Le saint comme symbole, in: S. HackeL (ed.),
The Byzantine Saint. University of Birmingham XIV Spring Symposium of Byzan-
tine Studies (London, 1981) (Studies Supplementary to Sobornost, 5) 128-140.
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the early fifth century) resulted in two different cults in Rome, with two
different martyria and two different sets of relics, the martyrs Sapientia and
her daughters Fides, Spes, and Charitas in St Pancratius Church on the
Via Aureliana (30 September for Sapientia, 1 August for her daughters)
and the martyrs Sophia and her daughters Pistis, Elpis, and Agape
(17 September) in St Cecilia Church at the St Callixtus graveyard on
the Via Appia.'® One can see that the holy relics appear in due quantity
even in the case when the cult is duplicated as a result of two different
ways of borrowing and difficulties in translation.

What certainly cannot be seen is the appearance of a cult with no
relics or any other marker of the hagiographical coordinate of place.
Delehaye’s main point is that any cult, in order to be established, must
have a proper coordinate of place. Normally, it is the place that ap-
pears first, but the inverse order is also possible. What is impossible,
however, is the creation of a new cult with no proper coordinate of
place at all.

Let us return to our case of the feast of Pokrov. It has no coordinate
of place other than that of Constantinople — there are no Russian co-
ordinates of place at all. We must therefore exclude Rus’ as a possible
place of its creation. To prove the contrary, one needs to demonstrate
that there was an earliest form of the Pokrov cult where the commemo-
rated miracle is attributed to some Russian locality. Unless this can be
demonstrated, there is only one theoretical possibility, namely, that the
feast goes back to the Blachernae Church in Constantinople.

Of course, this possibility faces a major difficulty, for it must ac-
count for why this feast disappeared in Constantinople but was pre-
served in Russia. John Wortley proposed a way to deal with this dif-
ficulty already in 1971.

1.3. Wortley’s Hypothesis

In 1971, John Wortley published a hypothesis explaining both the
rapid disappearance of the feast of Pokrov in Byzantium and its es-
tablishment in Russia."” Wortley was aware of the existence of Russian
sources dating the establishment of the feast to the rule of Leo the Wise
(886-912), and considered this dating as probable because of its corre-

(18) F. HaLkiN, Légendes grecques de «Martyres romanes» (Bruxelles, 1973)
(SH, 55) 179-180.

(19) WorrtLEY 1971.
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spondence to the lifetime of the historical Andrew the Salos (although
his Life places St Andrew under Leo the Great, 457-474).

Wortley proposed to date the establishment of the feast to the patri-
archate of Euthymius (907-912) and, more exactly, to 911. In this case,
it is likely that the feast was abrogated by the next patriarch, Nicholas
Mystikos, during his second patriarchate (912-925), most likely at the
very outset of his tenure, in 912. This action would correspond to the
general politics of Nicholas with respect to his predecessor Euthymius.

Euthymius became patriarch after the uncanonical deposition of
Nicholas in 907 because of the strict position of the latter in the tetra-
gamia affair. After the death of Leo the Wise, Nicholas returned to his
throne and declared the whole activity of Euthymius unlawful. He
even went so far as to depose clergy ordained by his predecessor. Un-
fortunately, in the Life of Euthymius the corresponding period is absent
because of a lacuna in the only preserved manuscript. Nevertheless,
the abrogation of a solemn feast, if it was established by Euthymius, is
very likely under Nicholas.

The problem, however, is that such an ephemeral feast is unlikely
to have been accepted by the Russians, given that Rus’ of this epoch is
now considered as a pagan state. Wortley finds an elegant answer by
recalling that, in the same epoch, a Russian embassy spent a great deal
of time in Constantinople negotiating the peace treaty after the war
of the Kievan prince Oleg against Byzantium. The date of the signing
of the peace treaty is known exactly: 2 September 911.%° The Russian
chronicle (Primary Chronicle, so-called Povest” vremennyx leét) tells us
that, before going back to Kiev, the embassy visited remarkable places
and attended divine services in Constantinople. The Greeks were try-
ing to impress the Russians by displaying the beauties of their civilisa-
tion. Thus, Wortley concludes, it is unlikely that the embassy departed
before 1 October. If the feast of Pokrov was already established, its
service must have been seen by the visiting Russians, who might then
have translated the custom of this feast to Kiev.

(20) This does not take into account the complex problems of the exact
dating of Oleg’s campaign against Byzantium and the historicity of the previ-
ous Russian-Byzantine treaty of 907. These problems are not mentioned by
Wortley but they do not affect his argument because, at least, the date of the
911 treaty is not disputed. On the chronological difficulties, see especially
A.T. Kyspmun, Hauaavrole amanot dpestepyccxozo aemonucanus [A. G. Kuz'MIN,
The Initial Stages of the Old Russian Chronography] (Moscow, 1977) 263-265.
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Wortley’s hypothesis was never refuted but it is largely ignored by
scholars writing on the origins of Pokrov.?! Unfortunately, just as Wort-
ley did not discuss the Russian bibliography of the topic, so his Slavic
colleagues do not mention his article very often and, even in the rare
cases when they do mention it, they do not consider it in any depth.
Wortley’s arguments, however, might easily be supported by evidence
from Russian sources.

(21) There has been no discussion of his paper, as Professor Wortley con-
firmed to me in his e-mail message of 26 August 2010. The only exception is
the article by L. RypEn, The Vision of the Virgin at Blachernae and the Feast
of the Pokrov, AB 94 (1976) 63-82, here 63, 78-81. Rydén’s arguments are as
follows: 1. “At that time [911] Russians still had to learn [the] very basics of
Christianity. It is not likely that they at this stage were capable of understand-
ing such subtleties as the role played by the Mother of God in the religious life
of the inhabitants of Constantinople... If the Kievans adopted the Mother of
God as their particular protectress, this would mean that they regarded their
city as a new Constantinople.” But this was not the case yet; the only known
Kievan church of the middle of the 10" century was dedicated to St Elias, not
to the Virgin (p. 79-80). — These considerations, however, do not prevent us
from supposing that the Theotokos was considered as another heavenly pro-
tector of the Kievan Christians, together with Elias; the available data on the
earliest years of Kievan Christianity are far from being representative, and
are thus insufficient to exclude such a supposition. 2. “If, as Wortley suggests,
the passage under consideration in the Life of Andreas Salos reflects a feast cel-
ebrated at Blachernae on 1 October 911, it follows that Nicephorus [author of
the Life] committed a rather serious anachronism” when he stated elsewhere
that Andreas lived in the fifth century (p. 80). — In fact, Wortley said that 911
is the date of the establishment of the feast, not of the vision itself (cf. below,
1.8, where it is shown that the vision took place earlier than the feast was es-
tablished). 3. “...if we suppose that the alleged festival on 1 October 911 was
arranged to celebrate the vision described in the Life of Andreas Salos, we must
also suppose that the Vita was written before that date,” which is extremely
unlikely (p. 80). — This argument reveals a tacit assumption that the Life was
written as a single document all at once, which is in fact impossible (s. below,
1.8.2). I will demonstrate below that the legend of the vision must predate the
available recension of the Life. 4. It is unlikely “...that the patriarch of Constan-
tinople inaugurated a new festival on the basis of a passage in the Life of An-
dreas Salos just a few years after this Vita had been written” (p. 80-81). — This
may be true, but the argument implies the same incorrect assumption. Thus,
Rydén’s argumentation against Wortley is unconvincing.
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1.4. The Christian Community in Kiev
in the Time of Patriarch Euthymius

In the early tenth century, there was a Christian community in Kiev
and, moreover, some Christian participation in the Oleg embassy is
very likely. The total number of Russians living in Constantinople,
where they lived in their allotted quarter of St Mamas, was at this time
several hundred. Most of them were merchants and soldiers in the ser-
vice of the Byzantine emperor.*

Although, judging from their names, none of Oleg’s ambassadors in
the 911 mission appears to have been Christian, the embassy included
additional personnel, so the presence of Christians in the party as a
whole seems likely. The next time the Russians signed a treaty with
Byzantium, in 944, about half of the Russian ambassadors were Chris-
tians. They gave their oaths in the church while another group of Rus-
sian ambassadors did the same before their idols. Under this date, 944,
the Russian Primary Chronicle mentions the Church of Prophet Elias in
Kiev. The existence of this church at this date is reported as a known
fact, which implies that the church existed for a relatively long time
before this.”

The establishment of the Christian community in Kiev goes back to
the repercussions of the Russian attack on Constantinople in 860, that
is, to the so-called first Baptism of Rus” under Patriarch Photius (the
only Baptism of Rus’ known to Byzantine sources; s. Photius, Encycli-
cal Epistle [867]) and/or under Emperor Basil I and Patriarch Ignatius in
about 974 (s. Theophanes Continuatus, Basilius, 97).*

(22) See, for details and an estimate of the Russian population, I'. I'. -
TABPVH, YCAOBM:I TIpeObIBaHIA ApeBHNX pycos B KoHcranTnHOMNOAE B X B. I
nx 1opugudecknii craryc [G. G. LitavriN, The Conditions of the Sojourn of
the Old Rus’ians in Constantinople in the Tenth Century and Their Legal Sta-
tus], BB 54 (1993) 81-92 [reprinted in 1pEM, Busanmus, boazapus, Apestisis Pyco
(IX — navaro XII 6.) [ Byzantium, Bulgaria, and Old Rus’ (ninth—early twelfth centu-
ries)] (St Petersburg, 2000) (Busanrtuiickas 6mubanorexa)).

(23)  On the possibility of the existence of a St Elias church in Kiev long be-
fore 944, see C. A. VsaHOB, Koraa B Kuepe mossuacs mepBuIif XpUCTMAHCKUI
xpam? [S. A. Ivanov, When did the First Christian Church Appear in Kiev?],
Caassre u ux cocedu, spr1. 11 (Moscow, 2004) 9-18. There is also a hypercriti-
cal point of view according to which the entry in the Primary Chronicle corre-
sponding to 944 transposes the realities of the twelfth century.

(24) For the whole dossier, see IT. B. Ky3enkos, IToxog 860 r. nHa Korncran-
TUHOIIOAD I IIepBoe KpelreHne Pycu B cpeAHeBEeKOBBIX ITMCbMEHHBIX MCTOU-
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Thus, there was a good channel by means of which to translate to
Kiev the new liturgical custom if it had been established under Patri-
arch Euthymius. There is no need to speculate how this might have
been possible via the pagans. The Russian milieu of Constantinople
and, very probably, Oleg’s embassy of 911 contained a significant
Christian minority.

A specific feast inherited from the epoch of the earliest period of
Russian Christianity must have been highly esteemed after the Bap-
tism of Rus’ under Prince Vladimir in 988 and it would have become
an important part of the common Kievan heritage of all subsequent
developments of the Russian Christian tradition.

One can ask why this feast was not abrogated in Rus’ at the time
it was abrogated in Constantinople, given that the Kievan Christian
community was under the omophorion of the Constantinopolitan pa-
triarch. The answer is that only Nicholas Mystikos personally could
have been interested in such an action. In his lifetime, however, the
relations with the Kievan Christian community were weak and inter-
mittent.

1.5. A South Slavic Alternative

It is known that the Slavonic liturgical and hagiographical texts
became available in Kievan Rus” mostly from South Slavs, especially
from Bulgaria. The earliest mention of the feast of Pokrov in a South
Slavic document goes back to the second quarter of the thirteenth cen-
tury.” No wonder that it was usually explained as resulting from Rus-
sian influence. But if we are not limited to the “Russian” hypothesis of
the origin of the feast, this explanation ceases to be obvious.

In fact, South Slavic manuscripts earlier than the thirteenth century
are very rare. Most of the early South Slavic texts are available through
the Russian manuscript tradition. Thus, the number of early South
Slavic manuscripts available to us is far from being representative.

It is still an open possibility that the Pokrov feast was borrowed
by Kievan Rus’ from Bulgaria together with the whole set of liturgi-

Hukax [P. V. Kuzenkov, The Campaign of 860 against Constantinople and the
First Baptism of Rus’ in the Mediaeval Literary Sources], in: dpesteiiniue zo-
cydapcmea Bocmounoiui Eéponor. 2000 2.: ITpobaemor ucmounuxosederus (Moscow,
2003) 3-172. The question of how these two ninth-century Baptisms of Rus’ are
related to one another is still a hotly debated topic.

(25) See above, note 9.
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cal books, somewhere in the late tenth century or even earlier, at the
time when there was only one Christian church in pagan Kiev. This hy-
pothesis is corroborated by the history of the First Bulgarian Kingdom
(ca 681-1018), especially under Symeon I (893-927).2

Symeon had kept peace with Leo the Wise from 904, but almost im-
mediately after Leo’s death, in 913, he started the war that lasted until
his own death in 927. Before the war, it was normal that Bulgaria, as
part of the patriarchate, accepted Constantinople’s liturgical innova-
tions. During the war, however, it was not very probable. Therefore,
if the feast of Pokrov was established before 913, it is likely that it was
accepted by the Bulgarian metropolis. If this feast was abrogated in
Byzantium during the war (or even in 912, one year earlier), it is un-
likely that it was abrogated in Bulgaria before 1018, when, after the end
of the First Bulgarian Kingdom, the real dependency of the metropolis
of Bulgaria on Constantinople became much stronger.

This “South Slavic alternative” could seem more probable than a
direct impact of Constantinople on Kiev because it corresponds to the
most usual routes by which Greek Church culture penetrated Kievan
Rus” and does not contradict any established fact. Moreover, it is cor-
roborated by the fact of one relatively early mention of Pokrov in a
South Slavic document.

Be that as it may, both alternative hypotheses demonstrate that there
were enough means to translate the feast of Pokrov to Kiev if this feast
had been established in the period from 907 to 911, and to prevent its
abrogation in Kiev after its abrogation in Byzantium in about 912.

1.6. The Original Meaning of the Feast of Pokrov
According to Pachomius Logothetos

Pachomius Logothetos, in his sermon on Pokrov” written in
Novgorod for the Novgorodian Archbishop Iona (Jonas) in the 1460s,
gives important information unknown from other sources.”® He was

(26) See, as a general introduction: 4. Koces n ap. (pea.), Mcmopus na
boazapus ¢ wemupunadecem moma. T. 2: ITvpsa 6vazapeka dvpxkasa [D. Kosev et
al. (eds.), The History of Bulgaria in fourteen volumes. Vol. 2: The First Bulgarian
Kingdom] (Sofia, 1981). Cf. S. Runciman, A History of the First Bulgarian Empire
(London, 1930).

(27) BMUY, cols. 17-23.

(28) His sermon is considered as a compilation based on the Prolog ser-
mon on Pokrov and the service of the feast; s. E. A. ®et, Caosa Ha [Tokpos
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asked to compose a work of high rhetoric based on information pro-
vided to him by Russian Church officials. The plot of the story is the
same as in the other sources but with one remarkable exception. This
is an additional detail explaining the nature of the difficult situation
that existed when the Theotokos gave her vision to St Andrew, due
to troubles in the Church. The exact wording of Pachomius® is rather

revealing:

Ho monexe ybo ao0po ects Ha-
BBIKHYTHM, OTKyAy U Koes paau
BUHBL ceil IpedecTHblll ITokposa
IIpa3AHMK yCTaBUIIIa CBATEN OTITHI
B Kocrsantunerpage mnpasaHoBa-
TH, eama yoo s Kocranrunerpage,
B HEM>Ke CITaceHasl co4eBaxycs, HO
IIOHe>XXe TaMO, MCTMHHEe yMadase-
Mel1, rpex MHO>KaIIlecs, sIKO U IIpU
IIpoporme: Buge 60 u Jdasug s /13-
panie UCTMHHY yMaAseMy, TTIOMO-
Aucs raaroast: cracy ms, locrmoan,
SIKO OCKyJe IPerog00HBIN, U KO
yMaAuIIacs MCTUHLI OT CHIHOB Ye-
0BEYeCKLIX; erda 0o mpasja 040-
AeBaeT 0e33aKOHIIO, Torda 00 M-
aocepane boxue x cebe mpusaa-
9IM, a erda Au rpex, Torga Hero-
AosaHne boxne. fIkoxxe mpexae
pexom, B Koctsantune rpaje Hekast
CTPOIIOTHasI ChAeBaxycs, MOTYIIa
HerogoBaHue boskme HaBecTn; HO
HUTIJe >Ke He ocTrasasdeT boropo-
AuIla IOMOIIINIO, HO HeIIpecTaHHO
MOAUTCA U MOAMUTHCA He IIpecTa-
€T O 4e10BeIbCKOM PoJe.

But it is good to know from where
and out of which occasion the
holy fathers established in Con-
stantinople to celebrate this most
solemn feast of Pokrov. It was still
in Constantinople, where [other]
salvatory events took place, but
because here, when the truth was
diminishing the sin was multiply-
ing, as it was under the Prophet.
Indeed, when David saw the truth
diminishing in Israel he prayed,
saying: Salvum me fac Domine
quoniam defecit sanctus quoniam
deminutae sunt veritates a filiis ho-
minum (Ps 11:2 [12:1]). Because [it
is known that] when truth over-
comes unlawfulness we attract to
ourselves God’s mercy, but when
sin [predominates, we attract to
ourselves] God’s indignation. As
we have said above, in the Con-
stantine city there took place some
evildoings which were able to pro-
voke God’s indignation. However,
nowhere does the Theotokos leave
without help but continuously
prays and [she] does not cease to
pray of the human race.

[E. A. Fet, Sermons on Pokrov], in: . C. /luxaues (pea.), Crosapb KHUXHU-
K06 u xHuxnocmu Apesteti Pycu. Bemm. I (XI — nepsas norosuna XIV 6.) (Lenin-
grad, 1987), electronic publication at http://www.pushkinskijdom.ru/Default.
aspx?tabid=4629. This evaluation is inexact.

(29)

BMUY, cols. 18-19, quoted with simplified orthography.
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The passage quoted above has no parallel in other widely known
sources (although in the next section we will note a parallel in an un-
published source that has never been studied properly).

We know that, normally, the situations of miraculous intercession
of the Theotokos were connected with a war or a siege, both in Byzan-
tium and in Rus’. Here, however, the situation was certainly different.
If the story had been deliberately invented, it seems extremely likely
that a war or siege would have been mentioned as a direct cause of the
intercession. Thus, Pachomius’ account, with its specific reference to
unrest and public danger, appears to be genuine, to reflect the actual
events of the time. In the time of Euthymius’ patriarchate, only one
such instance of Church troubles is likely: it was the time of the tetra-
gamia affair. The fourth marriage of the emperor was considered as a
sinful action with a high potential of public danger, and its recognition
by the Church appeared as still more dangerous.

Pachomius Logothetos does not mention Leo the Wise nor does he
give any other reference that might establish an absolute dating, but
his account perfectly fits the historical context presupposed by Wort-
ley’s hypothesis. Indeed, there were severe Church troubles at the be-
ginning of Euthymius’ patriarchate in 907 that did not cease before the
Council of Union in 920, under Nicholas Mystikos (and, indeed, these
troubles continued to the late tenth century). The compromise between
the two competing Church factions achieved in the Tomos of Union of
920 eventually stabilised but, before this, the situation remained espe-
cially troublesome. The vision of St Andrew celebrated in the feast of
Pokrov would have ideally suited Patriarch Euthymius as a sign of the
intercession of the Theotokos fulfilling the lack of legitimacy. But this
was certainly not the decision Nicholas Mystikos was able to accept in
912.

Of course, another explanation of Pachomius’ passage is theoreti-
cally possible. Namely, that he already had in mind the attribution
to Leo the Wise and was trying to harmonise his account with this.
Leo the Wise is mentioned in the preserved Pokrov texts not earlier
than the eighteenth century® and his name is not traceable in the ear-

(30) “IToxpos ycTaBucs rpasaHoBaT Bo guu naps /lbsa I[Ipemyaparo B
aeto 6611 (Pokrov was established to be celebrated in the days of the Emperor
Leo the Wise in the year 6611)”; I'. A. ®uanMoHOB, Mkoronuctolii HOOAUHHUK
ceodrioti pedaxyuu XVIII sexa [G. D. FiLimonov, A Manual of Iconography of the
Cumulative Recension of the Eighteenth Century] (Moscow, 1876) 163. As to the
odd date AM 6611 (AD 1103), cf. considerations by IlaioxaHoBa, Croxemuor u
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lier sources. However, our set of sources may be not representative
enough, so there is thus nothing preventing this attribution from going
back to the time of Pachomius Logothetos and even to the earliest Ki-
evan Christian community. It is doubtful, nevertheless, that Pachomius
would not mention Leo the Wise if he were aware of his role. Such a
reference would add some authority to the feast, without being in any
way compromising. Thus, the most natural explanation is that in the
fifteenth-century Novgorodian Pokrov tradition that became available
to Pachomius Logothetos via Archbishop Iona, the name of Leo the
Wise has been dropped but some memory of the tetragamia affair was
still preserved.

1.7. BHG 1136d: a Greek Homily on Pokrov

In the list of the homilies on Pokrov which are considered as being
Russian, there are three unpublished ones (all anonymous).** One of
them is known in several manuscripts, sometimes under 15 August,
as a sermon on the Dormition of the Theotokos. The earliest Russian
manuscript (fifteenth century),® however, places it as a homily on

cumeoAbl..., 32: in 1103, there was nothing interesting occurring in Constanti-
nople but, according to the Primary Chronicle, this is the year of the first Rus-
sian victory of a purely miraculous nature (Prince Vladimir Monomachos was
praying for a victory over the Polovtsians and, in fear, their army took flight
without a battle). Pliukhanova hints that this date could be a trace of some
(re)shaping of the feast under Vladimir Monomachos (Kievan prince from
1113 to 1125, in 1103 prince of Perejaslavl).

(31) Inaddition to the two (not three) listed as unpublished by ®tt, Ca10Ba
Ha IToxpos (the last item in her list is, in fact, a very well known text published
many times within the Menologion of Dimitry of Rostov, from the eighteenth
century and of no interest to our purpose) a third text appears in MoLpovan
2000, 117 (inc. Apesae Vspanas cymaro...). From these three homilies, I was
able to check only one (to be discussed in this section), but the two others
need to be studied in the future. They may contain some material of Byzan-
tine origin. One of them is a panegyric on Pokrov with the incipit “Cseraoe n
IIpecAaBHOe HacTosIee TopkecTso...” which is characterised by Fet as a com-
pilative work of the sixteenth century (based, apparently, on the date of the
earliest manuscript) composed from several other sermons on the Pokrov and
other feasts of the Theotokos. At least, its beginning is borrowed in the homily
of George of Nicomedia (ninth century) on the Conception of the Theotokos
by Anna, BHG 1111 (PG 100, 1336-1354).

(32) Russian State Library (Moscow), Bolshakov coll.,, Nr 66, ff. 204v—
214v. According to ®et, Caosa Ha ITokpos, the sermon is of rare occurrence.
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Pokrov. I was able to check another manuscript (dated to 1627 in the
colophon), where it is placed under 15 August as a homily on the Dor-
mition.® Indeed, the title aside (“Sermon on the Dormition...”), there
is absolutely no Dormition motive in the whole of this text. The main
motive is the penitence of the faithful and the intercession of the The-
otokos, but the Pokrov of Theotokos is present in a long prayer which
concludes the homily. Such prayers are a usual feature of the Pokrov
homiletics, as Spasskij observed,* but not of the homiletics associated
with the Dormition. The prayer in our homily reveals its liturgical set-
ting, so it would be more fruitful to discuss it a bit later.

1.7.1. The Greek Original and Its Pseudepigraphic Authorship

It is important to state now that, on the basis of incipit,* desinit,*
and attribution to the Dormition, our Slavonic homily coincides with
the unpublished homily on the Dormition BHG 1136d attributed to
Patriarch of Constantinople German II (1222-1240). I think these co-
incidences are enough to identify the two homilies.”” Unfortunately,
I was unable to check any of the Greek manuscripts. Thus, my fol-
lowing consideration must be rechecked and, most probably, corrected

(33) Russian State Library (Moscow), Collection of the Holy Trinity and
St Sergius Laura, Nr 681 (olim 410), ff. 423-430v. Quoted with simplified or-
thography.

(34) Spassky 1898, 263-265, on the prayers in the Prolog sermon, that of
Pachomius Logothetos, and an anonymous sermon (according to ®et, Caosa
Ha ITokpos, based on Pachomius) published in BMY.

(35) Greek: IToAAai (vel Al toAAat) kai diadogot mavnyveLs kKal éogtatl
twv avOpownwv tov Biov (vel tov avOpwmvov PBiov) kaAAwmiCovot... Sla-
vonic: MHOTOpa3ANdIHa TOP>KeCTBa U [IPa3AHIIIb Y€ 10BeIeCcKOe KITIIE YKpa-
maior... Translation: “Many and different solemnities and feasts decorate the
human life...”

(36) Greek: o yag el prtnE aAnOwg tg T yNS TV lapdtwv XoLotoo
TOU @0V NUOV" @ TV dOEaV AVATEUTIWLLEV... AuV. Slavonic: Ter 60 ecu Bo-
MCTUHHY MCTOYHMKa 1eabam Xpucra Bora Harrero, EMyske caaBy Bo3gaem....
Awmune. Translation: “...because Thou art in truth the mother of the source of
healings, Christ our God, to Whom we address the glory... amen.” In my Sla-
vonic manuscript the word “mother” is omitted by the scribe but then added
in the margin. Halkin, in the Novum Auctarium of BHG, indexes one manu-
script with a completely different desinit.

(37) And to abandon Fet’s conclusion that the sermon was “composed in
the fifteenth century by a monk of an unknown monastery [sc., Russian]” (T,
Caosa Ha ITokpos).
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when both Greek and Slavonic texts are published. At any rate, after
the identification of the Greek original of one of the allegedly Russian
sermons on Pokrov, the main argument of the partisans of its Russian
origin becomes shakier.

The authorship of German is attested in the most of Greek manu-
scripts®™ and was thus accepted by Albert Ehrhard and by the scholarly
consensus summarised by Hans-Georg Beck as a mark of German II's
authorship.* However, the attribution to an unspecified Patriarch Ger-
man is not a rare occurrence in the Byzantine homiletics. If some work
ascribed to “Patriarch German” is too late for attribution to German I
(715-730), this does not mean that it is to be automatically attributed to
German II. Finally, one of the more recently discovered manuscripts,
codex Meteor. 516, contains our homily with attribution to John Chrys-
ostom.*

There is another reason to doubt German’s authorship. Our hom-
ily, in its prayer section, mentions “Emperors” in the plural (Slavonic:
Lapeii Hammx coxpany, “our Emperors savest,” f. 429v*'). This corre-
sponds to a situation when there were two or more emperors. Such
a situation was permanent throughout the reign of Leo the Wise but
not in the time of German II. The latter was patriarch under only one
Emperor of Nicaea, John III Vatatzes (1221-1254).

Thus, the most reasonable conclusion seems to me that the real au-
thorship of the homily was suppressed (and this stage is preserved
in its Slavonic tradition, where the homily is always anonymous) but
then the homily was reattributed to the common authorities of the late
Byzantine pseudepigraphic homiletics, “German” and Chrysostom.

(38) Ehrhard knew three manuscripts to which one more has been added
by Halkin in BHG and five more were added by Ehrhard himself in the Novum
Auctarium of BHG. Thus, nine manuscripts are now known to BHG.

(39) H.-G. Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im Byzantinischen Reich
(Munich, 1959) (BH, 11, 1) 668.

(40) Described by N. A. Bees in 1967 and referred to by Halkin in the
Novum Auctarium.

(41) Corrected into singular 1japs Harrero on margin. The phrase contin-
ues with singular in the next line (emy “to him,” sc., to the Emperor).



Basil Lourié 249

1.7.2. Liturgical Setting and Contents: Pokrov Vigil

The process of deleting and the subsequent falsification of the au-
thorship of this homily was paralleled by a rethinking of its contents. It
is clear that the sermon has nothing to do with the Dormition. Itis right-
ly defined by Fet as “a sermon of moralistic contents.”*> Our assurance
that it was actually delivered on some festive occasion follows from the
opening phrases only (cf. incipit). The preacher starts by mentioning the
two different manners of celebrating — good and the bad — and from
there proceeds to a long moral admonition with appeals to penitence,
concluding his speech with a long prayer to the Theotokos. This prayer
is a kind of compensation for the complete lack of any other informa-
tion on the feast being celebrated by the congregation. From this, it is
at least clear that the feast is connected to the Theotokos.

But which feast might be indicated? One might suggest that all the
major feasts of the Theotokos are to be excluded on the same grounds
as the Dormition: there is nothing specific, in our sermon, which can
be understood as marks of the Nativity of the Theotokos, or the Pre-
sentation, Hypopante, or Annunciation. Normally, the homilies deliv-
ered on these feasts contain many specific festal motives. Celebrations
of miraculous intercessions of the Theotokos in the cases of wars and
sieges (such as the Saturday of Akathistos, but there were many oth-
ers as well) are to be excluded on similar grounds. Finally, one has to
exclude any celebration of some Theotokian relics (such as the Robe
or the Girdle or an especially venerated icon) because none of them is
mentioned. What, then, remains? Let us see the text itself.

The long prayer at the end of the homily contains the following
(I will quote starting from the opening passages and continuing to a
passage near the end):

(f. 429r) Baaapiko Bcegepsxurearo, Almighty Master (Aéomota morv-
yMO/€eH OyAu pyKama IIOHECIINX TOKQATOQ), becomest implored by
(sic)® Tebe mpoctupaemsix (sic) k  the hands that were bearing Thee,
TeGe Hac pagu. that are spread to Thee for us.

(42) “[C]aosoHpasoyunTeapHOTO cogep>kanusa’ (Per, Caosa Ha [Tokpos).

(43) Here and in the next case marked by “sic” the participle is not in
grammatical agreement with the instrumental case of the dual pykama “by
(two) hands.” The correct forms are norecuuma and npocmupaemvima. The late
Church Slavonic scribes were uneasy with dual forms.
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O Baaapranme MmaocTusasi, ¥C-
TouHnye 6aaro-(f. 429v)cepaus,
JMCTOYHMYE MMUAOCTY, IIPOCTPU
K Cpny Cpoemy mpeunctort Cu
Aaarn. CoxpaHy Hac 3aCTyILAeHN-
em CBomM, IMOKpLIM Hac MOKpPO-
BOM Kpua TBoux, nmpe<g>cranu o
BCeX paAl XPUCTIH XOJaTauIia.

(f. 430v) ...sx0 TebOe MMaM<pr> 11O-
MOIIHULLY ¥ IIpeACTaTeAHULTY He-
1106eAVIMY ¥ KPeIIKy 3aCTyIHUIY
U IIOKPOB U IPUOeXUIIe AyIram
U TedeceM HalllbIM...

Oh Lady merciful, the source of
misericordy, the source of mercy,
spreadest to Thy Son the most
pure Thy palms. Preservest us by
Thy intercession, coverest us by
the cover (Pokrov) of Thy wings
(okémaoov MNUAS &v T OKémn
TV MTEQUYwWV 00v), standest as
the intercessor of all the Christians.
...because we have Thee as a help-
er and a protector invincible and a
strong defender and a cover (oké-
ntr)) and a refuge of our souls and
bodies...

These quotes are enough to justify the Russian scribes who used
this sermon as a sermon on Pokrov, but they are not enough per se to
prove a stronger claim that the sermon was originally delivered on
Pokrov. Such a claim may be proved or disproved with an analysis of
the liturgical setting.

The Greek inclusions within my English translation correspond to
the phrases known from other prayers. Our prayer as a whole is a re-
working of the well-known prayer Aéomota moAvéAee (“All-Merciful
Master”) but, in this case, readdressed to the Theotokos. As it seems,
the recension of the prayer Aé¢omota moAvéAee subjected to reworking
was opened by the words Aéomota mavtorkeatop (a very archaic open-
ing phrase preserved relatively rarely in the prayers actually used* but
is known, at least, from the Eucharistic prayer in Didache, 10). Never-
theless, the whole structure of the prayer in our homily suggests that it
was some variant of the prayer now known as Aéomtota moAvéAee that
the preacher had in mind. The most important phrase of the whole of
his prayer, okémtacov UAG v T OKET) TWV MTEQLYWV 00V, certainly
goes back to this source, where it is presented in this form rather than
citing its Psalter prototype directly.*

But the prayer Aéomota moAvéAee presupposes a specific liturgi-
cal setting. In present-day use, it is preserved at the end of Compline

(44) Cf, e.g., the Opisthambon prayer of the Liturgy of the Presanctified
Gifts.

(45) Ps60:5 [61:4]: oxemtaoOnoopaL €V OKET TV TTEQUYWV 0oL (prote-
gar in velamento alarum tuarum) “I will shelter myself under the shadow of thy
wings” (Brenton).
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(where it is read when the congregation is genuflected and bent down)
and in the rite of Artoklasia (the Church Slavonic term is antusi, from
Greek Autr), a kind of prayer) which can be introduced at the end of
Great Vespers (where it is read as a prayer at the bowing of the heads).
In both cases it is preceded by a synapte. In both cases, this is a prayer
of zealous supplication whose specific expression is signified by the
postures of the faithful. The case of the Artoklasia is especially interest-
ing to us for, regardless of the blessing of the bread, it is an additional
supplication on the occasion of some solemn service. The main point
of the latter is the prayer Aéomota moAvéAee (and not the prayer of
blessing of the bread which the celebrant reads after this).

Let us return to our homily. Its final prayer to the Theotokos, pat-
terned after a prayer of the Aéomota moAvéAee type, points out a situ-
ation similar to that of the rite of Artoklasia. The congregation is im-
mersed in zealous supplication to the Theotokos, most probably after
Vespers and, thus, in full play of the festal all-night vigil (Pannychis).
The supplication of the Artoklasia became united with the rite of the
blessing of the bread especially for this purpose: to give to the faithful
food for the remaining part of the all-night service.

Thus, it is natural that the purpose of the preacher is not to explain
the meaning of the feast but, first of all, to urge the congregation to
pray with more zeal. The homily unites an initial exhortation with
the following prayer itself. The theme of penitence is the major theme
throughout the prayer, and this is in conformation with the bowing
of the heads accompanying this type of prayer on festal days (on the
ferial days when Compline is served such a prayer is read when the
faithful are genuflected and even bent down).

It is especially revealing that the end of Vespers is not a common
place to deliver a homily. Our homily is not an ordinary one; it is rather
a preface to an unusual prayer together with this prayer itself.

In this liturgical setting the words on “Pokrov” (oxémm) quoted
above must be taken much more seriously. Our exhortation with a
prayer to the Theotokos ideally fits within the frame of the account
of the vision of Andrew the Salos, when the whole congregation was
gathered for the all-night vigil in the Blachernae Church. In the feast
that was introduced for commemorating this event, such a specific
prayer to the Theotokos is quite logically placed and the appearance of
such an unusual homily is reasonable.

Otherwise, it is difficult to explain the origin of this homily-prayer
addressing the Theotokos on the occasion of an unspecified feast, with
no information on the meaning of this unnamed feast but rather with
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only a general appeal to penitence. Therefore, my conclusion is that
BHG 1136d is originally a sermon on Pokrov delivered between Ves-
pers and the remaining part of the all-night vigil. Its difficult destiny
in the Byzantine manuscript tradition was a direct consequence of the
dropping of the feast of Pokrov from the Byzantine liturgy.

1.7.3. Author: Patriarch Euthymius

The homily is delivered by the head of the congregation, thus, in
the frame of Wortley’s hypothesis, the only candidate for authorship is
Patriarch Euthymius. His name was partially affected by some kind of
damnatio memoriae under the second patriarchate of Nicholas Mystikos,
which is in perfect accord with the anonymity (or pseudonymity) of
the sermon in the preserved part of the manuscript tradition.

One can highlight an interesting moment from the text of the hom-
ily that sheds some light on the circumstances of its delivery. An im-
portant part of the exhortation is a warning for the laics against the sin
of blaming the monastics and the clergy (f. 427r—427v). The wording of
the argumentation suggests that the bishops are meant, too:

(f. 427v) ...HO allle COTrpeIuT KTO
or HuX, ot bora ucrsasan 6yaer u
o0AMYeH, U B HBIHEIIIHeM Belle U B
Oyayiem, u 60AIIINM apXuepeoM,
110 IIpaBrax OO>KeCTBEHHBIX, CBSI-
II[eHHOMCTI3aH Oy AeT.

...but if some of them [sc., monas-
tics and clergy] commits a sin, he
will be examined and revealed by
God, both in this age and in a fu-
ture age, and by a higher bishop,
according to the divine canons,

will be sacredly examined.

The expression “higher bishop” would be fitting if some court pro-
cedure concerning a bishop was meant. Unless there is some corrup-
tion in the text or in the translation,* the above passage could be un-
derstood in connexion with some Church troubles that involved bish-
ops. In the time of Leo the Wise, this was the tetragamia affair.

At any rate, our homily implies some public troubles, most likely
connected to the Church, and this is in conformity with Pachomius
Logothetos’ version of the establishment of the feast of Pokrov.

(46) The phrase is somewhat problematic because Church legislation
does not allow one bishop to judge another (a bishop can be judged only by a
group of bishops). If the author means a court procedure over the monastics
and the clergy, the word “higher” is meaningless because the bishop is always
“higher” with respect to them. Thus, some corruption in the text is probable.



Basil Lourié 253

1.8. The Prolog Sermon on Pokrov

The short sermon on Pokrov,*” known since the earliest manuscripts
of the Russian Prolog, is considered as the most ancient homiletical
monument of the feast. Indeed, its author says that he is now estab-
lishing this new feast for the first time. The sermon is thus extremely
important for the historical study of Pokrov.

1.8.1. Contents

Below is the complete translation of the text, which I have divided
into five parts:

(1) Title: “On the vision of St Andrew and Epiphanius.” The first
phrase of the following text is nothing but an enlarged title:
“A strange and miraculous vision of the venerated saints An-
drew and Epiphanius, how they saw the Holy Theotokos on
the air and having come to the Blachernae Church, with the
angels and with the Prodromos and with the Theologian John
and with other many saints.”**

(2) The scene of the vision, a very short account: “When the people
were staying in the church, they [Andrew and Epiphanius] saw
[Her] praying with tears of the whole world. And Andrew said
to Epiphanius: Do you see the Queen and the Lady of all pray-
ing of the world? And he said: I see, father, and [I see Her] cov-
ering by Her holy omophorion shining more than the electron
[NAéxto0Vv*] the people which are in the church.”*

(47) Will be quoted (in simplified orthography, without taking into ac-
count grammatically incorrect readings) according to the critical edition: Lo-
seva 2009, 312-314.

(48) CrparmrHoe 1 4I0AHOE BUAEHUE YECTHOIO CBATUTEAIO [vel CBATHINIO]
Amngpes u Enndanns, kako Bugecra cpaTyio boropoauirio Ha sosayce, npu-
IbAITIO B BaaxepHckyio epkoss ¢ aHreas! u ¢ [Ipeareuero u ¢ borocaospuem
loaHOM® ¥ ¢ MUHBIMU CBATBIMIY MBHOTBIMIA.

(49) Cf. Ezek 1:4, 1:27, 8:2, and a large mystical tradition of visions, both
Jewish and Christian. “Electron” literally means here the alloy of gold and
silver, not amber.

(50) Hapoay croromy B LIepKBU, BIAECTa MOZSIIIOCS C CAb3aMI 3a Bech
mup. M raaroaa Augpen x Enudany: Buanmm an Hapuio n I'ocrioxxio scex
Moasocs 3a Mup? OH ke peue: Bixio, otde, 11 TOKpbIBbIIN CBATHIM CBOMM
aMo(OpPOMB, CBETSAIINMCS I1aue eANKTOpa AI0AY CyINas B LIEPKBIL.
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(3) The preacher speaks in the first person, stating why and how
he established the feast: “When I heard this, I was thinking how
this fearful and merciful vision and, moreover, our esperance
and intercession remained without feast, but I was relying on
Thy, Lady, merciful words which Thou hast said to Thy Son:
‘Oh King of Heaven, acceptest every man glorifying Thee and
calling Thy name, and sanctifiest every place where one com-
memorateth My name, and glorifiest those who glorify Thee,
accepting for My name their every prayer and oath.” Relying
on these words I wished that not without feast will remain Thy
holy Pokrov, oh Blessed one! But in the manner that Thou wish-
est to decorate it, oh All-Merciful, decoratest the venerated feast
of Thy Pokrov, in order that those who glorify Thee will be en-
joyed seeing the most distinguished Thy feast shining forth.”>!

(4) Continuation of the prayer of the preacher: “In the same man-
ner as Thou hast covered mercifully the people therein, cover-
est us [who are] Thy sinful servants by the cover of Thy mercy
[vel wings]. And with defeating the councils and thoughts of
the cogitantes about us mala [Ps 34:4], saveth by the mercy of
Thy Son and [also] by Thine, in the present age and in the fu-
ture, all those who are coming to Thee with fear and faith rely-
ing on Thee, [who art] the fast intercession and help.”*

(51) Ce yOo erga carliiaB, HOMBIIILASX, KaKO CTpAIIIHOE U MIAOCEPAbHOE
ce BUJeHMe, TTade Ke HajesHMe U 3acTyIAeHne Hallle ObICTh 0e3 Ipas3jHuKa.
Hages >xe cs1, Baagprunite, Ha MuaocepabHas Tsos caoseca exke K Coiny Cu
peue: «llapio HebGecHbin, mpumu BbCIKOIO deaoBeKa, cAapsmiaro Ts u npu-
3pIBaromjaro umMs TBoe, 1 BCSIKO MeCTO, ngexe ObiBaeT namsTh nMenn Moero,
OCBSITU MeCTO U IIpocAaBu Ipocaasasiontss Ts, umenem Moum mpuemAast ux
BCAKY MOAUTBY U 00eT». TeM caoBeceM HaJesicsl BLCXOTeX Ja He 0e3 IIpa3AHi-
Ka OCTaHeT cBAThIN IoKpoB TBoit, baaxxenas! Ho sikoxe Tol ykpacuTnu xore-
ITTM JeCTHBIN TIPa3 AHUK ITOKpoBsa Tsoero, Bcemmaoctnsas, ykpacu, 4a 1 mpo-
caapasiomuy Ts Bb3BeceAAThCs BUASIe MHOTOMMeHbHBIM TBOM ITpasgbHMUK
CHSIIONIA.

(52) SIxoxe TaMO HapOABI CyIIbISl ITOKPhI MUAOCTUBBLHO, TaKO U Hac
rpemHeIx pad Tsonx mokpem KposoM Muaoctu Tsoest [vel xpuay Tsoero]. U1
HIU3Aaralonu CbBeThl ¥ AYMBI IIOMBIIIASIONIMX Ha HBI 34asl, CITacy 10 MUAOC-
T Crina TBoero u Tsoen, 1 B cb BeKb U B OyAyIIny, 1 BCs IIpuKaro1as K Tebe
C CTpaxoM U Bepolo, Hajelosscs Ha Ts1, ckopoe 3acTyIldeHne ¥ ITOMOIITh.
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(5) Concluding remark: “Such feast was established to be celebrat-
ed on the 1 day of the month October, on the commemoration
of saint apostle Ananias.”*

Sergij Spasskij noted several features of this account™ but some of
his observations need to be reconsidered, while others still hold.

“The feast is established by the cause of hearing of the Life of St
Andrew (BcaeacTsue caymaHus XUTns cpararo Aaapes)” or the rel-
evant fragment of this Life, wrote Spasskij. This claim is unjustified by
the text. The preacher said that he heard about the vision itself but not
that he was hearing the lecture of some written Life. His “when I heard
this” (part 3) points out the scene of vision (part 2) but not any written
text.

“...thus,” Spasskij continues, “(the feast) was established a relative-
ly long time after the death of this saint (Andrew) (...caeaoBareasHo,
YCTaHOBAEH CIIyCTs AOBOAbHOE BpeMs IO KOHYMHe HTOTO CBsATaro).”
This conclusion is unacceptable in its present form (as a logical conse-
quence of the former incorrect conclusion), but it is basically right. The
preacher states, without specifying the reason, that such a remarkable
event remained without feast (part 3). He does not allow us to know
how long such a situation continued, but it is certain that the event
already belonged to the past. Especially relevant is the phrase “xaxko...
ce BuJeHNe... ObICcTh Oe3 npasanuka (how this... vision... remained
without feast).” Thus, the author knew both the fact of the vision and
the fact that it remained without feast. Such a phrase would be impos-
sible if he had been told about the event almost immediately and was
thinking about how to commemorate it.

“..the feast was established not in Constantinople,” continues
Spasskij, “because in the prayerful address to the Theotokos it is said:
‘In the same manner as Thou hast covered mercifully the people therein,
coverest us (who are) Thy sinful servants by the cover of Thy wings.””
This conclusion, again, seems to me completely unjustified. The oppo-
sition “here/there” is natural if we are commemorating an event of the
past and if we are commemorating throughout the whole patriarchate
and the whole empire an event that took place in one church.

It is remarkable that the Prolog entry does not mention the word
“Pokrov” as the name of the feast. The name that is meant seems to be

(63) VYcraBm ke cs TaKOBBIM IPa3AHMK ITpa3HOBaTU MecsIla OKTAOpPs B
1 genb, Ha MaMATH CBATArO arlocToAa AHAHUM.

(54) Spasskiy 1898, 239.
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“Vision of Andrew and Epiphanius,” with some non-obligatory and
variable epithets. This is additional evidence that the Prolog entry goes
back to or is identical with a document where the “author” of the feast
was speaking in the first person.

1.8.2. Relation to the Life of Andrew the Salos

Those few scholars who studied the Prolog sermon on Pokrov were
convinced of its Russian origin and, consequently, of its dependence
on the tenth-century Life of Andrew the Salos.® Only Sergij Spasskij has
pointed out that the scene of the vision of St Andrew in both the Greek
original and the Slavonic version of his Life does not contain the words
of the prayer of the Theotokos.** He noted that the text of this prayer,
being a commonplace of the homiletic Pokrov tradition, does not have
its source in the Life of Andrew the Salos.”

The Prolog description of the vision is shorter than that in the Life.
It may have been produced as an abridgment of the latter account,
but it did not necessarily originate in this way. There is absolutely no
reason preventing us from considering it as an independent document
going back to a tradition earlier than the tenth-century Life. Indeed,
the Life is a typical Byzantine tenth-century hagiographic novel, roman
hagiographique, of the same kind as, for example, the Life of Grigentios
of Tafar or the Barlaam and loasaph. I have proposed to call this kind of
novel a roman anthologique: it accumulates a great number of different
sources and thus becomes a large anthology.® There are serious rea-
sons to consider an important part of the Life of Andrew, the so-called
Apocalypse of Andrew the Salos, as a seventh-century text.”” In any case,

(55) Even Lennart Rydén accepted without discussion “the dogma of
Vladimir origin” of the feast, and thus its dependency precisely on lines 3732-
3758 of the Life: RypEN 1995, vol. 1, 188; cf. also his earlier article: RypgN, The
Vision of the Virgin at Blachernae and the Feast of the Pokrov, 81-82.

(56) Srassky 1898, 264.

(57) For the corresponding text of the Life, see: MoLpovan 2000, 595-596
(Greek text of the recension closest to the Greek original of the Slavonic ver-
sion), Morbovan 2000, 399 (Slavonic version), and Rypén 1995, vol. 2, 254/255
(txt/tr.).

(58) B. Lourig, The Tenth Century: From roman hagiographique to roman
anthologique, Scr 4 (2008) 446—449.

(59) C. Manco, The Life of St. Andrew the Fool Reconsidered, Rivista di
studi bizantini e slavi 2 (1982) 297-313 [reprint: IpEM, Byzantium and Its Image:
History and Culture of the Byzantine Empire and Its Heritage (London, 1984) (Vari-
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such Lives as that of St Andrew were not written by some tenth-cen-
tury scribe at random. All these romans anthologiques were created as
an accumulation of different available traditions around some unified
theme. The traditions themselves are of different origins and different
ages. Many such traditions are available through other sources inde-
pendent of these Lives.

Thus, the mutual relations between the Prolog entry on Pokrov and
the Life of Andrew the Salos are a priori unknown. The text of the prayer
of the Theotokos may be a rhetorical addition of the epitomiser but
it may also reflect traces of an independent tradition concerning the
vision of Andrew. In any case, the Prolog entry is to be dated with no
regard to the date of the Life of Andrew. An early date, such as from 907
to 911, is by no means excluded.

1.8.3. Author

In Russian scholarship it became normative to repeat Spasskij’s
claim that the author of the Prolog entry on Pokrov was some Great
Prince® (the senior among the Russian princes). But why a prince and
not a metropolitan of Kiev? Why a secular ruler rather than the head of
the Church? Spasskij’s answer was that the Kievan metropolitans were
Greeks who were quite aware that there was no such feast in Byzan-
tium. Thus, according to Spasskij, their role was passive: the Church
authorities simply accepted the proposal of the Great Prince.

In the Byzantine context, these reservations concerning the Church
authorities are useless. It is normal that a sermon dedicated to the es-
tablishment of a new feast would be delivered by the head of the lo-
cal Church. On the contrary, it would be quite unusual if the Church
homilies had been delivered by a secular ruler. However, in Byzan-
tium under Leo the Wise just such an unusual situation took place. The
Emperor was a renowned Church rhetor.

Leo the Wise’s collection of homilies (most probably edited by him-
self) belongs to his homiletic activity in the earlier half of his reign. It is
known that in the later years of his rule, especially after the tetragamia
affair, he became much less active as a rhetor. Nevertheless, it is certain

orum Collected Studies Series, CS191) Ch. VIII]; Mango criticised Rydén’s ear-
lier paper, L. Rypin, The Date of the Life of Andreas Salos, DOP 32 (1978)
129-155. Cf. Rydén’s last response: Rypin 1995, vol. 1, 41-45.

(60) Spassky 1898, 242. Other scholars, after Spasskij, attempted to pro-
pose some concrete names, including that of Andrew of Bogolubovo.
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that a portion of his homilies is now lost.®® Thus, his candidature is
not to be excluded from the list of possible authors of the Prolog entry
or its ultimate source (if this entry is a later epitome of some homily).
The only other alternative is, of course, patriarch Euthymius — the
emperor’s spiritual father, with whom he had almost daily meetings
when Euthymius became patriarch.

The Prolog entry is much shorter than a usual festal homily but, un-
like other Synaxarium entries (and the Russian Prolog is no exception
here), it is constructed as an account in the first person. Most probably,
we have here an epitome of an earlier homily. Be that as it may, this
does not concern our attribution of the original document, that is, the
original sermon known to us through the Russian Prolog entry.

This original homily, whether or not it is identical to the Greek orig-
inal of the Prolog entry, must be attributed to either patriarch Euthym-
ius or Leo the Wise.

1.9. Conclusion to the Byzantino-Russian Dossier

The Byzantino-Russian dossier, and especially the part concerning
BHG 1136d, supports Wortley’s hypothesis. The feast of Pokrov cer-
tainly has a Byzantine origin, and its appearance under Leo the Wise at
the time of the tetragamia affair (907-911) is especially likely.

There are three factors that point to this particular time:

1. The explicit mention in the Russian tradition;

2. The possibility of the early disappearance of the feast in Byzan-
tium under Nicholas Mystikos (912-925) but its preservation in
Rus’;

3. The very nature of the troubles as mentioned in the source, es-
pecially in BHG 1136d and Pachomius Logothetos: not a danger

(61) On Leo’s homiletical activity, see Th. ANTonorouLou, The Homilies of
the Emperor Leo VI (Leiden—New York—Cologne, 1997) (The Medieval Medi-
terranean, Peoples, Economies and Cultures, 400-1453, 14), here 71, cf. 26. On
Leo’s reign, see especially an old monograph still important in Church policy
matters, H. IToros, Mmnepamop /les VI Mydpuiil u ezo yapcmeosariue 6 4eprosHo-
ucmopuveckom omnouweruu [N. Popov, The Emperor Leo VI the Wise and His Reign
in the Church-Historical Aspect] (Moscow, 1892); see also H. TouGHER, The Reign
of Leo VI (886-912): Politics and People (Leiden—New York—Cologne, 1997)
(The Medieval Mediterranean, Peoples, Economies and Cultures, 400-1453,
15).
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from external enemies or a civil war but rather disruptions re-
sulting from moral sins.®

As to the third point on this list, let us recall the battles between the
partisans of Nicholas Mystikos, who was deposed at the beginning of
907 (February or a bit later) and those who accepted the new patriarch,
Euthymius. In about spring of 907 (not later than the summer), a coun-
cil in Constantinople, with the participation of Rome and the Eastern
patriarchates, confirmed the deposition of Nicholas and permitted Leo
a fourth marriage. The same council convinced Euthymius to accept
the patriarchal throne. These circumstances gave rise to an open con-
flict complicated by scenes of violence among the clergy and the faith-
ful. The words of the preacher of BHG 1136d about the blaming of the
clergy by the faithful would seem quite natural in such a situation.

It is interesting to add that the earliest Russian liturgical service
on Pokrov seems to be a translation from Greek.®® This is not in con-
flict with the hypothesis of the Kievan origin of the service (as Michail
Mur’janov has shown, the Kievan service to the Russian saints Boris
and Gleb was also written in Greek and its Greek original is also lost®),
but is natural for a feast of Byzantine origin.

Therefore, Wortley’s hypothesis that the feast of Pokrov has a Byz-
antine origin is stronger. Stronger but not yet proven. Proof would re-
quire an analysis of the Byzantine prehistory of the feast and its date of
1 October. Given the chronology of the conflict of 907, autumn would
be an appropriate time to establish a feast which is aimed at calming
things down. But the exact date of 1 October needs to be explained on
liturgical grounds.

And there is another problem that remains even in the Byzantine
context: the feast, according to the Prolog entry, was established not
immediately after the vision but at some later time. If so, it must be a
modification of some pre-existing liturgical tradition. Such a pre-exist-

(62) In her recent study of the liturgical service for the feast, Pliukhanova
notes that it contains “...an element of a litany on some concrete cause (5.2e-
MeHT MoJe0Ha IT0 KaKOMY-TO KOHKpeTHOMY 1oBoay)” but without the pos-
sibility of defining it exactly (PLiuxaaNova 2008, 446).

(63) Cf. Yusov 2009.

(64) M. ©. MypbsHOB, 113 HaOAI0A€HMI HaJ CTPYKTYPOIL CAy>KeOHBIX MU-
Helt [From Observations on the Structure of the Liturgical Menaea] (1979), in:
IDEM, Vemopus knuxnoti kyavmypor Poccuu. Ouepru. Yacts 2 (Moscow, 2008)
(Mcropus kay>kHOM KyabTypbl Poccri) 71-85.
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ing tradition is a prerequisite, for inventing a new feast which marks
no contemporary event and relies on no liturgical tradition is akin to
planting a tree in asphalt — it simply will not take root in such a void.
Thus, we must continue with a search for the Byzantine liturgical
tradition that was reused in the feast of Pokrov on 1 October.

ParT Two: ARMENO-BYZANTINA
2.1. Introduction

Our next task is to understand why the feast of Pokrov was ap-
pointed on 1 October. As explained above, there must have been a li-
turgical tradition behind this choice. So far, it is not at all clear why the
date of 1 October was chosen. The Life of St Andrew the Salos provides
no date, and even the Prolog entry, which mentions 1 October as the
date on which the feast was established, does not give this as the date
of the vision itself.

It is possible that the task will be simplified by the fact that we
have to explore the origins of a liturgical cycle comprising, at least, the
next day, 2 October, which marks the commemoration of St Andrew
the Salos. In the Life of St Andrew it is clearly stated that he died on
28 May,® and this is the only date of his commemoration known to
the Synaxarium of Constantinople (a late recension only; the earliest
recensions, which are close to the ninth-century archetype, do not in-
clude his name at all).® On Russian soil, the commemoration of 28 May
is unknown, despite the presence of this date in the Slavonic version
of the Life of Andrew the Salos.”” It is clear that the commemoration of
St Andrew on 2 October is a part of the Pokrov liturgical cycle; it is not

(65) Rypin 1995, vol. 2, 302.4388-4391; Morbovan 2000, 630.6162-6164.

(66) Synaxarium CP, cols. 713-714. For the date of the earliest recension,
see especially A. Luzzi, Studi sul Sinassario di Constantinopoli (Rome, 1995)
(Testi e studi bizantino-neoellenici, 8) 5-6, n. 3.

(67) Morpovan 2000, 450.6162-6165. Moreover, this date became known
in Russia together with the Slavonic translation of the StiSnyj Prolog, i.e. the
translation of the Calendar in Verses of Christophorus of Metilena, eleventh
century [E. Forriery, I Calendari in metro innografico di Cristoforo Mitileneo
(Bruxelles, 1980) (SH, 63)]; the South Slavonic translation of the fourteenth
century became available in Russia not earlier than the late fourteenth century:
A. A. Typuaos, K ncropun Crummnoro ITpoaora na Pycu [A. A. Turirov, To-
ward the History of the StiSnyj Prolog in Rus’], Apesras Pyco (2006) Nr 1 (23).
36-39.
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so clear, however, whether the feast of Pokrov was established from
the very beginning as a cycle including 2 October, or whether this com-
memoration of St Andrew represents a later development.

The eve of 1 October, i.e. 30 September, is the feast of a saint whose
importance for Byzantium was especially great in the late ninth and
the early tenth centuries: St Gregory the Illuminator of Armenia.
A date in this chronological vicinity may have been chosen deliber-
ately, especially if it is true that the feast of Pokrov was established
in the first years of the tenth century. This is just another reason to go
deeply into the study of the ninth- and tenth-century cult of St Greg-
ory in Constantinople, although this cult is, regardless, important for
the understanding of the Byzantine state ideology of the Macedonian
period.

2.2. The Discovery of the Relics of St Gregory
during the Patriarchate of Photius

2.2.1. Historical Context

The commemoration days of St Gregory the Illuminator were never
connected to the day of his death because the latter was never known.
This Moses of the Armenian people died in the same manner as the
biblical Moses, that is, in an unknown place and on an unknown date.
There were two principal sources of his commemoration dates: his vi-
sion of Christ and the Heavenly Tabernacle over the future see of Etch-
miadzin, in VatarSapat (the name Etchmiadzin means “Descended the
Only-Begotten” and it comes from this vision) and the days of discov-
ery and translation of his relics.

For the early Macedonian period, there was one especially im-
portant (re)discovery of St Gregory’s relics together with those of
his companions Gaiane and Rhipsime (Hripsime) and also with the
relics of the martyrs Sergius and Bacchus; this took place in Constan-
tinople purportedly at the time of Patriarch Photius. The detailed ac-
count of this event is preserved in Armenian only (BHO 339-340). It
was composed by an Armenian Church official in 878/879 (year 327 of
the Armenian era®) for the Armenian prince of princes Asot Bagratuni
(820-891), who ruled as King Asot I from 886. This account is based on

(68) Thus in BHO 340. Two other editions (see below) have the year 325
of the Armenian era, which corresponds to 876/877 (reflecting the common
confusion between the numbers 5 and 7, G and E, in Armenian writing). For
“327” as the genuine reading, s. GREENwoop 2006, 188-189, n. 8 et passim.
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the oral description made by the Byzantine ambassador, the eunuch
Nikodemos, who presented himself as the officer responsible for the
whole process of the discovery. It is this account that is echoed in the
thirteenth-century Armenian chronicle of Vardan and other late Ar-
menian sources.”” The most probable author of the written text is the
Armenian Catholicos Georges II of Garni (878-898).7

Itis beyond any doubt that the document as it stands represents the
Church policy of Patriarch Photius, who worked strenuously for the
union with the Armenian Church and whose mutual relations with
the Armenian ecclesiastical and secular authorities were especially
close and warm.” The fact that the Byzantine cult of St Gregory the
[Nluminator received, in the early Macedonian period, a new impetus
is proven.”” Its political background is more or less known, too. Basil I
was an Armenian, and Photius (himself partially of Armenian descent)
was directly involved in promoting Basil’s depiction as a ruler from the
dynasty of Arshakids, a lineage going back to the old Armenian kings.
It was probably Photius himself who composed the genealogy tracing

(69) The account was first studied as a hagiographical document and
translated into a European language (French) in van Essroeck 1971; he knew
only one edition, of 1902 (= BHO 340 while vax Espotck 1971 mistakenly iden-
tifies it as BHO 339). In fact, there are three independent editions (s. references
below, n. 94) of this text based on three different manuscripts (the edition from
1901 by L. M. Alisan = BHO 339; from 1902 in the Etchmiadzin periodical Ara-
rat = BHO 340; and from 1954 by N. Potarean, not in BHO). Oddly enough,
van Esbroeck ignores BHO 339 completely, focusing instead on PEETERS 1942.
Peeters quotes BHO 339 only (apparently with no access to BHO 340). For the
manuscript tradition and an English translation taking into account the dif-
ferent readings, see GREENwooDp 2006, where he also lists two unpublished
manuscripts from Matenadaran, Yerevan.

(70) van EsBroeck 1971, 404.

(71) For a general outline but with no specific attention to our document,
see: I. DorRrMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et byzantins a I"époque de Photius : deux
débats théologiques apres la triomphe de I’Orthodoxie (Lovanii, 2004) (CSCO, 609,
Subs 117).

(72) Cf. one interesting fact among others: Gregory the Illuminator was
included by Photius in a new series of mosaics in St Sophia representing the
same holy hierarchs as in the epistle of Photius to Asot; see S. DER NERSES-
s1aN, Les portraits de Grégoire I'lIlluminateur dans l'art byzantin, Byzantion
36 (1967) 386-395 [repr. in EaDEM, Etudes byzantines et arméniennes. Byzantine
and Armenian Studies, vol. 1 (Louvain, 1973) (Bibliothéque arménienne de la
fondation Calouste Gulbenkian) 55-60].
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Basil back to the Arshakid king Trdat III the Great (ca 287-330), the first
Christian king of Armenia.” This Arshakid genealogy of the Macedo-
nian dynasty became the foundation of the imperial official ideology.

Thus, the political and ecclesiastical meaning of the rediscovery of
the relics of St Gregory and his companions in Constantinople is clear.
What is not so clear, however, is the precise date and the precise place
of the discovery.

2.2.2. Precise Place: taa Kagiavov Monastery near Blachernae

The Armenian account BHO 340 (based on a manuscript dated to
1454) studied by van Esbroeck localises the event at an unspecified
Holy Trinity church in the region of Constantinople called “Garin.”
The Holy Trinity Church in that district was, in fact, the principal
church among three located there. The second church was dedicated
to the protomartyr St Stephen and the third to the Holy Cross. Thus,
van Esbroeck identified this region as the quarter t&x Kagiavov near
Blachernae™ with its monastery of Staurakios”™ whose title was com-
prehended as “of the Holy Cross.” Such a mistake was likely not only
by the Armenian author, apparently unaware that the monastery was
named after the emperor Staurakios (who died at the monastery in 811
shortly after having been tonsured), but the error might also have been
transmitted by his Byzantine informant, given that the name of the
monastery was variously garbled in the Byzantine sources. One such
error includes the form ta Xtavoard, which apparently has no con-
nexion to Staurakios and refers instead to “Cross.””® Indeed, the prin-

(73) Cf. especially K. H. YOspamisaH, Apmsrckue cocydapcmea anoxu bazpa-
mudos u Busanmus IX-XI 6s. [K. N. YouzsasHIAN, The Armenian States of the Ba-
gratid Epoch and Byzantium of the ninth-eleventh centuries] (Moscow, 1988) 100-
105; A. Scuminck, The Beginnings and Origins of the “Macedonian” Dynasty,
in: R. Scort, J. Burke (eds.), Byzantine Macedonia: Identity, Image and History.
Papers from the Melbourne Conference, July 1995 (Melbourne, 2000) (Byzantina
Australiensia, 13) 61-68.

(74) On this quarter “voisin de I'église des Blachernae,” see R. JanIN,
Constantinople byzantine. Développement urbain et répertoire géographique (Paris,
21964) 367.

(75) See below Note 1 on this identification of the two monasteries, T
Kaotavov and of Staurakios.

(76) van Essrokck 1971, 405. On the monastery of Staurakios, see JaNIN
1969, 470-471. Here I have elaborated a bit on van Esbroeck’s overly succinct
phrase “...un monastere de la Trinité, appelé Staurakion ou de la Croix.”
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cipal church of the Staurakios monastery was that of the Holy Trinity.
There is nothing known about the Church of St Stephen here, but its
existence does not contradict the known facts.

Two other Armenian editions used by Timothy Greenwood (based
on manuscripts dated to 1224 and 1737) complicate the matter even
more. Both of these sources refer to this region not as “Garin” but
as “Dap'n,” that is Daphne (Aadvr)), which is a different district in
Constantinople. The confusion between the two quarters is easily ac-
counted for by Armenian writing, where quuinhtt and nuitht look very
similar. But which of the two readings is correct? Greenwood argues
for “Garin” but only “on the balance of probabilities”.”” His main argu-
ments in favour of “Garin” are the dedications of the corresponding
churches. The sanctuaries of the palace of Daphne were dedicated to
St Stephen, the Holy Trinity, and the Theotokos, with no dedication to
the Holy Cross. Moreover, the Holy Trinity in Daphne was an oratory
(evktrjoov) within an imperial palace and not a church in the proper
sense.

Greenwood’s only argument in favour of “Daphne” is the refer-
ence, in our account, to an unknown papias Aetios as the overseer of
the church. The title papias is possible only if the church belonged to an
imperial palace. To date, the offices of papias are known for the Great
Palace, the Magnaura palace, and the Daphne palace, the latter being
instituted by Michael III”® (the eunuch Nikodemos dates the events he
reports to Michael’s reign).

Of course, this does not mean that there were no specific papias for
tx Kapiavov, where an imperial palace is also known. Three of the
four daughters of Empress Theodora, according to the Life written in
the late ninth century, were secluded, in 856 or shortly thereafter, in the
monastery T Kaptavov — év 1) t@wv Kagiavov povr).” Janin consid-
ers this Life as an authoritative source, and thus attempts to explain the
presence of a monastery in this quarter despite the fact that the oth-
er (but later) sources are silent about it, referring only to an imperial

(77)  Greenwoob 2006, 183-184. PEeTERS 1942, 120, mentions only “Daph-
ne,” apparently unaware of the reading of BHO 340. Van Esbroeck disregards
both BHO 339 itself and Peeters’s quotation from it, although he often refers
to Peeters’s paper.

(78) A. K[azupan], Papias, in: 1pEm (ed.), The Oxford Dictionary of Byzan-
tium, vol. 3 (New York—Oxford, 1991) 1580.

(79)  The Life of Theodora, 11, line 10; A. MapkomovAog, Blog tng avto-
kodtepag @codwoag (BHG 1731), Xouueixta 5 (1983) 249-285, here 268.
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palace in this area.*® Greenwood seems to be right in claiming that this
interpretation of our text “...affords a neat solution to this long-stand-
ing conundrum, namely that the imperial palace Tax Kogtavov includ-
ed at least one church within its boundaries, dedicated to the Holy
Trinity.”® Janin suggested either that Michael III transformed an impe-
rial palace into a monastery for his sisters or there was a monastery
near the palace. The first supposition seems unlikely to me given that
the later authors refer to a palace and not a monastery in T Kaotoarvov.
The interpretation that best fits the sources would be a monastery in
which the nuns were members of the emperor’s family located within
the confines of the imperial palace. It is very probable that the monas-
tery ceased to exist sometime in the tenth century.

The argument in favour of the ta Kapixvov locale relies upon the
insistence of the Armenian account, which says that the discovery of
the holy relics is celebrated in Constantinople on the fifth Saturday
of Lent.® In fact, the feast of the fifth Saturday of Lent is the so-called
Saturday of Akathistos, and our Armenian account, for some reason,
apparently confuses this feast with the commemoration of the discov-
ery of the relics. The Typicon of the Great Church in the oldest, tenth-
century, manuscript prescribes for this day a pannychis (whose basic
element was a vespers service) in the Blachernae Church, with orthros
(matins) in the Holy Soros and the Eucharistic liturgy in the Great
Church (St Sophia).® The Saturday of Akathistos was established after
the siege of Constantinople by the Avars (626). The Blachernae Church
was its main sanctuary because as the faithful gathered here to pray to
the Theotokos, the enemy fleet sank off the Blachernae wall.* Regard-
less of the reasons for the confusion in our Armenian account,® such
a confounding with the Saturday of Akathistos is especially likely if

(80) Janin 1969, 278.
(81) Greenwoob 2006, 183.
(82) See the next section for the Lenten time as the date of this celebration.

(83) J. Matros, Le Typicon de la Grande Eglise. Ms. Saint-Croix, n°40,
X¢ siecle. Introduction, texte critique, traduction et notes. T. 11, Le cycle des fétes mo-
biles (Rome, 1963) (OCA, 166) 52/53-54/55 (txt/tr.).

(84) On this, see: L. M. Pertomaa, The Role of the Virgin Mary at the
Siege of Constantinople in 626, Scr 5 (2009) 284-299.

(85) In the Armenian rite, although from an unknown epoch and only
in some sources, the fifth Saturday of Lent is the commemoration of Gregory
the Illuminator’s Entry into the Cave (cf. examples of manuscripts quoted in
AKINEAN 1947, col. 607-610). This Armenian festivity could interfere, in our
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the relics were discovered near the Blachernae Church and not in the
Daphne palace.

Locating the events of our account in Daphne would presuppose a
grave error on the part of the narrator, who places the discovery of the
holy relics in the main church of the Holy Trinity, a location that surely
could not be confused with an oratory within the emperor’s palace.
Our Armenian account seems to state clearly enough that the event
took place in one of the three separately standing churches and not
within any palace. Because he thinks this account is a late composition,
Greenwood considers it to be somewhat confused; as we will show
in the next section, such problems arose from the over-exactitude of
this source rather than from any later misunderstanding. Thus, Green-
wood’s conclusion that the reading “Garin” is the genuine one must be
repeated with certitude.

Note 1: van Esbroeck’s identification
of the monastery ta Kagtavov with the monastery of Staurakios

There is a specific problem in van Esbroeck’s identification of the mon-
astery T Kagiavov with the monastery of Staurakios. In this passage,
van Esbroeck referred to Janin’s entry on the monastery of Staurakios,
apparently forgetting that Janin wrote that “[aJucun document n’indique
I'emplacement de ce monistere.”* Based on my personal acquaintance
with van Esbroeck, I take the liberty of suggesting that this identification
belongs to van Esbroeck himself — he may have forgotten that he himself,
not Janin, originated this argument and thus did not explain his reasoning
in his paper. Thus, I will try to retrace his steps.

In the Byzantine sources, we have absolutely no data concerning the
dedication of the monastery ta Kapiavov and its sanctuaries. Thus, the
data of our Armenian account are of prime importance. They show that
the principal church of the monastery was that of the Holy Trinity. Such a
dedication was not common in Constantinople,” so an attempt to identify
this monastery with another one known from other sources is reasonable.
There are three important reasons in favour of the identity of the two mon-
asteries against two less serious reasons contra.

Armenian account, with the commemoration of the discovery of the relics in
Constantinople.

(86) JaNIN 1969, 471; cf. van EsBroECk 1971, 405.
(87) The data in Janin 1969 are statistically representative. In Janin’s

lists we have 136 entries for the Theotokos, 36 for St John the Baptist, 12 for
St Stephen, and only 7 for the Holy Trinity.
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(I) Among Janin’s seven entries listing Holy Trinity sanctuaries there
is one associated with the monastery of the Holy Trinity of Stau-
rakios; its location is unknown to Janin. The dedication of this
monastery is identical with that of the main church of t&t Kagiavoo
according to our Armenian document;

(2) The second coincidence can be derived from the very name Stau-
rakios, especially in the form ta Ztavoaicd. The name of the mon-
astery can be read (and certainly was read by some in Byzantium)
as the monastery of the Holy Trinity of the Cross. This makes it
possible to consider one of the monastery’s churches as being ded-
icated to the Holy Cross, as stated in our Armenian account;

(3) The St Stephen church mentioned in the Armenian account is un-
attested in the Staurakios monastery but its existence here is ad-
missible;

(4) However, in the Staurakios monastery there was an oratory
(evktnotov) of St John the Baptist, which is in some contradiction
to our Armenian account. Indeed, the list of the three churches
of “Garin” makes no sense if it is not exhaustive for this quar-
ter. Nevertheless, this contradiction appears less acute if we take
into account that the Armenian list enumerates only the churches,
whereas the sanctuary of St John the Baptist was an oratory;

(5) Finally, the last traces of the monastery of Staurakios can be found
in the De ceremoniis of Constantine Porphyrogenete in the middle
of the tenth century (references to it in the later chronicles are ded-
icated to events of the early ninth century), which corresponds to
the disappearance of the monastery t& Kagiarvos about the same
time, most probably before the end of the tenth century.

Taken together, reasons (1), (2), and (5) are much stronger than reasons
(3) and (4), and this is especially important given that the dedication to
the Holy Trinity was uncommon in Constantinople. We have a relatively
narrow set of church complexes that included a Holy Trinity sanctuary,
and, within this set, we have a series of important agreements and much
less important disagreements between one of these complexes and that
of our Armenian account. Unless there was an unattested complex even
more similar to that of our Armenian account, we have to assume that the
monastery ta Kapuavov is that of Staurakios.

2.2.3. Date: between 862 and 867

The date of the rediscovery of the holy relics in the eunuch
Nikodemos’ account is somewhat strange: it appears during the reigns
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of the emperors Michael and Theodora but also under patriarch Pho-
tius. Patriarch Photius (858-867, 877-886) started his first patriarchate
when Theodora had already ceased to be regent (856) and had been
removed from court (August or September 858). Theodora’s retirement
was likely a precondition of the deposition of patriarch Ignatius in
November 858% and, consequently, of the enthronment of Photius on
25 December. Both van Esbroeck and Greenwood consider such dating
as an anachronism, although explain it in different ways.

Greenwood’s approach is somewhat overcritical: “Rather than in-
terpreting the inclusion of Photius in the account as simply a mistake,
it seems to me that it was deliberate and that it reveals the influence of
Photius in the composition of the text.”® In other words, Greenwood
supposes here a deliberate falsification inspired by Photius himself at
the beginning of his second patriarchate (which began on 22 October
877), when the Armenian text was composed. Greenwood’s point of
view does not allow him to date precisely the discovery of the relics,
but he argues for the dating of the historical core of the account to the
period when Theodora was regent, from 842 to 856. In fact, Green-
wood writes along the same lines as Peeters, whose conclusions were
almost the same while even more critical regarding the historicity of
the account.”

Van Esbroeck proposes the exact date of 26 May 843.°" The only
anachronism he acknowledges in our text is that Photius is named as
patriarch. Nevertheless, according to van Esbroeck, “...il se peut qu’il
ait participé a la procession avant avoir accédé aux charges ecclésias-
tiques suprémes.”*?

Both van Esbroeck and Greenwood overlook a short period when
Photius was patriarch at the same time that Michael and Theodora
were the emperors, from 863 (or even 862), when Theodora returned
to the court,” to 23 September 867, when Michael was murdered. The

(88) J. HErrIN, Women in Purple. Rulers of Medieval Byzantium (London,
2001) 227.

(89) Greenwoob 2006, 184.

(90) PeetErs 1942, 121.

(91) van EsBroeck 1971, 404—405.
(92) van EsBroeck 1971, 404.

(93) On the return of Theodora to the court, see: F. Hirsch, Byzantinische
Studien (Leipzig, 1876) 66 (first observation of the fact, imprecise in some de-
tails); J. B. Bury, The Ceremonial Book of Constantine Porphyrogenetos, Eng-
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discovery of the holy relics described in our account must be dated to
this interval and the account itself must be considered as free from any
errors in chronology.

2.2.4. The Date of the Liturgical Commemoration

The only scholar who paid due attention to the date of the liturgi-
cal commemoration was van Esbroeck. Unfortunately, an error in his
translation compromised his efforts in this field. The relevant passage
was translated by Greenwood, too, with no formal error but never-
theless incorrectly. Neither translation grasped the relevant Armenian
liturgical term.

The Armenian text reads as follows: G1 hpwgnpstgut wuwgkwpu
h pwnwultnpnut [Alishan; Ararat edition: punwuubpnpnut] Uksh
wuwubiphly, h hhugkpnpynidu swpwpnit™ — “And the aforesaid oc-
curred during the Lent of great Easter, on the fifth Saturday.”® The
key word here is punwulinpnp/punwutibpnpnp, which is the literal

lish Historical Review 22 (1907) 209-227, 417-439, here 434 (the date of Theodo-
ra’s return to the court and her regaining of the title of Augusta based on her
role in the court ceremonial); 1DEM, A history of the Eastern Roman empire from
the fall of Irene to the accession of Basil 1., A.D. 802-867 (New York, 1912) 117,
n. 3 and 284, n. 4; HErrIN, Women in Purple..., 228 and 293, n. 99 and 100. Pope
Nicholas I addressed Theodora as Augusta in his letter to her in 866.

(94) Quoted according to BHO 339: 1. U. Utrcuy, Zuyuwywnnid. Nwwn-
uUniphill Zuyng. Zunnp £ (Chuknhy, b Jwiu U. Twqupne, 1901) [E. M. ALr-
SAN, Antiquities. The History of Armenia, vol. 2 (Venice, San Lazzaro Island,
1901)] 4248, here 48, and BHO 340: Muwnuniphtl junuqu ghtnh tpjuwpug
Qphgnph Zwyng Ukdwg Lniuunnpsh [The History of the Discovery of the
Relics of Gregory the Illuminator of Great Armenia], Upwpwwn [Ararat] 35
(1902) 1178-1183, here 1182. The 1954 edition (unavailable to me), according
to GrReeNwooD 2006, has here the same reading.

(95) Greenwood’s translation modified; Greenwood translated the pas-
sage as “the forty days” instead of “the Lent” (GrReenwoobp 2006, 181). “Forty
days” is here an explicative translation but rather unhelpful because the Ar-
menian text uses a precise liturgical term. Van Esbroeck translated “...dans
les quarante jours apres la grande Paque, le cinquiéme samedi,” and then cal-
culated the date of the discovery as the year when the memory of Sergius
and Bacchus on 26 May coincided with the fifth Saturday after Easter (van
EsBroeck 1971, 404-406). These calculations are of course unacceptable but the
very idea that the additional commemoration of Sergius and Bacchus in May
has some connexion with the discovery of their relics in Constantinople is still
worthy of attention.
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rendering of the Greek term tecoaparxoot) which means the 40-day
fast period. Thus, the Armenian account establishes the commemora-
tion on the fifth Saturday of Lent, which is known in the Byzantine rite
as the Saturday of Akathistos.

The same date is confirmed by Vardan the Great, who finished his
Historical Compilation in 1267: “Nikit [sic “Nicetas” instead of the cor-
rect “Nikodemos”*] reported: “We found the relic of St Gregory the
[Nluminator during Lent ['h junnt hwgul, /it., “in salting of breads”]
in the fifth week on Saturday,” which they made a festival.”*” Kirakos
Ganjakeci, who studied with the same teacher as his close colleague
Vardan, included the same story but in a more imprecise fashion in his
History, which covers the period to 1265.” Neither historian mentions
the relics of either Sergius and Bacchus or of Gaiane and Rhipsime.

Although it is scarcely possible that the discovery of the relics was
commemorated on the Saturday of Akathistos, it is nevertheless a com-

(96) The year in the corresponding fragment is also indicated incorrectly:
325 of Armenian era instead of 327.

(97) R. W. TnomsoN, The Historical Compilation of Vardan Arewelc’i,
DOP 43 (1989) 125-226, here 186. Armenian text: U. Eury, Uksht dwpputiuyg
Jupnuybn Fupdppbpnbghn), Muwndniphil mhbqbpulul (Unuyduw, 1861)
[M. Emin, Vardan the Great Barjrberdc’i, The Universal History (Moscow,
1861)] 116 =[1. Urreuv,] Zwiwpntifu wwwndntplwl dupnutuyy uppuuybnh
(P dkubkwnhl, h Unipp Twqup, 1862) (Uwwnbkuwgpmphiup twptbwug.
Nuwudwghpp Zwyng) [<k. ALSan,> The Historical Compilation of Vardan the
vardapet (In Venice, in San-Lazzaro, 1862) (Ancient Literature. Historiogra-
phy of Armenia)] 85. There is no critical edition of this work by Vardan. The
edition by Alisan is based on two early manuscripts, one of which is to be
dated before 1304 and written by Step‘anos Siunec’i, who was a great historian
himself. The manuscript background of the editio princeps by Emin goes back
to the fifteenth century. In the Armenian rite, Lent is called “the fast of salt and
bread,” wnnihwghg wuwhp, because the faithful limit their meal on the feria
to salted bread only (I am grateful for this clarification to Alexandr Kananyan
and to Fr Ghevond, vardapet in Jerusalem).

(98) Critical edition: 4. Uttre-Ozueuusty, Yhpwlnu Qubdwlbgh,
Nundniphil huyng (Epkqub, 1961) [K. MeLik -Onanjanyan, Kirakos Ganja-
kec’i, The History of Armenia (Yerevan, 1961)] 14; translation by R. BEDrosIAN
(1986), online publication http://rbedrosian.com/kg2.htm, p. 11: “An imperial
eunuch came and related all this to King Ashot, and when he heard it, he glo-
rified God and instituted a feast of Saint Gregory on that day, Saturday in the
sixth week of Lent. This feast is observed to this day.” The eunuch is anony-
mous here, the year is not indicated, and the festival is placed on the sixth (not
fifth) Saturday of Lent, although not in Byzantium but in Armenia.
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prehensible error given the fact that the Church of the Holy Trinity in
t Kapuavov was located near the Blachernae Church, where the Sat-
urday of Akathistos was one of the most important local feasts. Indeed,
the events described in the Armenian account are hardly possible on a
day when a great feast was celebrated in almost the same location.

Van Esbroeck’s means of determining the genuine commemoration
date can be at least partially invoked, and we can also be guided by
the commemoration days for Sergius and Bacchus as well. Indeed, we
have in Constantinople an additional day dedicated to their memory
apart from the normal date on 7 October.”

The Constantinople Synaxaria contain an additional commemo-
ration of Sergius and Bacchus on 26 May (with variants on 27 and
28 May) v toig Povdpviavaic.'® This phrase refers to the monastery
created in about 394 near Chalcedon by Claudius Rufinus, a minister
of Theodosius the Great."”! This location of the feast is explainable by
the activity of the anchoret John (1 ca 877) who was appointed under
Basil I (about 867) as the hegumen of the famous monastery of Sergius
and Bacchus év toic Oppiodov, where their relics were available to
pilgrims. His Life by Joseph the Hymnographer is preserved in a Geor-
gian version only.'”

(99) For the hagiographical dossier of Sergius and Bacchus and their
commemoration date on 7 October, see E. K. FowpeN, The Barbarian Plain. Saint
Sergius between Rome and Iran (Berkley—Los Angeles—London, 1999) (The
transformation of the classical heritage, 28), esp. 8, n. 1.

(100)  Synaxarium CP, cols. 709, 713.

(101) Janin guesses that “Rufinianes” is a quarter of Constantinople that
may be located on the shore facing the Prince Islands, but van Esbroeck in
1971 was unable to suggest a specific location, stating that nothing certain was
known. However, in his 1996 article van Esbroeck recalled a forgotten study
by J. Pargoire dedicated to the monastery: J. PARGo1rE, Rufinianes, BZ 8 (1899)
429-477; cf. M. vaN EsBroEck, La Vie de Saint Jean higoumene de Saint Serge
par Joseph le Skevophylax, Oriens Christianus 80 (1996) 153-166, here 155. Par-
goire demonstrated that the monastery was situated three miles to the east of
Chalcedon.

(102) On this Life, see K. KekeLipzE, Un monument inconnu de la lit-
térature byzantine en version géorgienne, Bedi Kartlisa 19-20 (1965) 61-68
(I am grateful to D. Kashtanov for a copy of this paper); it is a translation
from Kekelidze’s Russian edition: K. Kekean3g, HenspecTHbIN TaMSITHUK BI-
3aHTUIICKOJ AUTEPATYPHI B IPY3MHCKOM IIepeBoJe, in: 3. 3939099, JH¥I©gdo
3390 JoHMMO o MsBHGob obEHMmMmoowsb [K. KexELIDZE, Studies from
the History of the Old Georgian Literature], VIII (mdoqoobo, 1962) 244-255 (first
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Van Esbroeck explained convincingly why the monastery of Rufini-
anes became a place associated with the cult of Sergius and Bacchus
using, on the one hand, the different known dates of commemoration
of these saints, and, on the other, the dates associated with hegumen
John. The monastery also became a place of commemoration of John
himself, which is natural if he used this place as a silent retreat, espe-
cially in his final days.'®

There is, however, a problem. The Life of hegumen John contains an-
other story about a discovery of the relics of Sergius in Constantinople,
a story that is different from that of our previous Armenian source. In
this source, it is stated (§ 15) that John discovered many relics of saints
including, among others, those of St Sergius (without Bacchus): “...Et
en allant ici et 13, il découvrit beaucoup d’autres reliques de saints, car
les saints le lui présentaient avec diligence comme a un véritable saint.
Bien plus a Constantinople, dans le sanctuaire de saint Serge, il décou-
vrit lui-méme les reliques cachées depuis de longues années, et que
quelques hommes étourdis avaient cachées ainsi ignominieusement
sous terre.”'™ The “sanctuary of St Sergius” mentioned here is none
other than the main church of the monastery where John was the hegu-
men. The date of the discovery is not specified but it seems to imply
that it occurred during the period of his hegumenate. The differences
with the Armenian account encompass the time, the place, the identity
of the discoverer, and the contents of the discovery (no relics other
than those of Sergius). Unfortunately, van Esbroeck accepts these data

published in 1955). The text is published by Kekelidze with an introduc-
tory article in: 3. 39390009, 9G¥I©OIVO IZIWO JoMHNMWO WOGHIOSGIOHOL
obBHMM00sb, III (mdowobo, 1955) 251-270, the text on p. 260-270. Transla-
ted in van EsBroEck, La Vie de Saint Jean higoumene..., 159-166. The hagi-
ographer called himself “Joseph the Skeuophylax” and is identified as Joseph
the Hymnographer by Kekelidze. Joseph was appointed skeuophylax by Pa-
triarch Ignatius at the beginning of his second patriarchate, not earlier than
867 (not during his first patriarchate, as Kekelidze thought); cf. A. K[azupAN],
D. C[onomos], N. P[ATTERSON] S[EVEENKO], Joseph Hymnographer, in: Kazn-
DAN (ed.), The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 2, 1074. Janin 1969, 451-454,
accepts uncritically the data of the Georgian source (without discussing or
even naming the source, and with a typo in the reference to Bedi Kartlisa, cf.
JaniN 1969, 452 et n. 9: “1955” instead of “1965”).

(103) vanN EsBroEck, La Vie de Saint Jean higoumeéne..., 155-156.

(104) Translation from van EsBrokck, La Vie de Saint Jean higoumeéne...,
163.
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uncritically and without any comment;'® by 1996 he may have forgot-
ten his 1971 study, although, in a different way, his previous statement
that the May dates of the commemoration of Sergius and Bacchus cor-
respond to the discovery of their relics in Constantinople still holds.
Thus, the problem passed unresolved and unobserved.

I think that there are serious reasons not to believe in the version of
the Life written by Joseph the Hymnographer. The story is contained
in the section of the Life (§§ 1-16) in which Joseph was relying on his
anonymous oral informer from the monastery of John (in the remain-
ing section, he was writing as an eyewitness).'"” His account is very
general and rather vague. The implied date of the discovery, although
different, is not very remote from that of the Armenian account (not
earlier than 867 vs not later than 865, respectively). Both hegumen John
and Joseph the Hymnographer belonged to the Ignatians, and in their
milieu, the good deeds of Photius during his first patriarchate would
scarcely have been acknowledged. All these factors point to the attri-
bution to John as the discoverer of the relics as a pious local tradition
from John’s monastery. All the details are obliterated and a little anach-
ronism is overlooked, but the honour of finding the main relics of the
monastery is reattributed to the only person and the only place which
were really worthy — the monastery of Sergius and Bacchus and its
hegumen, who was already famous for his ability to discover the relics
of saints.

In contrast, the Armenian account is quite detailed, and its author,
eunuch Nikodemos, was a participant in the events he describes. He
was not especially interested in the relics of Sergius, and he thus had
no need of inventing such detail. Moreover, according to the synax-
aria, there was no specific feast of Sergius and Bacchus in this monas-
tery outside of their commemoration on 7 October.'” It is thus unlikely
that any real discovery of the relics took place here: otherwise, its date
would be marked as a feast, at least on the local level. And, finally,
the common veneration of the relics of Gregory the Illuminator and

(105) van EsBroECK, La Vie de Saint Jean higoumene..., 156: “Si quelqu’un
du avoir trouvé I'idée de faire au printemps une Panégyrie des saints Serge
et Bacchus aux Rufiniennes, qui ne devaient pas étre tres fréquentées apres la
crise iconoclaste, c’est assurément I’higoumene de Saint-Serge qui avait ret-
rouvé leurs reliques.”

(106) van EsBroEck, La Vie de Saint Jean higoumene..., 155.
(107)  See, for a general context, JANIN 1969, 451-454.
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Sergius is a historical fact going back to the realities of Armenia in the
seventh century.

The joined veneration of St Sergius and St Gregory the Illuminator
can be traced back to the activity of the Armenian Catholicos Nerses III
Sinot (“the Builder”) shortly after 642; he was the creator of their com-
mon sanctuary in VatarSapat which contains the relics of both saints.
This Catholicos of the epoch of the Monothelite union, who was in full
communion with the Chalcedonian Church of Constantinople, is the
one most likely responsible for the translation to Constantinople of the
parts of the relics that were rediscovered in the ninth century.'” The re-
discovery of the relics at this time seems natural, especially if they had
been deprived of their identifying inscriptions during the Iconoclastic
period, which was a hard time for the veneration of saints’ relics. (The
miracle of their rediscovery described in the Armenian account depicts
the identification of relics of previously unknown saints but does not
describe the discovery of the relics themselves — the actual relics were
preserved in the Trinity Church from a remote period.)

Thus, it is reasonable to accept 26 May (or 27-28) as the date of the
discovery of the holy relics in the Holy Trinity Church. Such a varia-
tion of the date in the Synaxaria is especially natural if the original
feast included three days corresponding to the three groups of saints
(Gregory, Gaiane, and Rhipsime on the one hand, and Sergius and Bac-
chus on the other), from 26 to 28 May.

All these considerations seem to me sufficient to conclude that Jo-
seph’s version of the events is erroneous: it detaches the finding of Ser-
gius’ relics from the other relics found at the same time (even from the
relics of Bacchus!'”) and ascribes the finding to John, in whose monas-
tery the relics of Sergius were eventually deposed.

The disagreement between the two accounts emerged from the
fact that the relics of Sergius had been translated to the monastery of
Sergius and Bacchus from the place where they had been discovered
several years before. We can therefore affirm our previous conclusion
that 26-28 May are the days of the commemoration of the discovery of
the holy relics in & Kagtarvov.

(108) For a detailed study, see van EsBroeck 1971, 406—411.

(109) The Life of John does not mention the relics of Bacchus in the mon-
astery. The Russian pilgrim in 1200, Antony of Novgorod does not mention
them either, but other pilgrims mention here the relics of both Sergius and
Bacchus (s. JANIN 1969, 453). The earliest mention of Bacchus’ relics is con-
tained in the account of an anonymous Englishman ca 1190.
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It is especially interesting to ask whether the proclamation of the
future Basil I as co-emperor on 26 May 866 was in any way connected
with the new feast of Gregory the Illuminator on the same day.'” The
ceremony was performed when Basil persuaded Michael III to make
him a co-emperor after the murder of caesar Bardas on 21 April 866.
It is logical, therefore, that a date shortly thereafter would have been
chosen for the ceremony. The source providing a detailed account of
the ceremony is Symeon Logothetos (who wrote after 948 and cer-
tainly before 1013, most probably nearer to 948) in his Chronicle 131,
39—40."" In his description, the ceremony is dated to the day of Pente-
cost, with no date according to the Julian calendar and no mention of
any saints. The date 26 May has been determined by modern scholars
as the date of Pentecost for the corresponding year. Most probably, the
ceremony performed in St Sophia on Pentecost had no connexion to
the commemoration day of either Gregory the Illuminator or of Ser-
gius and Bacchus. Constantine Porphyrogenete, in his Life of Basil, 18,
also describes the feast on this day as Pentecost, and mentions no other
feasts.!?

2.3. Gregory the Illuminator and Isaac the Parthian
as the Saints of the Macedonian Dynasty

2.3.1. Isaac the Parthian in Photius’ Cult
of St Gregory the Illuminator

The cult of St Gregory the Illuminator promoted by Photius pre-
sumed a reference to some “prophecy.” In his Life of Ignatius, Nicetas
Paphlagon describes a complicated intrigue allegedly conducted by
Photius after his involuntary retirement in 867. It was at this point that
Photius began the work that paved the way for the official acknowl-
edgment of Basil’s descent from the Armenian Arshakids, and his ac-
count of the intrigue concludes with a prophecy about Basil’s reign.
The most interesting aspect here (and the aspect most neglected by
modern historians) is the content of this prophecy. Nicetas Paphlagon
does not go in detail, saying only that Basil was “prophesied” to be

(110) Vera Zemskova drew my attention to this coincidence of the dates.

(111) Symeon Logothetos, 252-253. I share the view of the editor and oth-
er scholars who do not identify this Symeon Logothetos with Symeon Meta-
phrastes. See, for details, the editor’s “Prolegomena,” ibid., p. 4*-8*.

(112) Bekker, Theophanes Continuatus..., 239.
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“the most fortunate and the most long-living among all the emperors
forever,” and noting that the manuscript containing both the geneal-
ogy and the prophecy was full of such lies that everybody would roar
with laughter when they heard about it.'"

The most precise among the Byzantine authors is Constantine Por-
phyrogenete in his Life of Basil, 19. In describing Basil’s coronation as
co-emperor on 26 May 866, he wrote: “And then was accomplished a
prediction and a prophecy (given) three hundred and fifty years before
by Isaac, the most able seer among the priests and the monks, who
was himself of the Arshakid descent, who has been taught by the vi-
sion that after the period of such number of years somebody from the
descendants of Arshak will raise the sceptres of the Roman Empire.”!!*
It is evident that Constantine means the well-known Vision of Sahak
Part’ev (Isaac the Parthian; BHO 547), but from a specific Byzantine
recension that was distinct from the literal Greek translation of the
Vision which is preserved among the undated texts of the anti-Arme-
nian polemics.’® The most obvious distinction is that both the Arme-
nian original and its known Greek version deal with Armenia only and
by no means with the Roman Empire, while the Vision in Constantine’s
recension concentrates exclusively on Byzantium.''

The Vision of Sahak in Armenian is known in a separate recension
and it also appears within the text of the late fifth-century History of
Lazar P’arpec’i.'’” The text is the same in both cases. Its Armenian or-

(113) Nicetas Paphlagon, The Life of Ignatius, PG 105, 568 A: (Photius) ...0v
evTLXEoTATA KAl TTOAVXQOVIWTATA TV €€ alwvog BePaciAevkdtwy Baot-
Agvoovta mpodntevet. Muglolg d¢ Pevdeowy, oig 1det YyavvvoOal tovTov
AKOVOVTA, TO CUYYQAUHUA KATAQTIOAUEVOG. ..

(114) Bexker, Theophanes Continuatus..., 241: tote d¢ kai 1) TEO TEVT-
KOVTQ KAl TOLAKOC WV €TV mEeopenots kat tpodntela t0 TéAog EAduBavev
Toadk TOL DLOQATIKWTATOL TWV LEQEWV Kal PovaxwV, 06 €& AQoakdwV Katl
avTOG Katayopevog dU' 6pauatog Epadev 0Tt HETX TOOOVTOV XQOVOV TOV
HETAEL €k TV ATOYOVWY Apodkou péAAeL g émi ta TS Pwpaikng faot-
Aelag oxnmroa avaBiBaleodat

(115) G. Garrrtg, La Vision de S. Sahac en grec, Mus 71 (1958) 255-278.

(116) The number 350 is retained from the original Armenian text al-
though it makes no sense here: it refers to 516 (= 866-350) whereas Sahak
Part’ev died ca 439.

(117) Text of the vision: Twqup Pupwtgh, 60-75. The English transla-
tion by R. W. TnomsoN, The History of tazar P’arpec’i (Atlanta, GA, 1991) is
unavailable to me. A Latin translation of the Vision is provided by Garitte, La
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igin is now considered as certain although its specific attribution to
Lazar P'arpec’i is still in some dispute. In any case, the Vision is an
early Armenian text. Its first mention in Greek appears in the list of the
catholicoses of Great Armenia (Greek title is Ka©oAukot trc MeydAng
Aoppeviacg), ca 700. This reference is especially interesting because it
summarises the account of the situation when St Sahak tells of his vi-
sion. This account is known in Armenian in the text of Lazar P’arpec’i,
where it prefaces the Vision of St Sahak but is not part of the text of
the Vision itself. The text of Lazar seems not to have been translated
into Greek, although the context surrounding the occurrence of the
Vision was certainly known in Byzantium, at least through this list of
catholicoses. This situation bears a striking similarity to that of Photius
between his two patriarchates, when he was composing (or, at least,
adapting) the genealogy of Basil the Macedonian from the Arshakids.

Catholicos St Sahak was deposed because of intrigues among the
Armenian princes. His three successors were not very successful, and
the Armenian princes eventually repented and asked St Sahak to re-
turn to his see. He refused (leaving the position to St Mesrop Mastoc’
instead) and explained his actions by referring to the vision that he had
received after having been deposed (§§ 13-24).""® Such a story would
certainly have been near to Photius’ heart after 867.

Nicetas Paphlagon states that the Arshakid genealogy of Basil the
Macedonian that was composed by Photius also contained some pro-
phetic element. We know also, from Constantine Porphyrogenete, that
this prophetic element went back to the Vision of St Sahak. We might
thus reasonably recover other elements of this prophecy by comparing
the contents of the Vision of St Sahak with the realities of the reign of
Basil I.

The prophecy of Sahak focused on two figures, not only the king
but also the patriarch. In this prophecy, the patriarch who will appear
with the future Arshakid ruler will himself be a descendant of St Greg-
ory the [lluminator and thus he, too, will be of Arshakid descent. Both

Vision de S. Sahac... A French translation of the whole text by Samuél Ghésar-
ian is published in V. Lancrors (éd.), Collection des historiens anciens et modernes
de I’Arménie. T. 2 (Paris, 1869). Unfortunately, I had no access to the separate
recension of the Vision, but it is reported to be almost identical to that of Lazar
P’arpec’i.

(118) G. GarittE, La Narratio de rebus Armeniae. Edition critique et com-
mentaire (Louvain, 1952) (CSCO, 132; Subs, 4) 403—404 (Greek text), 407-408
(Georgian version).
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the Arshakid king and the Arshakid priest are the messianic figures
of the eschatological revival of the relevant kingdom (Armenia in the
Armenian original but Byzantium in the Byzantine recension of the
late ninth century): there “...will rise a king from the lineage of the
Arshakids, and the patriarchal see will be renewed by the offspring of
Saint Gregory” (..junuk puquinp juqqtn Upowlniutwg, b inpngh
wpnn huypuybnmplwb h pwnuiknk uppnjn ¥phgnph:).'** The part
of the prophecy of Sahak which concerns the Arshakid patriarch is
completely suppressed from Constantine Porphyrogenete’s account —
and not without reason, as we will see below — but it is traceable in
earlier sources relating to patriarch Stephen I (886-893).

Stephen was officially the youngest son of Basil I (born in Novem-
ber 867) but, most likely, was actually a son of Michael III (as was
Stephen’s older brother, Leo VI the Wise). Basil had Stephen castrated
in his childhood in preparation for a Church career. He became a monk
during Basil’s reign and was ordained as a deacon by patriarch Pho-
tius (in fact, Photius may have participated in Basil’s plan to prepare
Stephen for patriarchate'?). Shortly after Basil’'s death (29 August 886),
Leo VI deposed Photius (formally this was a voluntary resignation)
and sent him into exile to the monastery of Bordi in Armenia; he then
made Stephen patriarch, probably on Christmas Eve of 886."* Stephen
was consecrated at age 19.

Such a turn of events must taken Photius by surprise, although he
had violated the canons himself in ordaining Stephen as a deacon long
before the canonical age (which was set at 25 years of age, according
to canon 14 of the Council in Trullo, 692). In his Nomocanon (title I,
ch. 23), Photius repeated Novella 123 of Justinian (ch. I, 1), which es-
tablished the minimal age for episcopacy as 30 years or, in some ex-
ceptional cases, 25 years.'? However, Basil’s idea that the next patri-
arch must be his own son, thus an Arshakid and also a descendent of
St Gregory the Illuminator, fit the prophecy of Sahak and was thus
duly approved by Photius. Indeed, Leo the Wise’s funeral oration for

(119) Awmqup Pupytkgh, 71.
(120) This opinion is shared by TouGHER, The Reign of Leo VLI..., 83 (Stephen
as a figure close to Photius and, thus, acceptable to the clergy as patriarch).

(121) See especially J. GrRosDIDIER DE Marons, Trois études sur Léon VI :
I. homélie de Léon VI sur le sacre du patriarche Etienne, TM 5 (1973) 181-
206.

(122) T. A. Paaan, M. Iotan, Zovtayua tov Ociwv kal lepav kavovay,
T. A' (Athens, 1852) 59-60.
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his father seems to confirm the idea that Photius agreed with Basil’s
desire to appoint his son as patriarch. Leo’s funeral oration was deliv-
ered in September or October 886. Photius was still the patriarch at that
time and was probably present when Leo delivered his speech (which
expressed Leo’s retroactive support of Photius in his earlier conflict
with patriarch Ignatius).'®

Leo praises Basil especially for establishing peace in the Church
during the conflict between the two patriarchs, Photius and Ignatius.
Leo then proceeds to connect this success in peacemaking to the dedi-
cation of his younger brother Stephen to the Church: Basil, he says,
“...does not stop after having collected into the one (body) the divided
Church but gave his child to the Church...,” in a manner similar to that
of Abraham. Leo’s action, however, was even greater because Abraham
acted according to the command of God, but Basil acted according to
his own proper choice. “Thus, as if it was not he who gave something
to God but as if he rather received the greatest (gifts) when acting as
peacemaker for the Church, he confesses his gratitude presenting the
fruit of the womb.”*** It is far from obvious why the dedication of his
own child to the Church has any relation to peacemaking. At the time
the speech was delivered, Stephen was not yet patriarch. Such an ex-
planation of Basil’s behaviour does not make sense unless we accept
that this connexion between Stephen and the peace of the Church had
something to do with the future. Indeed, if Stephen is the future Ar-
shakid patriarch from the offspring of St Gregory the Illuminator, ev-
erything falls into place: Basil provided a temporary pacification of the
Church through his intervention in the conflict between Photius and
Ignatius, but after this he took measures toward establishing a defini-
tive peace by dedicating his own son to the Church. Why was such an

(123) Leo’s attitude toward Photius, as it is expressed in this homily, is
analysed in the “Introduction” of the editors in A. Vocr, I. HausHERR, Oraison
funébre de Basile I par son fils Léon VI le Sage (Rome, 1932) (Orientalia Christiana,
26,1 = No 77) 18-23.

(124) Vocrt, HAUSHERR, Oraison funébre..., 64/65 (txt/French tr.) = Tu. AN-
GELorouLoU, Leonis VI Sapientis Imperatoris Byzantini Homiliae (Turnhout,
2008) (CCSG, 63) 210.449-461: kai ovy lotatat HEXOL TOU DECTTACHUEVT|V
ovoaV TNV EKKAN OV €ig €V ouvayayely, AAAX Kal TOV Taida dweeltat T
EKKANOIA. .. WS 0DV OUK avTOC TL Oe@) CLVELTEYKWV, AAA” €kelvov HAAAOV
T péyota AaBwv, to ™) EkkAnoia v elprjvnv dU éxeltvov meptmomOnvat
OWOW TQ €K KOWIAG KAQTQ TNV €VXAOLOTIAV OLOAOYEL
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exotic measure considered effective? The only possible answer lies in
the prophecy of St Sahak.

Another overlooked reference to the Vision of St Sahak is contained
in an anonymous laudatory poem in honour of Basil I written, most
probably, by Photius himself soon after his return to the patriarchal
see in 877 (and if it is not by Photius himself, it certainly comes from
his circle). The concluding part of the poem opens with the following
lines (1. 198-199):

amavta tavta Xootog 0 Lwhjg aval

&v ovpavolig €ypapev eig Belov Ogovov.

All the above Christ who is the king of life
Wrote in the heavens on the divine throne.'®

To write something on the divine throne located in the heavens is
not usual in Byzantine imagery. It would be tempting to understand
these verses as containing an ellipsis, “Christ... (sitting) on the divine
throne,” but such a phrase would demand another preposition (&t
instead of eig; for eig in the corresponding meaning cf. Jn 8:6). In the
Vision of St Sahak, the words quoted above about the future king from
the Arshakids and the future patriarch from the offspring of St Greg-
ory were written in golden letters on the parchment that was lying on
the seat of the heavenly throne.'?® It seems to me the most natural to
understand the whole poem as a rhetorical composition on the motive
of the renovation of the empire according to the Vision of St Sahak.

This brief review thus indicates that the prophecy of St Sahak was
considered as pertaining both to Basil as well as to his son Stephen,
who was also a constituent part of the so-called genealogy of Basil
from the Arshakids. This, in turn, leads us to the conclusion that the
Byzantine cult of St Gregory the Illuminator absorbed, under Basil, a
new component: St Gregory became the forefather of the future patri-
arch, Stephen.

2.3.2. St Gregory the Illuminator in the Cult of St Patriarch Stephen

For Leo the Wise, it was certainly difficult to justify why Stephen
could be allowed to become patriarch at age 19. Such an age of con-
secration was unprecedented even for ordinary bishops. Stephen’s

(125) A. MarkorouLos, An Anonymous Laudatory Poem in Honor of
Basil I, DOP 46 (1992) 225-232, here 231.

(126) Nwqup Pupykgh, 71.
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reputation as the divinely appointed successor of Photius was an im-
portant precondition to the success of his appointment. In his hom-
ily on the consecration of Stephen, Leo does not limit himself to the
usual phrases about the “divine choice” of the new patriarch “known
by God before the conception,”'* but provides an allusion which is
probably referring to the Vision of St Sahak: Agxtepevg aveltat T Occ,
0G TOIG KATW HEV AVAKTOQOLIS TAS UNTOIKALS WOVAS ATIEAVOEV, TWV
avw d¢ Paocelwv, ws 0pate, TovTtov E£edéxeto otédog (“An arch-
priest is promised to God — which resolved the maternal pains to the
king’s dwellings of below and received, as you see, this crown of the
royal abodes of above”)."® The words “as you see” point to the cur-
rent situation, that is, the consecration of Stephen as patriarch. This
consecration does not presuppose any “crown,” let alone a crown of an
earthly king. A simple wordplay with otédpog and the name Stephen
would not suffice to justify the mention of heavenly royal abodes (or
“royal palaces”) in a strict symmetry with the earthly ones. The roy-
al descent of the new patriarch would justify such a metaphor but if
Leo alludes to his descent from the saints belonging to the royal dy-
nasty of the Arshakids it would make more sense. In the context of the
Vision of St Sahak, such a metaphor would accentuate the descent of the
patriarch fromboth royal and saintly stock. If this guessis true, Leorecalls
the already well known prophecy of Stephen as the future patriarch —
according to the Macedonian reinterpretation of the Vision of St Sahak —
in trying to justify Stephen’s uncanonical consecration at the age of 19.

Stephen’s personal reputation at the time of his patriarchate was
high. After his early death on 17 or 18 May 893, he was venerated as a
saint. His relics were deposed in the monastery of St George the Syceote
near the Blachernae. The day of his repose was a feast (17 or 18 May
according to different recensions of the Synaxarium'?). However, the
main synaxis in his memory with a solemn procession from St Sophia
to St George the Syceote monastery, where the Eucharistic liturgy was
celebrated, was on 27 May.”® Thus, although the date of St Stephen’s
death on 17 or 18 May was a local feast in the monastery in which his
relics were deposed, his main feast was celebrated on a different date,

(127) AncerorouLrovu, Leonis VI Sapientis..., 302.102 (cf. 300.43), 302.98-99.
(128) Ibid., 300.39-41.
(129)  Synaxarium CP, cols. 689, 694. Cf. Janin 1969, 77-78.

(130)  Synaxarium CP, col. 714. MatEos, Le Typicon de la Grande Eglise...,
t. I Le cycle des douze mois (Rome, 1962) (OCA, 165) 300/301 (txt/tr.).
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27 May, with a stational liturgy regulated by the Typicon of the Great
Church. There must be a reason for the importance of the date 27 May.

This date makes sense within the cycle containing the commemo-
ration of St Gregory the Illuminator, given both that St Gregory was
considered as the forefather of Stephen and also that his cult included
a commemoration of the prophecy of St Sahak about Stephen. A feast
of St Stephen on this day is an indirect demonstration that the cycle in-
cluding the commemoration of St Gregory the Illuminator on 26 to 28
May still existed in 893, and that the Vision of St Sahak was still present
in the actual official ideology. Given that the saints whose relics were
discovered in tax Kaptarvov were enumerated in the Armenian account
listing Gregory the Illuminator first, then Gaiane and Rhipsime, and fi-
nally Sergius and Bacchus, itis most likely that the day commemorating
St Gregory was the first day of the cycle, 26 May, on the eve of the day
of the commemoration of his alleged successor as patriarch, Stephen.

We see, however, that in the tenth century, the commemoration of St
Gregory in May was suppressed — there is no trace in the Synaxarium
or the Typicon. Moreover, we have seen in Constantine Porphyroge-
nete that the part of the prophecy of St Sahak concerning the Arshakid
patriarch no longer fit the current situation and was probably forgotten.
It is certain at least that the Vision of St Sahak ceased to be a document
of actual Byzantine ideology and, in its Byzantine recension (where
St Sahak prophesied about the Roman Empire, not about Armenia),
it was completely forgotten. The Greek and Georgian versions avail-
able among the anti-Armenian polemical documents demonstrate its
apprehension as a fulfilled prophecy about the interruption of priest-
hood in the Armenian Church.

Such changes occurred too rapidly to be a natural result of chang-
ing interpretations. Rather, one sees here the result of censorship due
to a change in official ideology. The Arshakid genealogy of the Mace-
donian dynasty was still required, but now without its component
relating to the patriarchate. The liturgical commemoration of St Ste-
phen was nevertheless preserved, but not as a successor of St Gregory
the Illuminator. The day of the main commemoration of St Stephen
remained 27 May, in conformity with Baumstark’s second law,”! but
henceforth outside the liturgical cycle of St Gregory the Illuminator.

(131) “Das Gesetz der Erhaltung des Alten in liturgisch hochwertiger
Zeit” (“...primitive conditions are maintained with greater tenacity in the
more sacred seasons of the Liturgical Year”); see BAumstark, Comparative Lit-
urgy, 27-28.
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This cycle was suppressed, and the commemoration of Stephen on this
day thus became apparently arbitrary, seemingly with no reason.

In addressing the sudden oblivion of the Vision of St Sahak and the
suppression of the date of the discovery of the relics of St Gregory in
May, we must pose two questions: who was interested in performing
all this and by what means did they do so?

2.3.3. The Cult of St Gregory the Illuminator
under Patriarch Nicholas Mystikos

The meaning of the May commemoration of St Gregory was con-
nected (at least under Basil I) with the Vision of Sahak and, in turn, with
the patriarchate of Stephen. His election at the age of 19 was an act un-
friendly to Photius and his entourage. Photius’ party regained the pa-
triarchate after the death of Photius (1 890/895, likely 893/894) in 901, in
the person of his relative and disciple Nicholas Mystikos. He certainly
did not accept the legitimization of Stephen’s consecration by means of
the prophecy of St Sahak. Thus, he was interested in the suppression of
the corresponding May cult, as well as of the alleged prophecy of St Sa-
hak concerning the patriarch of Constantinople. Such a reaction seems
to be natural in the context of Photius’ pre-886 ideology, now adapted
to a different situation mutatis mutandis. The Arshakid genealogy is
still preserved, but for the emperors only. No specific connexion be-
tween the patriarch of Constantinople and St Gregory the Illumina-
tor was necessary, and thus there was no need to invoke the Vision of
St Sahak. Nicholas Mystikos had neither the competence nor the need
to abrogate the commemoration of patriarch Stephen, but it was neces-
sary to him to break any association of Stephen’s commemoration day
with St Gregory and the prophecy of St Sahak.

Thus, the date of the suppression of the May commemoration of
St Gregory and his companions is, most likely, in 901 or shortly there-
after, during the first patriarchate of Nicholas Mystikos (901-907). The
means of the suppression will be dealt with in greater detail.

It was relatively easy to suppress the commemoration of St Gregory
the Illuminator in May because the main day of his commemoration
was 30 September (an ancient feast of Armenian origin, as discussed
below). The commemoration in May was an additional one and re-
lated to the discovery of the relics. It was suppressed together with the
memory of the discovery itself, and this is why we have no account of
this discovery in Greek. Forgetting the discovery of the relics was the
price to pay for the suppression of St Gregory’s feast in May.
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2.3.4. An Alternative to the Vision of St Sahak:
the Apocalypse of Andrew the Salos

The elimination of the Vision of St Sahak, because it could not be
accomplished simply by decree, was a more difficult task. The only
way to accomplish the fast and effective elimination of an ideologi-
cal document was by issuing an appropriate competing document. As
Michel van Esbroeck put it, “[r]lien n’élimine mieux un document que
la création d"un parallele destiné a le remplacer.”**

The document aiming to supersede the Vision of St Sahak had to be,
of course, an apocalypse, that is, a document of the same genre as the
original Vision. More precisely, it must be a piece of Reichseschatologie.'
There is only one such document which enjoyed an enormous popu-
larity during the tenth century: the Apocalypse of Andrew the Salos
(see above, 1.8.2, on the date of this apocalypse and the composite na-
ture of the known recension of the Life of Andrew the Salos). Regard-
less of the exact date of this apocalypse (possibly the late seventh or the
eighth century), it was (re)actualised in the tenth century when it was
included in the Life of Andrew.

Incorporation into a hagiographic novel is a testament to wide-
spread popularity. Properly speaking, only an already popular saint
can become the main character of a hagiographical novel,** and so the

(132) M. van EsBroeck, La Lettre sur le Dimanche, descendue du ciel, AB
107 (1989) 267-284, here 283.

(133) Cf. G. PopskaLsky, Byzantinische Reichseschatologie. Die Periodisierung
der Weltgeschichte in den vier Grossreichen (Daniel 2 und 7) und dem Tausendjihri-
gen Friedensreiche (Apok. 20). Eine motivgeschichtliche Untersuchung (Miinchen,
1972) (Miinchener Universitats-Schriften. Reiche der philosophischen Fakul-
tat, 9).

(134) Everything said by Delehaye concerning the origin of the Passions
épiques [especially in H. DELEHAYE, Les passions des martyrs et les genres littéraires
(Bruxelles, 21966) (SH, 13 B)] is applicable to the hagiographic novels which
are a particular case of the “epic” hagiography: the cult of a saint precedes the
creation of his Life. However, the way in which the “anthological” hagiograph-
ic novel of the tenth century was created is more complicated: it presupposed
an agglomeration of sources of varying nature (not only hagiographical) but,
among others, some earlier hagiographic source(s) on the principal heroes
(e. g., seventh-century recensions of the Barlaam and loasaph for the tenth-cen-
tury Byzantine novel) or their prototypes (e. ., early Macedonian Gregory of
Agrigent for tenth-century Gregentius of Taphar). The sources of other great
tenth-century “anthological” novels (Life of Theodore of Edessa, Life of Basil the
New) have not been studied systematically, but the existence of a pre-existing
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rise in popularity of St Andrew the Salos, testified by the creation of his
tenth-century Life, presupposes a noticeable increase in the popularity
of his cult even earlier. This fact corresponds to the early tenth century
as the date of the (re)appearance of the Apocalypse of Andrew the Sa-
los as a self-standing work, a period that corresponds to the patriarch-
ate of Nicholas Mystikos.

Unlike the Vision of St Sahak, the Apocalypse of Andrew the Salos
is a traditional Byzantine historical apocalypse of the epoch opened by
the Arabic expansion in the seventh century, fashioned after the “can-
ons” established by the late seventh-century pseudo-Methodius of Pa-
tara. Thus, unlike the Vision of St Sahak, it was easily compatible with
the Byzantine mentality. However, because the Apocalypse of Andrew
the Salos seems so ordinary within the context of Byzantine tradition,
it is difficult to discover anything in its contents that might provide
specific reasons for choosing it as a counterweight to the Vision of
St Sahak. One can reasonably suppose that, in the early tenth century,
there were dozens of similar texts available. Their familiar Byzantine
appearance was a necessary but insufficient condition to be chosen for
replacing the authority of St Sahak. The real mechanism of replace-
ment was to be effectuated within the cultic realm, that is, on the same
level where the Vision of St Sahak had been planted in the Byzantine
official ideology in the first place.

Here, our first interest lies in the hagiographical coordinates'® of
the cult of St Andrew the Salos, that is, the place of its cult and the date
in the calendar. The place of the early tenth-century cult of St Andrew
is difficult to define'** but the earliest date of his liturgical commemora-

literary “core” in these cases seems more than likely. The case of the Life of
Basil the New is similar to our case of the Life of St Andrew the Salos in the re-
spect that its pre-existing “core” included an apocalypse (although not of the
kind of Reichseschatologie but about the heavenly toll-houses). See Lourig, The
Tenth Century: From roman hagiographique to roman anthologique, with further
bibliography.

(135) On this notion, see H. DeLEnAYE, Cing lecons sur la méthode hagiogra-
phique (Bruxelles, 1934) (SH, 21), ch. 1.

(136) The place where St Andrew reveals his apocalypse to his disciple
Epiphanius is indicated as the home of the latter, which is an unknown place.
For the places of the veneration of St Andrew the Salos in late Byzantine Con-
stantinople, see G. P. Majeska, Russian Travelers to Constantinople in the Four-
teenth and Fifteenth Centuries (Washington, DC, 1984) (DOS, 19), esp. 315-316
and 383. Majeska assumes that the two St Andrew the Salos monasteries men-
tioned in Russian sources are not identical and that the mention of the relics of
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tion, which is the date of his death according to the Life, is 28 May. This
date had to be retained by the hagiographer from the existing St An-
drew cult. St Andrew, known in the early tenth century, at least, as the
recipient of an apocalypse, was commemorated on 28 May. This date
became the hagiographical coordinate of time for the cult approving a
new historical apocalypse. Its proximity to the main commemoration
day of patriarch Stephen, 27 May, and its belonging to the period of
the earlier liturgical cycle from 26 to 28 May could hardly have been
fortuitous.

After 893, the earlier cycle commemorating the discovery of the rel-
ics of Sergius and Bacchus, Gregory the Illuminator, and Gaiane and
Rhipsime contained a commemoration of patriarch Stephen on 27 May.
Initially, this commemoration was aimed only at proclaiming Stephen
as the successor of St Gregory the Illuminator, as prophesied in the
Vision of St Sahak. Patriarch Nicholas Mystikos, in removing both the
commemoration of St Gregory on this day and the commemoration
of Gaiane and Rhipsime on the next day, 28 May, was attempting to
eliminate any connexion between patriarch Stephen and the Vision of
St Sahak. Thus, the commemoration of St Andrew as the recipient of a
genuine Byzantine historical apocalypse is suitably placed on the next
day after the commemoration of patriarch Stephen. The earlier cycle
covering the three days from 26 to 28 May was transformed into the
three self-standing commemoration days of Sergius and Bacchus, Ste-
phen, and Andrew the Salos. A connexion between Stephen and An-
drew would have persisted until the memory of the earlier cycle had
died out completely. The Synaxarium variants of the date of the com-
memoration of Sergius and Bacchus (from 26 to 28 May) demonstrate
that the earlier cycle was reconsidered as dedicated to these martyrs
exclusively. Such a three-day cycle of Sergius and Bacchus would not
prevent the commemoration of other saints on the same days.

Taking into account St Andrew the Salos” commemoration date on
28 May, we have to accept that his cult approving his apocalypse was
introduced (or, at least, reinforced) under Nicholas Mystikos as a re-
placement for the specific recension of the cult of St Gregory the Illu-

St Andrew in a late Russian recension of one of them is an interpolation with
no historical value (taking into account that, according to the Life of St Andrew,
his body was taken into heaven in the same manner as the body of the The-
otokos). I would prefer to wait for a proper study of this interpolation and its
possible source but, at any rate, the cult of St Andrew in Constantinople is too
complicated a matter to be reviewed here.
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minator, which was connected to the cult of patriarch Stephen through
the Vision of St Sahak. With the new cult of St Andrew, Nicholas Mys-
tikos managed to break the link between Stephen and Gregory the
[lluminator and to stop the circulation of the Byzantine recension of
the Vision of St Sahak.

This state of affairs concerning the cult of St Andrew the Salos, es-
tablished in the first patriarchate of Nicholas Mystikos, was altered
by the establishment of a new feast of Pokrov but then restored in his
second patriarchate (912-925) and preserved in the late Byzantine and
post-Byzantine tradition until the nineteenth century. The Life of An-
drew the Salos written later in the tenth century “canonised” this form
of his cult with his commemoration date on 28 May.

The circulation of the Vision of St Sahak after 901 had thus been
halted, but we will see that its impact was still traceable.

2.4. The Veneration of “Pokrov” before the Feast of Pokrov
2.4.1. Photius, 860: the Discovery of “Pokrov”

In attempting to explain the origin of the word “Pokrov” (Xkénn) as
it is applied to the feast of the Theotokos, it became standard practice
to quote the Akathistos: xaloe, okémn Tov KOOHOL, TAATUTEQA VEDE-
Ang — “Hail, O Shelter [Pokrov] of the World, wider than the cloud[s]!”
(oikos 6). This sixth-century text, however, has only a remote relation-
ship to our feast. Indeed, it is interesting that the word okénn is ap-
plied here to the Theotokos and that from the seventh century on, the
corresponding hymn has been the central element of the most solemn
festivity in the Blachernae Church (Saturday of Akathistos). However,
the “Pokrov” in this text has no relation to any specific garment worn
by the Theotokos. It is, rather, applied to the Theotokos herself.

The first application of the word okénn to the garments of the The-
otokos is to be found in the Homilia secunda de oppugnatione bar-
barorum (= homily IV) of patriarch Photius, delivered on 4 August 860
almost immediately after repelling the Russian attack on Constanti-
nople (end of July; the attack began on 18 June).'*” The patriarch caused

(137) For the date, see J. WortLEY, The Date of Photius’ Fourth Homi-
ly, Byzantinoslavica 31 (1970) 50-53, supported, e.g., by C. ZuckermaN, Deux
étapes de la formation de I'ancien état russe, in: M. Kazanski, A. NERSESSIAN,
C. ZuckerMAN (€ds.), Les centres proto-urbains russes entre Scandinavie, Byzance
et Orient. Actes du Colloque International tenu au College de France en octobre 1997
(Paris, 2000) (Réalités byzantines, 7) 95-120. For an English translation and
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the wrecking of the entire Russian fleet by immersing the Robe of the
Theotokos into the sea near the Blachernae Church. It appears that on
this occasion, for the first time since the middle or late fifth century, the
soros where the Robe had been preserved was opened.'*

When Photius, in his homily after the victory over the Russians,
uses the word oxénm), he is still relying on the imagery of the Akathis-
tos. Nevertheless, he makes an important shift in meaning. In speak-
ing not about the Theotokos herself as the oxénm but about the actual
okémn he says: Ta0TNG TV OKEMNV €IG TELXOG EVOELV ATIOALOQKT|TOV
(“...to find her [Theotokos’] shelter as a bulwark unassailable”). The
mention of “bulwark” here is another reference to the Akathistos:
Tetxog el Twv magOévwyv, Oeotoke Mabéve, Kal MAVTIWV TV &lg o
ngoopevyovtwv — “A bulwark art Thou to virgins and to all that flee
unto Thee” (oikos 10), but he introduces a new entity: a “shelter” of the
Theotokos which is different from the Theotokos herself.

In the following lines, Photius focuses on the garment of the Theoto-
kos (meopoAn) precisely in the function of a shelter, although at this
point without an explicit identification: 1¢ [sc., of the Theotokos] kat
TV TEQPBOATV €IS AVAOTOAT|V HEV TV TIOALOQKOUVTWY, GUAAKNV
0¢ TV TOALOQKOVUEVWVY LV €UoL TAoa 1) TOALS €ThEQOHEVOL TAG
eolag ékovoalopeda, v Artavelav émoovpeda... (“..and the
whole city together with me carrying over her garment as the repellent
for those assaulting but the custody of those assaulted, we offer freely
supplications and we serve the litany...”)."* However, near the end of
the homily the identification between the garment of the Theotokos
and her “shelter” becomes almost explicit: we were saved, Photius
said, tn¢ UNTEOS TovL AGYyoL T1) TeQLBOAT) okemacOévTag Te kal dix-
onuavoevtag (“...by the garment of the Mother of the Logos sheltered
and marked out”).!4

In Photius, “Pokrov” is still not a technical word for the Robe (gar-
ment) of the Theotokos deposed in the Holy Soros of Blachernae. How-
ever, through its function as shelter, the Robe becomes “Pokrov.”

a general historical setting of Photius’ homilies, see C. Manco, The Homilies
of Photius Patriarch of Constantinople, ca. 820 — ca. 891 (Cambridge, MA, 1958)
(DOS, 3).

(138) On the veneration of the Robe of the Theotokos in the fifth century
and the corresponding hagiographical legends, see Lourrg 2007.

(139) B. Aaorraar, Gwtiov Ouidiar (Beooadovixn, 1959) (EAAnvika.
IMooadotnua, 12) 45.

(140) 1Ibid., 51.
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It appears that this shift in meaning of the metaphor of okémnn used
in the Akathistos was produced by Photius himself on the very day
when his homily IV was delivered, Sunday, 4 August 860. In his first
homily on the Russian attack (homily III), Photius also entrusted the
City to the Mother of God, but without invoking this imagery at all.
Instead, Photius asked the Theotokos to save the City by the means she
knows herself (Zwoov oA o1v, wg oidag, @ déomotva).'!

The panegyric of Theodore Syncellus to the Robe of the Theotokos
(BHG 1058), which describes a siege of Constantinople interrupted by
the miraculous intercession of the Theotokos acting through her Robe,
contains no “Pokrov” imagery and indeed no use of the word oxémnmn)
or its derivates at all. If it is true that this work is also dedicated to the
Russian attack in 860,'* it is another witness suggesting that the “Pok-

(141) Aanovraar, wtiov Optdiat, 39.

(142) For the text (the best but not a critical edition of the Greek original
together with a Slavonic version and a Russian translation), see X. /lonAPEB,
Crapoe cBngereanctso o IToaosxxkennu Pusst boropoauist Bo Baaxeprax B HO-
BOM MCTOAKOBaHUU IIPUMEHUTEABHO K HamecTsuio Pycckux Ha Busantuio B
860 r. [Ch. Lorarev, An Old Testimony about the Deposition of the Robe of the
Theotokos in Blachernae in a New Interpretation Applied to the Invasion of
Byzantium by the Russians in 860], BB 2 (1895) 521-628. For the date and attri-
bution to the events of 860, see ]. WortLEY, The Oration of Theodore Syncellus
(BHG 1058) and the Siege of 860, Byzantine Studies / Etudes byzantines 4 (1977)
111-126 [repr.: 1DEM, Studies on the Cult of Relics in Byzantium..., ch. XIII]. For
a study and an English translation with commentary and with the complete
earlier bibliography, see A. CameroN, The Virgin's Robe: An Episode in the
History of Early Seventh-Century Constantinople, Byzantion 49 (1979) 42-56
(however, Cameron does not cite Wortley, following instead Vasil'evskij (1896)
and Wenger (1955), and thus considering this text as related to the attack of
the Avars in 619/620; Wortley returned to the viewpoint of Loparev which,
since then, has been supported by Jugie (1944)). For the legend of Galbas and
Candidus and its date and also about the origin of the feast of the Robe on
2 July, see Lourtt 2007. The feast of the Theotokos established by the anony-
mous patriarch who is the central figure of Theodore Syncellus’ panegyric is
by no means that of 2 July. This date is too early if the events took place in
860 because the attack was repelled in the last days of July (Loparev was still
unaware of the chronology of the Russian attack, now precisely established).
If the events took place in 619/620, this date is nevertheless unacceptable be-
cause the feast of 2 July has Palestinian origins (where it was the feast of the
Ark of the Covenant in Cariathiarim) and was accepted in Constantinople as
the common feast of the Robe and Juvenal of Jerusalem in the epoch of Zeno
after the proclamation of the Henotikon (482); its hagiographical legend is that
of Galbas and Candidus (BHG 1058a), which suppressed the earlier legend
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rov” imagery in Photius” homily IV was his personal invention and by
no means commonplace.

After the time that Photius delivered his homily, a cult of “Pokrov”
(Xkémm) is traceable in Byzantium up to the tenth century. The monas-
tery where Photius lived after his deposition in 867 was called Xkénmn.
Pseudo-Symeon specifies that it is here where Photius composed the
genealogy of Basil I from king Trdat."*® This monastery was located
near Constantinople.** A direct link between the dedication of the
monastery and the wording of homily IV of Photius would not have
been overlooked.

Janin supposed, although tentatively, that this is the monastery of
Yxkémn in which St Euphrosynia the Younger (ca 854-921/923) resided
when she returned to Constantinople ca 903."* Janin hesitated in his
identification because St Euphrosynia’s monastery would have been
for women, and thus would not have been suitable for Photius. It is
possible, however, that the monastery changed its destination before

known through the Historia Euthymiaca. Theodore Syncellus clearly states that
the feast whose origins he explains was established as a completely new one.
No date of this feast is preserved within the text or its title (this means that
the preserved manuscript tradition of the panegyric has no connexion to the
liturgy) — probably because the feast had lost its importance or fallen into
oblivion. It is probable that the corresponding feast is the synaxis of the The-
otokos on 25 July mépav &év 1@ Ilaywiw, mAnoiov tov Néov Euporov (Syn-
axarium CP, col. 844; cf. JaniN 1969, 208). Its date fits perfectly the chronology
of the Russian attack of 860 (it is very possible that it was repelled on 25 July),
although its place (near the New Portico which may be, according to Janin, in
modern Besiktas) is too remote from Blachernae; however, this place of the
synaxis according to the later tenth-century sources (the Synaxarium and the
Typicon of the Great Church) may originally have been a secondary one but
the only location that preserved an old commemoration.

(143) Nicetas Paphlagon, Life of Ignatius, PG 105, 640 B; BexkEr, Theo-
phanes Continuatus..., 689.5ff. Both sources use an anti-Photian pamphlet
contemporaneous to the events. See A. K[azupAN], Symeon Magistros, Pseu-
do-, in: Kazapan (ed.), The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 3, 1983.

(144)  JanIN 1969, 455.

(145) Ibid. The Life of Euphrosynia the Younger (BHG 627) by Nice-
phorus Callistus Xanthopoulos (early fourteenth century) is published by
H. D[elehaye] in AASS Novembris III (1910) cols. 858-877; cf. his introduction
for the chronology of St Euphrosynia’s life. On the monastery of Ziénmn, see
ch. 34 (874 B) and 47 (877 D: the miraculous healing of a nun of the monastery
of Yxémn) from the relics of St Euphrosynia). Thus, the monastery continued
to exist for a while after 921/923.
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903. Be that as it may, the existence of one or even two monasteries of
Yiénn demonstrates that some sort of cult of “Pokrov” existed. It is
also remarkable that this cult was extinguished during the tenth cen-
tury, when the monastery (or monasteries) disappeared.

2.4.2. When “Pokrov” Becomes “Omophorion/Maphorion”

When later Byzantine historians recalled the miracle of 860, they
replaced the word “garment” with the word “omophorion” or “ma-
phorion.” The earliest source is Symeon Logothetos (Chronicle, 131,
30), in the middle of the tenth century. Here, the garment of the The-
otokos which Photius immersed in the sea is called “omophorion”
(wpodopov).'® However, in the nearly contemporaneous Chrono-
graphia of Pseudo-Symeon, the author uses the term “maphorion” (pa-
doopov); ' his work dates from the late tenth century (his last entry
is dated 963) and he uses the chronicle of Symeon Logothetos among
his main sources.'® This change was easily possible because the word
“omophorion” was often used instead of “maphorion” (a shawl-like
vesture covering the head and shoulders) and not necessarily in the
meaning of a bishop’s pallium.'* Although the term might sometimes
refer to a bishop’s garment, generally it meant either a woman'’s cape
and tippet or a monastic cape.' Thus, the use of “maphorion” instead
of “omophorion” may have been meant to clarify that the part of the
Theotokos” garment used by Photius was, in fact, different from the
distinctive bishop’s pallium.

In any case, both “maphorion” and “omophorion” contradict the
first person account of Photius, who used the word meotBoAr) which is
not very suitable to describe a headdress. Nevertheless, even in Pho-
tius’ lifetime, the word pagdogiov became the usual term to indicate
the Robe of the Theotokos in Blachernae (instead of the previous “in-
definite terms” £¢001|c (or é0011), MEQPOAALOV, TEQBOAT), PpoeTiar).
Wortley points to Joseph Hymnographer, the author of the liturgical
canon for the feast of the Robe in Blachernae on 2 July, as the earliest

Symeon Logothetos, 247.270.
BekkeR, Theophanes Continuatus..., 674.22.

G. W. H. Lawmrg, A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford, 1961) 1556.

(146)
(147)
(148) A. K[azupAN], Symeon Magistros, Pseudo-.
(149)
(150) Ibid., 834.
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witness of this tradition.’ Indeed, in his canon to the Robe (most of-
ten called here ¢00nta, cf. even in the acrostic: EoOnta tipw g ma-
vayvou Iapbévov. Twond), he identifies explicitly meotBoAatov and
Hadpopov: Patdeov megoAaiov o oov, padogov... (“Thy bright
dress, maphorion...”).">

It is also important that Joseph elaborates on Photius” imagery of
okémn: ...tv EoOntd oov, keyévnv oefoueda, ws kiPwtov aylay,
kat evoePovvtwy okénny (“...we venerate Thy Robe lying here as the
holy arc and the shelter (Pokrov) of the pious ones”).'™® The service
for 2 July as a whole is oversaturated with this “Pokrov” imagery, as
Lathoud has pointed out,' but there is no possibility of dating this
hymnography. Even the date of the canon of Joseph is somewhat prob-
lematic due to the imprecise chronology of his life," but a post-867
date is commonly accepted (this is when Joseph returned from exile
after the deposition of Photius and even became his close collaborator
during Photius’” second patriarchate'®).

(151) WorTtLEY 2005, 185. The canon of Joseph on the Robe of the Theotokos
is published in PG 105, 1004B-1009C; I will quote all Greek liturgical texts ac-
cording to the Menaia of Venice, here: Bapeoromaior KovtAovpovoidvov tod
Tupotov, Mnvaiov tov TovAiov (Bevetia, 1863) 611 (service for 2 July), 7-10
(canon).

(152) Canon of Joseph, IX, 5; cf. also VIII, 2: Nontov wg Aapmadiov
£xovteg, év Avxvia toaméln meokeitevoV, TO LegOV HaddoLov, THS Tavayvov
[MapBévou, tag ¢ kadiag, pwtilopeda kdpag ékaotote (“Having the sa-
cred maphorion of the all-pure Virgin as an intellectual luminary staying on
the candlestick of the table <sc., altar> we enlighten the pupils of the heart
every time”).

(153) Canon of Joseph, VII, 2; the same identification of the Robe with the
maphorion in I1I, 3.

(154) Icounted seven entries outside the canon of Joseph. Cf., for a review,
D. LatHoup, Le theme iconographique du « Pokrov » de la Vierge, in: L'art
byzantin chez les slaves. Recueil dédié a la mémoire de Th. Uspenskij. Deuxieme
recueil (Paris, 1932) (Orient et Byzance, 5) 302-314, here 302-303. Lathoud was
the first who situated the service on 2 July in connexion to the Pokrov.

(155) In addition to the discussion of the exact date of Joseph’s death dur-
ing the second patriarchate of Photius (886 or 883), there is a problem of his
(or some other Joseph’s?) authorship of a canon to Theodora of Thessalonica,
who died in 892. Cf. K[azupan], C[onomOs], P[aTTERsON] S[EVEENKO], Joseph
Hymnographer, 1074.

(156) Testified by both Lives of Joseph: Life by John the Deacon (BHG 945-
946), ch. 30 (PG 105, 968 D — 969 AB); Life by Theophanes the Monk (BHG 944),
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The same Joseph also wrote a liturgical canon for the feast of the
Girdle of the Theotokos in the church of Chalkoprateia on 31 August;
here it is the Girdle, rather than the Robe, that is the palladium of the
City."” Wortley thinks that this canon was written before 860 (thus,
even before Joseph’s exile in 858), when the Robe was considered as
the second Marian relic after the Girdle."®® In this canon, the Girdle is
called “shelter” (“Pokrov”): ..vov d¢ avapaoa, ovpavwv DTEQAV®,
katéAmeg avOowmolg, v tipiav oov Zwvny, Iagbéve Oeotoke,
koatalwpa kat okémny (“...while now after having risen higher than
the Heavens Thou hast left to humankind Thy precise Girdle, o Vir-
gin Theotokos, as strength and shelter”).” If the “Pokrov” imagery
applied to the Girdle is genuine (that is, not influenced by the cult of
the Robe), it is the source of the same imagery applied to the Robe by
Photius in 860. Its ultimate source remains unknown because the his-
tory of the cult of the Girdle of the Theotokos in Constantinople is far
from being written.'®

ch. 12 [A. Tlanagonyaoc-Keramesc <A. Papaporouros-KeErameus>, CoopHuxk
2peeckux u AAMUHCKUX namsamuuxos, kacaowuxcs Pomus nampuapxa | Monu-
menta graeca et latina ad historiam Photii patriarchae pertinentia 2 (C.-IletepOypr,
1901) 10-11].

(157) PG 105, 1009C-1117D; BapboAouaiov KovtAovuovoiavou tov Iu-
Botov, Mnvaiov tov Adyovotov (Bevetia, 1863) 154-159 (for both canon and
service as a whole).

(158) WorTLEY 2005, 184-185 and n. 32.

(159) Canon of Joseph, VI, 2; cf. I, 4: (Thy people, o Theotokos) ...0Tt0 v
onv okénny, katadevyet mavrtote (“...to Thy shelter has recourse always”).
Other components of the service use the “Pokrov” imagery quite often but
this is a secondary effect of the convergence with the service of 2 July. This
convergence goes so far that both services share the same troparion apolytikon
which, of course, mentions the “Pokrov” once more: @cotoke aetmaOeve,
TV avOpwTwv 1) okénn, EoOnta kat Zdvnv 100 dxeAavTou 0ov TOUATOG,
KQATALAV T TOAEL 00V TteRLBOANV €dweEnow... (“O Theotokos everlasting
Virgin, the shelter of humankind, the Robe and the Girdle of Thy most pure
body Thou hast given to Thy capital City as a covering [rteotpoAr, the term
used by Photius in his homily IV for the Robe]...”).

(160) Not even the hagiographical dossier of the feast is published in full
(several unpublished homilies are enumerated in BHG). As an introduction to
the dossier one can use WortLEY 2005, which could be completed by the dossi-
er of archbishop Sergij (Spasskij): Apxuenmckon Cepruit (Criacckmit), [Toaruviil
mecsyecros Bocmowa [Complete Menologion of the East], t. III (Baaaumup, 21901)
[reprint: Moscow, 1997] 346-348, who also published a Slavonic version of the
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Joseph Hymnographer is the earliest witness of the transforma-
tion of the Robe of the Theotokos into the maphorion. The date of this
transformation is later than 860 — before this date documents do not
mention “maphorion” at all. Joseph wrote his canon to the Robe after
867, that is, certainly under Basil I. Thus, the Robe became okérn in
860 and “maphorion” sometime later, under Basil I. Around the same
time, the maphorion becomes okémm.

We must, therefore, study the mechanism by which this important
transformation occurred.

2.4.3. A Secondary “Pokrov” Cult: The Maphorion of St Theophano

We have an important, yet indirect, witness of a late ninth-century
maphorion cult. It is another cult in which a maphorion plays a promi-
nent role: the cult of St Theophano, the first wife of Leo the Wise. It
presupposed a veneration of the maphorion of Theophano herself as
its major relic. It is also important that it is the only case of the venera-
tion of the maphorion of any female saint, and thus it is specific to the
time of Theophano’s death (10 November of either 895 or 896).

Theophano finished her life in the Holy Soros Church in Blacher-
nae, where she resided for a short time after having separated from
her husband. According to the Life of Euthymius, her spiritual father
and the future patriarch visited her for the last time in her abode in
the Holy Soros. At that time, she transmitted to him, together with
the precious liturgical vessels and their veils, her shawl. Euthymius’
hagiographer focuses his attention on this last object: cUv TovTOIC D&
TIQEXEL TO &M EKKAN OIS avTh) €Tl KePAANG KAl WV ETTKEIUEVOV
neQBOAatov, eig TUTOV TOLTO Avadopag Emwwooaca (“...and to-
gether with these she hands over the covering, meo3éAatov, which
she wore in the church on the head and the shoulders adding it as a
symbol, tUmog, of the anaphora”).*! The context here is clearly litur-
gical: dvadopa is mentioned as an addition to the liturgical vessels
with their veils. Although the shawl is not the &vadood (Eucharist)
itself, it is, nevertheless, its symbol (typos). It is also important that the
same scene contains an indirect but clear indication that Theophano is

entry on 31 August of one of the recensions of the Synaxarium of Constanti-
nople which is lost in the Greek original: ibid., t. I (Baagumup, 21901) [reprint:
Moscow, 1997] 597.

(161) P. KarLiN-HAvTER, Vita Euthymii Patriarchae CP. Text, Translation, In-
troduction, and Commentary (Bruxelles, 1970) (Bibliotheque de Byzantion, 3) 45.
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a saint: Euthymius, himself a saint, asks her in the same manner as the
desert fathers used to say farewell to each other: A’ el magonoiag
e EATICopMéVNG TUXNG, KAl TS MUV EAXXLOTOTNTOC HEUVNOO
(“...but if you achieve the hoped-for boldness, let you remember our
most humble self”).'** Let us recall that the above scene took place in
the Holy Soros Church, the epicentre of the cult of the maphorion of
the Theotokos since the reign of Basil I.

A contemporary Life of Theophano (BHG 1794) reports miracles
from her shawl, which is always called a padpogiov.'®® The shawl
was deposed in the Church of the Holy Apostles, where Theophano
herself was buried. Chapter 25 describes a miraculous healing of a
possessed woman. This woman met a man who was carrying Theo-
phano’s maphorion wrapped in a thin tissue. She started to disparage
St Theophano. The man was unable to hold back his anger and he hit
her on the head with the maphorion, whereupon the woman healed
immediately. The man who was carrying the maphorion was heading
for the father of the hagiographer himself, who, of course, was also
healed with the maphorion. The maphorion is mentioned throughout
this account, each time with epithets familiar for the maphorion of the
Theotokos: three times tipov (“precious”), one time oenttév (“vener-
able”), and one time even O¢iov (“divine”).!¢*

In another scene of healing (ch. 27-29), a paralysed boy sees in a
vision the Theotokos visiting him hand-in-hand with Theophano. The
Theotokos orders Theophano to heal the boy, but she declines. The The-
otokos insists, however, and Theophano concedes. Here, Theophano is
presented as a “deputy wonderworker” of the Theotokos. The Theoto-
kos in this scene wears a shawl: meQiB¢BAnTo d¢ kal eic meQBOANYV

(162) KarLIN-HAYTER, Vita Euthymii..., 45.

(163) The Slavonic version of another Life of Theophano (see A. KREININA,
The Life of Theophano the Empress: the Slavonic Recension of an Unknown Byz-
antine Original, Scr 7-8.1 (2011-2012) 169-230), which is lost in Greek, has in
the corresponding places 3a&ken (e.g., f. 83v), which is normally used to render
the term xatamétaoua. Cf. Slovnik jazyka staroslovénského. Lexicon linguae pal-
aeoslovenicae 1 (Praha, 1966) [reprint: C.-ITetepGypr, 2006] 631. Thus, it is not
clear whether the original Greek term was padogiov or, say, egifoAaiov, as
in the Life of Euthymius.

(164) E. Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte iiber die hl. Theophano die Ge-
mahlin Kaisers Leo VI., Mémoires de I’ Académie Impériale de St. Pétersbourg, sér.
VIII. T. 111, 2 (1898) 17-18.
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uagdopiov (“dressed with the dress of maphorion”)."s This episode
makes clear the relationship between the two maphoria: one is a copy
of the other.

The possibility of such a “secondary” maphorion cult reveals that
the cult of the maphorion of the Theotokos deposed in the Holy Soros
in Blachernae was already quite strong up to the beginning of the 890s
(that is, to the last years of Theophano’s life). Enough time had passed
by this point — that is, after the cult had started under Basil I no earlier
than 867 — to establish it securely.

Thus after only about twenty years or even less, the cult of the
maphorion was extremely fashionable, even to the extent of produc-
ing a secondary relic, the maphorion of Theophano. But the case of the
maphorion of Theophano remained a unique exception. Beginning in
the middle of the tenth century, “maphorion” is one of the routine syn-
onyms of “Robe,” attracting no specific interest to its precise form. The
only exception is the “Russian” feast of Pokrov and, to some extent, the
Byzantine and Russian iconographical traditions that may have their
roots in the Pokrov-related Byzantine iconography.'¢

(165) Kurrz, Zwei griechische Texte..., 19-21, esp. 20.

(166) Here I avoid any discussion of the possible Byzantine roots of the
earliest Russian iconography of the Pokrov which is often posed in connexion
to the rite of the “Usual Miracle” in the Blachernae Church (this rite is to be
dated not later than to the eleventh century). See H. Il. Konaakos, Mxonozpa-
pus bozomamepu [N. P. Konpakov, The Iconography of the Theometer]. T. 2 (Ilet-
porpaga, 1915) 92-103; Lataoup, Le théme iconographique du « Pokrov »...;
A. Grapar, Une source d’inspiration de l'iconographie byzantine tardive:
les cérémonies du culte de la Vierge, Cahiers archéologiques 26 (1976) 152-162;
B. T. Ilviiko, «boropoauist JecsatuHHa» — Mid 4nm icropmuHa peaais?
[V. G. Pursko, The “Theotokos of the Tithes Church”: a Myth or a Historic
Artefact?], Ruthenica 5 (2006) 162-169; B. V. PENTcHEVA, Icons and Power: The
Mother of God in Byzantium (University Park, PA, 2006) 145-163, 236-242. My
main reason for avoiding this discussion here is the fact that the two earliest
iconographic traditions of the “Pokrov” contradict both the Life of Andrew the
Salos and the Prolog Pokrov entry in an important detail: the maphorion of
the Theotokos is not in her hands but in the hands of angelic figures above
her head. It appears in this way in the Pokrov section of the Suzdal Golden
Gates (1220s/1230s) and in the Galician Pokrov icon. The latter is now dated
to the second half of the eleventh century or the early twelfth century accord-
ing to the radiocarbon analysis of the icon panel: /. I'. Y1eH0BA, K BOmIpOCy
aTpUOYIIUM APEBHMX UKOH 13 cobpanus HarmonaasHoro Xy05KecTBeHHOTO
My3es YKpauHBI C IIOMOIIbIO paguoyraepodnoro meroga [L. G. CHLENOva,
Towards the attribution of the ancient icons from the collection of the National
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The vision of St Andrew the Salos in the Holy Soros and the estab-
lishment of the feast of Pokrov would presuppose such an interest in
the fashion of the Virgin’s Robe. Such an interest was extremely high
ca 900, enhanced by the accompanying cult of St Theophano — a saint
whose abode was the Holy Soros, whose main relic was her mapho-
rion, and who became a “deputy healer” of the Theotokos.

2.4.4. How “Pokrov” Becomes “Omophorion/Maphorion”

After having answered when the “Robe” of the Theotokos became
the “maphorion,” we are now in a position to ask how this happened —
and then to be able to ask why.

The most natural explanation would be a change of the material
artefact, as if there were two different relics, one the principal arte-
fact and a different one overshadowed by the first; these two artefacts,
during the reign of Basil I, would then have swapped places. At first
glance, this hypothesis seems to be corroborated by some facts.

The earliest explicit mention of the “maphorion” of the Theotokos
is contained in the Life of Theodore the Syceote, ch. 128, written by
his disciple Georges the Syceote soon after the death of the saint in
613. Patriarch of Constantinople Thomas (607-610) presented the saint
with a golden cross with relics embedded in the middle. Among the
relics, there was the “hem of the shawl (uadogiov) of the Most Holy
Theotokos”. Nothing is said about the place where the shawl itself was
preserved.'¢”

Wortley is sceptical about the possibility that the maphorion in this
cross represents a relic independent of the two major Theotokian relics
of Constantinople, her Robe in Blachernae and her Girdle in Chalko-

Art Museum of Ukraine with the radiocarbon method], Bocmoutoesponerickuiii
apxeorozuveckuil xyprar [The East European Archaeological Journal] 8 (13) (2001)
http://archaeology.kiev.ua/journal/061101/chlenova.htm (electronic journal)
(for this reference I am grateful to Feofan Areskin). This fact means that the
origins of the earliest Russian Pokrov iconography are even more unclear than
is commonly thought.

(167) A.-]. Festucikre, Vie de Théodore de Sykedn. Vol. I (Bruxelles, 1970)
(SH 48) 103.10-14: pegida €1 Tov Tipiov EVAov, kal &k ToL AtBov oL ayiov
Koaviov, kal ék 100 ayiov uviuatog to0 owTtheog MNUwv 0o, kal Kd-
omedov €k ToL padopiov T mavayiag Oeotdkov, Emi @ PANORvVaL ig 0
oudAALOV TO HEow TOL Yevouévou otavov (thus, other relics are parts of
the True Cross, the stone of Golgotha, and the Holy Sepulchre). Cf. WorTLEY
2005, 180-181.



298 Scrinium VII-VIIIL.1 (2011-2012). Ars Christiana

prateia. Instead, he opts for two variants as the most probable: this
maphorion is either from the the Robe itself or it is a deliberate fraud
(resulting from the “promiscuous proliferation of relics”).'®® In addi-
tion, Wortley discusses the possibility of the identity of this maphorion
with some other similar relics mentioned under different names. He
concludes that it is perhaps impossible to distinguish between the dif-
ferent fabrics attributed to the Theotokos in our sources.'® I would em-
phasise however that only seldom are such fabrics described in terms
similar to those describing the maphorion. I know only two examples,
apparently with no relation to Constantinople of the late ninth cen-
tury.'”” Therefore, the hypothesis that the “Robe” became the “mapho-
rion” as a result of some change of the material object of the cult seems
extremely unlikely.

Thus, without contradiction to the known facts we have to conclude
that the garment of the Theotokos preserved in the Blachernae Church
and used by Photius in 860 was simply reinterpreted as being a mapho-
rion. This is our answer to the question how.

Possibly some earlier traditions about a maphorion-like relic of the
Theotokos preserved in Constantinople played some role in this pro-
cess of reinterpretation, possibly not. In any case, there was no such
tradition concerning the garment preserved in Blachernae before its
first evidence in the canon of Joseph Hymnographer. The difference in

(168) WorTLEY 2005, 180, 184.
(169) Ibid., 185-186.

(170)  According to an early legend preserved within the Arabic Transitus
AB 8 (CANT 175), empress Eudocia received a “turban” (4sles; here a render-
ing of covdagiov) of the Theotokos from the grave in Gethsemane. This tradi-
tion corresponds to the fact that the earliest legend of the vestment of the The-
otokos in Constantinople (reported in the Historia Euthymiaca but dated to the
450s) presents it as a funerary garment (see Lourig 2007; cf. ibid. on the parallel
with the ligamentum, quo utebatur in capite of the Theotokos in the Jerusalem
Sion basilica ca 570). A relic called “mioBoi of the Saint Theotokos” is reported
by the Russian pilgrim Antony in 1200 as being placed in the Imperial palace:
X. M. Aonares, Knuea INaromnux. Crasanue mecm Ceamoix 6o Llapezpade Anmo-
nus Apxuenucxona Hoszopodckazo 6 1200 200y [Kh. M. Loparev, The Pilgrim Book.
A Narration on the Holy Places in Tsargrad by Antony Archbishop of Novgorod
in 1200] (C.-Ilerepbypr, 1899) (Ilpasocaasnsii Ilasecrunckuit COOpHUK,
XVII, 3) 19. The word used by Antony has different meanings, including a
woman’s headdress like a shawl, but it can also mean “shroud”; cf. Caosapo
pyccxoeo asvika XI-XVII 6s. [A Dictionary of the Russian Language of the Eleventh-
Seveteenth Centuries] Boirr. 15 (Mocksa, 1989) 166.
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terminology between this canon and Photius’ 860 homily is especially
revealing.

2.4.5. The Bishop’s “Maphorion” of St Gregory the Illuminator

There must be some specific impetus for such a redefinition of ex-
isting terminology. Was there a specific conception of the term “ma-
phorion” in Constantinople under Basil I? Before answering yes we
must discuss a unique case in which the word “maphorion” is used in
the sense of a bishop’s omophorion. This is the so-called Escorial Life of
St Gregory the Illuminator (BHG 712g = Vg)."”! Unlike other recensions
of the Life of St Gregory (including those of the Armenian Agathangelos
Aa, its Greek version Ag, and the metaphrastic reworking of the lat-
ter, BHG 713), this text describes in detail the rite of the consecration
of St Gregory (ch. 145). Garitte noted the striking similarity of this text
with the Byzantine rite of the consecration of a bishop according to
the eighth-century Euchologion Barberini.'’* After having completed the
act of the laying on of hands with the prayer of consecration, the bish-
ops put the omophorion on their newly-consecrated colleague with
the triple acclamation “Worthy! Worthy! Worthy!” In the description
of this standard procedure Vg calls the omophorion a “maphorion”
(145.6). Given that the rite described here is quite similar to the known
one from the Euchologion Barberini, we are sure that padootov has here
the meaning “omophorion.” This is a strange and short-lived termino-
logical usage.

(171) Not reported in the dictionaries (cf. above, n. 143), the unique case
for the whole database of the TLG (September 2010). Publication of the text
according to the unique manuscript: G. GarrtTE, Documents pour l'étude du
livre d” Agathange (Rome, 1946) (Studi e Testi, 127) 23-116. For a more up-to-
date introduction to the complicated hagiographical dossier of St Gregory
the Illuminator, see R. W. THomson, Agathangelos, History of the Armenians.
Translation and commentary (Albany, 1976) [contains a reprint of the 1909 criti-
cal edition of Aa: Q. Str-Uvursetuy, U. Yuubus, Uqupughnuy Nuwwndniphii
Zuyng (Eouhwsht—Sthnhu, 1909; 1914) <G. TER-MKRTC'EAN, S. KANAENC',
Agathangelos’ History of Armenia (Etchmiadzin—Tiflis, 1909; ?1914)>] and
K. C. Ter-Adasran, C. C. AreBIIATAH, ArataHreaoc, Vcmopusa Apmeruu. Ilepesod
c OpesHeapMsHCK020, 6cmynumervas cmamovs u kommermapuu (Epesan, 2004)
[K. S. Ter-DavrjaN, S. S. ArevSarjan, Agatangelos, The History of Armenia.
Translation from Old Armenian, Introduction, and Commentaries (Yerevan, 2004)].

(172)  Garrrtg, Documents..., 132-134.
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Vg together with Vo (BHG 712c) go back to a lost early Armenian
Life independent of the Armenian Agathangelos and representing the
ideology of some circles more oriented toward imperial unity than
to Armenian isolationism.'” The date of the Greek translation is un-
known but may be estimated from the following considerations. The
unique manuscript Vg is dated to 1107. A very early date for the Greek
translation, contemporaneous to Ag (sixth century), is considered by
scholars as less likely than a later one. However, the Arabic recension
Va (BHO 332) goes back to Vg and is preserved in a tenth-century
Sinai manuscript; the date of the translation itself is thus the ninth or
the tenth century, which corresponds to the earliest layer of Christian
literature in Arabic. The account of the consecration of St Gregory in
Va is an exact translation of the corresponding passage of Vg.”* The
only modification is the replacement of the term “maphorion” with the
term “sticharion” (Byzantine analogue of “alb”). The corresponding
term &, (al-istihariyyat) is a slightly Arabised transliteration of
otixaolov. Nevertheless, it is already an Arabic word and by no means
a slavish transliteration of an obscure foreign term. The Arabic transla-
tor thought that the piece of the bishop’s garment he describes is indeed
a sticharion. Needless to say, the mention of sticharion at this moment
of the service is extremely inappropriate. It can be explained only as
an unhelpful attempt to translate puddootov in its usual sense of shawl.

This Arabic version shows us that our Greek text in its known form
(in which the bishop’s omophorion is called a “maphorion”) was con-
sidered in the ninth and not later than the early tenth century within
the influential monastic milieu of Sinai and Palestine'”> as an important

(173) See GarittE, Documents..., for Vg, and 1pEm, La vie grecque inédite
de saint Grégoire d’Arménie (ms. 4 d’Ochrida), AB 83 (1965) 257-290, for Vo
(the so-called Ochrid Life known in the fragmentary ms of the tenth century
covering the passion of the holy virgins). Thus, I would prefer to abstain from
any guess about the plausibility of the use of the Byzantine rite of the con-
secration of a bishop in the corresponding Armenian milieu. The rite as de-
scribed in the Euchologion Barberini is impossible to date precisely.

(174) H. Marp, Kpemenne apMsH, Tpy3nH, adXa3oB U alaHOB CBATHIM
I'puropmem [N. MARR, The Baptism of the Armenians, the Georgians, the Ab-
khazians, and the Alanians by Saint Gregory], 3anucku Bocmouozo omdererus
Mmmnepamopckozo Pycckozo Apxeorozuyeckozo oouyecmen [Notices of the Oriental De-
partment of the Imperial Russian Archaeological Society] 16 (1905) 63-211, here 128.

(175)  On this milieu, see S. H. Grirrrts, Arabic Christianity in the Monas-
teries of Ninth-Century Palestine (Ashgate, 1992) (Variorum Collected Studies
Series, CS380).
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hagiographical source — worth translation, although its specific usage
of the word “maphorion” was in this milieu incomprehensible.

Among Byzantine texts, there is one providing a distant parallel to
the wording of Vg. This is the tenth-century hagiographical novel The
Life of St Gregentios (1.50). Gregentios” mother sees a prophetic dream
on the night when Gregentios was born: St Nicholas endows her son
with many symbolic gifts mostly having ecclesiastical meaning, and,
included among other liturgical garments, pagdogix kat wpodpooua.'”
Given that there is no liturgical garment normally called padoguov, it
is reasonable to conclude that we have here a pleonasm, padooix be-
ing used in the sense of “omophoria” and wuodopix added as a more
popular synonym.

Vg and, indirectly, Va demonstrate that the word padoglov was
used as a synonym of the high wpodogiov in ordinary language (as
it is in the Greek of Vg), but within a relatively small and strict hagio-
graphical genre in the ninth or the early tenth century (or, of course,
possibly even earlier). The Life of St Gregentios preserves a trace of this
usage in alater time, in the tenth century, but now within the freer genre
of the long hagiographical novel. After this, it disappears completely.

We have no data on the origin of such usage and we do not know
the date of Vg. It is enough for us, however, to know the two following
facts: (1) such a usage was actual (probably actualised) in the late ninth
century, together with Vg, and (2) its actuality was connected with the
actuality of the cult of St Gregory.

These two facts lead us to the time of patriarch Photius, but espe-
cially to the early Macedonian period. The bishop’s “maphorion” as a
substitute for the term “omophorion” was brought to Constantinople
by Gregory the Illuminator together with his Vg and was forgotten in
the tenth century, when the Macedonian dynasty became stable, and,
correspondingly, its Armenian heavenly patrons lost their outstanding
importance.

2.4.6. Why “Pokrov” Becomes “Omophorion/Maphorion”

Now we are able to trace the origins of the peculiar terminology
applied to the omophorion of St Gregory the Illuminator. This omo-
phorion plays an extremely important role in the Vision of Sahak. In

(176) A. BERrGER, Life and Works of Saint Gregentios, Archbishop of Taphar.
Introduction, Critical Edition and Translation (Berlin—New York, 2006) (Milleni-
um-Studien zu Kultur und Geschichte der ersten Jahrtausends n. Chr., 7) 190.
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this vision, the most important objects were indeed the omophorion
of St Gregory and the orb (golden sphere) of the Arshakids."”” Sahak
sees them on the silver plate placed on the heavenly altar table. Then,
the angelus interprens explains that the omophorion means the sacerdo-
tium from St Gregory and the golden globe means the regnum of the
Arshakids.'”® Such a context does not allow any other interpretation
of the word used for “omophorion.” The word used in the Vision of
Sahak is wwthnpw (nap’ort), an early classical borrowing from Greek (a
corruption of wpopoglov/puadoolov) and, probably, the earliest term
for the bishop’s omophorion in classical Armenian (its synonyms are
attested much later)."”” However, iwuthnpu carries the whole spectrum
of meanings of its Greek prototype, including “(woman’s) shawl,” etc.
In the Greek literary translation it is rendered, notwithstanding the
real meaning of the passage, as Opaoua'™ (“veil”), while the Georgian
translation is correct in using the words that mean “(bishop’s) omo-
phorion” unambiguously (mbgm®o, 0bsgmmo).'®!

When Vg calls the bishop’s omophorion “maphorion,” it tries to
match the semantics of nap‘art in its Armenian prototype, ignoring the

(177) The orb was a rather common sign of imperial power. For its use by
Basil I, see G. Moravcsik, Sagen und Legenden iiber Basileios I, DOP 15 (1961)
61-126, 11 pl., here 80.

(178) Nwqup Qupykgh, 62, 71.

(179) Q. Urbsresuy, . Urkrrutibuy, U. Urabrsuy, Lnp Punghpp Zuygl-
wqbwl [Egnip, U-£ (b dEuknhl, 1836-1837) [G. AWETIK'EAN, X. SIWRMELEAN,
M. AwGereaN, A New Lexicon of the Armenian Language, 2 vols. (Venice,
1836-1837)], s.v. twthnpu (II, 409 ; with a variant twdwnpwn) and tupthnpn
(I, 658; with variants klwthnpnl, kdwthnpuw, all of them being closer to Greek
WHOPOQLOV).

(180) Garirte, La Vision de S. Sahac en grec, 265, 273.

(181) . 99eodlgm-09y, JoMMEo 39MLos Lo3s3 oMol Fobolfo-
®39%hYgergdobs [L. MELIskeT-BEG, The Georgian Version of the Prophecy of
Sahak the Parthian], ®goeobol «bogg®bodg®dol 0msddg [Bulletin of the
University of Tiflis] 2 (1922-1923) 200-221, here 208.16 and note 7; 213.23 and
note 13 (two manuscript variants). This term is dicussed in /1. MEAVMKCET-BEKOB,
O rpysuHckont Bepcun anokpuduaeckoro Bugenns Caaka Ilapdsarmna o
cyanbe Apmenun [L. MELIkSET-BEkov, About the Georgian Version of the
Apocryphal Vision of Sahak the Parthian Concerning the Destiny of Armenia],
Mssecmus Kasxascxozo Mcemopuxo-Apxeorozuueckozo urcmumyma | Bulletin de
Ulnstitut Caucasienne [sic] d'Histoire et d’Archéologie 2 (1917-1925) 164-176, here
175. In the later Georgian usage the omophorion is normally called mdgm®o/
®IMGmOO.
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fact that the Greek liturgical terminology is more specific and thus nor-
mally does not allow the use of the word “maphorion” in this sense.

As we have seen above, the role of the Vision of Sahak in early Mace-
donian ideology was not limited to the secular aspects of legitimising
the dynasty. The part of the prophecy pertaining to the patriarch was
actualised as well. It would be therefore only natural if the omopho-
rion seen by St Sahak figures in the Macedonian imagery in at least
some way. Thus, let us consider the following synchronism: the Vision
of St Sahak becomes a basic document of the Macedonian ideology af-
ter 867 and preserves its status until about 901 (see above); the date of
the transformation of the Theotokos” Robe into “maphorion” is also
after 867 and before 883/886. Under Basil I, before the consecration of
Stephen in 886, the omophorion in the Vision of St Sahak is still waiting
for its owner, the future patriarch from the stock of St Gregory the Illu-
minator who is identified — in the Byzantine context — with the future
patriarch Stephen.

When the garment of the Theotokos, the palladium of the City, was
renamed “omophorion,” it was an expression that the Theotokos had
become the locum tenens of the eventual patriarch from the stock of the
Arshakids. Until the omophorion of St Gregory finds its owner, the The-
otokos herself, with her own omophorion, stands watch over her City.

Of course, after 893 and especially after 901 (under Nicholas Mys-
tikos), this meaning of the omophorion of the Theotokos lost its actual-
ity and subsequently fell into oblivion.

From this reconstruction of a short-lived ideological imagery we
have to keep in mind two important facts: (1) the holy garment of the
Theotokos became an “omophorion” under the strong influence of the
cult of St Gregory the Illuminator; and (2) the imagery of “omopho-
rion” was used, according to our reconstruction, as a compensation for
the lack of legitimacy of the patriarch of Constantinople (Stephen).

2.5. Conclusion to the Armeno-Byzantine Dossier

Liturgical commemorations of St Andrew the Salos and Pokrov are
adjacent to those of St Gregory the Illuminator and other saints of his
entourage. This fact suggested an exploration of the hagiographical
dossier of St Gregory the Illuminator in Byzantium in the second half
of the ninth century.

The revival of the cult of St Gregory initially developed in the con-
text of the Church politics of patriarch Photius and his attempts at
reuniting the Armenian and the Byzantine Churches. The relics of St
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Gregory the Illuminator and Gaiane and Rhipsime were discovered in
Constantinople within the frame of this activity, between 862 and 867.

An intensification of the veneration of the Robe of the Theotokos
took place at the same time (860) with no connexion to the cult of
St Gregory the Illuminator or the Armenian Church politics of patri-
arch Photius. In 860, the Robe of the Theotokos began to be venerated
as a Xxén). This was a personal initiative of Photius.

Under Basil I, the founder of the Macedonian dynasty, the new Byz-
antine cult of St Gregory became the basis of the state ideology — seen
through a Byzantine adaptation of the eschatological Vision of St Sa-
hak. This was an initiative of Photius, too. This cult, used to legitimise
the future patriarch Stephen, led to the redefinition of the Robe of the
Theotokos as her “omophorion,” in analogy to the omophorion of a
bishop.

Thus, the cult of the Pokrov of the Theotokos — employing the term
omophorion — was established under the second patriarchate of Pho-
tius (867-886). This cult was connected to the veneration of St Gregory
the Illuminator within the eschatological perspective of the “Byzan-
tinised” Vision of St Sahak. However, this resulted neither in the estab-
lishment of a new feast on 1 October nor any specific veneration of St
Andrew the Salos.

The cult of Andrew the Salos was called for in a later epoch, under
Nicholas Mystikos (his first patriarchate, beginning in 901), as a means
of substitution of the ideology of “Arshakid” priesthood, when the al-
leged Arshakid provenance of the Macedonian dynasty was reduced
to royal succession only, and no longer encompassed the succession of
the priesthood; this resulted in a laying aside of the Vision of St Sahak,
which was probably replaced with the Apocalypse of Andrew the Salos.
This, in turn, resulted in the establishment of the commemoration of
St Andrew the Salos on 28 May, replacing the commemoration days of
the discovery of the relics of St Gregory the Illuminator and the holy
virgins during the time of patriarch Photius.

Thus, during the first patriarchate of Nicholas Mystikos, the pre-
conditions allowing the establishment of the feast of Pokrov were in
place. The Robe of the Theotokos became first the Zkémn and then the
“omophorion.” The meaning of the omophorion of the Theotokos as
the omophorion of the highest bishop of the City and its connexion
with St Gregory the Illuminator’s cult were suppressed but certainly
not erased completely during the short tenure of Nicholas Mystikos’s
first patriarchate, from 901 to 907.
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Some traces of the earliest account of the vision of St Andrew the
Salos predating the establishment of the feast of Pokrov may be pre-
served in the Life of St Andrew. For the sake of completeness, I review
them in Note 2 below.

Note 2: A Tentative Reconstruction of a Liturgical Cycle
Possibly Related to the Vision of St Andrew
within the Life of Andrew the Salos

Within the Life of Andrew the Salos the story of the vision in the Holy
Soros of Blachernae is preceded by episodes'® which are not formally a
part of the same continuous narrative but which, nevertheless, have some
liturgical value and may be interesting, if not for the study of the Pokrov
feast then at least for the composition of the hagiographical novel.

The story of the Pokrov vision is preceded by the story of the miracle
of St Akakios for Epiphanius, the disciple of St Andrew. At first glance,
the two subsequent parts of the Life of Andrew the Salos are not connected
to each other. The Akakios episode ends with the hagiographer’s state-
ment that, since that event, Epiphanius became especially devoted to
St Akakios and often visited his church. The Pokrov episode, which fol-
lows, is introduced by another hagiographer’s statement saying that An-
drew and Epiphanius used to attend the vigils (abmtvn) dofoAoyia) in the
chapel of the Coffin, Hagios Soros (Aylog odc), belonging to the Blach-
ernae Church. It is certain that the tenth-century composer of the Life of
Andrew considered these two episodes as separate. But there is a clear sign
that he was working with material that was, at that point in time, unfamil-
iar to him.

After receiving Andrew’s command to go to the St Akakios Church in
Heptascalos,'®® Epiphanius visits the service in the church of St John the
Baptist (¢v 1@ va@ to0 ayilov Twdvvov tov Bamtiotov) that very morn-
ing. Only after that does he continue on his way to St Akakios. There then
follows the first vision of St Akakios in his church during vespers; the sec-
ond vision of Akakios the following night, when Epiphanius was sleep-
ing at home; and the communion in St Akakios Church on the morning
of the next day, which concludes the whole story about Epiphanius and
his temptation. The visit to the church of St John in this story is not only
unmotivated, but stands in direct contradiction to the words Andrew ad-

(182) RypiN 1995, vol. 2, 248/249-254/255 (txt/tr.), MoLpovan 2000, 592—
596 (Greek), Morpovan 2000, 394-399 (Slavonic).

(183) On the basilica (martyrium) of St Akakios in Heptascalos (“Seven
Ladders”), see Janin 1969, 14-15.
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dressed to his obedient disciple."™ It is not good if, having been directed
by your spiritual father to go to a specific place, you decide to visit a differ-
ent place along the way. The John the Baptist church episode is clearly an
undigested remnant of a somewhat different plot which appeared in the
source used by our hagiographer.

The reference to the St Akakios Church is a clear sign of the epoch.
This basilica, although it was built already by Constantine the Great
and reconstructed by Justinian the Great, was in ruins before the time of
Basil I (867-886); Basil rebuilt it."® The exact date of the rebuilding is un-
known but, in any case, the St Akakios Church in this text is one of the
new sanctuaries of the Macedonian dynasty.

St Akakios was the martyr who died in the future Constantinople (then
Byzantium) in 302/303, and so was considered as a heavenly patron of
the City. As a consequence of the episodes of the Life of Andrew the Salos,
St Akakios is visited and reveals visions with a miracle immediately be-
fore Andrew and Epiphanius went to the main sovereign of the City, the
Theotokos in the Holy Soros. A lesser patron of Constantinople prepares
the way for the City’s greatest patron.

Was there, in Constantinople, a Church of St John the Baptist that was
in some way remarkable in the same early Macedonian period? In this
period, there were several dozen John the Baptist sanctuaries in Constan-
tinople, so it is difficult to answer without additional information.'®

However, some additional information could be provided from the
text of the Life of Andrew. The Akakios episode and the following Blacher-
nae episode are distinct from their broader context. These two stories are
connected with precise sanctuaries while those that precede them' and

(184) Andrew says to Epiphanius to go to St Akakios Church atotov yao
oWl eite TO delAtvov — “in the morning or in the afternoon.” Epiphanius
goes to St John the Baptist in the morning and to St Akakios in the afternoon.

(185) Constantine Porphyrogenete writes about this church in his Vita
Basilii, 82: ..10N 0X£dOV KATAQOLEVTA KAl TTOOG MTWOLV TLVEAXVVOUEVOV
dvakawvioag kal TavToiog KatTaoPAALOCAUEVOS OXVEWUAOL TOV TITWHATOS
fomaoe kal €dgailws éotnréval memoinkev (“...already almost ruined and
tending to tumble down he renewed [it] and, having been strengthened from
everywhere by the counterforces, prevented it from tumbling down and made
it stand firmly”); I. Bekker, Theophanes Continuatus, Ioannes Cameniata,
Symeon Magister, Georgius Monachus (Bonn, 1838) (CSHB) 324-325.

(186) Cf., however, above, Note 1, on the St John the Baptist oratory in the
monastery of Staurakios.

(187) The Vision of St Andrew as a pillar of fire to a pious woman near the
column of Constantine.
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follow them'® are not. It is tempting to consider them as a sort of “sta-
tional liturgy,” especially taking into account that both the Blachernae and
Heptascalos quarters are relatively close to each other, near the Golden
Horn, and that there were, in the late ninth century, several John the Bap-
tist shrines in the same area.'®

If the visions of St Akakios and of the Theotokos were connected, in the
source used by our hagiographer, forming a single chain of events, then
the chronology was as follows:

e first day, morning: liturgy in the St John the Baptist Church;

e first day, evening: vespers in the St Akakios Church;

e second day, morning: liturgy in the St Akakios Church;

e second day, evening and third day, night: vigil in the Hagios Soros
in Blachernae.

The St Akakios scene would be especially well placed in the late ninth
century, when the Church of St Akakios was rebuilt by Basil L. It is difficult
to judge whether the confused story about the miracle of St Akakios and
the visit to some John the Baptist church had any connexion to the earliest
story of the vision in Blachernae which might have circulated before the
feast of Pokrov was established.

ParT THREE: THE FEAST OF POKROV
WITHIN THE CYCLE OF ST GREGORY THE ILLUMINATOR

3.1. The Marian Relics and the Wives of Leo the Wise

Symeon Metaphrastes in his synaxarium entry on 31 August, the
feast of the Girdle of the Theotokos, relates the story of a miraculous
healing of a wife (cVUCtyoc) of Leo the Wise named Zoe from an impure
spirit. Leo opened the casket with the Girdle, which turned out to be
absolutely uncorrupted, and “then patriarch” (unnamed) placed the
Girdle on the head of Zoe, who was cured immediately."® The story is
unknown in all earlier sources. Zoe could be identified with either Zoe
Zaoutzaina (died in 899; she was Leo’s second wife, whom he married

(188) The denunciation of a nobleman, on the Hippodrome.

(189) At least, numbers 2 (in the monastery called “of Egyptians,” near
the Blachernae wall), 26 (in Petra), 30 (in the monastery of Staurakios, see
above Note 1), and 32 (¢v @ Lto0oB1Aaiw, on the shore of the Golden Horn) in
the list of Prodromos shrines in Janin 1969, 410, 421-429, 430, 440.

(190) In Menologium Basilii Porphyrogeniti, PG 117, 613 AB. The Girdle was
positioned dwx X100 TOL TNVIKADTA TATOLAQXOVL.
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soon after the death of Theophano in November of 895 or 896, and she
had been his mistress much earlier) or Zoe Carbonopsina (his fourth
wife, from 905 to 912, and his mistress from about 904).

This story about the opening of the casket containing the Girdle is
related in a more historical way by patriarch Euthymius in his hom-
ily on the feast of the Girdle of the Theotokos and on the encaenia of
the Holy Soros of Chalkoprateia celebrated on the same day (31 Au-
gust).””! The homily was delivered when the memory of the discov-
ery of the Girdle in an absolutely perfect condition was still fresh. Eu-
thymius dates this event to “nine hundred years or more” (...et@v...
évakoolwv, 1] kat meog) from the infancy of Jesus (§ 4)."2 According
to the traditional Byzantine chronology, which dates the birth of Jesus
to AM 5500, this results in 5500 + 900 = AM 6400 (892 AD) as the termi-
nus post quem. This date is compatible with both Zoe Zaoutzaina and
Zoe Carbonopsina. Euthymius, however, does not say a word about
either of them, nor does he mention the name of the current emperor,
although it is evident from the chronology he provides that the only
possible emperor here is Leo VI.

(191) M. Jucie, Homélies mariales byzantines. Textes grecs édités et traduits en
latin (Paris, 1922) [repr.: Turnhout, 2003] (PO, 16,3; N° 79) 503-514 [81-90].

(192) Jucie, Homélies mariales..., 510 [86]. This dating is interpreted by
Jugie as 880/884, supposing that the Theotokos gave birth to Jesus when she
was between 16 and 20 years old. Jugie makes a mistake in presupposing that
the age of the Girdle is the same as the age of the Theotokos (whereas, ac-
cording to the homily, it is the same as the age of Jesus). Then, Jugie himself
disregards his own computus by placing the event under the first months of
the patriarchate of Stephen, before the moment when Euthymius was made
syncellus (ibid., 479-480 [55-56]). Such a strange supposition seems to have no
other basis than the wish to avoid acknowledging the high esteem in which
Euthymius held Photius (cf. ibid., 488-489 [64-65]). In fact, dating the hom-
ily to Photius’ time is excluded on purely chronological grounds. Janin dates
the homily to “vers 888,” without explanation (JaNin 1969, 238; cf. here n. 10,
which is probably an erroneous repetition of n. 11). In this he was apparently
following Jugie, although with a precision based on ch. 4 of the Vita Euthymii,
where it is stated that, before becoming syncellus, Euthymius arrived in the
imperial palace for the first time after an absence of two and one-half years.
Supposing (and this is only a guess) that the previous visit of Euthymius took
place somewhere during the reign of Basil I in the first half of 886, one arrives
at 888 as the date when Euthymius became syncellus. For Jugie and probably
for Janin, too, fundamental to the dating is the fact that, in the title of the hom-
ily, Euthymius is called “monk” but not “syncellus,” unlike the title of another
homily of his authorship, where he is called “presbyter and syncellus.”
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This homily, together with the silence of the chroniclers, proves that
the story about the healing of a wife of Emperor Leo is fictitious —
one cannot take it at face value.” This is not to say, however, that
the story is of no value for historians. Both Zoe Zaoutzaina and Zoe
Carbonopsina were associated with severe spiritual temptations and
Church troubles. However, the role of Euthymius in these two affairs
was quite different. Euthymius never accepted the marriage with Zoe
Zaoutzaina, knowing that she was Leo’s mistress when his first wife,
Theophano, was still alive. Euthymius severed communication with
his spiritual son Leo until Zoe’s death. Leo received a dispensation for
the marriage, with Zoe Zaoutzaina from patriarch Antony Kauleas
(893-901), who became the principal peacemaker in this affair. But in
the tetragamia affair it was Euthymius — acting as the patriarch — who
became the key figure in the readmission of Leo to the Church. Leo
was excommunicated for his fourth marriage with Zoe Carbonopsina,
and his readmission to the Church was certainly worthy of representa-
tion in the symbolic imagery of a hagiographical legend. However, the
possibility that the legend represents the story with Zoe Zaoutzaina
and patriarch Antony Kauleas cannot be excluded a priori, even if the
troubles provoked by this story are not nearly as serious as those relat-
ing to the tetragamia affair.

In any case, the legend says that the casket with the Girdle of the
Theotokos was opened under Leo the Wise as a means of overcoming
the temptations provoked by Leo’s marriage with one or another of the
Zoes. This is the only available and quite reasonable explanation of a
historical fact testified by the homily of Euthymius — that Leo resorted
to the relic to cure his wife.

It is tempting to consider the homily as having been delivered when
Euthymius was patriarch and to identify its historical context in terms
of the tetragamia affair. Such a treatment is provided by Wortley,"* and
it seems to me the most natural. However, for the sake of complete-
ness, I would like to re-evaluate this conclusion.

There are two important arguments against Wortley’s dating of the
homily:

(1) The title of the homily, in which its author, Euthymius, is called
“monk,” without indication of his patriarchal title (this reading ap-
pears in both manuscripts used in Jugie’s edition). Wortley responds

(193) As Jugie does uncritically (ibid., 485 [61]).
(194) WorTtLEY 2005, 176, n. 17. Cf. note 192 about Jugie’s interpretation.
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by noting that Euthymius was a monk before his elevation as well as
during his patriarchate and after his deposition. Wortley’s treatment of
the title is partially corroborated by the attitude toward the Euthymian
patriarchate at the time of the second patriarchate of Nicholas Mystikos
(cf. above, 1.7.3, on the possibility of a deliberately anonymous trans-
mission of his homiletic legacy). The original titulature of patriarch
Euthymius could have been censored later, when the official Church
considered his patriarchate as illegitimate (during the period from, at
least, 912 to 920). Thus, I agree with Wortley that the titulature of the
author of the homily in its title is not important in dating the work.

(2) Euthymius’ statement that he is preaching from obedi-
ence (§ 1: ...UTTAKOTV TTANQOVVTEG AVOQOG TOTOTATOL Kol Tor Oelo
éumemAnouévov’” — “. performing obedience to the man most faith-
ful and filled with divine (things)”). It is not common for patriarchs to
preach as a demonstration of obedience to other men. Wortley does
not mention this difficulty.

If Euthymius were patriarch, such a phrase would indicate the em-
peror; if the phrase were pronounced before Euthymius’ patriarch-
ate, it would indicate instead a patriarch (either Antony Kauleas or
Nicholas Mystikos), because, in Church matters, if Euthymius were
not patriarch, he would not have been directly subordinate to the em-
peror. However, the wording of the phrase is rather revealing. The epi-
thet miotoTatog is common when applied to emperors with the sense
“most Christian”'* but would be redundant if applied to the clergy
(the second epithet is the equivalent of Oc10tatog, which is applicable
to different kinds of people). Thus, the man who asked Euthymius to
preach was Leo the Wise.

If this is indeed the case, the homily is to be dated to the patriarch-
ate of Euthymius. Moreover, it is extremely unlikely that Euthymius
would have been asked to preach on the memory of an event that
helped to legalise Leo’s marriage with Zoe Zaoutzaina: Leo eventu-
ally acknowledged Euthymius’ right not to accept this marriage. How-
ever Leo’s demand fits perfectly into the high stakes of the tetragamia
affair.

Our considerations corroborate Wortley’s view on the historical
place of the homily of Euthymius. It is datable to the patriarchate of

(195) Jucie, Homélies mariales..., 506 [82].23-24. Jugie identifies this man
with patriarch Stephen (ibid., 480 [56]), which is obviously an anachronism.

(196) Lawmre, A Patristic Greek Lexicon, 1088, s.v. miotdg, meaning D, 1.
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Euthymius, and Leo resorted to the Girdle of the Theotokos because of
his troubles due to his fourth marriage, to Zoe Carbonopsina.

Thus, under Euthymius’ patriarchate, the cult of the Girdle became
involved in the tetragamia affair. This is an indirect but strong proof
that the cult of the maphorion, even more popular in this epoch, was
used as a weapon in the same affair, too — in the lines described in the
first part of this study, where the establishment of the feast of Pokrov
was hypothetically ascribed to patriarch Euthymius. This original hy-
pothesis has been strengthened, but is still unproven. To go further,
we have to look at the Constantinopolitan liturgical calendar around
1 October.

We have seen above (2.4.6) that the cult of the maphorion of the
Theotokos was influenced by the cult of St Gregory the Illuminator.
The Theotokos herself was considered as the locum tenens of the future
patriarch of the Roman Empire, who was to be a descendent from the
stock of the Arshakids and who is the legitimate owner of the omopho-
rion of St Gregory the Illuminator. Thus, the proximity of the feast of
Pokrov to the St Gregory cycle within the Constantinopolitan liturgical
calendar is worth examination.

3.2. The Symbolic Nature of the Date 1 October

Any explanation of the establishment of the feast of Pokrov must
account for the choice of the date 1 October. The simplest explanation
would be possible, of course, if the event commemorated (the vision of
Andrew the Salos and Epiphanius) had occurred on 1 October. This is
not the case, however. The feast was not established immediately after
the event (see above, 1.8.1), the date of which, in any case, was never
specified exactly in any of the sources. In the Life of Andrew the Salos the
corresponding event is loosely inscribed into a kind of stational liturgy
connecting the Holy Soros of Blachernae with some church of John
the Baptist and the church of St Akakios (see above, Note 2), but the
known feasts of the corresponding saints and sanctuaries are remote
from 1 October. Moreover, the original date of the commemoration of
St Andrew the Salos himself, on 28 May (see above, 2.1), is also remote
from 1 October.

Therefore it is unlikely that the date 1 October is, in any way, a
historical one. On the contrary, it is very likely that it is symbolic. It
must be explained by means of an examination of the structure of the
Church calendar rather than by the chronology of historical events.
However, looking at the Constantinopolitan Church calendar, we see
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immediately that the closest neighbours of the feast of Pokrov are our
old friends St Gregory the Illuminator (30 September, on the eve of
Pokrov), Rhipsime (26 September), and Gaiane (27 September).

3.3. The Autumn Commemorations
of St Gregory the Illuminator and His Companions
in Constantinople

The historical days of the martyrdom of the holy virgins are in-
dicated in the Armenian Agathangelos (Aa) as 26 and 27 Hori, which
are rendered in the Greek version of the Agathangelos (Ag) as 26 and
27 September. The historicity and genuineness of these dates has been
demonstrated, most recently, by Jost Gippert, who placed the Agathan-
gelos data in the context of early Georgian sources.'”’

Of course, the correspondence between the Hori of the old Arme-
nian movable year and the Julian September is very rough (and, more-
over, changing at the rate of one day every four years), but here, once
more, we are dealing with one of the most popular “techniques” of the
translation from one liturgical calendar to another.

In the available recensions of the Synaxarium of Constantinople,
only the commemoration of 27 September is preserved (for Gaiane,
but together with Rhipsime and the other virgins). In later recensions,
even this commemoration is shifted to 30 September, on the same day
as St Gregory the Illuminator.'”® Since the early second Christian mil-
lennium, this commemoration of St Gregory together with Gaiane and
Rhipsime and those with them on 30 September becomes normative
for the Byzantine rite. Thus, for the tenth century, at least, the com-
memoration of Gaiane on 27 September was still preserved.

The separate commemoration of Rhipsime on 26 September is well
attested in the Coptic rite, which preserves the commemoration of
Rhipsime and Gaiane together on 26 September (29 Tot),'” and, more-
over, the commemoration of Gregory the Illuminator on 27 Septem-

(197) J. Grepert, Old Armenian and Caucasian Calendar Systems. 2. Ar-
menian hofi and sahmi, The Annual of the Society for the Study of Caucasia 1 (1989)
3-12. The historical facts here are the atrocities against the Christians during
the invasion of Armenia by the Roman emperor Maximinus Daia in 311-312
(cf. PEETERS 1942, 105-106).

(198) See Synaxarium CP, col. 83, 85 and 89-93.

(199) R. Basser, Le Synaxaire arabe jacobite (rédaction copte). Texte arabe pub-
lié, traduit et annoté (Paris, 1904) (PO 1, 3) 306 [92] — 308 [94].
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ber (30 Tot).* If some Byzantine tradition borrowed the 26 September
commemoration date, the same commemoration should also be found
in the Syrian Jacobite rite as well, for this rite was very close to Byzan-
tine liturgical traditions up to the middle of the sixth century. In fact,
most of the Syrian Jacobite calendars do not have any commemora-
tion date for Rhipsime. However, there is one among them (from the
fourteenth century) that contains the commemorations of Rhipsime,
Gaiane, and Gregory on 26, 27, and 30 September respectively,®' and
there is another one (from the twelfth or thirteenth century) containing
a separate commemoration of Rhipsime (with other virgins, unnamed,
but without St Gregory), but on 28 September.”> The Jerusalem rite
of the first millennium did not know the commemorations of 26 and
27 September at all.?®

Such a distribution correlates with the distribution of the commem-
oration of the great feast of John the Theologian on 26 September, a
powerful liturgical tradition of Ephesus and the patriarchate of An-
tioch.? It was accepted in Constantinople and Jerusalem, but in the
Syrian Jacobite rite it was accepted in some local traditions only. The
feast of Rhipsime on 26 September is incompatible with another great
feast on the same day, and so it was shifted to 27 September. It was

(200) Lacking in the Coptic Synaxarium but preserved in other calendri-
cal manuscripts: F. Nau, Les ménologes des évangéliaires coptes-arabes édités et
traduits (Paris, 1913) (PO 10, 2) 189 [25]. Preserved also in the Ethiopic Synax-
arium on the same day = 30 Maskaram: G. CovLiN, Le Synaxaire éthiopien. Mois
de Maskaram. Edition critique du texte éthiopien et traduction (Turnhout, 1986)
(PO 43, 3, N 195) 504/505 [186/187] (txt/tr.).

(201) P. PeetERs, Le martyrologe de Rabban Sliba, AB 27 (1908) 129-200,
here 161-162/196-197 (txt/tr.).

(202) Calendar Nau IX: F. Nau, Un martyrologe et douze ménologes syri-
aques, édités et traduits (Paris, 1912) (PO 10, 1) 107 [107]. The same date for both
Gaiane and Rhipsime in the marble calendar of Naples (ca 821-841): PEETERS
1942, 92.

(203) Cf., as a comprehensive introduction to the Jerusalem calendars,
G. GARITTE, Le calendrier palestino-géorgien du Sinaiticus 34 (X¢ siécle). Edité, tra-
duit et commenté (Bruxelles, 1959) (SH 30).

(204) In Ephesus, John the Theologian was the principal saint. His death
was celebrated on the day of the autumn equinox (26 September for the early
Christian centuries) which, in the region of Ephesus, was the beginning of
the year from antiquity (however, the Christian liturgical calendar started on
1 October).
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preserved on 26 September in the Coptic rite, where the feast of John
the Theologian is absent on this day.

For Constantinople ca 900, it is certain that 26 September was the
feast of John the Theologian, while 27 September was the commemora-
tion of Gaiane together with Rhipsime and the other virgins.

As to the Byzantine commemoration of St Gregory the Illumina-
tor on 30 September, the question of its origin needs to be reopened
despite a widely accepted hypothesis put forward by Paul Peeters (see
Excursus below). My own conclusion is that this date represents an
ancient Armenian tradition whose roots were forgotten even in the Ar-
menian Church and which was accepted in Constantinople long be-
fore the Macedonian period (together with the cult of St Gregory the
[Nluminator itself, that is, in the sixth century and certainly not later
than in the seventh).

Regardless of the historical origin of the commemorations of 27 and
30 September, they were perceived as connected to each other, that is,
as a kind of liturgical cycle with 30 September as its most important
day. This is why, when the Armenian saints became less actual for Byz-
antium and the cycle collapsed, it resulted in the common feast of all
these saints that was held on 30 September.

3.4. The Choice of 1 October for the Pokrov Feast

Up to the first years of the tenth century, the maphorion of the The-
otokos became a powerful symbol of divine protection. It was connect-
ed with the Theotokos’ role as supreme bishop of the City, and even
the memory of the identity of the Theotokos” omophorion with that of
St Gregory the Illuminator was fresh. Moreover, we know that at least
one Marian relic, the Girdle, was used as a means of overcoming the
internal Church conflict provoked by the fourth marriage of Leo the
Wise.

After the deposition of Nicholas Mystikos and the enthronment of
patriarch Euthymius in 907, the situation echoed, in some ways, the
situation that had prevailed with patriarch Stephen before and espe-
cially after his consecration. Once more, the canonical rights of the new
patriarch were less than obvious, and so, once more, an intervention
on the part of the Theotokos was welcome.

As we have seen above (part One), the feast of Pokrov had also been
established as a way of overcoming an internal Church conflict. The
proposed history of its appearance under patriarch Euthymius and
its disappearance after a short time during the second patriarchate of
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Nicholas Mystikos fits perfectly within the context of the specific The-
otokos cult of ca 900 and the circumstances of the tetragamia affair in
907. Shortly after this time, that is, around the end of the first half of
the tenth century, the omophorion of the Theotokos lost its meaning as
a bishop’s garment and became a simple maphorion.

The fact that the commemoration of the vision of the Theotokos was
appointed on 1 October, the day immediately following the feast of
St Gregory the Illuminator, is especially revealing, given that the Robe
of the Theotokos was reconsidered as a bishop’s omophorion within
the cult of St Gregory which, in turn, had been reshaped under the
influence of the Byzantine adaptation of the Vision of St Sahak.

At a time no later than the first patriarchate of Nicholas Mystikos,
the second Constantinopolitan commemoration of St Gregory, in May,
was abrogated. However, the commemoration of St Andrew the Salos
(28 May) was retained in the liturgical cycle that had been established
at that time (26-28 May). The feast commemorating St Andrew had
been established to replace a commemoration of the vision of St Sahak
(s. above, 2.3.4). Thus, the only way to reestablish an additional feast
related to St Gregory was to put it within the established Byzantine
cycle of St Gregory in the neighborhood of 27 and 30 September. In so
doing, patriarch Euthymius was referring to the memory of the iden-
tity between the omophorion of the Theotokos and the omophorion of
St Gregory the Illuminator from the Vision of St Sahak. This memory
had been suppressed a few years earlier by Nicholas Mystikos, but
during the tetragamia affair the authority of Nicholas Mystikos was
severely undermined.

Another hint regarding the establishment and placement of these
feasts is provided by the personalities of the two main saints who ap-
peared in Andrew’s vision together with the Theotokos, St John the
Forerunner and St John the Theologian. The presence of these particu-
lar saints must have an explanation, but so far no scholar has been
interested in exploring it, despite the obvious fact that an arbitrary
choice is no more likely here than, say, in the scene of the Transfigura-
tion of Jesus. But while in the latter case, the traditions that underlie
the appearance of Moses and Elijah are understood and have contin-
ued to be studied, in our case, the very need to pose such a question is
unrealised.

The choice of St John the Theologian is perfectly comprehensible in
terms of the calendar. The date 26 September, the commemoration of the
repose of St John the Theologian, is the last major feast before 1 October.
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In the Greek hagiographical dossier of St Gregory, this day is, moreover,
the first day of the commemoration of the holy virgins accompanying
St Gregory. The day of the martyr death of Rhipsime, 26 September,
would have been kept in mind even by those who were celebrating her
commemoration on the next day, together with Gaiane. The presence of
St John the Theologian in the vision of St Andrew the Salos marks the
beginning of the corresponding liturgical cycle, 26 September.

The presence of St John the Baptist in Andrew’s vision is, at first
glance, unmotivated. The Life of Andrew the Salos does not demon-
strate any specific reverence toward this saint. The scene of the visit of
Epiphanius to a church of St John the Baptist on his way to the church
of St Akakios is interesting, but this episode as it is preserved in the
form transmitted in the hagiographical novel seems to be corrupted
irreparably (s. Note 2). If we looked for a calendrical analogy to the
appearance of St John the Theologian, we would expect not the ap-
pearance of John the Baptist, but rather St Gregory the Illuminator.
But the descriptions of the vision of St Andrew, both in his Life and in
the sermon in the Russian Prolog, agree that the Theotokos appeared
in the company of St John the Theologian, St John the Forerunner, and
“many other” but unnamed saints. Why are these saints not Gregory
the Illuminator together with the holy virgins?

To have imagined St Gregory the Illuminator on such a distin-
guished place near the Theotokos in the heavens above Constantinople
would have been difficult even in the time of Basil I. In the early tenth
century, such a position for St Gregory would have been absolutely
unthinkable. However, Gregory’s common epithet, “Illuminator”
(Lntuwnphy), coincided with that of another Illuminator who was es-
pecially popular in Constantinople, John the Baptist. The very word
“Illuminator” (Pwtiotr)c) means “he who baptises.” In Byzantium,
the common title of St Gregory was “the Illuminator of Great Arme-
nia.” This title would be inappropriate as the name of the protector of
Constantinople, but it made the figure of St Gregory interchangeable
with that of John the Baptist. Thus, in the vision of St Andrew, St John
the Baptist replaced St Gregory the Illuminator.

The feast of 1 October was arranged along the lines of the previous
(pre-901, that is, before the patriarchate of Nicholas Mystikos) cult of
St Gregory the Illuminator. Most probably, the commemoration of St
Andrew on 2 October appeared together with the Pokrov feast itself,
both as its afterfeast and also as the concluding day of the seven-day
cycle starting on 26 September.
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The choice of the date 1 October is explainable in the same con-
text as the choice of the omophorion of the Theotokos as a protective
means for the see of Constantinople when its patriarch had insufficient
canonical rights. This context is the cult of St Gregory the Illuminator
in its forms specific to the early Macedonian period. Such a meaning
of the omophorion of the Theotokos existed for only a short time, and
this short time coincided precisely with the timeframe indicated on the
basis of the Slavic milieu (s. part One).

The two lines traced in the present study, one working back from
the Slavonic sources and the other working forward from the Arme-
nian and Byzantine sources, meet on 1 October of 907, the first year of
the patriarchate of Euthymius, soon after the deposition of Nicholas
Mystikos.*®

Excursus: St Gregory the Illuminator’s Feast on 30 September
1. Peeters’ Hypothesis

The earliest attestation of the feast of St Gregory the Illuminator on
30 September is the Naples marble calendar datable to ca 821-841.2%
All the Oriental witnesses are much later, including the Synaxarium of
Constantinople (ninth-tenth century) and various Armenian and Syri-
ac liturgical documents (available from the early second millennium).
Thus, Paul Peeters concluded that the presence of this commemoration
of St Gregory in the Armenian tradition (and, I would add, the Syrian
Jacobite one as well) is secondary and dependent on the calendar of
Constantinople.?”

The Constantinopolitan date 30 September has, in turn, an Arme-
nian origin. Here I agree with Peeters, but I differ with him in some of
the details. According to Peeters, 30 September is a Julian rendering of
the date of the principal feast of St Gregory in the Armenian calendar

(205) I would like to express my gratitude to John Wortley for his ad-
vice and to Kirill Khrustalev, Sergei Ivanov, Vera Zemskova, Elena Bormotova,
Tatiana Senina, Andrei Orlov, Pavel Lukin, Alexandre Kananyan, and Eugen
Shteyn for their assistance in my work, as well as to Claudia R. Jensen for
improving my English.

(206) For the publication of this calendar with a study, see H. DELEHAYE,
Hagiographie Napolitaine. I, AB 57 (1939) 5-64.

(207) Peeters 1942, 128-130; for the Syrian Jacobite calendars, see the
data in Nau, Un martyrologe...; for a more complete review of the Armenian
data, see AKINEAN 1947.
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on 10 (sometimes 11) K’aloc’, which commemorates his vision of the
Heavenly Tabernacle with the pillar of light and Jesus Christ in per-
son over the site of the future Cathedral of Etchmiadzin. According to
Peeters, the correspondence between 10/11 K'atoc” of the Old Arme-
nian movable year and 30 September points to the years 752-750 as
the time of the establishment of the Byzantine feast on 30 September.*®
Peeters’ idea that the Byzantine Julian dates could be derived from the
Armenian movable dates is insightful and, applied to the December
commemorations of Gregory the Illuminator,®” is now proved to be
true.?” Nevertheless, it does not work for 30 September. First of all,

(208) PeetERs 1942, 129 and n. 3. Peeters mentions Nicholas Marr’s dat-
ings of different recensions of the Agathangelos (from the seventh to the eighth
century) as possible evidence of an interest in the cult of St Gregory at this
time. However, these dates are either too late (for Aa and Ag) or unfounded
(for Vg and the lost Greek original of Va; cf. above, 2.4.5). Peeters’ calculation
seems a bit inexact. If 30 September renders 11 K’atoc’, the corresponding four
years are 748-751; if 10 K’'atoc’, 744-749. Cf. E. DULAURIER, Recherches sur la
chronologie arménienne technique et historique (Paris, 1859) 385 (in Tableau A, the
years where 1 Navasard corresponds to 24 and 23 May).

(209) Peeters explains two commemorations of Gregory of Armenia in the
Naples calendar on 2 and 3 December as renderings of 11 and 10 K’atoc” for
the years 496-504 (PeeTERs 1942, 125). Peeters’ calculations need to be slightly
corrected: the interval in question is 488-499, which seems to be, nevertheless,
within the same period of the Church history of the Christian East. 2 Decem-
ber = 10/11 K’atoc’ for the years 492-495/496-499 (1 Navasard = 26/25 July),
3 December = 10/11 K’atoc’ for the years 488-491/492-495 (1 Navasard =
27/26 July); DULAURIER, Recherches..., 384 (in Tableau A). December commemo-
rations of St Gregory are known to the Coptic and Jacobite Syrian rites, but on
other days. In the Byzantine tradition, they disappeared completely, although
this tradition was the source of the calendar of Naples and probably also of
some Oriental calendars.

(210) In light of the Karshuni version (Vk), whose lost Armenian arche-
type is datable to 604—610 [M. van EsBroeck, Un nouveau témoin du livre
d’Agathange, Revue des études arméniennes 8 (1971) 139-221]. Vk testifies to
the historicity of the Church unity between the Armenians, the Georgians, the
Albanians, and the Laz in the late fifth century, on the eve of the First Council
of Dwin (506), where all these nations rejected the Council of Chalcedon (for
all this see van Essroeck 1971). The legend of the common Baptism of all these
peoples by St Gregory the Illuminator in Bagavan is proper to the recensions
of the series V and unknown to the “national” Armenian recensions of the se-
ries A. The early date of the Armenian original of Vk proves the existence, ca
500, of the feast of St Gregory in commemoration of this (fictitious) Baptism of
the four nations in Bagavan. Taking into account Peeters’ calculation, it results
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Peeters is unable to identify any historical event affecting the Byzan-
tine cult of St Gregory precisely at this time. Moreover, there is a series
of facts unknown to Peeters but important to the history of the cult of
St Gregory which allows another explanation of the origin of the com-
memoration on 30 September.

Peeters explained why the earliest commemoration date of the vi-
sion of St Gregory is 10/11 K’atoc’. The corresponding liturgical cycle
is described in the text of the Armenian Agathangelos and its derivates.
The cycle starts on 26 Hori, the martyrdom of Rhipsime. A period of
nine days then follows, during which Trdat has time to put Gaiane
and the other virgins to death, to be transformed into a wild boar, to
repent, to remove St Gregory from the cave after fifteen years of im-
prisonment, and to be healed by St Gregory. After this, there are sixty-
six days of the catecheses of St Gregory to Trdat and those with him.
On the sixty-fifth day of these catecheses (the penultimate day of the
whole cycle), the miraculous vision of Christ occurs. The entire cycle
thus takes seventy-five days (9 + 66). Its first day is 26 Hori and its
seventy-fifth day is 10 K'atoc” (inclusive counting) or 11 K‘atoc’ (ex-
clusive counting), which implies that the day of the vision was 9 or
10 K’atoc’.?" There is no attested date of commemoration on 9 K’atoc’,
and thus it is 10 K’atoc” that is to be taken as the genuine date of the
feast dedicated to the vision of St Gregory.

The commemoration of 10 K’atoc” is preserved in the Armenian cal-
endar up to the present. It is certainly in perfect conformity with the
early tradition preserved in the Agathangelos. It is therefore all the more
perplexing that the main commemoration of the vision of St Gregory
eventually became the eve of the Dormition of the Theotokos, which
is also the day of the encaenia of the Cathedral of Etchmiadzin. It is

in a date of around 500 for the establishment of the feast on 10/11 K‘atoc’ (I
would prefer a bit earlier date, the beginning of the catholicosate of Babken I
(490-516)) in Bagavan as the common feast of the four nations. The meaning
of the feast was in celebration of a discovery of the relics of St Gregory, whose
relics were the principal sacred object in Bagavan; its reconsideration as the
feast of Sofakat’ (“effusion of light” which is a commemoration of the vision of
St Gregory) may be secondary (as van Esbroeck seemed to think) or, alterna-
tively, the very discovery of the relics was appointed on the day of Sotakat’.

(211) Cf. Peeters 1942, 113. It seems that originally the feast occupied
two days, 10 and 11 K’atoc’ (the seventy-fourth and seventy-fifth days of the
cycle), which is corroborated by the calendar of Naples with its commemora-
tions of Gregory on both 2 and 3 December.
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this feast that is normally called Cnquljwp (Sofakat’ — “Effusion of
Light”), %2 and the same name, Sofakat’, was applied to the cathedral
itself in sources from the early seventh to the tenth/eleventh century.?®
For the latter feast, the cycle reported in the Agathangelos (starting on
26 Hor1i) is broken, but another connexion was established — with the
feast of the Dormition of the Theotokos. It is to be noted that the Agath-
angelos in all its recensions is silent about the cult of the Theotokos.

2. The Dormition of the Theotokos
and the Dedication of the Cathedral of Etchmiadzin

The intervention of the cult of the Theotokos is not so strange if we
recall that the Cathedral of Etchmiadzin — the very cathedral whose
construction was revealed to St Gregory in his famous vision —is dedi-
cated to the Theotokos, and this is why the day of its encaenia is on the
eve of the Dormition (in the same manner, as, in Jerusalem, the encae-
nia of the Church of Resurrection is on the eve of the Exaltation of the
Holy Cross, 13 and 14 September, respectively). Unfortunately, in the
early sources the dedication of the Cathedral of Etchmiadzin is not at-
tested directly, despite the fact that the late priestly tradition assumed
that the dedication to the Theotokos went back to the fourth century**
(which is, of course, absolutely impossible).

(212) In the current Armenian calendar, the Dormition is the nearest Sun-
day to its fixed date, 15 August of the Julian calendar (= 5 Navasard of the
fixed Armenian calendar created by Hovhannes Sarkavag in the early twelfth
century and applied retroactively from the date 1084). The feast of Sotakat" is,
thus, the Saturday before this Sunday. Its fixed date is 14 August =4 Navasard
of the fixed calendar.

(213) Cf. A. PLonTkE-LUNNING, Friihchristliche Architektur im Kaukasus. Die
Entwicklung des christlichen Sakralbaus in Lazika, Iberien, Armenien, Albanien und
Grenzregionen vom 4. bis zum 7. Jh. (Wien, 2007) (Osterreichische Akademie der
Wissenschaften. Philos.-hist. KI. Denkschriften, 359; Veroffentlichungen zum
Byzanzforschung, 13) 168-173, esp. 169. For the Cathedral of Etchmiadzin,
see, first of all, A. JO. KasarsH, Kagedparvnuiii cobop Cypd Dumudsum u 60cmo-
noxpucmuaricxoe 3004ecmeo IV-VII sexos [A. Yu. Kazarvan, The Cathedral of Holy
Ejmiacin and the Eastern Christian Architecture of the 4"~7" Centuries] (Mocksa,
2007) (with a detailed English résumé, p. 210-214).

(214) Reported in 2. TuznuenrubUus, Uwunpugpniphill Qupnnhlk
Eouhwigiith ki hhiig quuunmgh Upwpwunuy, h. U (Eouhwght, 1842) [H. Sau-
XAT'UNEANC’, A Description of the Cathedral of Etchmiadzin and of five gavars of
Ararat, vol. 1 (Etchmiadzin, 1842)] 16; quoted uncritically in KasarsiH, Kageo-
paavtivtii cobop Cypb Dumudsun..., 19 and 186, n. 86.
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However, regardless of the earliest dedication of the Etchmiadzin
cathedral in the fourth century, its rededication to the Theotokos and
especially to the Dormition of the Theotokos would be fitting in 484,
when the cathedral was rebuilt by Vahan Mamikonean after its devas-
tation.?’” It was a time of a rapid spread of new forms of the Theotokos
cult throughout the Eastern Christian world. Among these forms, the
most important was a new feast of the Dormition which had its main
shrine in Gethsemane near Jerusalem. The feast was established after
438 and before 449 (probably in 444) on 7 August, but then switched
to later dates. Constantinople and the Caucasus (unlike Egypt) fol-
lowed the Jerusalem rite, where the Dormition absorbed an earlier Je-
rusalem feast of the Theotokos on 15 August (formerly the Annuncia-
tion), resulting in the Dormition cycles with the principal dates 13 and
15 August. Unfortunately, we know little about the Dormition cult in
Armenia in the late fifth and the early sixth centuries.”’® An interest-
ing liturgical rubric in the title of a sixteenth-century manuscript of an
Armenian transitus identifying the Dormition date of 15 August with
25 Navasard?”’ (instead of the expected fixed date 5 Navasard) may
be a remnant of the epoch when 15 August as the Dormition date was
adopted: from 508 to 511, when 25 Navasard was the equivalent of

(215) Kasaran, Kagedparvriotii codop Cypd dumuadsum..., 15, 185 (notes).

(216) For details, see Lourit 2010, 180-183, with further bibliography.
A pre-Justinianic cycle persisted for several centuries in the Georgian tradi-
tion (abrogated, in Constantinople and Jerusalem, by Justinian in 543 after the
construction of the Nea church in Jerusalem). This pre-543 Dormition cycle
occupied the days from August 13 (the gathering of apostles in Sion) to 16 (the
empty tomb episode), with the Dormition on August 15. An earlier cycle in
the Syriac Transitus S 3 (uncertain date in the second half of the fifth century)
presupposed August 13 as the very day of the Dormition. The Georgian cycle
of the sixth century may be identical to that of the contemporary Armenian
Church, but this supposition is far from certain.

(217) Armenian Transitus AM 6 (under the name of John the Theologian),
which is a translation of the Greek epitome G 6 of the Transitus G 3 (John of
Thessalonica, T 630); cf., for classification of these Transitus, S. ]. SHOEMAKER,
The Ancient Traditions of the Virgin Mary’s Dormition and Assumption (Oxford,
2002) (Oxford Early Christian Studies) 421. Diplomatic edition of one manu-
script (among several known ones): T. DasNaBeDIAN, Une récit arménien du
Pseudo-Jean I'Evangéliste sur la Dormition, Armach 1 (1992) 27-38 [repr.:
EADEM, La Meére de Dieu : Etudes sur I'’Assomption et sur l'image de la trés-sainte
Mere de Dieu (Antélias, 1995) 51-72]. The liturgical rubric in the title seems not
to be a part of the text.
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15 August — the epoch of the catholicos Babken and the First Council
of Dwin.

After 484, when the see of Etchmiadzin was dedicated to the Dor-
mition of the Theotokos, an intervention of the Theotokos cult into the
cult of St Gregory the Illuminator became unavoidable. It resulted, as
we will see below, in a new St Gregory cycle that ran from the Dormi-
tion to 30 September and which was founded, albeit with some viola-
tions, on the basis of the Agathangelos. Indeed, the Agathangelos does
contain a cycle of dedications of churches, although with no connexion
to Etchmiadzin. This cycle is connected to the process of the Baptism
of Armenia, although the cycle containing the vision of St Gregory is
connected to earlier events (specifically, the conversion of Trdat).

3. The Dates of the Baptism of Armenia
in the Agathangelos

The chronology of the events relating directly to the Baptism of Ar-
menia described in the Agathangelos is as follows:

Date Place Event Aa(§ Notes

1 Nava-  Ashtishat Destruction of 809 Ashtishat was the

sard in Taron  pagan temples. Es- and principal cultic
tablishment of the 836 centre of pagan
feast of St John the Armenia, where
Baptist and St Athe- the New Year’s
nogenes instead of festival was one of
the pagan feast of the most impor-
the New Year tant celebrations.

20 days  Taron Baptism of the peo- 809-
ple and building of 814
the churches

One The whole Gregory travels 817 In the Armenian

month (= of Arme- around the whole calendar, all the

30days) nia, from of Armenia while months contain
Taronto  King Trdat waits 30 days.

Bagavan for him in Bagavan

When one Bagavan Meeting of Gregory 817 On the 50™

month and Trdat (=20 +30) day

was spent from 1 Navasard
(20 Hori).
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One Bagavan Fasting time, 829

month (= preparation for the

30 days) Baptism

When one Bagavan Baptism of the 832-  On the 80" day

month king, his family, 834 from 1 Navasard

was spent and many people in (20 Sahmi).
Euphrates

Seven Bagavan  Gregory continues 835 From 21 to 27

days “af- to baptise people Sahmi.

ter this”

The Agathangelos obviously describes a liturgical cycle but, as a
whole, this cycle is not preserved in any existing calendar. Only the
feast of St John the Baptist and St Athenogenes on the New Year
(1 Navasard) is preserved as established by St Gregory.*"® However,
in the same text of the Agathangelos, another date of this feast is pre-
scribed, also with the authority of St Gregory, on 7 Sahmi (Aa 815). This
feast is also preserved in the Armenian calendar.”’* Two competing li-
turgical traditions concerning the saints whose relics were brought by
St Gregory from Cappadocia after his consecration are thus included
in Agathangelos’ account side-by-side.

4. Two Remnants of Earlier Commemorations of St Gregory:
20 Sahmi and 20 Hori

The feast on 20 Sahmi is also present in the later Armenian calendar
although without its seven-day afterfeast. Its original meaning, a com-
memoration of the Baptism in Bagavan, was translated (if Peeters and
van Esbroeck are right) ca 500, to 10/11 K’atoc’. Nevertheless, 20 Sahmi
became the day of commemoration of two virgins among those with
Rhipsime, Naneé (St Nino of Georgia) and Mané. The latter, called Mani
in other sources, lived as a hermit and was found by St Gregory the
[lluminator just before her death. She was then buried by him in her
cave, the very cave in which St Gregory himself also ended his days as

(218)  G.Bavan, Le Synaxaire arménien de Ter Israel. 1. Mois de Navasard (Par-
is, 1910) (PO, 5, 3; N 23) [repr. Turnhout, 2003] 355[11]-357[13]; here a feast of
St John the Baptist only, without Athenogenes.

(219)  G.Bavan, Le Synaxaire arménien de Ter Israel. II1. Mois de Sahmi (Paris,
1927) (PO, 15, 3) 314[378]-215[379]; St John the Baptist together with Atheno-
genes.
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a hermit. The earliest document concerning Mani is Vk, the Karshuni
recension of the Agathangelos. The legend about Mani is a part of a
legend about the first discovery of the relics of St Gregory.”® Thus, the
commemoration of Mani on 20 Sahmi is an indirect commemoration of
St Gregory (that is, the discovery of his relics, the day of his death be-
ing unknown in the same manner as the day of the death of the biblical
Moses).??! The chronology of the Armenian Agathangelos explains the
reason for the original choice of this date.

The Armenian calendar preserves the date 20 Hori as the com-
memoration day of the apostle of Caucasian Albania, Eliseeus (EliSe),”*
whose biography (his death in a pit of poisonous reptiles) is suspi-
ciously similar to that of St Gregory. And, according to the V family of
Agathangelos, it was Gregory who baptised the Albanians along with
the Armenians. Such a rededication of an earlier Armenian feast of the
St Gregory cycle to the legendary disciple of apostle Thaddeus is obvi-
ously an Albanian tradition intended to demonstrate the apostolic ori-
gin of the Albanian Church and, thus, her right to autocephaly. After
the absorption of the Albanian Church by the Armenian one (ca 705),
this feast was preserved because the place of the earlier Armenian feast
on 20 Hori was free.

We have to conclude that most of the dates specified in the above
chronology of Aa are important feasts in the later Armenian tradition.
Moreover, these feasts preserve explicit or implicit indications of a
connexion to the cycle of St Gregory the Illuminator and the Baptism
of four nations in the Caucasus. Our chronology thus appears to rep-
resent a liturgical cycle that did exist somewhere, although it was no
longer comprehensible to the editor of Aa, who added an alternative
feast of John the Baptist and Athenogenes on 7 Sahmi. It would indeed
be difficult to imagine any non-liturgical meaning for such a detailed
chronology in a hagiographical text

(220) See, for details, van Essroeck 1971, 390-395.

(221) In the fixed Armenian calendar (since the thirteenth century) the
commemoration of St Gregory on 30 September is rendered as 21 Sahmi. This
feast was borrowed in Byzantium with no relation to the earlier Armenian
traditions (s. above).

(222) G. Bavan, Le Synaxaire arménien de Ter Israel. 1I. Mois de Hori
(Paris, 1910) [repr.: Turnhout, 2003] (PO 6, 2; N 27) 302[334]-304[336], 307[339]-
308[340].
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5. The Pentecost after the Dormition of the Theotokos

Having established that our liturgical cycle in Aa presents some
liturgical realities, we have to reexamine its coverage of the first fifty
days from 1 Navasard to 20 Sahmi. The current commemoration of St
Mani on 20 Sahmi is a remnant of an earlier feast of the discovery of the
relics of St Gregory. But what is the importance of 1 Navasard itself?
Why was it used as the starting point of a pentecontad cycle?

Normally, the starting point for all the calendric pentecontads is the
date of Easter. It is a Jewish custom from the Second Temple period
presented in such Jewish calendars as those of the Temple Scroll or the
Songs of the Sacrifice of Sabbath. Up to the early fifth century, the second
Pentecost after Easter was still celebrated throughout the Christian
world (the movable feast of the Holy Apostles in the Constantinop-
olitan rite and the Syrian Jacobite rite of Antioch up to the middle of
the sixth century and, in the Syrian Jacobite rite of Tikrit, up to the
eighteenth century), and it persisted up to the second millennium as
the Agat’enagoba (St Athenogenes’ feast) in the Georgian rite and is cur-
rently celebrated as the Vardavar in the Armenian rite. A more elabo-
rated system of the pentecontad periods covering the whole year is
still traceable in the Syrian Nestorian calendar.

When, in the middle of the fifth century, the feast of the Dormition
was introduced, its liturgy was patterned after Easter. Around 500, it
became the starting point of a new series of pentecontads. In the Je-
rusalem rite, there were two Dormition pentecontads which were ac-
cepted by the rite of Constantinople, too, as well as by some Syrian
anti-Chalcedonian traditions: from 15 August to 3 October and from
3 October to 21 November. The feasts of 3 October (Dionysius the Ar-
eopagite as an eyewitness of the Dormition and the open heavens) and
21 November (Presentation of the Theotokos) go back to the liturgical
institutions of the patriarchate of Jerusalem ca 500.7

Are the two commemorations of St Gregory the Illuminator on
20 Sahmi and 30 September Armenian analogues of these Jerusalem
pentecontads?

The feast of the Dormition of the Theotokos was introduced as a
date in the Julian calendar having no constant equivalent in the Old
Armenian calendar. 30 September is the fiftieth day after 12 August,
the eve of one of the known Dormition dates, 13 August. It is preserved
as the first day of the Dormition cycle in the first millennium Georgian

(223) LouriE 2010, 192-192.
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rite, which was probably shared by the Armenians (implying 15 Au-
gust as the day of the Dormition itself). In the Syriac “Dormition in Six
Books” (Transitus S 3), however, this is the very date of the Dormition
itself; this source may reflect the calendar shared by the Armenians in
the late fifth century, the time of the reconstruction of the Etchmiadzin
cathedral. The chronology of this Transitus implies that 12 August is
the date of the gathering of the apostles.

If, in the 480s, the Etchmiadzin cathedral was consecrated on the eve
of the Dormition feast (the Armenian tradition insists on this sequence
of the Sofakat’-encaenia and the Dormition feast), the date of the con-
secration was, most likely, 12 August, corresponding to the Dormition
on 13 August. The further shift to 14 and 15 August is a sixth-century
or even later development. It would be only natural if a new cult in the
principal cathedral of Armenia reused the vision of St Gregory the II-
luminator that was related to the same cathedral. Unlike Dionysius the
Areopagite, St Gregory was not an eyewitness to the Dormition, but he
was the seer of the heavenly temple represented by the cathedral now
rededicated to the Dormition. Thus, it was in the style of the epoch to
connect the feast and its witness through a fifty-day cycle.

It is not clear so far, however, how this cycle is connected to the
pentecontad reported in the Agathangelos for 1 Navasard to 20 Sahmi.
To answer this question, we have to turn to the very beginning of the
Dormition feast in the Armenian Church.

6. The New Year on 1 Navasard and the Dormition of the Theotokos

Unlike the previous ecumenical councils, whose opening dates
were chosen with a symbolic proximity to Pentecost, the Second Coun-
cil of Ephesus (449) opened on 8 August, a date having no relation to
this feast. I have argued elsewhere that this date was chosen in rela-
tion to the earliest Dormition cycle (from 7 to 9 August), where it cor-
responds to the gathering of apostles in Sion. This council seems to be
the first occasion when a recent Palestinian feast was accepted by the
Churches throughout the whole universe.”® This council was subse-
quently called “latrocinium” in Rome but certainly not in Armenia.
Two bishops from Roman Armenia were presented among the fathers
of the council. *

(224) Lourit 2010, 180-183.

(225) John of Sebastia in First Armenia (Nr 10 in the list) and Acacius of
Ariarathia in Second Armenia presenting Constantius of Melitene, who was
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According to the Old Armenian calendar, 7 August 449 (the first
day of the Dormition feast) was 2 Navasard and, correspondingly,
1 Navasard was 6 August, the eve of the Dormition. Thus, in 449, the
pentecontad from the eve of the Dormition coincided with the Ag-
athangelos” pentecontad from 1 Navasard to 20 Sahmi (this is true for
the years from 448 to 451).” In this way the Dormition feast arrived
in the Armenian Church accompanied by a remarkable synchronism
with the earlier cycle of St Gregory the Illuminator (from 1 Navasard
to 20 Sahmi). This cycle was certainly taken into account during the
rededication of the Etchmiadzin cathedral in the 480s, when the date
of the Dormition feast shifted to 13 August. The link between the Dor-
mition and an important feast related to St Gregory on the eve of this
feast was preserved in conformity with Baumstark’s second law. A new
Gregory-related feast appeared on 12 August. Thus, the calendar of
the Armenian Church preserves one feast established by St Gregory
the Illuminator on 1 Navasard and another feast related to him on the
eve of the Dormition.

The later cycle related to the Dormition became a more important
commemoration of St Gregory, and St Gregory’s commemoration on
20 Sahmi thus lost most of its importance (allowing a substitution of
Gregory’s name by those of two saints related to him, Nino of Geor-
gia and Mari), but a new commemoration of St Gregory appeared on
30 September. However, its direct connexion to the Solakat’-encaenia
feast on the eve of the Dormition was necessarily lost when the Arme-
nian Church adopted 15 August as the date of the Dormition.
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